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RECEIVED UT 18 99
TO: THE CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE WATER AND 99LAT90 LAND MANAGEMENT

ADVISORY BOARD - MTRCA, MEETING 17/91, OuLuber 11, 1991

FROM: J. C. MATHER, DIRECTOR, WATER RESOURCE PIVTSION

RE: Comments on a Background Report, "Chorpline Regeneration for the
'Gres *ter Toronto Dioregion" for the Royal Commission on th Future
of the Toronto waterfront.

KEY ISSUE
The report is a useful reference for shoreline regeneration issues bnd
considerations but needs to be carefully balanced with other public
objectives and technical information as part of future waterfront planning.

RECOMENDATION

THE HOARD RECOMMENDS TO THE AUTHORITY THAT the wait report on the review
of the report, "shoreline Regeneration for the Greater Toronto sior gio-a-
prepared by the Shoreline Regeneration Working croup for the Royal
Commission on the Future of the Toronto Waterfront, be received;

THAT the Royal commission be asked to consider the Authority's comments on
the Shoreline Regeneration Report in preparing its final report;

THAT the staff be directed to work with Metropolitan Toronto, the Region of
Durham and the area municipalities, as well as pOVinoial and federal

hensiagencies, in the development of compreve an; site specific shoreline
regeneration plane as appropriate, through partnership agreements,
municipal plans and the Environmental Assessment Act;

THAT the staff be directed to increaae the emphapis on monitoring a d
reporting to all interested parties the results or shoreline regene ation
projects as funds permit;

THAT the assessment of possible cumulative impacts, both positive and
negative, be an'integral component of planning for all future shoreline
regeneration projects and that staff be directed to continue to investigate
appropriate modelling techniques, expert advice and monitoring data to
assist in such avaluations;

AND FURTHER THAT these recommendations and the staff report be forwarded to
the Royal comxliaaion on the future of the Toronto Raterrront, the
Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, the City of Toronto, the City of
Etobicoke, the City of Scarborough, the Region of Durham, the Town of Ajax,
the Town of Pickering and the Premier's Advisor - Toronto Waterfront
Development. ,

DACIGROUND
,- The report, "Shoreline Regeneration for the Greater Toronto Bioregi

the product of a working group established by thb Royal Commission,
response to a request by the Minister of the Envlironment, on behalf
Province of Ontario. It was, in part, a response to recommendations
concerning lakefilling which were made by the Royal Commission in 1
report, "watershed". The Authority, in its report, "Crisis in Conf
also requested that the Royal commission conduct a' public review Cc
on laxerilling. It was suggested by the Authority that the East Pc
proposal would De a good test Case, and focus for.discussion, in a
comprehensive review of shoreline regeneration 1>t general and lakef
in particular. The report, however, is a broad review which attemF
summarize the history of shoreline changes, shoreline regeneration
regulatory framework, and options for policy and implementation.
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Tllf; CHAIMAH AND MEM8ERS Of' TilE WATER "NO Rt:U.T~O LAnD PtA 
ADVISOR1 BOARD - HTRCA, MEETING 17/91. O~~uber 11, 1991 

J. C. MATHER. DtRecTO~. WATER R~SOURCe DIVISION 

RE; COmments on G Back9round Report, "Chor,line Regeneratlon 

DtJ II • 

'Grea.ter Toronto Bioreglon" tor the Poy .. l Commission on th Futur-e 
ot the Toronto Weterfront. 

--,.--- ... -----~---------------~+~--
kEY ISSUE 
Tho repo~t is a useful reference for shoraline r~9anaration issue. nd 
co~~ldetbt1un~ but need~ tu be caretully balan~e~ with other pUblic 
Objectives and tcchnic~l information a~ partoc tut~re ~aterrront p 

JU:COKHEtlDATION 

THE BOARD RECOKM~NDS TO THZ AU~HORITY TK~T ~b. ~~e" ~.port on tho 
ot the teport, "shorelIne aeqener.tion tor the at.at.r ~oronto 810r 
pr.poro4 by the Sho~.lln. Re~ener.t'oQ WorklngGJoup tor the Roy.l 
Commission on the future of the Toronto WGlertro~tl be re~clved; 

!'HAT the Ko},.l cODlJllillllign be a.leeli to con:llic2er t,",o Jiluthority'. c:omm nto on 
th~ Shoreline Reqlnlration Report 1n preparin9 its final report; 

TH~T the st.tt ~e dl~ected to wor~ with Ketrofol~t.n Toronto, 'he R 
DurhAm .nd the .reG muni~ip.iitie:ll, •• w.ll O~ ptovlnolo1 and feder 
ogencd .•• , in lh. 4ovelopl1lont ot oomprehenoive an~ ~i te specU"il; ,ho 
regeneration plans .s appropriat., thrauvb partn.rsh!p .9r •••• nts, 
municipal pl.n. Gn4 the Environmental A ••••••• nt ,.~t; . 

