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On 1 June 1988, the Royal Commission
on the Future of the Toronto Waterfront began
its work as a federal inquiry, the Honourable
David Crombie, Commissioner.

The Commission’s mandate is to:

make recommendations regarding the
future of the Toronto Waterfront, and
to seek the concurrence of affected
authorities in such recommendations,
in order to ensure that, in the public
interest, federal lands and jurisdiction
serve to enhance the physical, envi-
ronmental, legislative and administra-
tive context governing the use, enjoy-
ment and development of the Toronto
Waterfront and related lands.

During its first year, the Commission
published the reports of five working groups,
as well as two research papers, one on the
Toronto Harbour Commissioners and the
other on the Toronto Island Airport. Its first
Interim Report was released in August 1989.

From January to June 1989, the Com-
mission held a series of public hearings on
the major issues it was considering, at which
it heard from nearly 300 deputants.

On 12 October 1989, the Government of
Ontario, declaring that it “recognizes the
importance of the Interim Report and rec-
ommendations of the ... Commission ...”
appointed Mr. Crombie to carry on his
duties on its behalf — thus making the
Royal Commission on the Future of the
Toronto Waterfront only the second federal-
provincial royal commission in Canadian
history. Moreover, the provincial govern-
ment asked that he expand the Commission’s
area of study to include the waterfront from
Burlington to Newcastle and north to the
Oak Ridges Moraine — in other words, the
Toronto watershed.

The Commission continued its vigorous
publishing program and, by April 1990, had
released a total of ten book-length reports,
five working papers, five technical papers,
the first Interim Report, and eight newsletters.

In April and May 1990, the Commission
held three series of hearings, in Burlington
and Oshawa as well as in the Commission’s
Toronto offices, to hear opinions and ideas
from more than 100 groups and individuals.

The Commission has established the
Canadian Waterfront Resource Centre,
which now has a collection of more than
6,000 books, periodicals, pamphlets, and
clippings. Subjects include: economic devel-
opment, housing, the environment, public
health, urban planning, transportation, parks,
recreational facilities, and information about
the ways in which Toronto and other com-
munities, both in Canada and elsewhere, use
their waterfront lands.

This report, Watershed, constitutes
the Commission’s second interim report.
The Royal Commission on the Future of the
Toronto Waterfront will soon release
the work plan for its third year of operations
and will publish its final report in the
summer of 1991.
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“A Pretty
Average Day”

At five o’clock in the morning in early July, the rain
began, slowly at first and then with increased intensity.

It struck roof tops and trickled down gutters, gathered
on driveways, parking lots, and roads. Along its way, the
swirling stormwater picked up animal feces

and herbicides from parks and yards, as well /\
as asbestos, oil, and grease from roads. Before

the rainfall ended, 4.5 billion litres of rain-

water had gushed into the labyrinth of storm sewers
under the metropolis.

At seven o’clock, people began to rise, taking show-
ers, brushing teeth, and flushing toilets in 1.5 million
households. By eight o’clock, when most had left for work
or school, 770 million litres of wastewater had gone down
household drains and into the sanitary sewer system.
Combined storm and sanitary sewers were overflowing,
and a noxious brew of stormwater and untreated sewage
was flowing into local rivers or surging towards the
sewage treatment plants. By nine o’clock, the hopelessly
overburdened treatment plants began to bypass partially
treated effluent directly into the nearshore of Lake Ontario.

Drivers sat in traffic with their windows closed, to
avoid the exhaust from tailpipes, and listened to morning
radio. “Heavier than usual traffic on the Don Valley
southbound, the 401 westbound slow in both express and
collector lanes,” the announcers said.

Unseen by commuters, the brown and swollen rivers
in the area disgorged their loads of sediments and toxic
chemicals into Lake Ontario. At the river mouths, fisher-
men tossed their catches back into the lake, mindful of
the signs that warned against eating fish. “Just a reminder
to stay out of the water at area beaches for two days after
this rainfall,” the radio voices continued. By mid-morning,
public health officials would be testing water at the
beaches lining the waterfront; in less than a week, many
would be closed to swimmers.

“Cloudy this morning, sunny later with highs of
25 degrees.” Along with the afternoon sunshine would
come high levels of eye-stinging smog. “And cooler tem-
peratures tonight, especially near the lake. All in all,” said
the news readers, “a pretty average day in Greater Toronto.”
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Ecosystem

“Everything Is Connected To
Everything Else”

Early in the work of the Royal Commission,
it became apparent that the Toronto water-
front could not be viewed as simply a narrow
band along the shore: it is linked by Lake
Ontario to the other Great Lakes, by rivers
and creeks to the watersheds, and by water-
mains, storm and sanitary sewers, and roads
to homes and businesses throughout the
Metropolitan area.

The air along the lakeshore is influenced
by emissions from local and regional sources
— automobiles and industries — and distant
sources in the United States and beyond.

Beaches, dunes, shallow waters, wetlands,
cliffs, woods, and meadows along the water-
front provide habitats for many species of resi-
dent and migrating wildlife. Some of these
are linked to the hinterland through the move-
ment of people and wildlife, via the river
valleys, to Lake Ontario. Human uses of the
land — transportation, housing, industry,
business, and recreation — tie the waterfront
economically and socially to the larger
region in which it is located.

Human activities along the waterfront
affect and are affected by areas outside it.
Pollutants entering rivers upstream of the
waterfront affect the water quality at river
mouths. At the same time, organic chemi-
cals discharged from storm sewers along
the waterfront will influence water quality
farther east in Lake Ontario and in the
St. Lawrence River. In the same way, pol-
lutants emitted into the air of the waterfront
will have an impact downwind of the area.

These examples illustrate a fundamental
point — everything is connected to every-
thing else. They also pose challenges: how
should we attempt to understand the ecosys-
tem in which we live? How can we restore
and protect it? The Commission believes that
the best place to start is to adopt an ecosys-
tem approach to all phases of activity —

studying, planning, remediating, protecting,
and developing.

/\/\/

All ethics so far evolved rest upon a
single premise; that the individual is
a member of a community of inter-
dependent parts. His instincts
prompt him to compete for his
place in that community, but his
ethics prompt him also to co-operate
(perhaps in order that there may be
a place to compete for). The land
ethic simply enlarges the boun-
daries of the community to include
soils, waters, plants and animails, or
collectively: the land. . . In short, a
land ethic changes the role of
Homo sapiens from conqueror of the
land-community to plain member
and citizen of it. It implies respect
for his fellow members, and also
respect for the community as such.

Leopold, A. 1949. “The land ethic.” In A Sand
County almanac, and sketches here and there, 203.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.
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The Ecosystem Approach

Ecosystem: “eco” from the Greek
“oikos”, meaning household, and
“system”, an interacting, interdependent
complex.

The ecosystem concept is not new. The
word was coined in 1935 by scientist Arthur
Tansley, who defined it as a whole system
that included not only the community of living
organisms, but also the complex of physical
factors forming the environment. Simply
put, an ecosystem is composed of air, land,
water, and living organisms, including
humans, and the interactions among them.
The concept has been applied to many types
of interacting systems, including lakes,
watersheds, cities, and the biosphere.

A healthy ecosystem is like a house of
cards: carefully constructed and balanced,
the cards support one another. If too many
stresses are placed on it, the effect on the eco-
system is like that of removing too many cards
from the house: the entire thing collapses.

A classic example in the Great Lakes
Basin was the destruction of the Lake Erie
fishery. The first sign of trouble during the
1950s was the disappearance of mayflies
and their nymphs, food for many fish and
birds. The cause was pollution of the water
by excessive amounts of nutrients, espe-
cially phosphorus, from sewage and farm
run-off. This enrichment fostered proli-
fic growth of algae and other plants in the
lake. When they died, the breakdown of the
large quantities of plant matter by bacteria
used up huge amounts of oxygen, and other

Ecosystem
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A hardwood forest

aquatic life, including the mayfly nymphs,
suffocated.

The mayfly predators, including important
commercial fish species such as perch, pick-
erel, cisco, and bass, declined dramatically.
During the 1970s, concerted basin-wide
efforts to reduce the inputs of phosphorus
to Lake Erie gradually improved water qual-
ity. As a consequence, the mayflies have
returned, and the fisheries have made a
comeback.

The Lake Erie experience illustrates the
critical interdependencies within ecosys-
tems. Although current environmental prob-
lems may not be as easy to solve, the recovery

of the Lake Erie fishery gives cause for hope
that degraded ecosystems can be restored,
if people understand the key relationships
involved and deal effectively with root causes,
rather than with symptoms.

Traditionally, human activities have been
managed on a piecemeal basis, treating the
economy separately from social issues or the
environment. But the ecosystem concept
holds that these are inter-related, that deci-
sions made in one area affect all the others.
To deal effectively with the environmental
problems in any ecosystem requires a holistic
or “ecosystem” approach to managing
human activities.

19
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Two principles should guide conser-
vation of intergenerational equity:
the first is conservation of quality,
defined as leaving the Great Lakes
basin ecosystem in no worse condi-
tion than it was received from previ-
ous generations; the second is to
conserve options, defined as con-
serving the diversity of the natural
resource base of the Great Lakes.

1985. The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement:
an evolving instrument for ecosystem management,
National Research Council and Royal Society of
Canada. 109. Washington: National Academy Press.

There are some key characteristics of an
ecosystem approach that help illustrate what
is required. An ecosystem approach:

~ includes the whole system, not just parts
of it;

~ focuses on inter-relationships among the
elements;

~ understands that humans are part of
nature, not separate from it;

20

~ recognizes the dynamic nature of the
ecosystem — a moving picture rather
than a still photograph;

~ incorporates the concepts of carrying
capacity, resilience, and sustainability —
suggesting that there are limits to human
activity;

~ uses a broad definition of the environ-
ment — natural, physical, economic,
social, and cultural;

~ encompasses both urban and rural
activities;

~ is based on natural geographic units —
such as watersheds — rather than on
political boundaries;

~ embraces all levels of activity — local,
regional, national, and international;

~ emphasizes the importance of living
species other than humans and of gen-
erations other than our own;

~ is based on an ethic in which progress
is measured by the quality, well-being,
integrity, and dignity it accords natural,
social, and economic systems.

Although widespread public recognition
of the inter-related nature of environmental
issues is relatively recent, scientists and
institutions have been calling for the appli-
cation of ecosystem thinking for some time.

For example, the Great Lakes Water
Quality Agreement, signed by Canada and
the United States in 1972, originally had a
fairly narrow focus on the restoration of water
quality. However, revisions and amend-
ments to the Agreement in 1978 and 1987
provide a firm foundation for an ecosystem
approach to the entire Great Lakes Basin.
There was a recognition that “restoration
and enhancement of the boundary waters
cannot be achieved independently of other
parts of the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem
with which these waters interact”.

The Agreement promotes a view of
humans as part of nature. It directs attention
towards treatment of the whole patient (the
ecosystem), rather than just to treatment of
the symptoms of ill-health.




More recently (1989), a proposed Eco-
system Charter for the Great Lakes devel-
oped by the Rawson Academy of Aquatic
Sciences recommended an approach to
“management by people and their patterns
of behaviour to assure greater compatibility
with the natural systems of the region; a har-
monizing of human activities with other
parts of the ecosystem”. This, it said, means
“examination of the specific human activ-
ities that are behind the use and abuse of
basin natural resources, and a new thinking
in the design of sustainable developments
in the future...”

Consistent with this thinking, the primary
goal of the Metro Toronto Remedial Action
Plan (RAP), as developed by the Public Advi-
sory Committee (1989), is that:

Toronto’s waterfront and watersheds
should be a diverse, healthy, integrated
ecosystem. They should be managed
using an ecosystem approach in order
to restore beneficial uses of our
aquatic resources...

