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‘RECEIVEDDLT 1 8 B
TO: : THE CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE WATER AND RELATED LAND MANAGEMENT
ADVISORY BOARD -~ MTRCA, MEETING /¢7/91, OULUDU; 11, 199

FROM: J. €. MATHER, DIRECTOR, WATER RESOURCE DIVISION
RE: Comments on & Background Report, "Shoreline Regeneration for the

‘Greater Toronto Bioregion” for the Roysl Commission on the Future
of tha Torontoe Watarfreont.

—

KEY I880E
Tha report ia a useful reference for shoralina reganaration issues Fnd
considerstions but needs to be carefully balanced with other public .
objectives and technical information as part of future waterfront pllanning.

" RECOMMENDATION ,

THE BOARD RECOMMENDS TO THE AUTHORITY THAT the 3taff report on ths feviaw
ot the report, "Shorelins Regeneration for the dfeater Toronte Biorjsgloa”
prepared by the Shoreline Reqanaratlon'uorkipq Group for the Royal
Commission on the Future of the Toronto Waterfront, be recsived;

THAT the Royal Commission be asked to consider the Authority’s comanta‘on
the Shoreline Regeneration Repert in preparing its final report;

THAT the staft be diracted to work with Matropolltan Toronto, the R
Durham and the arsa municipalities, as well a3 provincial and feder
agencies, in the development Of comprehensive anz site apacific sho
rageneration plans as appropriate, through partnarship agreaments,
municipal plans and the Environmental Assessment Act; /-

THAT the staff be directed to increase the emphapis on monitoring a
reporting to all intarasted parties the results of shoreline regans
projects as funds permit;

THAT the asaessment of pessible cupulative impacts, both positive a
negative, be an integral component of planning for all future shore
regeneration projects and that staff be directed to continue to inv
appropriate modelling techniques, expart advice and monitoring data
azssist in auch avaluations;

AND FURTHER THAT these recommendations and tha ataff raport be for
the Royal Commission on the Puture of the Toronto Waterfront, the
Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto, the City of Torontao, the Cit
Etobicoxe, the City of Scarborough, the Region of Durham, the Town
the Town of Pickering and the Premier’s Advisor - Toronto Waterfro
Development. ,

BACKGRDUND -
The report, “Shoreline Regeneration for the Greater Toronto Bioregivun®, is
the product of a working yroup established by the Royal Commission,| in
response to a request by the Minister of the Environment, on behalf] of the
Province of Ontayxio, It was, in part, a response to recommendations)
concerning l1axerilling which were made by the Royal Cummission in ils

report, "Watershed®”. The Authority, in its report, “Crisis in Conflidence?"

also requested that the Royal Commission conduct & public review Cocusing

on laxerilling. It was suggested by the Authoriky that the East Pdint Park

proposal would pbe a good test case, and focus for discussion, in a !
comprehensive reviev of shoreline regeneration In general and lakefjilling

in particular. The report, however, is a broad review which attemgts to

summarize the history of shoreline changes, shoreline regeneration lissues,
vegulatory framework, and ¢ptions for policy and implementatiocn,
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It appeaced initially that the work group’s repart would be prepared in
draft early in 1991, for review by interested parties, and then firalized
as bLackground for hearings on regeneration jssues and propossls. The
complexity of the issues, and the time frame for the Royal Commission
apparently pievluded that process and limited the input by the Authority

and uther agencies to submissions early in the process, followed by
reaponsea to occasional questions.

Autlivrity staff were hopeful that the report woyld provide insightg on
vegeneration techniques and evaluation procedures that would help fo focus
and priorize the sfforts of public bodies. Unfartunately, the sizq of the

study atrea, the complexity ¢f the issues and the available time,
constrained the efforts to a documentation of some of the exiating
conditions and a genersl everview of considerations that should be

made in

the develupment of a comprehensive plan for the Greater Toronte Digregion.
The wateyfront included in the Greater Toronto Bioregion extends fgom

Burlington to Newcastle. ' .