TH~T lh. Slott bo 4i~octo4 to inerealo tho e.f~a'i8 on aouitorinq _ 
reporting to all interested part i •• the r.sults of Shoreline 
project ••• fund. permit; 

910n ot 
1 
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TH~T tho .".s.ment of po,sible eu~ulativ. imp.c~s, both positive. 
neqative, be an'inteqral co.ponent ot plannin9 fQr all future ahore In. 
regeneration projects and that staff bt 4i~.cted to continu. to lnv stiqate 
approf~i.te .04011'ng techniques, •• p.rt .dvic. and monltorinq d.t. to 
a •• 1at ift au~b evaluation.; 

AND FURTHER THAT tbe*e r.oomm.n4ations an4 the at.ff report be foe 
the ROla1 co~leaioa on tho 'utur' or the roronto walerfronl, the 
Municip.lity or Metropolit.n Toronto, the city or Toronto, tbe Cit 
Etobico •• , the City ot sc.rborouqh, tba Region of Durh.m, the Town 
the Town of pickering and the pre.i.r'a A4vi.or - Toronto Watertro 
Development. 

~AC1HJJtOU"O 

rc2.d to 
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The report, "Shoreline Regeneration tor the Gr@4t~r Toronto 81ore91 
the product ot ill working 9rouP •• tabll»h.d by th~ R<)yal C'oIllI!\IB~lon, 
reaponse to 4 request by the Minipter oC the ~nv'ronmenL, un b.halt the 
r~ovince oC Ontario. It was, in part, e re~ponsc to recommendotion 
concern1n9 la~erl1l1n9 which were ~~de by the Royal Cummissiun 1n it& 
report, "Watershed". The Authority, in its report, "Cdsl. in Confidence?" 
also requested tnat tn@ Royal Commission con~uct ill pUblic review C u5in9 
on lal<erU11n9. It was sU9gested by the Authority lhaL the East P lilt Parll 
p~oposal would De a gOOd test c~se, and locus tor.dlscuss1on, 1n a 
comprehensive review ot 5horeline cegeoeratiun 111 qeneral and lake 
in particular, Tne report, h6~ever, is • broad ~evia~ ~hich attem 
$u~~ari~e the history ot ~hoIeline chonqes. shoreline regeneration is~uea, 
re9ul~tory tro~ewor~, and option$ Cor policy and implement~tion. 
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It appeared initially that the work group's report would be prepared in

draft early in 1991, for review by interested parties, and then fl alited

as background for hearings on regeneration issues and proposals. 1he

complexity of the issues, and the time frame for the Royal commiss i on

apparently pievluded that process and limited the input by the Aut ority

and uther agencies to submissions early in the process, followed b
retronees to occasional questions.

AULhurity start were hopeful that the report would provide insighto on
regeneration techniques and evaluation procedurgs that would help to focus
and prioriae the efforts of public bodies. Unfortunately, the size of the

study area, the complexity of the issues and tha available time,
constrained the efforts to a documentation of some of the existing
conditions and a general overview of considerations. that should be made in

Lite develupmvot of a comprehensive plan for the Greater Toronto pi region.

The waterfront included in the Greater Toronto bicregion extends fom

Burlington to Newcastle. . I i

Anal ssj$

The report is a lengthy, well structured and easily read document hat is

worthy of careful reading and analysis. However, the short time a ailable

to the Authority to review and comment on the document in lime to espond

to the commissiuir rtiecea5itates a brief review.

This staff review is structured in J sections. Firstly, it attemp s to
L:vnsulidate the numerous findings and summarize then into 5 genera

recommendations for action. Secondly, it examines several of the pecific

criticisms which are directed to the Authority'* projects. Final! P. it

addresses the potential impacts of these recumm6ndatiuns un sums o thie

Authority's shoreline regeneration iniLiaLives.

A list of some existing Authority shoreline regeneration projects

etudien is appended for reference.

General P n inns of the Repott'

The main recommendations of flit Working croup's report can be grou ed into

5 categories:

I. An integrated plan for the entire shoreline of the Greater Toronto

Bivxegion should be prepared. ,

Z. The Provincial and Federal governments should take the Lead i

developing the plan.

7. No new projects should be allowed until the plan is in place.

e. The Ministry of ZAvirunment should take over the Improved Lak fill

Quality Control Program and expand it to iihclude control of s it

excavation and disposal throughout the Bioregion.

5. Remaining natural areas should be protected.

g,qMMantX ~:oncernina MTRCA

The report 16 generally very critical of shoreline modifications t at have

been undertaken in the past and are planned for the future. Inclu ed for

criticism are projects by MTRCA stemming in part from the 1961 Wat rfront

Plan.

The concerns that are raised are not new and have been the subject of

consideration in the plancriray, design, approvalh and Implementation of

projects throughout the Authority's involvement in waterfront rege eration.

Perhaps the best example to date of evaluatluns'of these concerns, balanced

with other public objectives, is the Colvlrel Samuel Smith Park

environmental assessment.