On a smaller scale, the environmental
audit of the East Bayfront and Port Indus-
trial Area being undertaken by the Royal
Commission is based on an ecosystem
approach. During Phase I of the audit, exist-
ing information was gathered on air, surface
water, groundwater, soils, natural heritage,
and built heritage (see Royal Commission
Publication No.10: East Bayfront and Port
Industrial Area: Environment in Transition).
The review revealed a number of existing
and potential links among processes and ele-
ments of the ecosystem. For example:

~ sources outside the study area contribute
a great deal to the degradation of air,
land, and water;

~ air quality problems (e.g., odours and
suspended particulates) originating in
the Port Industrial Area affect nearby
communities (e.g., South Riverdale);

~ pollutants may be transferred from soils
to buildings, affecting indoor air quality,

and to ambient air in windblown dust
and soil;

~ airborne contaminants (e.g., lead and
salt from roadways) may be transferred
to soils;

~ pollutants may migrate from ground-
water to the surface waters of Lake
Ontario;

~ food-chain contamination may result in
accumulation of toxics in wildlife;

~ spatial links among open spaces/wild-
life habitats (e.g., Cherry Beach, Leslie
Street Spit, Toronto Islands, and the Don
Valley) are poorly developed.

Phase II of the environmental audit will
explore further these and other ecosystem
relationships, in an attempt to address such
questions as the following:

~ What are the implications of the environ-
mental conditions in the area for human
health, behaviour, activities, and access?

~ How are human activities affecting other
elements of the ecosystem (air, land,
water, and wildlife)?

~ What relationships exist among the
environment of the study area and down-
town Toronto, the Don Valley Watershed,
the Greater Toronto Area, the Great
Lakes Basin, etc.?

~ What measures are necessary to
re-establish ecosystem integrity and to
protect and restore beneficial uses?

Ecosystem under Stress:
Greater Toronto Bioregion

The environmental audit is demonstrating
the inextricable links among the East
Bayfront/Port Industrial Area, other parts of
Toronto, the Don River Watershed, and the
Great Lakes. Similarly, the Greater Toronto
Area waterfront being investigated by the
Royal Commission is part of a region that
includes the watersheds of the rivers leading
into Lake Ontario from the GTA. Anything
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that happens within this area is tied ecolog-
ically to the health of the waterfront.

Therefore, in order to truly understand
the waterfront itself, we must gain an under-
standing of the biological region, or bio-
region, in which it lies.

We have defined the Greater Toronto
Bioregion as the area bounded by the Niagara
Escarpment on the west, the Oak Ridges
Moraine to the north and east, and Lake
Ontario to the south. The lands and waters
in this bioregion share climatic and many
ecological similarities. The soils and land-
forms are based on the glacial deposits of
the Lake Ontario plain as it rises from the
shores of the lake to meet the gravelly hills
of the Oak Ridges Moraine. The watersheds
arising in the moraine drain southwards to
Lake Ontario and northwards to lakes
Simcoe and Scugog. Most of the bioregion
now falls within the commuter and eco-
nomic orbit of Toronto. In this sense it is our
home — the ecosystem in which we live,
work, and play.

The defines of the bioregion are similar,
but slightly smaller than those of the GTA,
which includes the regions of Halton, Peel,
Metro Toronto, York, and Durham. This
description of the condition of the bioregion

includes some information from the GTA
itself, simply because such information
exists. Nevertheless, it must be remembered
that the area described is circumscribed by
natural, not political, boundaries. It is cur-
rently under considerable stress from human
activities.

The authors of Great Lakes, Great
Legacy?, published by Washington’s Con-
servation Foundation and Ottawa’s Institute
for Research on Public Policy, usefully cate-
gorize the many types of stress that can
affect ecosystem health.

~ First, there are natural processes: weather,
fire, and disease outbreaks.

~ Second, there is the addition (loading)
of substances to the environment; in the
Greater Toronto Bioregion, it includes
the erosion of soil into bodies of water,
the addition of nutrients like nitrogen
and phosphorus into lakes, and the emis-
sion of chemical and heavy metals into
air, water or soil.

~ Third, physical restructuring — e.g.,
damming and diking of rivers and
streams, dredging of harbours, clearing
of forests, drainage of wetlands, and
altering shorelines with structures such

MAP 1: GREATER TORONTO BIOREGION

Legend

Oak Ridges Moraine
= Niagara Escarpment
River




Lake Shore Boulevard and the Keating Channel

as seawalls or lakefilling — places stress
on the ecosystem.

~ The fourth category of ecosystem stress
is the removal of renewable and non-
renewable resources, including with-
drawal of ground or surface waters,
commercial forestry, fishing, and the
extraction of minerals and aggregate.

~ Finally, the introduction of non-native
organisms is also stressful. Most notable
in the Great Lakes was the unwitting
introduction of the sea lamprey when the
St. Lawrence Seaway was completed;
most recently, the arrival of the zebra
mussel from Europe threatens the lakes.

All these stresses are at work in the Greater
Toronto Bioregion. In order to provide a
thumbnail sketch of the area’s condition, we
examine it using an ecosystem approach.
Although there are many gaps in informa-
tion, the following provide some revealing
information about the characteristics of land,
human activity, water, air, and wildlife in
the bioregion.

The Hooded Merganser

Land

Two great forces — one natural and one
human — have shaped the Greater Toronto
Bioregion as we know it today. The greatest
natural force shaping the area was the
retreat, starting about 15,000 years ago, of
the Wisconsin Glaciers. As they slowly
withdrew to end the last ice age, the glaciers
carved out the rivers flowing north to Lake
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Simcoe, east to Lake Scugog, and south to
Lake Ontario, and they left behind the fertile
soils characteristic of much of the area.

In the northern part of the bioregion, the
retreating glaciers left in their path the hilly
Oak Ridges Moraine, a unique formation of
sand and gravel deposits. For thousands
of years, rainwater has filtered down-
wards through the moraine, migrated later-
ally, and then discharged upwards to form
wetlands — the headwaters of virtually all
the rivers flowing south and north in the
area. As the ice age loosened its frigid grip
and temperatures rose, river valleys were
flooded and fertile marshes developed at
river mouths. Natural forces left us a unique,
varied, and complex bioregion.

The second great force shaping the Greater
Toronto Bioregion has been human habita-
tion. Although settlement likely began about
11,000 years ago, humans had little impact
on the area until the arrival of Europeans in
the 18th and 19th centuries. Settlement first
occurred along the water’s edge, because
Lake Ontario provided water to drink and
fish and waterfowl for the table. Moreover,
water was a highway: with dense and seem-
ingly impenetrable forests hindering road
building, all goods and people had to be
transported by water.

However, once the boreal and Carolinian
forests were cleared for agricultural use, settle-
ment soon crept northwards, rivers were
dammed, and towns and roads were built.
Subsequent industrialization and urbaniza-
tion dramatically altered the physical form
of the bioregion: recent satellite photos show
clearly the urbanized areas that stretch ever-
north from the shores of Lake Ontario, and
the network of roads, rail lines, and hydro
corridors that criss-cross the region to service
its needs.

Today, about 25 per cent of the Greater
Toronto Area is covered by cities and towns.
Despite extensive (and intensive) urbaniza-
tion, significant environmental diversity
remains: about half the land base can still
be categorized as “agricultural” or “rural”
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in nature, although not all of this rural land
is farmed. More than 216,000 people live in
the rural areas of the GTA, but as few as
15,000 are involved in farming. Nonethe-
less, there are some 5,000 farms in the GTA,
and in 1986, these farms produced eight per
cent of the agricultural goods sold in Ontario.

At the same time, loss of farmland in the
GTA has been significant: federal statistics
show that, between 1981 and 1986, about
eight per cent of the total agricultural
acreage — much of it prime agricultural
land — was lost. With continued expan-
sion of urban populations, the pressures on
agricultural land can be expected to increase
in the future.

Despite the widespread clearing of forests
over the last 200 years, one-fifth of the
GTA — including parks, Crown land, and
private woodlots — remains forest-covered
today. There is disturbing evidence, however,
that these trees and their urban cousins are
under significant stress from drought, salt,
and pollutants such as acid rain. Conditions
facing newly planted trees in Metro Toronto
are so harsh that in some areas their life span
is estimated to be no more than ten years.

Glacial deposits of sand and gravel in the
bioregion provide extensive aggregate
resources — a fifth of all that produced in
the province. It is no small irony, however,
that the areas richest in aggregates — the
Niagara Escarpment and the Oak Ridges
Moraine — are the most sensitive to its
extraction. Aggregate extraction on the
escarpment threatens its integrity as a unique
landform, while that in the moraine inter-
feres with its hydrogeological function as
the site of headwaters of rivers.

There are 16 major rivers flowing into
Lake Ontario in the Greater Toronto Bio-
region, and approximately 65 river valley
systems in the area. Although few of the river
valley systems are in a totally natural state,
they continue to fulfil important functions
for human activity (including recreation)
and as corridors or links for the movement
of wildlife.



Wetlands provide rich habitats for wild-
life, and act as nature’s filters to clean sur-
face waters. It is only recently that the
importance of wetlands in ecosystems has
been recognized, long after human settle-
ment has dramatically altered the number
and quality of wetlands in Ontario. It is esti-
mated that as many as 2.4 million hectares
(5.9 million acres) of southern Ontario were
originally covered by wetlands, and that
70 to 80 per cent of these have been severely
altered or destroyed. It is also estimated that
more than half the wetlands and marshes in
the GTA have already been lost, and today,
only one significant coastal marsh —
Rattray Marsh— exists in the long stretch
between Toronto and Burlington.

In more than 200 years of human activ-
ity, wetlands have been drained for farms,
bulldozed for housing, or infilled to provide
land for industrial or transportation use.
Many of today’s remaining wetlands in the
bioregion have been degraded as the result
of upstream pollution or surrounding land
uses, and are subject to intense pressure by
increased urbanization.

Human influences have extensively altered
the geography of the shoreline of Lake
Ontario from Burlington to Newcastle. A
network of highway and rail corridors runs
along the waterfront’s edge, while the under-
water contours of the lake have been altered
by stonehooking (the collection of rock for
building) and dredging. Lakefilling programs
dating back to the end of the 19th cen-
tury have filled marshes, created harbours,
and been used to establish recreational
parks.

In Toronto, for example, all the land
south of The Esplanade was created by lake-
filling for port and transportation use.
Toronto’s Port Industrial Area is built on land
reclaimed from the Ashbridge’s Bay marsh,
which was at the mouth of the Don River.
The Leslie Street Spit (Tommy Thompson
Park), which stretches southward from the
Port Industrial Area, was created by the
Toronto Harbour Commissioners, using fill

Our deepest folly is the notion that
we are in charge of the place, that
we own it and can somehow run it.
We are beginning to treat the earth
as a sort of domesticated house-
hold pet, living in an environment
invented by us, part kitchen garden,
part park, part zoo. It is an idea we
must rid ourselves of soon, for it is
not so. It is the other way around.
We are not separate beings. We
are a living part of the earth’s life,
owned and operated by the earth,
probably specialized for functions
on its behalf that we have not

yet glimpsed.

Thomas, L. 1985. In Dwellers in the land: the

bioregional vision, K. Sale. 191. San Francisco:
Sierra Club.

over a period of 30 years, originally to pro-
vide an expansion of harbour facilities. The
Metropolitan Toronto and Region Conserva-
tion Authority has created four parks from
lakefill, and has plans to create two more.