Apalysig

The report is a lenqthy, well structured and eagily read document ¢t
worthy of careful reading and analysis. However, the short time ay
to the Authority to review and comment on the dovument in time to {
to the Commissiun necessitates a brief review.
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This staff review is structured in ) sectiens. Firstly, it attempys to

cunsulidate the numercus findings and summarize them into 5 genera
recommendations for action. Secondly, it examines several of the 4§
criticisms which are directed to the Authority’s projects. Finally
addresses the potential impacts of these recumméndativns vu some o
Authority's shoreline regeneration initiatlves.

A list uf some existing Authority shoreline regdneration projacts {
studies is appended for reference.

General Pindipgs of the Repor%’

" The main recommendations of the Working Group's report can be groug
S categorias:

1. An integrated plan for the entire shoreliné of the Greater To
) Bilureylion should be prepared. '

2. The Provincial and Fedaral governments should take the lead il
devaloping the plan.

3. NOo new projects should be allowsed until the plan is in place.

4. The Ministry of Ervironment should take over the Improved Lak

Quality Control Program and expand it Lo include control of s
excavation and disposal throughout tha Bioregion.

5. Remaining natural areas should be protected.

Comments_Sconcerning MTRCA

The report is generally very critical of shoreline modifications t

- been undertaken in the past and ares planned for the futuze. Incly
eritieism are projacts by MTRCA stemming in part from the 1967 wWat
Plan.

The concerns that are raised are not new and have been the subject
consideration in the planning, design, approvals and implementatfo
projects throughout the Authority’s involvement in waterfront rege
Perhaps the best example to date of evaluativus vof these concerns,
with other public epjectives, is the Colunel Samuel Smith Park
environmental assessment.
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Some of theispuciftc concerns raised in the report area outlined, followed

by a briaf response.

1.

Alterat;on of shoureline processes - The report is very critical ot
shoreline alterations which are said to affect the disparsion 9f
discharges and restrict the shoreline‘s abllity to "rinse itself".

The principal taryget of this criticiam is Huyamber Bay Park where it wvas
Well Xnown fronm the early stages of planning that the loadings|from
the Humbaer River, Mimico Creek and the aown§o treatment plant qutfall
worw having aignificant impacts on water and sediment quality.| tt ia
net clear tfrom the report how a dacisjon to .not build Humber Bay Fark
S0 a3 to allow a more complate "rinsing™ of the contaminants tg the

dyep basin of the lake would addrass any roazonable shorsline
regeneration vbjectives or the Royal commisaion principles of §
waterfront that is accessible, open, useable, clean, gresn, et¢.

DowndriflL Impacte = The vepnrt raizes Fhe eanceare. af. tha prtantiad
impact ¢f shoreline altcrntiana threugh lakafilling on adjaccn:
beaches, :

The principal target ¢of this oriticism ia Bluffers Park and thp
shoraline protection work elsevhsrs along Sc¢arborough llu!ts ahd their
rvblentliul cupulativa impusd oR Shs Bastera Denshes.

Bluffers Park was originally proposaed vithi‘ the conteéxt of anjoverall
scheme of shoraline protection for Scarborough Bluffs, Haintehance of
the Eastorn Beaches wa3 to be achieved through periodic nourishment
with aand from othar socurces, i.e. from pits or Aredged from offahore.
Sons nourishment has alrewady been done and additional amounts 411 be
required. The major influence in the near future is the possiple
construction of tha sscond tank to capturs ¢cabined sewage overflows
and improve water quality on the beaches. $he tank would appepr to
requiro substantial amounts of beach filling to create a suitaple
aita.

No doubt, striotly from a coastal processes point of view, if
development of the Soardborough wvaterfront tablelands had baen &.pt
north of Kingston Road, then ne shogreline protection vould havp been
required for the [oresceable futurs. Alterpatively, acquiasitipn of
endangered propertiss could have removed hagardous situations ps they
daveloped without the nsed for shoreline protection. Thess ju gements
vere made in the early stages of the preaent waterfront plan ip the
knowledge of shorelind® procassas and other factors.

Lakefill Quality - The report sxpreises contern about the guality of
material and potential impacts on water and xediment quality from £ill
logsses. It goas on to recommend that the Improved Llakefill Quplity
Control program, which was developed and lmplemented by MTRCA at the
request of MOE, ba taken over by MOE. The concern §{s that an agency
which uses lakotxllxng to achieve scme of its objectives shoul not be
in charge of controlllnq the material which is used.