I' 
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Il appeaced initi~lly that the wo~k 9~QUP'. ~ep~~t woyld be prepar 
dCIlCt early ill 1,991" for review by intel."ested p~~ti •• , Ilnd then fl 
as lJdo.:.:kgl'vund tor head.n95 on ~egeneration issu~s and proposel.. t\e 
compl.exit.y of the lS$ues, and the ,time frame for the Royal Comllliss'on 
apparenlly pl~~luded that pro~e •• and limited tho input by the Aut ority 
411\J utllflt' agencies to sUbmissions early in the p~OC.SS, followed b 
re~ronees to occasional questions. , 

AlIt.hvlity stolU were hopeful that the r.po~t wO~ld provide insi9ht 
t"egellenl t ion techn iques and .v~ ll.lll ticn pl."oceduJ:'tllI that wou ld he lp 
and priorize the eftol."ts at public bodies. Unfortunately, the sit 
study a~e~, the comple~itr of the ill5ues and the avoiloble time, 
constrained the efforts to a documentation of ~Om. of the exlat1n~ 
~onditions and Il general ovel."view of considerati.ons, thllt should be 
Lha (h!v~lvl'm"nt of a comprehensive' pl~/'I for the G\"ellter Toronto ni 
The wat~l"h"ont included 1n the Greater Toronto Dioreqion extends f 
~urlington to Newcastle. 

The report is a lenqihy, well structured .!Ind e.!lljily rea<1 <10cumet:'lt 
worthy of care[ul reading and analysi8. Howeve~, the Ghort time a 
to the Authority to review and comment on the do~u~enl in lime lo 
to the Commi15lSivlI' I)e.:e$~itates G brief review. 

This slall l8view is structured in J •• ctions. Firstly. it atte~p 
\;vlI~vlidat. the numerous findin9. end .l,1l11l11ol."ize tt\e .. 1"to 5 genera 
recommendations Coc at;L1~II. secondly, it exollli.nes several of the 
criticisms which are directed to the Authority'. projects. rlnall 
addressestl'le potentia 1 illlPolcts of these re(;vmm.lltlatiom& UII suIRe 0 
Authority's snore11n. regeneration lnlLlotlvglS. 

A li/St ut sOllie existin9 Authority shoreline reqaneration projacts 
~tud\e5 is appended for reterence. 
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The main recolllmendations oC toile wQrki.nq Group's report can be qroo .~ into 
5 eategories: 

1. An 1nteqrated plan tor Ule enti~e 5hQ~elin. of the Greater To onto 
81vlegion should be prepa~ed. 

~. The provincial ~~d Federal gove~~~ent& should take the leaJ i 
clev.lapin; th,. plan. 

J. NO new projects »hQ~ld be allowed until th~ plan is in place. 

,.. Thl! Ministry at !nvlrullm8llt 5hol,lld tak.e ov.r the I.proved Lek fill 
Quality Cont{o~ proqram ande~pand it to l~~lude ~ontrol af s tl 
excavation .!Ind disposal throughout the Bioreglon. 

5. Remaininq natursl areas should be protecte~. 

~~ntJ ~oncerning MTReA 

The repol't 16 <Jenerally veey cd.tical or shoreUne modifications at hove 
been undertaken in the pa5t &nd are planned ro~ the [uluut. Indu ed tOl' 
e~itieiGm are project5 by M~RCA st8111mlng in part from the 1961 Wat rtront 
Plan. 
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The concern.: that are raised aca not. neW and have been the subject ot 
considerotion in the pIannillY, &jesiqn, approvalis ahd ll11pl@lIIent:atio of 
projects throughout the Authority'S inVOlvement In watertl'ont rege eralion. 
~erhaps the best example to date or evoluQ~lulIS'Qt these concerns, balanced 
With other pUblic Objectives, is the Colu .. el S,)lIluel Smith Pork 
environmental a~3es.mcnt. 
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5ome of the spucifLc concerns raised in the report are outlined, fo~lowed
by a brief response.

Alteration of shureline Processes - The report is very critics of
shoreline alterations which are said to affgct the dispersion ;
discharges and restrict the shoreline's ability to "rinse itse f

The principal target of this criticism is H4mber bay Park wheri it van
well known rrom the early stages of plannin4 that the loadings from
the number River, Himieo Creek and the sere a treatment plant utfall
were having significant impacts on water an sediment quality. it is
not clear rrom the report how a 40cision to not build Humber 8 y Park
so as to allow a more complete "rinsinq" of the contaminants t4 the
dvop baalo of the lake vould address any reasonable shorelioe
regeneration objectives or the Royal commission principles of
waterfront that is accessible, open, useable, clean, green, of .

. boiundtiLL rR,haats . The rornrt ra i sea rnw rAnrrrr. nf. the nntan i aJ
impact of shoreline alterations through lakefilling on adjacen
Leaches.

The principal target of this criticism i0 Bluffers Park and th
shoreline protection work elsewhere along atarborough bluffs A a -their
a...t—tl..l ..uaul&kLV& iaraet on the ■asaasa somehow.