Such parks create recreational space for
humans and habitat for wildlife, especially
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Transportation corridor, Metro Toronto
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Saw-whet Owl

fish, but not without cost to the environment.
One concern is the impact on water quality
from contaminants in the fill, and chemicals
and metals in sediments that are resus-
pended during the lakefilling process itself.
Another worry is that lakefill adversely
affects coastal processes — the currents that
move and deposit sand, and which, if unim-
peded, naturally cleanse the shorelines of
pollutants. Finally, such alterations to the
natural shoreline have degraded, and in
many places destroyed, valuable wildlife
habitats.

In some places, the soils of the bioregion
contain chemical pollution, the legacy of

The environment and the economy
must be put on an equal footing,

to be weighed and measured
together as the basis for develop-
ment decisions. This will require
governments, industry, and individ-
uals alike to integrate environmen-
tal and economic decision making.
1990. Great Lakes, great legacy?, T. E. Colborn,

A. Davidson, S. N. Green, R. A. Hodge, I. C. Jackson
and R. A. Liroff. 230. Baltimore: The Conservation

Foundation and the Institute for Research on
Public Policy.
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human industrial activities. Studies have
shown, for example, that the soils of Toronto’s
Central Waterfront — in many cases the same
areas that were created by lakefilling —
contain heavy metals and organic chemicals
deposited over 100 years of unwittingly
careless transportation, industrial activity,
lakefilling, and waste dumping.

The extent of soil contamination in areas
of historical industrial use elsewhere in the
region is not known, although the City of
Toronto has been preparing an inventory of
old industrial sites where contamination
may have taken place. The Royal Commis-
sion’s audit of Toronto’s Port Industrial Area
indicates the types of industry where soil
contamination is likely to be found; one
such category is old refineries — and there
are half a dozen old refineries along the
Greater Toronto Waterfront.

Although technology exists to clean up
contaminated soils, the cost of remediation
is high. What is less clear is the environmen-
tal costs of not cleaning them up.

More information exists about historical
solid waste landfills than about soil contam-
ination at old industrial sites: as many as 276
abandoned landfill sites dot the GTA.
However, because waste dumping was essen-
tially unregulated until about 20 years ago,
it is difficult to say what materials were
deposited in any particular landfill and there
is little information about the extent of soil
and groundwater contamination that may be
occurring around such sites.

Human Activity

The land base of the Greater Toronto
Bioregion represents about one per cent of
Ontario, and is home to about four million
people — fully 40 per cent of Ontario’s
population. The GTA population is one-third
greater than that of British Columbia, and
almost twice that of Alberta. The number of
people living in the area began to increase
dramatically in the post-war industrial
boom. In the 25 years between 1961 and
1986, for example, the GTA’s population
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grew by 1.6 million people, a rate of about
nine per cent per annum— three times that
in the rest of the province.

Significant numbers of people continue
to be attracted to the area — net migration
is about 60,000 people a year (the equivalent
of the population of Kingston). More than half
of all immigrants coming to Canada end up
in the GTA. Although the rates of migration
and population growth are expected to slow
in future, the population of the GTA is
expected to increase to as much as 5.4 mil-
lion by 2011, mostly in the regions outside
Metro Toronto.

In 1986, the population on the Greater
Toronto Waterfront (defined as the first
two census tracts north of the water’s edge)
was about 366,000 people, or roughly ten
per cent of the total population of the GTA.
Redevelopment and changes in land use have
meant significant growth in housing on the
waterfront since 1987 — from 1987 to 1989,
a total of 7,860 housing units were built on
the waterfront. Only 15 per cent of them
were assisted or market rental units, the bal-
ance being homeowner condominium units,
mostly one-bedrooms and bachelors. The
result has been an imbalance in waterfront
housing starts between condo and other
housing types — an imbalance that, to a
large degree, excludes families and moderate-
income households.

The population explosion in the GTA has
been both a causal factor and a consequence
of the substantial economic growth in the bio-
region. The GTA has been called the “eco-
nomic engine that drives the nation”, and is
currently the fastest-growing urban area in
North America. Home to about 16 per cent
of the nation’s population, the area generates
about 20 per cent of its personal income.
The region generated some $100 billion of
Gross Provincial Product (GPP) in 1988,
two-thirds of that of Quebec and 25 per cent
larger than that of British Columbia. Half
the income tax paid to the federal and pro-
vincial governments from Ontario comes
from the GTA.




In the Toronto Census Metropolitan Area
(CMA), which is smaller than the GTA,
unemployment rates in 1988 and 1989 were
less than half the national average. The
Toronto CMA remains the manufacturing
capital of Canada and also offers substantial
numbers of jobs in a variety of sectors: busi-
ness, personal, and community services;
trade and commerce; finance, insurance, and
real estate; and transportation, communica-
tions, and utilities.

Keeping the GTA economic engine
running requires large amounts of energy:
transportation and heating; and residential,
institutional, and industrial cooling and
lighting, which require 275 gigajoules of
energy per capita per year (the equivalent of
8,000 litres of gasoline). Some electricity is
generated in the GTA, notably at the Lake-
view Generating Station in Mississauga and
the Pickering Nuclear Plant. In general,
however, the area imports more electricity

The Niagara Escarpment, Mount Nemo Conservation Area

In fact, employment growth in the area
has been strong since 1981 and, by 1986,
there were 2.1 million jobs in the GTA. Some
370,000 jobs were created between 1983 and
1989 and predictions are that employment
growth will continue to increase and will reach
3.5 million jobs by 2031. Most growth
is expected to occur by the turn of the cen-
tury and, as in the case of population growth,
is expected to occur in the regions outside
Metro Toronto — unless population patterns
change.

from distant hydro-electric and nuclear
sources than it produces.

Although there are some petroleum
refineries in the GTA, all the crude oil and
natural gas used comes from outside the
area and is transported into it by tanker truck
or pipeline. In sum, the GTA is a net energy
importer, and to a large degree, the environ-
mental costs of energy production are borne
elsewhere.

Canadians produce more solid waste
(garbage) per capita than any other people
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in the world. The four million residents of
the GTA produce about 4.5 million tonnes
of waste annually — more than a tonne per
person. Forty per cent of that waste comes
from homes; the rest is produced by insti-
tutions, industries or commercial establish-
ments. The amount being recycled ranges
from eight to about 20 per cent across the
GTA, with the remainder taken to landfill
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Autumn in the Oak Ridges Moraine

disposal sites, most of which are in the GTA.
(The exception is the Region of Halton, which
has no landfill site, and which ships its
garbage to St. Catharines and Niagara Falls,
New York for disposal.) The regions of the
GTA face a major garbage crisis: landfill
capacity for the area will be exhausted by




mid-1993. The five regions joined together
in 1989 to explore development of a long-
term waste management system for the GTA.

It is not known how much hazardous
waste, which, according to provincial regu-
lations, must be specially treated, is produced
by the 6,000 industries and commercial
establishments in the GTA. The GTA, how-
ever, has no facilities for the special treat-
ment of hazardous wastes, and such wastes
are sent for treatment and disposal to facil-
ities in Quebec, Sarnia, and the United States.
Small quantities of hazardous wastes are
exempted from government regulation, and
are often dumped into sewage treatment sys-
tems of the GTA.

Because sewage treatment plants (STPs)
are not designed to deal with organic chem-
icals and heavy metals, much of this toxic
load ends up in the waters of Lake Ontario.
The precise amount coming from industry
is unknown, and there are substantial (though
unknown) quantities of “household haz-
ardous waste” — cleaners, pesticides, sol-
vents, and paints — being poured down
residential sinks in the area.

Four million people also produce a lot of
human waste and a vast amount of wastewater.
Across the bioregion, a network of sewers
collects and transports this wastewater to
11 STPs for treatment. The network is vast —
Metro alone has 336 kilometres (210 miles)
of sewers — and, especially in older areas,
repairs or replacement of crumbling and
leaking pipes are needed. Some sewage treat-
ment plants are under-sized and expansion
of capacity at Metro’s Main STP, in order
to meet existing and future needs, is expected
to cost $1.5 billion. Almost half of the flow
into Lake Ontario in the Toronto area comes
through the sewage treatment plants (the rest
is from rivers in the area) and the plants are
responsible for high loadings of nutrients to
the nearshore areas of Lake Ontario.

A typical rainfall in the Toronto area
dumps approximately 4.5 billion litres (one
billion gallons) of water that rushes off
roofs, roads, and parking lots into sewers,

and often into combined storm and sanitary
sewer lines. This sudden pulse of water can
cause several problems: stormwater, already
contaminated with animal droppings, oil,

The heart of the Central Business District,
City of Toronto

grease, metals, and other contaminants, mixes
with untreated human sewage. The noxious
brew enters the rivers in the area or descends
on sewage treatment plants designed to carry
only some of the extra burden. In order to
prevent flooding at the plants, the sewage/
stormwater mixture is given only partial
treatment and is diverted into the lake. The
resulting high level of bacteria is largely
responsible for the beach closings along the
Greater Toronto Waterfront every summer.

One solution to the problem of combined
sewers is to separate them into sewage lines
and stormwater lines. In Metro, this work
has been under way in the various munici-
palities for many years, but the task remains
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to be completed. The City of Toronto, for
example, is farthest along in separating com-
bined sewers, but even it needs between one
and three billion dollars to finish the job.
And even that will not satisfy the need for
infrastructure: separating combined sewers
probably means that facilities will have to
be established to store and/or treat the
stormwater, which is very dirty.

The cities of Toronto and York are start-
ing to build stormwater detention tanks to
address this problem, but a comprehensive
solution is years — perhaps decades — away.

Over the last ten to 15 years, transporta-
tion demand in the GTA has far outstripped
supply; the construction of new roads, tran-
sit services, terminals, and parking facilities
has not kept up with the demand for these
services. Existing facilities are strained to
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Upstream in Sixteen Mile Creek, Milton,
Ontario

the limit: Highway 401 usage is currently
25 per cent above the capacity for which
it was designed; runways and terminals at
Pearson International Airport are over-
crowded; parts of the GO Transit system are
operating at greater than 120-per-cent seating
capacity; and parts of the Toronto subway
system are at effective capacity. The results
are readily apparent: congestion on roads,
more frequent and longer delays, more
stress being felt by people, increased air pol-
lution, and inefficient energy use.

Asked by the City of Toronto Planning
Department recently to list their ten main dis-
likes about the City, frustrated residents iden-
tified traffic congestion as their first concern.



Toronto recently received the dubious
honour of being named the most expensive
city in the western hemisphere. In part, this
is due to the cost of housing. In 1989, the price
of the average house sold in the Toronto
CMA was $274,000, the highest in Canada.
Elsewhere in Canada, house prices were
substantially lower, ranging from $76,000 in
Saskatoon to $210,000 in Greater Vancouver.

Metro continues to have one of the coun-
try’s tightest rental markets, with apartment
vacancy rates around 0.2 per cent, or two avail-
able units per thousand. Most new housing
being built outside Metro takes the form of
single family dwellings or condominiums.
Meanwhile, about 190,000 households in
the GTA are deemed by the federal govern-
ment to be in “core housing need”: there are
members of approximately 27,800 house-
holds in the GTA on government waiting
lists for subsidized housing, and countless
others wait for space in non-profit and co-op
housing projects.

Among the obvious casualties of the lack
of affordable housing are the growing num-
bers of homeless people — the City of
Toronto’s Healthy Toronto 2000 report esti-
mates that they number between 10,000 and
25,000 in that city alone. Food banks have
become a fixture across the GTA in the last
few years, and studies indicate that the prob-
lem is shelter-related: they show that the
average food bank user spends 70 per cent
of his or her income on a place to live.
Clearly, a substantial number of people are
not sharing the benefits of the GTA’s “eco-
nomic engine”.