MTRCA developed the present program in resppnse to continuad ncerns
about the quality of fi11l and the MOE’s dmcizion that its involvement
at such a dataileq, truck by truck lavel, was not required. RCA
uses MOE guidelines and rsports regularly to MOE and is alwaya subjact
to audit by MOE, Berious contantnuthn is brouyht to MOE’s aytention
¢or regulatory actioen.

Monitoring in the lake arcund active landtilla continuas te identify
only minimal impact from the filling procesn.
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contamination of sport fish - The report rpises <oncerns that| the bays
created by lake[ill projects sffect contaminant concentrations in
tish. ‘

While contaminant levels in fish are & serfious lake-vide conclrn, it
is unlikely that wvaterfront parks are & signiticant contributpr, even
in the sense of cunvlative impacts. Evidepoce auggests that the lake
bazed [isheries rescurce i3 impacted from lake-wide impacts, [from
diacharges and runoff from use which obvicusly raquira remadinl
actiona. The complaxity of this iszaue was refleated in the report by
the work group’s acknovledgemant that members could hot agres on
whether small bays vere ¢ood featuras or bad.

Habital creation - The report ls critical of plans to construyct a
wetland and fisheries habitat as part of the capping of dredged
material Jispusal areas at Tommy Thompsoen Fark because of contaminant
uptake concerns. :

This issue has been addressed at length as part of the planning for
the project. This iasue is indicative of the complexity ot thesa
matters given that some sxperts have suggeated that the existing
habjtat is so important, aven before it is covered with cleader
material, that it should be ratained.

’

Boat Clubg - The report is ¢ritical of boat clubs on the groynds that
the narbours bujlt to accommodate Lhum have {mpacts, the boagstrs do
not pay the full cust uf creating the facilities, and the public do
not have agcess.

The Authority has explored and implemsnted soveral kinds of
facilities. We have made mistakes and we have had auccesaes
. still feel generally that boatiny clubs provide community ba
relatively arfordabie boating. The progress being made to x
fencing, provide better public access and a higher.community
at Colonel samuel Smith Park i3 being dona {n conjunction wi
EtobicoXxe and Metro. The rental rate policy is under review
Council but clearly the cohcern is te try to keep bosting fi
avajlable to u3 wide a range of income levels as posaible.
all public recrsation sctivity is subslzed to some degree.
boaters make substantial capital and annusl investments in t
they develop and lease. !

duce

Colonael Samuel Smith Park = The report inaludes an analysis
facilities planned and built at Colonel Samuel Smith Park.
critical of the Authority for not providing all or the publi
amenities in the original plan while catering to the boating
interests. ‘

Mhis watkaw has hasn Aimcneend sanararaly wvith khs Reval €9
star? and all the involved agencies., Hopefully, the matter
resoived but it appears in the report and requires a brief =
The Authority vas careful to build the lakerill in accordano
undertaking as approved by the Environmental RAssassment Boar
Dacember 1980. The storm vater treatment facllity ls operat
accordance with the conditions of approval. The koating uses
davaloped in accordance with the plan. Hany of the other pu
amenities are atrfacted by the actions of others and It la a

plans change over 15 years. Some facilities were originally
on Humber College lands as sharad facilities. Hunber Colleg
changed its plans. The Province ot ontario has proposed, in
conjunction with Humber College, a major Bousing development
impacts on the park plan. The landscaping details in some o
areas have besn dropped in favour of a mefe natural, lower m
treatment, Thirty-one acres vers ucquitc§ from the hospital
publiec open space which was not included in tha original pla
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shoreline regeneration plans, as with all plans, sust have 1o
flexibility provided there iz a process to control changes.
ne shoztags of process on the waterfront. .

Implications oy, MTRQA

I1f the recommendations of this work group’s report wera implemente
are some possible impltications for MTRCA projects. The six areas
primary concern ara as follows: - ’

(a) East roint Park - This pruject might be considered as a new p
which could not procesd until the integrated plan for tha Gre
Toronto Bioregion was completed. Given the complexity of the
and the differing opinions among experts on any given slite, |
difficult to jmagine such a plan being completed.even though
desfirable objective.