Bluffers Park was originally proposed withi4k the Context of an overall
scheme of shoreline protection for Scarborough Bluffs. Mainte once of
the Eastern Reaches was to be achieved through perloaie nouris Went
with sand from other eources, i.e. from pit$ or dredged from a ,shore.
Some nourishment has already been done and additional amounts rill be
required. The major influence in the near future .is the possi le
construction of the second tank to capture combined sewage ova flows
and improve water quality on the beeches. the tank would eppe r to
require substantial amounts of beach fillin$, to create a suite le
site.

No doubt, strictly from a coastal processes point of view, if
development of the Scarborough waterfront t blelande had been ept
north of Kingston Road, then no ahorelina protection would hav been
required for the roresesable future. rlterpatively, acquisiti n of
endangered properties could have roaoved ha0ardous situations s they
developed without the need ,for shot lin• protection. These ju gements
were made in the early stages of the prevent waterfront plan i the
Knowledge of shoreline processes and other lectors.

). Lakefill Quality - The report expresses concern about the qualty of
material and potential impacts on water and sediment quality t om fill 
losses. It goes on to recommend that Lhe Unproved Lakefill Qu lity
control Progran, which was developed and implemented by MTRCA t the
request of MOE., be taken over by MOE. The concern is that an gency
which uses lakefilling to achieve some of its objectives shoul not be
in charge of controlling the material which is used.

MTRCA developed the present program in reappnse to continued
about the quality of Lill and the Mote dec~sion that its inv
at such a detailed, truck by truck level, was not required.
uses MOE guidelines and reports rayularly to MoE and is alway
to audit by Mot. serious contamination ie.brvught to MOE's a
for regulatory action.

Monitoring in the lake around active landfills continues to i~
only minimal impact Crum the filling process.
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Some of the ~pu~itic concerns ~aised in the re~o~t are outlined, to lowed 
by a brief re5poose. 

1. Alteriltion of shu[eline pl'ocesses - The report is vet"y c;ritl.~.. oe 
~horeline altsratlon5 which are sald to Att~c;t the dispersion f 
di.schargel5 amI l'eE;tt'ic;t the I5horeline's ability to "rinse itse flO.' 
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not Clear rro~ the report how a 48cia10n to not build H~ab4r B 
so as to allow 0 ~ore complete "rinsinq" ot tho conta.inants t 
~v.p b.~'~ ~~ the lake You14 addres. any reasonable ~~~r.li~e 
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l~pact of 6ho~eline alteratiQnO throu9h lakefillinq on adj~ccn 
beaches. 

Tbe prinClipal t_rget of this Clr1tlcislI h Bluff en Park and tb 
9ho~al!n8 protection work alsewhar. along s¢&rborouqh Blutt$ _14 -~h.lr 
r¥~- .. \..I.Ml ¥~l1l.&tllY. l •••• tI .. , ,)Ie I ........... h... ' 

Blutters 1'&,:-)1. ."' •• ot'i91naUy propoud witbi$ the context of an 
scheme of sboreline protection for Sc.rboro~ib Bl~tts. Heinle 
the Eautorn 8a.~h.s WA5 to be ach1.v.4 tbro_9h perlo41C1 no~ris 
witb sand fro. otber oourcas, i .•. from pit. or ~rad9.4 from 0 

Some nouriDbment ~aB alraady been done an4 .dditlonal amounts 
require4. The 111.'01: inCl~.nce 1n the nOar future ,i. tho po:u1 
c;on,truction of t~a •• con4 tank to c.ptu~e $ombine4 seveq8 ove 
and Il11prQve •• tee ~ualitl on the beacbos. the tahk vou14 eppe 
reqUire !tubstanthl amounts or beach Ullin,' to croate a suHa 
aite. 

Kg Go~bt. stl1Qtlf f~om a ~o •• tal p~oco •• es point of v1ov, if 
develop •• nt of t~e soarborough watarfront t,blelan4e ~.4 b •• n 
north cf J1n9stoh Road, tbon no. .hot.line Pfotaot1o.D would hav 
roquired for tne 'ore~e.abl. futur.. ~lter~.tiv.lJ, .cqui.iti 
endangered prope~tiea could bav. reMovo4 hafar40ua situationa 
caveloped without the n.ed .tor shoreline p~~tectlon. The •• ju 
wou lDlicle 1n the .arly .t&qe. ot the prn.nt. ".tertcont plan ~ 
knowl.dge of .hor.line ~rOC.8a •• and oth.~ ,actors. 

Laketlll Quality - The report .xpresses con~ern about the qual 
material and potential ,impacts on water and &Mdl~ent qUAlity t 
l05IiGIi. I t goes on to racommend tha t lha Ijnpl'Oved ~~e r i U Qu 
Control i'rO<jrall, wnlch was r;\eveloped aml implemented by HTRCA 
request of !'lOt, b8 taken over by MOl. ,The concern is ~hat an 
wnich uses lakefillin9 to acl'lieva some of 1t!.> ob1ectives Shoul 
In charge 0' controllinq tha material which i~ ysed. 