Water
The Great Lakes Basin, which is the centre
of the industrial heartland of both Canada
and the United States, has been called the
most polluted part of North America— an
alarming designation for the source of the
drinking water of half of Canada’s population.
As the last in the string of Great Lakes,
downstream of the other four, Lake Ontario
has to contend with problems originating in

them — in addition to the problems generated
along its own shores. In 1985, the Interna-
tional Joint Commission, concerned about
the degraded state of the basin and in order
to make people aware of the need to take
action, designated 42 areas around the Great
Lakes Areas of Concern or “hot spots”.

Metro Toronto’s waterfront is one of
them; others nearby include Port Hope and
Hamilton Harbour. The intention is to
develop remedial plans in order to restore
water quality. In co-operation with the
U.S. and various state governments, the
Government of Canada and the provinces
of Ontario and Quebec are also developing
a lake-wide remedial plan, the Lake Ontario
Toxics Management Plan. Initiatives are
being developed under the terms of the bilat-
eral Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement,
which is based on the ecosystem approach
and the goal of “zero discharge of persistent
toxic chemicals”.

When European settlers first arrived in
the Toronto area a little more than 200 years
ago, the bay on which it was situated was
of “beautifully clear and transparent water”.
The bay and the nearby Ashbridge’s Marsh
provided residents with fish, turtles, water-
fowl, and wild rice for their tables. But the
impact of human presence on water quality
began to be felt as early as 1840, at which
time the water quality in the harbour and
nearby areas was already moderately to
severely degraded, due primarily to the
dumping of untreated sewage from the City.

By the end of the 19th century, the resi-
dents of Toronto viewed the marshlands of
Ashbridge’s Bay as a “malarial swamp...
teeming with pestilence and disease”; in
fact, the sad condition of the bay was a
prime factor in the Toronto Harbour Com-
missioners’ decision, in 1911, to fill it in.

The development of sewage treatment
systems in the early part of the 20th century
dramatically reduced the loadings of sewage
and immediately improved the health of the
City’s inhabitants. Today, however, a host
of nutrients, sediments, organic chemicals,
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Lower Morningside, a Rouge River tributary
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and heavy metals still reach the waterfront
via the rivers in the area, storm and com-
bined sewers, and sewage treatment plant
discharges and bypasses.

The International Joint Commission des-
ignated the Metropolitan Toronto Waterfront
an Area of Concern because of chemical and
bacterial contamination. Problems include:

~ bottom sediments contaminated by bac-
teria, metals, PCBs, and other chemicals;

~ bioaccumulation of metals and organics
by organisms living in the sediments;

~ fish of some species with such high
levels of contaminants they cannot be
eaten safely by humans;

~ an aquatic community under stress from
sewage treatment plant outfalls, poor
water circulation, changes in water
temperature, habitat destruction, and
chemical contamination; and

~ beaches that must be closed throughout
the summer.

In addition, Metro residents are con-
cerned about the quality of their drinking
water. Both Metro and the Ontario Ministry

Sunnyside Beach warning, June 1990

of the Environment regularly monitor
Toronto’s tap water for a wide range of metals,
organics, pesticides, and other potential con-
taminants. Although the water meets existing
standards, nearly one-quarter of all Toronto
households use alternate sources such as
bottled water or water filters. The cost of these,
per litre, has been calculated to be 600 times
the cost of municipally supplied water.

In order to address the pollution problems
on Metro’s waterfront, the provincial and
federal governments are co-ordinating devel-
opment of a Remedial Action Plan (RAP)
to restore water quality. The RAP is looking
at the waterfront from Etobicoke Creek in the
west to the Rouge River in the east, together
with all the watersheds draining the area.

Bypasses of sewage treatment plants
during heavy rainfalls contribute to high
bacterial counts on the waterfront, and are
part of the reason beaches are closed in sum-
mer. But even more disturbing, the plants
themselves contribute about 90 per cent of
the organic chemicals and heavy metals that
enter the Greater Toronto Waterfront.
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The problem of sewer dumping of toxic
chemicals is expected to be dealt with under
the Province’s Municipal-Industrial Strategy
for Abatement (MISA) program. The goal
of MISA is to “stop pollution at the source”,
both from direct dischargers in eight major
industrial sectors (none of which are on
the Greater Toronto Waterfront) and from
municipal sewage treatment plants and sys-
tems. Industrial and commercial users of the
sewage systems — an estimated 3,000 in the
Toronto area — will have to meet tough
standards for sewer discharge of toxic chem-
icals when the new MISA regulations are
enacted in 1994.

The Greater Toronto Bioregion is rich in
rivers — 16 major rivers and dozens of minor
tributaries run through it — but their con-
dition varies considerably, with few of them
in a truly healthy state. In many cases, lower
reaches have been straightened or encased
in concrete. Forest cutting has removed
shade and banks have eroded. Pesticides,
fertilizers, and topsoil from farms, as well
as a host of rain-washed pollutants from
urban areas, flow into the rivers. Because of
combined sewer overflows, these rivers are
the major source of waterfront bacteria.

A ranking of rivers according to their
ecological health shows that only a few
streams in forested areas of the Oak Ridges
Moraine can be considered in excellent con-
dition, while streams in urbanized areas are
of “fair” or ““poor” quality and, in some cases,
do not support any fish at all.

Toronto’s once-beautiful Don River is a
graphic example of severe degradation, and
has been described as an “open sewer”. Until
the 1850s, salmon could still be speared in the
Don, near Castle Frank (close to the present-
day Bloor Viaduct). Even 70 years later,
much of the valley was still a wilderness,
and the noted writer and historian Charles
Sauriol tells us:

The Forks of the Don in the 20s and
’30s was sylvan, serene and naturally
beautiful. Huge graceful elms stood
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along the river banks and on the flood
plain, over which cattle roamed. Some
of the Valley slopes were covered with
white pine, long since replaced with
the deciduous trees of today...Three
streams met at the Forks: the West
Don, the East Don and Taylor Creek.

N NS

The wholeness of nature that
encompasses the very structure of
every living thing dictates that all
forms of life, from frog’s eggs to
maple trees to humans, are linked
in our requirements for life. We, the
living entities of this planet, all ask
the same things of the biosphere,
that thin shell of air, water, and soil
that surrounds our globe and sup-
ports life. If we alter conditions of
the biosphere too far, we, and other
species, will all fail together.

Theberge, J. B. 1989. “The wholeness of nature.” In
Legacy: the natural heritage of Ontario, editor J. B.
Theberge. 375. Toronto: McClelland and Stewart.




Huddled in the folds of the Valley and
tracing the old course of the East Don
were several frog ponds.

Today the Don Valley Parkway winds its
way alongside a dirty, diminished river, into
which is drained the outpouring of some
1,185 storm sewers, 30 combined sewer
overflows, several industrial coolant dis-
charges, and the treated effluent from the
North Toronto Sewage Treatment Plant.

While the condition of the Don today is
undeniably bad, the river has also come to
symbolize what can be done if governments,
the private sector, and the public embark on
the complex process of clean-up. Restoring
the Don will mean cleaning up the entire
watershed — otherwise, it would be impos-
sible. A restored Don River would be an
indicator of a bioregion on its way to a
restored ecosystem.

While the problems of water quality
along Metro Toronto’s waterfront are more
severe than in neighbouring areas, they are
typical of the water quality near most cities:
contaminated sediments, consumptive uses,
chemical and metal pollution coming
through sewage treatment plants, closed
beaches, degraded wildlife habitat, and con-
taminants in aquatic biota occur throughout
the Great Lakes.

Individual action can make a substantial
difference to some of these: for example,
avoiding the use of hazardous household
products can improve water quality, as
can water conservation. Other problems —
chemicals in sewage treatment plants, for
example — must be addressed at source (at
the industrial plant) and regulated at the
regional level. Still others — such as
the persistent chemicals like PCBs that
bioaccumulate in living tissues — can be
remedied only as the result of provincial,
national, and international co-operation.

In future, water quantity may be as much
an issue as water quality. Consumption of
water near the Great Lakes has risen dramat-
ically in the last few decades: in 1985, the

International Joint Commission predicted
that, if current rates of withdrawal continue,
levels in the upper lakes would drop slightly
by the year 2000. A more significant drop
in levels would have a drastic effect on ship-
ping and power generation.

Unfortunately, there is little understanding
of the need for water conservation in the
GTA — and why should there be? After all,
there is a huge lake out there and Canadians
believe, incorrectly, that we have enormous
resources of fresh water. Moreover, water
use is not being metered in 70 per cent of the
houses in the GTA, which means that users
pay a flat rate, irrespective of how much they
use, and have little incentive to conserve.

Nor are quantity problems restricted to
the communities that draw their water from
Lake Ontario: some municipalities in York
and Peel regions, where demand has increased
substantially in the past decade, still depend
on groundwater that has been stored in
deep underground aquifers for as long as
4,000 years. The water in these aquifers is
recharged, or gradually replaced by water
from the Oak Ridges Moraine, and there is
concern that valuable groundwater resources
may be depleted. As a result, communities
such as Aurora have initiated water conser-
vation programs.

Air

The study of ecology has taught us that it is
not possible to draw lines around a geo-
graphic area — the environment simply
does not respect borders, whether they
are local, regional or national. This is espe-
cially true of the atmospheric environment,
which is defined as including the quality
of both outside and inside air, noise, and
radiation.

Ambient (or outside) air quality can be
affected by local, regional or distant factors;
local factors include nearby sources of air
pollutants — industries or automobiles.
Those that are regional include topography
(the actual shape of the land), and other fea-
tures or conditions that affect meteorology.
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Along the waterfront, for example, the pres-
ence of Lake Ontario helps disperse pollu-
tants. Distant factors that may affect air
quality include the long-range transport of
pollutants from other countries.

The atmospheric region of influence, or
airshed, for the Greater Toronto Bioregion
has been defined as stretching as far as Hudson
Bay to the north, New Brunswick to the east,
the Dakotas to the west, and central Georgia
to the south. Therefore, the residents of
Greater Toronto have limited control over
the quality of the air they breathe.

In the ecosystem defined as the Greater
Toronto Bioregion, the links between air,
water, land, human activity, and wildlife are
complex. Air quality can affect, and be
affected by, pollutants in soil and water.
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The mouth of the Don River and the Keating
Channel

Organic chemicals in soils, for example, can
become volatile and heavy metals become
resuspended when disturbed. Dust, small
particles, heavy metals, and other pollutants
in air can be deposited in soil and vegeta-
tion, while contaminants in the air can be
deposited in water.

Studies of Lake Superior show that the
major inputs of the pesticide toxaphene —
long-banned in Canada and the United States,
but still used in Central and South America
— come via long-range air transport. The
Ontario regulations governing air pollution
are intended to protect the “most sensitive
receptor”’; in some cases, that most sensitive



receptor is a human being, while, in others,
it is a building or a species of vegetation.
The regulatory framework, however, is not
geared to deal with the transfer of contam-
inants from one medium to another (i.e.,
from air to water or water to soil).

In the 1970s, sulphur dioxide and partic-
ulates were Toronto’s worst pollutants, and
control of them was the basis of the Prov-
ince’s Air Pollution Index. The index was

to natural gas. Levels of sulphur dioxide are
not a problem for human health in the biore-
gion, but are still a concern because of its
role in the formation of acid rain downwind.