It seems preferable L¢ have the projec¢t proceed through the
environmental assessment with particular care being given to
concerns addressed by the worklng yroup and the principles pr
“watarshed".

. (b) Tommy Thompson Park = marsh creation - The work group’s conce
this project could lead to a decision to delay consideration
completion of the plan for the Greater Toronto Bioregiovn. We
it is an important pilot project for regenération which is be
within the process of the Environmental Assessment Act and wi
benefit of extensive agancy and public inpyt. In fact, the A
is required as a condition of the Keatlng ¢hannel Envivonment
Assessmant approval - Saptember 1986 to cap Cell 1 by Decembe

(¢} Lakefill Program - TO our knowledge, MOE end the construction
have accepted the Authority’s performance in this area. Cert
quality ot material baing used in lakefills has iwmproved
significantly.

industry
inly the

The current extremely low level of construction activity has
in dramatic reductions in surplus material volumes. We have
quiat period to investigate and acquire moye sophisticated te
aguipment for better evaluation, on sita, of fill quality. W
also poised to e€xpand the pregram to lnland sites.

It should be noted that during busy cunstruction perieds, revgnues
exceed costs of the program end the surplus revenues were applied to
other regeneration activities such as the storm sewver treatme t
facility at colonel Samuel Smith Park. Losw of revenues from this
program would be a sarious cetback. S

(d) Scarpborough Shoreline Protaction - The only major section of shoreline
. which still reguires protaection is tha Sylvan Avenuw area. If this

was considered to ba a new project that had to await the coaplstion of

_the plan for the Graat Toronto B8ioregion, then wrosion would jcontinue.

This section is also a significant portion of the potential ghoreline
trail which is a high priority for most agencles with a waterfront
interest. '

(e) Provincial Funding = The working group's uncertainty about sgecific
shoreline regenaration jnitiatives and the call for.another gtudy
could result in reallocation of provinecial funding away from [tha
Authority’s projects. Such a result would be particularly disastrous
now whan the priority for the Authority over the next 3 yeacy, a8
recently approved in the capital project rior 19952-1924, is tg work
vith Metro on the very kinds ot evaluations that Lhe wurk grqup is
racommending.
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The working group’s reporL is an important statgment about the neeq for

ecosystem planning, patticularly in a waterfront context. It is rightly
critical of many stivteline alterations and abusas but probably ovel
critical of others. It raises some of the issuas that present plans are
trying to address. It is not a plan in itself but. it does contain |some

suggestions for future regensration activities. It ¢an serve as a
important evaluation tvul fuwt future plans end projects but must be
balanced with other evaluations as waell.

Existi} A Shorel, eyatio d Re ed Stydie

A 1ist of some existing shoreline regeneration prejects may ba useful
reference in cunsidetation of the recommendations of the Working Cfoup.

1. Avquisition and protactlon of shorelinc mavzhes.

2. Revegetation of erodiné shorelines with indigenous species.

3. Watarfront bird survey.

4. Fisheries studies.

>. Lake current study at East Puint Park - measursments and mode) ling.

6. Storm water treatmenl including bioclogical treatment of recovpred oils

and other organics at Colonel Samuel Smith Pavk.

7. Wwatershed Strategies - Rouge, Den, lunmber, Duftin.
8. water, Sediment, BenthicAmonitotinq'includlnq contaminant uptpke. -
9. _Wetland creatlion below Scarburough Bluffs at South Marine Drive and

Bluffers Park and at Tommy Thompson Park.
10. Fish habitat enhancement - Bluffers Park.
11. In conjunction with Metre Planning:
- GIS analysis of waterfront environmentally significant areas
- Coastal processes review and evaluation procedures
- Regsource Management Analysis as background for new Metro
"Waterfront Plan.
12. Tern Habitat Improvement at Tommy Thompson Park.
17. shoreline Management Master Plan - Scarborough.

14. Detailed Laboratory Scale Testing of Eirvsion of Cohesive shoJelines.
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