, , ' 

MTRCA developed the pre •• nl Frograll lD r.llppnse ~o eo~~in~ed 
about tno quality or fill and tbe KO~'S dac~~lon that italnv 
at SUch a detailed, truck by truck l.vel, w.~ not requlre4. 
use. MOE 9uide11nos and eeporta reyularlJ to HO£ and is alvay 
to audit bJ MOE. serious contallllnation 1s~rvuyht to HOE'. a 
fo~ ~e9ul&torJ octivn. 

Monitorin9 in the lake around ect1ve landfills con~lnues to i 
onlf 1II1nl,.illimpact trvm the fUlin9 prvc;osl'. 
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•. vontamination of sport fish - The report rpises concerns thot the bays

Created by lakufill projects affect contaminant concentration in

f ish.

while contaminant levels in fish are a serous lake-vide cone rn, it

is unlikely that waterfront parks are a siOnifieant eontribut r, even

In the sense of cumulative impacts. Evidepoe auggests that t e lake

based rl7heriss resource is- impacted from lake-aide impacts, roe
discharges and runoff from use which obviously require 

razed 

 1

actions. The cvroploxity of this imam* was reflected in the r port by

the work group's acknovlodgament that members could not agree an
whether small bays were Good features or bad.

Habitat urvaLion - The report is critical of plans to constrt a

wetland and fisherise halAtat as part of the capping of dred d

material uj*Vvsal areas at Tommy Thompnon Park because of co taminont

uptake concerns.

T41p issue has been add;esaed at length an part of the planning for

the project. This issue is indicative o! the C&Mplexity of these

matters given that some experts have suggested that the existing

habitat is so important; even before it is covered with cleaver

material, that it should be retained.

b. boat clubs Trio report is Critical of boat Ciubi on the gro nds that

the harbours built to accommodate Lhom have impacts, the boa era do

not pay the full, uost of creating the facilities, and the pu lic do

not have aecoec.

The Authority bas .,explored and implemented several, kinds of eating

facilities. We bsve made mistakes and we have had sue!•sass Ns
Still reel generally that boating clubs provide community based and

relatively affordable boating. The progress being made to r duce

fencing, provide better public access and a highsr.commuhity profile
at colonel samuel Snith Park is being done in conjunction vi h

Etobicoks and Metro. The rental rate policy is under review by Metro

council but clearly the concern is to try to keep boating financially

available to as wide a range of income levels as possible. irtually

all public recreation activity is subsised to some degree. he

boaters make substantial capital and annual Investments in ta areas

they develop and lease.

colonel samuel smith Park - The report includes an analysis f

facilities planned and built at colonel samuel Smith Pack. 
it is

critical of the Authority 'for not providing all of the public

amenities in the original plan while catering to the boating

interests.

mbis ■skkss his hean M ornsied isonratnly rith the Buyll GmI12119a
staff and all the involved agencies. hopefully, the matter s

resolved but it appears in the report and requires a brief rsponoe.

The Authority was careful to build the laketill in accordano with the

undertaking as approved by the Environmental Assessment Boar -

December 1980. The *term water treatment facility is operut ng in

accordance with the conditions of approval. Tho boating uses are being
developed in accordance with the plan. Many of the other pu lic
amenities are afraeted by the actions o; others and it to a act that

plans change over 15 years. Some faciiit es were originally planned

on Huaber College lands as shared faeilit es. Humber Colleq has

changed its plans. The Province of ontar o has proposed, in
conjunction with Humber college, a major dousing dvvelcpment which

impacts on the park plan. The landscaping details in some o the park

areas have been dropped in favour of a me a natural, lower m intenance

treatment. Thirty-one acres were acquire from the hospital site for
public open space which was not ipcluded n the original pia .
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4. ~ontamlnation or ~PQ~t fish - The repor~ r~ises Conca~n& that the beys 
cr~a~ed by 14k~rl11 project~ effect ~ontam'ftant eOneentration in 
ti&h. 

Whlle contaminant levels in fiah are a ~or~ous lake-vide cone ~n, it 
is unlikely that .aterf~ont park. ar •• 51,nitieant contribut r, even 
in tbe •• n3. oC cumulativ. impaots. Ivl~e~oe sU9V.sts that t • lake 
11.;t.~ 'l~h.J:i.1I re.oU1"c;e is- Llllpacts4 fro. lak .• -wic!. illlpact.. rOil 
di.~b.r~e. anO tunoff from us. which obviously raquira rallied 1 
action.. Th. ~Qmf\.xltr of this i.sua va. ~.'loota4 In th. r port by 
the toto,;Jt qrol.lp·s aoltnovla"96l11ent that •• ab.rs Clo\llcS l'I(1t 89t' •• on 
wh.th.r small bay~ v.r. 900d f.atura. or ba4. 