Ten-year trends indicate a steady decline
in levels of suspended particulate, carbon
monoxide, and the most commonly moni-
tored metals — copper and lead. This con-
trasts with the presence of nitrogen dioxide
and volatile organic compounds, which have

Grazing pasture near Town of Newcastle

designed as an alert-and-control system to
signal deteriorating air quality by measuring
the levels of sulphur dioxide and suspended
particulates in the air, high concentrations
of which have been linked to respiratory dis-
ease. Since 1985, however, there has been
only one Air Pollution Advisory issued in the
Greater Toronto Area; in general, levels of
sulphur dioxide have dropped steadily in the
past ten years because of regulatory control
of the sulphur content of coal and gas used
in Toronto, and because of a move from coal

remained fairly constant and at high levels.
Improved control of the main sources of
these pollutants — automobiles, power plants,
and certain industries — has been offset by
the increased numbers of automobiles on the
street. While levels per se do not pose a
problem for human health, they contribute
to acid rain and are important precursors of
the formation of ground-level ozone.
Ground-level ozone is the prime ingredient
of eye-stinging urban smog. High concen-
trations at ground level can damage vegeta-
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That is the true measure of a city —
the well-being of its people. Their
opportunities, the quality of life they
lead, the air they breathe. At the
end of the day, | would be much
prouder to have Toronto known

as a ‘healthy city’ than a ‘world-
class city’.

Eggleton, A. 9 June 1990. In “Toronto: it’s pricey
but livable: survey gives us edge over Montreal,
five U.S. cities.” Toronto Star D1.
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tion and harm human health. Ozone is formed
downwind of originating sources through a
complicated series of reactions involving
nitrogen dioxides and volatile organic com-
pounds in the presence of sunlight. Over the
past ten years, levels of ozone have remained
essentially constant, and are fairly uniform
across Southern Ontario. They are highest
in the City of Toronto, where they regularly
exceed the federal standard of 120 parts
per billion.

In October 1989, the City of Toronto’s
Special Advisory Committee on the Envi-
ronment recommended a comprehensive
strategy to reduce automobile emissions. This
included improvements to public transit and
aggressive management of automobile use in



the City, as well as suggestions that the fed-
eral government strengthen automobile fuel
efficiency standards and adopt California’s
tough emission standards for nitrogen oxides
and hydrocarbons.

The fact that concentrations of ozone are
highest in warm, sunny weather, when winds
carry ozone-laden air north from the United
States to the north shore of Lake Ontario, is
areminder that we are part of an ecosystem:
while U.S. sources are largely responsible
for our smog problems, the pollutants gen-
erated here will be carried off on the winds
to cause ozone problems elsewhere.

Another class of air pollutants for which
distant sources appear to be largely respon-
sible is toxic organic compounds — those
that can affect health, even at extremely low
concentrations. Among such compounds
are dioxins and furans, as well as a host of
industrial and agricultural chemicals. As yet,
however, the magnitude of the problem has
been neither well defined nor addressed
comprehensively by governments.

However, in order to study the type and
concentrations of trace organic compounds
in the air, the Ontario Ministry of the Envi-
ronment has recently established a monitoring
station on the Toronto Islands. There, levels
of these compounds are found to be similar
to those at rural monitoring stations through-
out Ontario, which suggests that distant
sources are responsible for much of the toxic
organic compounds found in the air.

In recent years, atmospheric scientists
have warned about the dangers of global
warming — the “greenhouse effect”. Trends
to global warming are attributed to the emis-
sion into the environment of greenhouse
gases, including carbon dioxide, methane,
nitrous oxide, ground-level ozone, and chloro-
fluorocarbons (CFCs). There are predictions
that by 2050, if emission of these gases goes
unchecked, temperatures will rise as much
as 4.5 degrees celsius above those of the late
1880s. On a global scale, this kind of increase
is expected to result in more frequent and
serious droughts, extensive desertification

of some areas, forest dieback, and rising
sea levels.

Recognizing that these problems are
global in scale, the City of Toronto recently
adopted recommendations made by the Spe-
cial Advisory Committee on the Environ-
ment in its 1989 report, The Changing
Atmosphere: A Call to Action. It recom-
mended urgent action at the local level,
including preventive measures (a reduction
in emissions and increased energy efficiency
of buildings), reforestation projects to offset
and recycle carbon emissions, and measures
to adapt locally to climatic change.

Recent news reports about the thinning
of the ozone layer above Toronto have
brought the global problem of ozone deple-
tion disturbingly close to home. While ozone
at ground level is harmful to humans and
vegetation, at high levels in the stratosphere
it is a shield protecting the earth from harmful
ultraviolet radiation. A significant thinning
of the ozone layer is expected to lead to a
dramatic increase in radiation-induced skin
cancers.

Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) are the
prime culprits implicated in the destruction
of the ozone layer. Global recognition of the
problem has improved in the past five years,
and it appears that the production of CFCs
will be largely eliminated by the year 2000.
But concerns have already been raised about
the chemicals that would replace CFCs: they
are considered potent greenhouse gases that
will exacerbate global warming.

The foregoing is merely a snapshot of the
regional air quality in the Greater Toronto
Area. But air quality can also be affected
dramatically by local sources: in Toronto’s
South Riverdale neighbourhood, for example,
residents are beset by odours and pollutants
from a local lead smelter, a variety of nearby
industries, and Metro’s Main Sewage Treat-
ment Plant. There are probably similar situa-
tions in other areas where industrial and
residential land uses conflict.

The Royal Commission’s audit of
Toronto’s Port Industrial Area indicates
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that, in areas close to major traffic arteries,
levels of dustfall, suspended particulates, and
carbon monoxide may affect human health.
This may be particularly relevant to the
waterfront because of the network of traf-
fic corridors that run from Burlington to
Newcastle.

Wildlife

It is difficult to draw an accurate picture of
the wildlife that flourished in the Greater
Toronto Bioregion before European settle-
ment began in earnest — information is
fragmented and comes largely from diaries,
articles, and other writings of the time. We
do know, however, that the area was rich in
animal life: the forests and plains of the Don
Valley watershed were alive with beaver,
porcupine, timber wolf, black bear, marten,
otter, wolverine, lynx, and elk. The exten-
sive coastal marshes and inland wetlands
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were host to a variety of ducks, geese, herons,
and other birds, as well as reptiles and amphi-
bians. The waters of Lake Ontario and the
lower reaches of its rivers teemed with a huge
variety of fish including lake trout, herring,
sturgeon, salmon, pike, and muskellunge.

The picture today is dramatically differ-
ent because of loss of wildlife habitat, human
predation, and the introduction of persistent
chemicals into the environment and foreign
species into the bioregion. All these factors
have contributed to a significant decrease in
wildlife diversity, and wildlife populations
which are under stress.

Altering shorelines and filling wetlands
has reduced the space available to animals,
fish, and birds for living and reproducing.
Spawning grounds for cold-water fish have
been lost because rivers were dammed.




With the exception of beaver and porcu-
pine, none of the mammals previously found
in the Don watershed are now common in
the GTA. The passenger pigeon nested in
several colonies on the Don watershed and
could be found in large numbers in 1870.
Clearing of land for farms and intensive
market shooting and trapping rendered this
handsome bird extinct. The piping plover,
with its musical, plaintive voice, used to be
resident, in large numbers, in the beaches
around the Great Lakes but was declared an
endangered species in Ontario in 1977. It no
longer nests in the GTA, primarily because
of the recreational use of beaches: the destruc-
tion of nests and young by people and vehi-
cles and the disturbance of nesting birds.

The numbers of many species of frogs,
turtles, and snakes have decreased dra-

matically in southern Ontario during the
20th century, largely because their habitats
have been degraded or destroyed. Many of
the reptiles and amphibians inhabiting the
remaining coastal marshes in the GTA are
classified as rare, including the eastern spiny
softshell turtle, as well as the Blanding’s,
wood, stinkpot, and map turtles.
Fisheries are sensitive to a variety of
influences: shoreline alterations, overfishing,
pollution, destruction of wetlands, and the
introduction of exotic species. Twenty ende-
mic species of fish have disappeared from
the Toronto waterfront in the past century,
including such valuable sport fish as muskel-
lunge, and species such as herring, which
were the backbone of local commercial

Liquid bulk storage, Port Industrial Area
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... Western Europeans and
Americans have been carrying
around with them as part of their
mental baggage a deeply felt and
despairing assumption that progress
demands degraded surroundings.
You put up with such surroundings
as long as you have to, and you run
away from them as soon as you
can afford to, but, this belief has it,
deteriorated landscapes and
debased communities and bad
smells and hideous noises are
simply a given — something we

all have to live with.

Hiss, T. 21 August 1989. “Reflections: encountering
the countryside: I1.” New Yorker 40.

fishing. While the mouth of the relatively
unpolluted Rouge River hosts 31 species of
fish, only three can be found in the severely
degraded Don.

The bald eagle is rarely found in the Great
Lakes Basin, because of chemical contam-
ination there. Originally threatened by habitat
loss and hunting, populations began to
recover early in the 20th century when pro-
tection measures were enacted. However, a
rapid decline in populations in the Great
Lakes Basin began again in the 1940s, as the
result of persistent pesticides such as DDT
and dieldrin.

Such chemicals and PCBs were also
responsible for the collapse, in the 1970s, of
populations of herring gulls, black-crowned
night herons, and cormorants in the Toronto
area. Prohibition of such chemicals has
allowed the herons and gulls to make a
recovery, but the cormorant and bald eagle
have yet to return to Toronto’s shores. This
may indicate, in part, how long it takes some
of these chemicals to break down com-
pletely: although no longer in use, they remain
in water, sediments, and tissues. PCBs and
mirex, for example, have been banned in
Ontario for some time, yet are still found in
fish taken from Lake Ontario.

The Ministry of the Environment advises
that people restrict their intake of seven species
of fish caught in Toronto waters because of
high levels of PCBs, mirex, pesticides,
mercury, and other metals. Contamination
of fish populations occurs all along the
Greater Toronto Waterfront, with level and
type of contamination varying from location
to location.

Levels of contaminants in wildlife are
good indicators of ecosystem health. Like
the canary in the coal mine, the effects of
chemicals in animal populations can be a
warning of the potential effects on humans.
Persistent organic chemicals and metals can
bioaccumulate in animal tissues and levels
can increase moving up the food chain. In
other words, levels of toxics can be quite low
in water, and slightly higher in organisms



like zooplankton, but can reach dangerous
levels in animals at the top of the chain —
such animals as fish-eating birds, turtles,
mammals, and even humans.

Humans carry persistent toxics, like the
ubiquitous PCBs, in their fatty tissues, espe-
cially in the liver and brain, and in breast
milk. In wildlife, depending on the chem-
icals and the species, such contaminants
can cause reproductive failures, deformities,
and tumours.

Species of wildlife introduced from else-
where have altered, and in some cases, dam-
aged, the ecosystem. North Americans are
only too familiar with the European starling,
the house sparrow, and the carp, all imported
species that have become nuisances. There
are many others in the same category: for
example, 11 species of fish along the Toronto
waterfront can be classified as introduced, of
which the sea lamprey is most notorious —
a voracious predator that entered the Great
Lakes when the St. Lawrence Seaway
was opened. Although largely controlled
now, it played a significant role in the
decline of certain varieties of sport fish in
Lake Ontario.

Today, the tiny zebra mussel is one of the
latest immigrants to the Great Lakes; it trav-
elled from Europe in the hold of a ship,
entered the water when the bilges were
pumped out, and has found our lakes attrac-
tive. A prolific breeder, it has been dubbed
the “cockroach of the Great Lakes”. The
mussels are costing millions of dollars in
repairs, removal, and lost opportunities. They
attach themselves to working and recre-
ational boats, and block water intake pipes,
thus frustrating public works departments
and industrial users of water.

The tiny molluscs also cover fish-
spawning habitat, and consume vast quan-
tities of plankton that are a vital part of the
food web for many other species.

For all the reasons outlined — loss of habi-
tat, predation, persistent chemical contam-
inants, and introduced species — wildlife is
under siege in the Greater Toronto Bioregion.

But there is some encouraging news: many
river valleys and other green spaces in the
region — while not pristine — still provide
habitat for wildlife and important links for
migration and movement. This is why flying
squirrels and deer can still be found in
Scarborough’s Rouge Valley, or red fox
sighted on the Leslie Street Spit.

The Toronto area lies in the overlapping
zones of the two major North American
migratory flyways, the Atlantic and the
Mississippi. The waterfront and its remain-
ing green spaces provide important staging
grounds for birds during their spring and fall
migrations, allowing stopovers before birds
continue south to wintering grounds or north
to summer breeding grounds. All too often,
however, these green corridors are becoming
fragmented by development.

Much of the wildlife habitat that remains
is degraded from nearby urban use; protecting
and enhancing remaining wildlife will
require changes in attitude and adherence to
the ecosystem approach, in order to ensure
healthy, self-sustaining populations.

Conclusions

This sketch of the air, land, water, wild-
life, and human activities in the Greater
Toronto Bioregion reveals an ecosystem
under considerable stress. Rivers, creeks,
and the lake are polluted and unfit for swim-
ming, and cannot be used for drinking water
unless they are treated. Persistent organic
chemicals and heavy metals are found in the
air, water, wildlife, and soils of the region.
The pressures of development continue to
pose a threat to wildlife habitat and species
diversity. Landfills are nearing capacity and
more sewage and stormwater run-off is gen-
erated than can be effectively treated. Trans-
portation networks are at, or above, capacity.
Prime agricultural land and green space are
being lost to apparently relentless urbaniza-
tion, and the Oak Ridges Moraine, a pre-
cious resource for groundwater, wildlife,
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and cpen space, is threatened by development
pressures.

This is an ecosystem that, to a large degree,
is literally “dis-integrated”, one in which the
carrying capacity — the ability of air, land,
and water to absorb the impact of human
use — is clearly strained, and cannot be sus-
tained over the long term unless fundamen-
tal changes are made.

Who is responsible for tackling these
problems? The answer is complicated: gov-
ernance in the Greater Toronto Bioregion
is shared by five regional municipalities,
30 local municipalities, and numerous fed-
eral and provincial ministries, departments,
boards, agencies, and commissions. In an
era when it is clear that governments alone
cannot solve our environmental problems,
the 6,000 industries in the GTA and its four
million residents also have a role to play.
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Toronto skyline from Polson Quay, Port of
Toronto

The ecosystem approach highlights the
interactions among ecological, social, eco-
nomic, and political systems within the
bioregion. It suggests that economic develop-
ment patterns, resource policies, consumer
trends, and public attitudes must all be consid-
ered in terms of their actual or potential effect
on the integrity of the system. This requires
a strong emphasis on setting goals in common,
changing attitudes, co-ordinating plans and
actions across jurisdictions, co-ordinating
mechanisms for allocating and using
resources, and planning co-operatively.

Environmental processes are not con-
fined within political boundaries, and actions
in one jurisdiction may affect environmental
health in others. It is therefore imperative




to develop administrative mechanisms that
bring jurisdictions together to solve prob-
lems co-operatively and to develop environ-
mentally sound ways of living in this biore-
gion. For example, the Lower Don Task Force
in the City of Toronto realizes that any efforts
to clean up the Lower Don will be futile
unless they are accompanied by co-ordinated
action on the part of the two regions and
seven municipalities in the watershed.
There is an urgent need for regeneration
of the entire Greater Toronto Bioregion to
remediate environmental problems caused
by past activities, to prevent further degra-
dation, and to ensure that all future activities

result in a net improvement in environmen-
tal health. In a region experiencing dramatic
economic growth and rapid urbanization, it
is crucial to heed the warning signs of ecosys-
tem stress, so that the quality of life that
attracted people here can be restored and main-
tained, for existing and future generations.

Focusing on the needs of the Greater
Toronto Waterfront in the context of its
bioregion, the next chapter offers a set of
principles for planning, developing, and
managing a healthy, integrated waterfront.
Chapter 3 contains specific recommenda-
tions for regeneration, both on a waterfront-
wide scale and on a local basis.

The Artist’'s Choice, Don River near Toronto,
early 1900s, Edwardian postcard

The Trillium, Ontario’s symbol
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Principles

The following principles flow directly from
the ecosystem approach to managing the
waterfront. They should form the basis of
policies and planning for the waterfront by
governments at all levels, and should pro-
vide a standard against which waterfront
development and management, whether pub-
lic or private, can be evaluated.

In future, policies and proposals along the
waterfront should not be judged solely on
their economic merits, or their contribution
to recreational, housing or other objectives.
They must also be judged on whether they
contribute to rehabilitating ecological health
and public use and enjoyment of the water-
front, or simply continue the pattern of past
abuses. Applying these principles forms the
foundation for making such a judgement.

Principles for a green waterfront can be
expressed simply. It is the view of this Com-
mission that the waterfront should be:

~ Clean;

~ green;

~ Uuseable;
~ diverse;

~ open;

~ accessible;
~ connected;
~ affordable;
~ attractive.

The following sections provide a more
detailed explanation of the interpretation,
origins, and possible applications of these
principles.

Clean

~ The air, land, sediments, and water
should be free of contaminants that
impair beneficial uses by people and
other living beings.

~ Water quality should be such that it allows
fish to be eaten without restrictions

caused by the presence of contaminants;
that people can swim and engage in water
sports without risk of illness; that levels
of potentially toxic chemicals in drink-
ing water remain below detectable lim-
its or meet all accepted health standards.

If the waterfront is to achieve its full
potential as an attractive, positive element
in the Greater Toronto Bioregion, substantial
improvements in present levels of water
quality are essential. The magnitude and
extent of the problems have been defined by
anumber of studies, and summarized for the
Metro Toronto waterfront in the Commis-
sion’s Publication No. 10, East Bayfront
and Port Industrial Area: Environment in
Transition, which noted that:

Although the severity of problems
varies, the same ones occur across the
waterfront... Bacterial loading causes
beaches to be posted. Eutrophication
is a continuing problem due to nutrient
loadings. Metals and organic chem-
icals can be found in the water column.
Bottom sediments are contaminated
with organic chemicals and metals,
especially in slips and embayments
where water circulation is poor. Aqua-
tic biota bio-accumulate organic chem-
icals and metals. Good fish habitat
is scarce.

The revised Great Lakes Water Quality
Agreement defines a list of undesirable
changes under its “impairment of beneficial
use(s)” clause. These include:

... changes in the chemical, physical
or biological integrity of the Great
Lakes System sufficient to cause any
of the following:

i) restrictions on fish and wildlife
consumption;
ii) tainting of fish and wildlife
flavour;
iii) degradation of fish and wildlife
populations;
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iv) fish tumours or other deformities;
v) bird or animal deformities or
reproduction problems;

vi) degradation of benthos;

vii) restrictions on dredging activities;

viii) eutrophication or undesirable
algae;

ix) restrictions on drinking water
consumption, or taste and odour
problems;

x) beach closings;

xi) degradation of aesthetics;

xii) added costs to agriculture or
industry;

xiii) degradation of phytoplankton
and zooplankton populations;
and

xiv) loss of fish and wildlife habitat.

It is evident that the Metro Toronto water-
front now suffers many of those impair-
ments, with the rest of the GTA waterfront
affected to a lesser extent.

Correcting this situation will require com-
mitment and co-operative action from many
agencies, both along the waterfront and
throughout the bioregion. The Metro Toronto
Remedial Action Plan process is currently
working towards a consensus on the actions
necessary, and on the role of various agen-
cies. Other studies, and other committees at
various levels, are looking at specific com-
ponents of environmental restoration.

While much of this discussion is com-
mendable and necessary, it must not become
an excuse for inaction. During the Royal
Commission’s hearings on a Green Strategy

Rouge River — polluted storm sewer run-off
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for the Greater Toronto Waterfront, Luciano
Martin of Etobicoke described his frustra-
tion at the slow implementation of the
Toronto Area Watershed Management Strat-
egy, which was completed in 1986:

On plans that have been approved, I
think they should be implemented,
and they should be implemented now
rather than wait for further studies to
restate basically the same problems
and come up with what can only be
rather similar cures.

Applying the principle that the waterfront
should be clean also means that redevelop-
ment or new developments, whether public
or private, should assist in resolving problems
created in the past. Because a significant
component of waterfront pollution comes
through tributary streams, it means that devel-
opments anywhere in the watershed can no
longer be permitted to exacerbate problems
— for example, through inadequate control
of stormwater or eroded sediments.

In the course of its hearings, the Com-
mission was given a number of suggestions
for making improvements to the cleanliness
of the waterfront: one deputant proposed a
goal of no net increase in the flow of sanitary
sewer water into the lake. To meet this goal
developers would have to retrofit existing build-
ings to achieve substantial reductions in water
use before they would be allowed to construct
new buildings. The same principle has been
suggested for stormwater, using design fea-
tures to direct run-off back into the ground.

Karey Shinn of the Kew Beach Residents
Association reminded the Commission of
the facilities, either present or planned, that
cause air pollution in the Port Industrial Area,
including proposed expansions to sludge
burning at the Ashbridge’s Bay Sewage
Treatment Plant, and restarting of the retro-
fitted R. L. Hearn electrical generating plant.
In Ms Shinn’s words, “It is fundamentally
wrong to ignore the cumulative effects of
these actual projects and future projects on
our airshed”.

Green

~ The diversity and productivity of ecolog-
ical communities should be protected
and restored through measures to:
~ preserve the genetic diversity of
indigenous plants and animals;
~ restore healthy natural habitats and

communities;
~ maintain natural ecological
processes.

~ Natural vegetation should be used
to restore and enhance the attractive-
ness, health, and usability of human
communities.

Sport fishing in Lake Ontario

A rich variety of species is the corner-
stone of a healthy ecosystem, with all species
having a role to play. The trend in recent
years has been a gradual but inexorable
impoverishment of wild species along the
waterfront. Today, such wildlife as common
and black terns, spiny softshell and wood
turtles, and redbelly and milk snakes are
threatened. One hundred and forty kinds of
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Swans in the Pumphouse Marsh, Oshawa

plants are known to occur at only one site
in the GTA, while 109 species of plants and
wildlife occurring within the GTA are
classed as provincially rare. Given that genetic
diversity is a minimum standard for a healthy
ecosystem, this alarming decline must
be reversed.

In its natural state, the waterfront is one
of the most diverse and productive ecosys-
tems in the temperate climatic zone. How-
ever, the productivity of the GTA ecosystem
has been impaired, primarily by destruction
and interference with natural habitats, but
also by degraded water quality, and noise.
Natural communities are resilient and many
species of fish, wildlife, and plants will return
if appropriate habitats are provided. The “mir-
acle” of the spectacular wildlife populations
now found on the Leslie Street Spit demon-
strates how quickly natural communities
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respond when favourable conditions are
restored.

In part, the principle of a green water-
front reinforces the need to preserve those
areas of natural habitat remaining along the
shore. However, it also requires an unprece-
dented effort to recreate habitats destroyed
by past abuses. Habitat creation measures
should include:

~ making naturalization an essential ele-
ment in park planning;

~ creating wetlands and offshore islands
for wildlife use;

~ replacing rocky shoals and other fish
habitats;

~ restoring vegetation along rivers and
streams.