~. Habilal ~I~dtion - The repor~ is critical pf plans to constr t 3 
wetland and risheri •• h~l.Iitat as part of the cappinq .of dr-eel d 
material vi~~~~al areas at Tommy Thomp~o~ Fark becau~e ot co t~~in~nt 
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uptake concerns_ 

Tlli. '",,,,ue has ~I .. n .,sdJ;essed .t 1.n9th .8· part of the pJann 
the project. Thi. i •• l.le i. indicative ot the Qo~pl.~lty or 
~att_~~ 9ivon that ,ollie .~perts hav. sU9ge~ted that the exis 
habitat is .0 i~port.nt' even betore !~ i. cov_~.d wlth elea 
~.t.rial, that it sho~14 b. ~st&in.d. 

i'oat nUbS ., Ttte report is ~ritical of bOQlt c::ll,lbs on the <Jl"O 
the harbours built to accollll1lodate lluill" have l~f'a(!~A, ~PU! bOil 
not pay the Cull- ~u~t vC ~reatin9 the ta~ilities. and the pu 
not: have aeeoes:. 

that 
120 
do 

The A~tl\ority ba, .,e.plored an4 lA1pl.lII.n~.6 •• v.~.l. kinds of olltino; 
faoilitie.. w. bave made .1stak •• and •• have had success.. •• 

by He~1"o 
.ncia11y 
irtually 
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,ttll reel qonerally that b9ating ClUb. provide cOmBunlty ba 
telatively arforoaDle ~patin9' Tbe pJ;oqreas be!D9 mad. to ~ 
lencin9, provide better public acoess and • high.r.com.~hlty 
at CQIQPel uamuel s.lth Par~ is being 4on. in conjQnetio~ vi 
Etoblcole and "etro. Tne r.nt~l rate polloy 1, ~n4er revi •• 
council but clearly th_ ooncern i. te trJ to keep boatlnv fl 
available to 8S wlde a ran;_ of inco.e lev.l, .e possible. 
all public recreation activity is subalKe~ to 80 •• 4-9r ••• 
boaters make substantial oapital and ennUal Inv •• t.en~. in t • aroa$ 
they develop and 1 ••••• 

1. ColOnel samuel s~lth Park - The report inoludei an anlllyeis f 
facilities plannecs and built at Colonel S~muel s .. 1t.h h,k. t Is 
critical of the Authority for not providing ul 01 the pubU 
uu~nities in th@ or19inill plan whUe cateJ;'i.nq to thl8 boadnq 
interests. 

mid ••• U •• hu ..... n "ilrllUll'llltlIITltnly .1 til lin. RiYU ,~ 
starr and all tbe inVOlved _g.ngies. Ropefully, the Datt.~ 
re»olve4 but it appears in tbe report and require •• brl.f r 
The ~uthority was careful to build tbe laKetSll in accordano 
undertakini as approve4 by the ~nvironmen~.l A ••• ssment Bo.~ 
December 1980. The storm vater teeatAlent ta~!ll~y is oper_t 
acoordance Vith tno condl~ions of .pprov.l. The b06tlp9 usss 
developed in accordance with the plan. Hany ot the other pu 
amenitie, are aflected by the action. o( others .n~ It 1~ • 
plans chAnge ov.~ IS years. SOMe facilitl ••• ere otlqinally 
on RUBber colleqe lands as 'hllre~ facilit es. Humber Colleq 
chan90d it'" plana. The Provine. ot ontar 0 h •• p~opo'.4, 1ft 
conjunction wltn RUIII~er COlloqe, a majo~ _ousinw ~evelopR.hl 
impacts on the park plan. The landscapin, ~.tail' in 'Ollie 0 
areas have ~een 4ropped in tavou~ of • mOl- l'I~lur&l, lo~.r m 
treat •• nt~ Thirty-one acr •• vers acquire tro. the hospital 
public open spec. whicn vas not inCluded n the oti9inal pla 

• 
.pon$e. 

with the 

n'l in 
An baing 
He 
.c:t ~hat 
planned 

hll. 

whlcb 
tbe park 

intenance 
.it. tor 



10/15/91 15:27 M.T. R. C. A. 661 6898 006

Shoreline regeneration plane, as with all plans, must have 30 =6'

flexibility p=ovidad there is a proceaa te•aontrol 4han9es. ere is

no shortage or process on the waterfront.

Iffiglicatigns r.. MTRCA

If the recommendations of this work group's report were implemente there

are some possible implications for MT RCA projects. The six areas cf
primary concern are as follows:

(a) East point Park - This pruject might be considered as a new p oject

which could not proceed until the integrated plan for the Gry tar

Toronto 6ioregion was completed. Given the complexity of thei a issues

and the differing opinion$ among experts on any given site, il is

difficult to imagine such a plan being completed.even though t is. a'
desirable objective.

It seems preferable to have the project proceed through the

environmental assessment with particular cars being given to he

concerns addressed by the working yroup and the principles pr vided in

"watershed".