Management of natural areas along the
waterfront should not employ the single-
species approach that now characterizes



most wildlife planning, but should, instead,
emphasize the need to protect rare species,
restore wildlife communities, and enhance
species diversity.

This change in emphasis has already taken
place in fisheries management. The Ministry
of Natural Resources, through its Strategic
Plan for Ontario Fisheries II, has adopted a
goal of creating healthy, sustainable aquatic
ecosystems that are based on maintaining
and restoring naturally reproducing popu-
lations of native species.

Naturalists” and sportspersons’ associa-
tions, as well as members of the public, can
be involved in restoring the health of ecolog-
ical systems. Projects such as the tree-planting
days sponsored by the Lower Don Task Force
or the stream rehabilitation projects of the
Black Creek group (a citizen’s group active
on this branch of the Humber River system)
are among current examples of useful public
involvement.

Wildlife agencies, school boards, busi-
nesses or municipalities could sponsor
contests on ways to create habitat, and then
provide financial and technical support for
the best suggestions. Developers could be
encouraged to make habitat enhancement a
part of their plans.

To measure the effectiveness of greening
the waterfront, key species should be iden-
tified as indicators of the state of our ecosys-
tem and should be monitored periodically
to evaluate changes in diversity and popu-
lation levels.

As Marion Strebig of the Federation of
Ontario Naturalists pointed out at a Com-
mission hearing, indicator species should be
chosen for the role they play in the ecosys-
tem, rather than for their attractiveness to
human beings:

Why not take as an indicator species
a humble thing like the Caddisfly,
which acts as a basic food source for
many species in the aquatic system?
[Its] disappearance is a sure indication
of trouble.

Over the past decade, volunteer atlas proj-
ects have added greatly to our knowledge
of the numbers and distribution of birds and
herptiles (reptiles and amphibians) in the
ecosystem, and discussions are under way
on a provincial mammal atlas. The data for
this atlas could form the basis of more detailed

N N

For many residents in the Basin,
Areas of Concern are remembered
as pristine natural areas that once
harboured secret swimming holes,
spawning grounds for fish and
sanctuary for birds and other wild-
life. Urban, agricultural and industrial
development destroyed wetlands
and other vital habitat. It is estimated
that two thirds of the wetlands in

the Great Lakes Basin have been
destroyed.

1990. “Habitat restoration.” In RAP revival: a
citizens’ agenda for RAPS: report from A Remedial
Action Plan Workshop for Citizen Leaders,
February 9-11, 1990, Stella Niagara, New York,
14. Buffalo: Great Lakes United.
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information collection and monitoring
along the waterfront, using the abilities and
enthusiasm of local naturalists.

The control of populations of such species
as giant Canada geese is also related to pro-
moting ecological diversity. When they
reach nuisance levels, wild species are them-
selves a symptom of an ecosystem under
stress, in which normal checks and balances
have failed. In addition to the very real conflict
between geese and recreational users of the
waterfront, their abundance interferes with
the potential for other species. A control
strategy that combines habitat modification
and population control by federal and provin-
cial wildlife agencies would be appropriate.

The locations of most significant habitats
and natural areas along the GTA waterfront
are known; a good many are already in pub-
lic ownership. However, a substantial num-
ber of critical habitats remain unprotected,

and it is vital that their future be secured.
Among the most important sites in need of
additional protection, through either public
ownership or other means, are:

Joshua Creek mouth (Mississauga);
Frenchman’s Bay marshes (Pickering);
Carruther’s Creek mouth (Ajax);
Lynde Creek mouth (Whitby);
Pumphouse Marsh (Oshawa) ;
Second Marsh (Oshawa);
McLaughlin Bay (Newcastle);

West Side Beach Marsh (Newcastle);
Wilmot Creek (Newcastle);

Bond Head Bluffs (Newcastle).
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As well, as noted in the Commission’s
Publication No. 8, A Green Strategy for the
Greater Toronto Waterfront, natural creek
mouths and other areas of local significance
should be protected wherever possible. These

The G’ mas Maple
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Ontario is still undergoing rapid
development. Constant land use
pressure on an area whose size
remains constant assures the
continual loss of field, forest and
marsh which make up the rich
tapestry of the landscape. We
cannot turn back the clock, but we
can rescue some pieces of green
from the diminishing legacy.

Hilts, S. G. 1986. “Why protect natural heritage?”
In Islands of green: natural heritage protection in
Ontario, 24. Toronto: Ontario Heritage Foundation.

include the mouth of Fourteen Mile and
Shoreacres creeks in Halton, and Graham
and Port Granby creeks in Durham.

The Commission is aware that plans to
secure some of these priority sites are under
way, and encourages all such efforts. For

Port of Toronto eastern end of Ship Channel

example, we hope that the present unsatis-
factory state of Pumphouse Marsh can be
corrected, in response to pressure from the
South Oshawa Residents Association, com-
bined with the stated willingness of the City
of Oshawa to assume management of the
marsh.

Evidence from deputants at the Commis-
sion’s hearings cited praiseworthy examples
of co-operation to protect natural habitats:
Hugh Peacock of the Durham Region Field
Naturalists noted General Motors’ exemplary
treatment of stormwater and other environ-
mental concerns during design and construc-
tion of its headquarters, adjacent to Oshawa’s
Second Marsh. This contrasts greatly, he
pointed out, to environmentally destructive
practices carried out behind the Atlantic
Packaging plant on Corbett Creek, as well
as along many other areas of the waterfront.

As the experience at Rattray Marsh in
Mississauga has shown, development that
does not provide sufficient buffer for wetland
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or treat stormwater adequately can greatly
reduce the value of the habitat. This points
out the complexity of protecting ecological
communities in an urban setting, which
involves more than simply setting aside the
habitat as green space. Such issues could be
better dealt with if official plans for munic-
ipalities and watershed plans by conserva-
tion authorities incorporated special species
conservation objectives and if municipalities
created ecological advisory committees such
as the one now operating in the Halton
Region.

Rail passenger access to downtown Toronto

Several examples of natural ecological
processes can be found along the waterfront.
Natural patterns of sand scour and deposition
along the shore nourish beaches; when the
continuing natural erosion of the Scarborough
Bluffs required substantial control measures,
the resulting decline in transported sand cre-
ated a new problem by “starving” the Eastern
Beaches. Such processes, once altered, can
be very difficult to correct. It is important
that the potential impact on sand transport
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processes be understood and addressed before
shore protection or lakefill projects are
approved in other waterfront areas.

The migration of birds and butterflies
is another natural process. Because many
species need to build up their energy
reserves before crossing the expanse of Lake
Ontario, it is essential to protect lakeside
resting and feeding habitats, as well as green
corridors through urban areas.

Elements of the natural ecosystem, espe-
cially trees and shrubs, are vital to both people
and wildlife. John Macintyre of the Parks

and Recreation Federation of Ontario
reminded the Commission of the critical role
of trees in a green legacy:

Trees are important to our physical
environment and to our emotional
well being. They remove pollutants
from the air, reduce noise and have a
moderating effect on the climate —
essentially acting as nature’s air-
conditioners.



Useable

~ The waterfront should continue to sup-

port a mix of public and private uses that:

~ are primarily water-related;

~ permit public access, use, and enjoy-
ment of the water’s edge;

~ enhance residential neighbourhoods
and appropriate industrial uses;

~ are environmentally friendly in
form and function;

~ minimize conflicts with adjacent
communities or uses;

~ promote greater year-round use.

An attractive and vibrant waterfront sup-
ports a wide range of uses beyond recreation
areas and green spaces: residential neighbour-
hoods, industry and commerce, utilities, and
transportation facilities all have places there.
As one deputant stated in his submission:

It is possible, through good planning
practices and policies, to develop an
environmentally friendly waterfront
which does not preclude a mix of land
uses. What is required if this is to be
accomplished are comprehensive envi-
ronmental management and develop-
ment control policies as well as parks
and open space policies.

Urban waterfronts were once largely
industrial. Ports dominated waterfronts and
became the focus of commercial activity
based on the movement by ship of raw mate-
rials and finished goods. The growth and
economic well-being of the ports’ hinterland
were directly linked to the successful oper-
ation of the port terminals. The federal
government established public ports in the
Greater Toronto Area at Toronto and Oshawa.
In addition, there are several private port
facilities to serve specific industries (such
as cement manufacturing and oil refineries);
their ongoing role on the waterfront is linked
to the future of those industries.

In both Toronto and Oshawa, the domi-
nant position of the public industrial ports

has been eroded by changing technologies
and shipping patterns, lack of growth oppor-
tunities, competition from other ports and
from surface transportation, and lessened
need for marine transportation to meet con-
sumer demands.

The Port of Toronto currently serves as
a transfer, storage, and distribution centre for
bulk commodities such as cement, sugar,
aggregates, and soybeans. It also handles
liquid bulk commodities and a range of gen-
eral cargo. The demand for the functions it
carries out is expected to continue to make
it an active part of the Toronto waterfront.

\/\/

Woe to you who add house to
house and join field to field, till no
space is left and you live alone in
the land.

1978. “Isaiah 5:8.” In The holy bible: new interna-
tional version, 737. Grand Rapids: Zondervan.

The Port of Oshawa serves specific local
industries, but plays a small role in the over-
all context of transportation and industrial
requirements of the region. Over the past
decade, the tonnages being handled have
declined, with such commodities as coal and
salt now moving through the private port
facilities at St. Mary’s Cement. While the Port
of Oshawa has been successful in attracting
some new traffic, there is great pressure to
develop alternate uses for the port lands.

While the manufacturing and port uses
of the waterfront have diminished some-
what, industry continues to be a valuable and
legitimate part of the waterfront mix of uses.
In keeping with the principles of this report,
waterfront industry should be non-polluting
and, where possible, should contribute to
appropriate public uses of the waterfront. Spe-
cial emphasis should be placed on policies
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The mouth of the Rouge River

that will lead to the development of green-
enterprise industries for the next century.

As the industrial use of the waterfront
declines, a large number of sites are under-
going redevelopment, generally involving
more intense use and often based on a change
to residential use.

The nature of these changes is well illus-
trated by the conversion now under way at
industrial sites in Etobicoke, Mississauga,
and the Port Union area of Scarborough. This
redevelopment process opens opportunities
to secure greater public access to the shore,
to bring strategic parcels of land into public
hands, and, using creative landscaping and
design, to create a more attractive and inviting
waterfront. It may also provide opportunities
for rehabilitation of contaminated environ-
ments at former industrial sites.

However, in order to achieve these ben-
efits, waterfront projects must be evaluated
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carefully. Protecting the waterfront environ-
ment and creating public access and links
must be an integral part of project planning.
Given the limited extent of the waterfront,
it must be clearly demonstrated that projects
will enhance the environment and make the
waterfront more publicly accessible.

Residential neighbourhoods are a long-
standing and legitimate use of parts of the
waterfront. Stable neighbourhoods should
be protected and linked through a trail sys-
tem to form a chain of neighbourhoods along
the lake. The principles outlined in this chap-
ter should be applied in planning for any
redevelopment that occurs or as new residen-
tial areas are developed.