(b) Tommy Thompson Park - marsh creation - The work group's conce ns with

this -project could lead to a decision to delay consideration intil

completion of the plan for the Greater Toronto 9ioregiun. We believe

it is an. important pilot project for regeneration which is, be ng done

within the process of the Environmental Assessment Act and wi h the

benefit of extensive agency and public input. In feet, the A thorA y

is required as a condition of the Keating,t"hannel Environment 1

Assessment approval - September 1986 to cap Cell 1 by December, 1992.

(c) Lakefill Program - 'i'o our knowledge, HOE and the construction industry

have accepted the Authority's performance in this dtea. Cert inly the

quality of material being used in ldkefills has improved

significantly.

The current extremely low level of construotion,aetivity has CSulted

in dramatic reductions in surplus material volumes. We have ised this

quiet period to investigate and acquire more sophisticated to ting

equipment for better evaluation, on site, of fill quality. We are

also poised to expand the program to inland sites.

It should be noted that during busy construction periods, rev nues

exceed costs of the program env the surplus ravonues were applied to

other regeneration activities such as the storm sewer treatment

facility at colonel Samuel Smith Park. Lows of revenues from this

program would be a serious setback.

(d) Scarborough shoreline Protection - The only major section of shoreline

which still requires protection is the Sylvan Avenue area. 11 this

was considered to be a new project that had to await the completion of

the plan for the Great 'Toronto Sioregion, then erosion would continue.

This section is also a significant portion, of the potential shoreline

trail which is a high priority for most agencies with a Ovate front

interest.

(e) Provincial Funding - The working group's uncertainty about s ecific

shoreline regeneration initiatives and the call for.& 
not 

her %dy

could result in reallocation of provincial funding away from the

Authority's projects. Such a result would be particularly disastrous

now when the priority for the Authority over the next ] year,,, as

recently approved in the capital project tor 1992-1994, is tc work

with Metro on the very kinds of evaluations that the wurk gr up is

recommending.

, 
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Shoreline xeqonerativn plans, aa with all plana, .u.t have 50 •. 

rlox'bili~y p~ovldad there i •• ~ro¢ess to ~ontrvl o~ange.. ere i. 
no .hg~t.9. or ptocea. on the waterfront. . 

Impl icatigns COf,. H1'RCA 

If the recommend~tions ot thi~ work group's report were implemente 
are some p05slble 1mpl1catlons for MTRCA projects. The six areas 
pri~ary concern ara a~ tollows: 

there· 

(a) 
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(C) 

~~st ~o1nt park - Thia pruj~~t m19ht be considered O~ a new p 
whle~ could not proceed until the inteqratad plan foc the Cra 
Toronto uiore9ion w~s completed. Given the complexity ot the 
an~ the dlCrerln~ opinion8 o~on9 experta on any 91ven slte, i 
d1fficult to imagine such a plan beinq co~pleted\even though 
desirable objectiv~. 
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It seems preferable Co have the projc~t prqceed throu~h the 
environmental iilssessment ..,Ltl! particular eQr. be11'19 'liven tv ho 
concerns addressea by the worklnq ~roup and the prin¢ipl~~ pr vlded in 
"Watershed". ' 

Tommy Thowpson Park - ma~sh creation ~ The work group's conCa 
this ·proj~ct could leed to a decision to delay consideration 
completion of the plan [or the Greater 1oronto Bior@91un. w~ 
it is an important pilot project tor regeneration which is be 
within the process or the Envitonroentlll ASU55111ent Act. !lull w1 
beneBt of ext.ens1ve 3t;1ency ~nd publi~ lllpln. In faet, the A 
is required as a condition of th8 ~eatin9,¢hann.l Environment 
ASge5~ment approval - September 1986 to CAP cell 1 by D.ce~b • 

Lakef 111 Proqram - '1'0 our kno ... ledge. HOE and the const:rudt.ion 
h~v. aocepte~ the Authority's pertormance in this dl~~.. Cert 
quality ot miilterial being used in ldketil1~ has improved 
si,)niflcantly. 

The current extremely low level ur ~on$tfuetion,a~~ivity hD~ 
in dra~&tic ~eductions in surplus mat@rial volumes. W. have 
qUiet p.rio~ to investigote bnd acquire ~ote aophi.tic~t.d 
equipment tor better ev&lu&tion, on ~1te, ot rill quality. 
also poised to expand the p[ogram to inland :IIitea. 
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It Should be noted that during bU8y con'tr~ction periodp, rev nuos 
exceed costtl or the p~ogralll ami the surplus reVt;l'\ues were ilp lied to 
other ~.g.ne~~tion activities such ~. the etorm S8~er treatme t 
facil1ty at Colonel ~~muel SmLtn park. LOD» of ~evenuea fro ~his 

p(09ram would be a s8rlou~ ~etback. 

(d) Scaroorou9h snoreline Prot.~L1on - The only major sect:ioft ot horeline 
which still r.qu1re$ protec~ion itl the Sylvan Avenue are.. If this 
w~s considered to be 4 new project that had to await the com latic" ot 

(e) 

,the plan for the Great Toronto 8io~egion. ~hen *r05ion would ontinue. 

This section 1~ also a significant purtio~ of the potential 
trAil which 1$ • hign priOr1ty (or most a9~ncie8 with a wate 
intere5t. . 

provinCial fUOdin<)- ·The workinq 9.ro ... p·~ U'ncertainty about s 
shoreline r@generation loitiative~ ~nd the call tor. another 
could r~sult in realloc~t1on of provinCial funding away fro~ 
~uthority's projects. Such a re~ult wo~l~ be particularly d 
now when the priority [or t~e Authority o~ar the next 3 y.a~ 
recently approved in the c.pit~l project ~Of 19~a-19t4, 1& t 
with Met~o on tha very kindS ot evaluatlo~s that Lhu wurk 9~ 
rlil~omm.n!1inq. 
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Summary

The working group's report is an important statement about the nee for

ecosystem planning, particularly in a waterfront: context. It is rghtly

critical of many strureline alterations and abuses but probably ove

critical of alhecs. It raises some of the issues that present pla s are

trying to address. It is not a plan in itself but.it does contain some

suggestions for future regeneration activities. It Can serve as a

Important evaluation Lvul rvt future plans and projects but must b

balanced with other evaluations as well.

EXisting MTRCA Shoreline_R~cgeneration Efforts and Related Studies

A list of some existing uhwrcline regeneration projects may be use ul

reference in l:vrlaiJwration of the recvmmendations of the working C *up.

1. Avyuisition and protection of shoreline marahec.

1. Revegetation of eroding shvrelines with indigt "us species.

3. waterfront bird survey.

4. Fisheries studies.

~. flake current study at East Puint Pack - measurements and made ling.

6. storm water treatment irtCluding biological treatment of recov

and other organics at Colonel Samuel Smith Park.

7. Watershed SLrategies - Rouge, Don, Humber, Duffin.

a. water, sediment, Benthic moniturirtg including contaminant upt

Y. Wetland creation below Scarbutough Bluffs at south Marine Dci

bluffers Park and at Pommy Thompson Park.

10. Fish habitat enhancement - Bluffers Park.

11. I11 conjunction with Metro Planning:

GIs analysis of waterfront environmentally significant a

Coastal processes review and evaluation procedures

Resource Management Analysis as background for new Metro

"waterfront Plan.

12. Tern Habitat Itnpro~rement at Tommy Thompson Park.

17, Shoreline Management Master Plan - Scarborough.

14.. Detailed laboratory scale Testing or Erosion of Cohesive Shot

1991'10 10
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summau 

The work1nCl Clroup's repor\. i:t An important ~tQt.~men~ about the n.e 
ecosystem pl~nnin9' patl.i~~l.rly in e watertront context. It i~ r 
crit.ical or many sllvteline ~lteretion' end abusaa but probably ove 
critical oC oLheL~. It raiGes 30me of the lsaues th~t present pla 
tryinq to ~ddross. It is not a plan in itself but,it dO.$ contain 
suqgestions tor tuture ceqener~tiQn activities. It can $erVe a$ a 
important evaluation Luvl Cvt cutu~e plan. ~nd p~ojecta but must b 
balaneed with other evaluations as well.' 

Exis;inq MTBcA Shoreline R~generation EtCorts and Rel,ted ~tudiea 

for 
qhtly 

~ are 
!I ollie 

A list or some exiBtin~ ~ll~[~llne reqeneration p~ojecta ~ay be uee ul 
rererence in ~vlI~i,J",~'ation of the ~.c;QmMendations of t.h9 Working Coup. 

1. A~~ulsitlon and protection ot shoreline ~~r~h~~. 

1. Revegetation of erOding :5hvt'elinea with imH9~~ous species. 

3, Waterfront bi~d survey. 

4, Fisheries studies. 

~. l,..al<.(1 current study at East Puint P"I;k - measurem.nts al'ld mode 1in9. 
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b. Storm water treatmenL l"r,;;ludinq biolo9icol treotlllent of r4!!!COV red oil::; 
and otn.~ o[9anlea at Colonel Samuel Smith park. 

7. t'latecsh.d SI,.['ote9ies - Rou98, I>on, Jlumber, Duffin-

6. water, Sediment, Benthic monitoling includlnq contllljlllnlllnt upt. ke. 

IJ. _ Wetland creat10n bel'ow $t:arlJvtough e),uffs at south MU'in. Dd e and 
alutters Fark and at ~om~y Thompson Park. 

10. rish habitat .nhancement - Bluffers Park. 

11. In conjunction wit.h Met.re Plannin9! 
CIS analysis of waterfront environmentally aignifieant a ea. 
Coastal processes review and evaluatipn proc.du~.s 
Resource "anage~ent Analysis a& back~rQ\I"~ Cor new Metr 

. Waterfront Plal'l. 

12. 1:ern Habil.cIIt. IlIIpl·ovement. ot Tommy ThompSlQn park. 

11. Shcireline MQn.ge~ent Master Plan - Scarborou9~-

14., Detailed Laboratory Scale Testin9 or Elu$ion or Cohesive Sho ll~e,. 
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