Because the waterfront is a limited envi-
ronment being asked to meet increased and
competing demands, one criterion for assess-
ing proposed uses should be their relation-
ship to the water: those that require water
access should take preference although other
general uses may sometimes need to be



We have a funny complex in North
America about nature. We don’t
understand the real rapport
between man and his surroundings.
We've had a fear of nature and yet
we say we love it — and a fear of
ourselves in relationship to nature.
This has led to two reactions. Either
we want to go into the wilderness
where nobody has been; or we
want to destroy it completely. In
North America you seldom find the
extraordinary magic that exists
when what man has done comple-
ments or makes more beautiful
what nature has prepared. We
have fo re-establish that rapport.

Erickson, A. 4 October 1980. In In Erickson’s Eden,

an architect can improve on nature, A. Freedman.
E3. Globe and Mail.

The mouth of the Don River

accommodated near the shore. The same
should apply to waterfront recreational uses:
preference should be given to those that have
to be on the water’s edge — whether that
involves marinas or boat ramps or simply the
opportunity for quiet walks along the shore.

Because the growing GTA population
will require additional or expanded services
in the coming years, one facet of waterfront
use that deserves special attention relates to
public utilities, including generating stations,
waste management facilities, and water and
sewage works. While utility lands and works
can be barriers to sections of the shore, they
also constitute substantial parcels of public
land that could be devoted to more than a
single use. The design of all new or upgraded
works should incorporate provisions for
public access along the shore, through set-
backs of facilities or other design features.
Existing parcels should be reviewed to iden-
tify opportunities for trail crossings or other
public uses.
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The locations of new works should also
be scrutinized carefully to ensure that they
conflict as little as possible with natural fea-
tures, existing residential neighbourhoods
or recreational uses. As is evident in the cur-
rent plans for expanding the regional water
plant on the Ajax waterfront, there is often
a tendency to view passive open space as the
least costly place to locate facilities. The pro-
posed plant in Ajax will mean a major loss
of existing green space, and will create a
visual barrier to the waterfront. Creative
landscaping and building design should

Among the suggested projects are promo-
tion of environmentally friendly industry;
state-of-the-art waste management systems
in residential, commercial, and industrial
communities; conservation strategies for
energy and water consumption; and inno-
vative, environmentally sound planning and
transportation initiatives.

While all of these might be part of
any urban location, it is particularly appro-
priate to consider them in a waterfront set-
ting, where environmental concerns are
highlighted.

Covered salt pile, Port Industrial Area

address these problems with a view to inte-
grating the structure with the surrounding
residential neighbourhood.

The waterfront can also be ideal as the
location of urban uses and practices that are
more friendly to the environment. The Metro
Toronto Waterfront Committee has sug-
gested a new form of provincial-municipal
partnership that would sponsor a series of
demonstration projects aimed at producing
an environmentally friendly waterfront.
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At present, many recreational activities
and some jobs along the waterfront are sea-
sonally based. In her submission to the
Commission, planning consultant Xenia
Klinger suggested that paying greater atten-
tion to microclimatic effects when designing
a building, as well as carefully planned
planting of evergreens, could increase the
comfort levels and the use of waterfront set-
tings beyond the traditional summer season.

According to a 1989 Environment Canada
study, reducing wind chill by improving
design and tree-planting could add 56 days



of year-round park use, an increase of about
50 per cent.

In its submission to the Royal Commis-
sion, the Board of Trade of Metropolitan
Toronto also urged greater attention to off-
season use; it proposed a study on winter use
of the waterfront, in order to make more use
of existing facilities and lands.

Diverse

~ Waterfront uses, programs, and envi-
ronments should provide diverse expe-
riences for visitors and residents.

~ The mix of open space and recreation
facilities should balance competing pub-
lic demands within environmental limits.

~ Waterfront uses should be balanced
between:

public and private;

urban and rural;

the built and natural environments;

large- and small-scale;

active and passive;

busy and quiet;

free and user-pay.

SRR IR AR AR AR

One of the recurring themes in discussions
about the waterfront is the concept of diver-
sity. One way to enhance diversity along the
waterfront is to develop a linked system of
parklands and recreation facilities. Bob Short
of the Town of Whitby was among the depu-
tants who endorsed the idea of a system of
green spaces, noting that waterfront plans
could:

include a hierarchy of open space func-
tions and differentiate between locally
significant open space resources, and
those areas that ... provide larger oppor-
tunities for the growing populations
within the GTA.

Jane Welsh of the City of Mississauga
told the Commission that:

successful waterfronts tend to be
places where opportunity exists for

diverse experiences. There should be
opportunities for solitude, places for
crowds, quiet boardwalks, and busy
promenades.

To tap the potential attractiveness of the
waterfront most fully, diversity must be
within easy reach of members of any indi-
vidual waterfront community as well as
across the entire waterfront. It must relate
not only to patterns of land use but also to
the diversity of experiences and settings in
both the built and natural environments.

VN

The expectation that a Port will
inevitably handle all the cargo to
and from its ‘naturally tributary hin-
terland’ has been shattered by the
load center port — the single desti-
nation to or from which containers
can easily be transported overland,
trucked, or carried by rail fo an
entire region. Many Ports are now
bypassed by cargoes that they
once would have handled as a
kind of geographical right.

Chasan, D. J. and T. J. Dowd. 1988. “Strategic plan-
ning: defining port values.” In Urban ports and
harbor management: responding to change along
U.S. waterfronts, editor M. J. Hershman. 238. New
York: Taylor & Francis.




Natural shoreline, Frenchman’s Bay

As part of its proposed waterfront plan,
the City of Mississauga has put forward
six categories of waterfront green space:

~ Windows to the Lake: small areas of
public land such as street ends, that pro-
vide local visual access and passive uses.

~ Local Access Nodes: providing lake
access to neighbourhoods with foot or
bicycle access, as well as minimal facilities
as stopover or rest areas for pedestrians
and cyclists touring the waterfront.

~ Regional Access Nodes: gathering
places and dispersion points for people
from local communities and beyond, on
a larger landbase.

~ Natural Areas: places of minimal devel-
opment managed to preserve and enhance
their natural appearance and condition.

~ Activity Centres: containing speci-
fic attractions such as marinas, commer-
cial outlets, and facilities for structured

recreation, large events, and places
where people can congregate.

~ Linkages: designed to provide con-
nections between green spaces, and
between those spaces and adjacent
communities.

Similar green-space classification sys-
tems should be employed as part of the plan-
ning process across the waterfront. Taken
together, such spaces would create a green
fabric of varying widths and textures over
the entire length of the waterfront.

Underlying much of the comment at the
hearings was the assumption that future
recreational use of the waterfront is likely
to be much greater than in the past, thanks
to a variety of factors. These include:
expected population growth in the Greater
Toronto Area; improvements to the quality
and accessibility of the waterfront; growing
public interest in the environment; and
changing attitudes towards recreation and
lifestyle choices. In time, this increasing



demand is expected to lead to stiffer com-
petition for scarce and limited land on the
waterfront, and to more intense uses of land
adjacent to the water’s edge.

Given that context, it is essential to recog-
nize that not all uses can be accommodated
at all sites. Waterfront planning must pay
special attention to protecting natural areas
and passive open space along the water,
pieces of green that are an essential part of
the urban infrastructure — as necessary to
the fabric of the community as its roads and
sewers. As the size and complexity of the
urban area expands, the value of these open
areas rises correspondingly.

Without a strong commitment to pre-
serving waterfront green space as an essen-
tial part of the broader system, that space is
inevitably nibbled away for other, more
active uses. The Commission has already
commented on the proposed location of the
aquarium in Humber Bay Park East, which
is just one case in point.

The Commission believes that, while it
will always be difficult to strike a balance
among uses along the waterfront, the two
most vital considerations are public demand
and environmental limits. Demand is influ-
enced by the fact that we are an aging popu-
lation, living in a larger and denser fabric of
communities, for whom passive and natural
waterfront spaces are increasingly more
valuable.

In speaking of environmental limits, the
Commission has in mind the cumulative
effects of recreational activities and facilities
on the natural ecosystem along the water-
front, as well as such public concerns as traf-
fic congestion and crowding.

Open

~ The density and design of waterfront
structures should not create a visual bar-
rier or be an intrusion on the water’s edge.
~ The water’s edge should be, and clearly
be identified as, open to public access.

The most frequent criticism of proposed
central waterfront development was the
scale and density of high-rise development,
which was seen as creating a wall of con-
crete between the city and the water. Although
proposals for that area of the Central Water-
front devoted to Harbourfront have been
scaled back, they have become a potent
symbol of what people do not want their
waterfront to be.

N N

Human life, to be fully human,
needs the city, but it also needs
food and other raw materials
gained from the country. Everybody
needs ready access to both coun-
tryside and city. It follows that the
aim must be a pattern of urbaniza-
tion so that every rural area has a
nearby city, near enough so that
people can visit it and be back the
same day. No other pattern makes
human sense.

Schumacher, F. 1985. In Dwellers in the land: the
bioregional vision, K. Sale. 114. San Francisco:
Sierra Club.

In fact, Harbourfront has become a kind
of shorthand — referring to future develop-
ment in Etobicoke and elsewhere along the
waterfront, people told the Commission
strongly: “We don’t want another Harbour-
front here.”

What people do want, it appears, is a
waterfront that has a feeling of openness and
spaciousness, and that allows visitors to escape
from the confines of the urban form. Most
deputants welcomed diversity of amenities
and attractions, both summer and winter, as
making time spent at the waterfront more
interesting. However, they also want ample
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Oakville’s Gairloch Gardens

open space and vistas, even in places where
the city touches the waterfront. Implicit in
this desire for an open waterfront is the desire
to create and protect views to the water from
adjacent streets or activity areas.

In a few cases, waterfront lands that are
actually public have, in effect, been priva-
tized by design features that obscure access
or make the public feel unwelcome. For
example, many people are not aware that the
land at the foot of Bay Street, which has the
look and feel of a private space for residents
only, is actually public land and free for their
use. The design of public lands on the water
near large urban redevelopment projects, such
as the Etobicoke Motel Strip, must be care-
fully reviewed to ensure that they are visible
and welcoming.

Being able to walk along the water’s
edge is one measure of how open the water-
front feels. The City of Toronto and the
Town of Oakville are among municipalities
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that have established policies and programs
to bring the water’s edge into public own-
ership. Their programs are commendable
and should be explored by other municipali-
ties. However, it should be remembered that
the goal is public access, not necessarily pub-
lic ownership — for example, in situations
where easements or access agreements for
private or institutional lands can provide
appropriate access at much lower costs. What-
ever the methods, redevelopment activities
along the waterfront should provide all pos-
sible opportunities for people to gain public
access along the water’s edge.

Accessible

~ All waterfront activity nodes and com-
munities should be accessible by public
transit as well as by road, with increasing
emphasis on transit.

~ The waterfront should be easily acces-
sible by foot or bicycle, with major



Summer sailboarding on Kelso Lake, Kelso Conservation Area, Milton




improvements where necessary to over-

come the barriers presented by road and

rail corridors.

~ The waterfront should be safe, and
accessible to the disabled as well as all
other sectors of society.
~ Transportation planning in the water-

front area should:

~ take into account the impact of auto-
motive traffic on the environment;

~ establish an appropriate balance
among rapid transit, surface transit,
road transportation, and passenger
rail;

~ relate waterfront, environmental,
and land-use objectives to trans-
portation capacity priorities;

~ strengthen commuter, freight, and
inter-city rail and air services, as
appropriate;

I’'m truly sorry man’s dominion
has broken nature’s social union
an’ justifies that ill opinion,
which makes thee startle

at me, thy poor, earth-born
companion,

an’ fellow mortal!

Burns, R. 1969. “To a Mouse, on Turning Her Up
in Her Nest, with a Plough, November 1785”, In
Burns’ poems and songs, J. Kingsley. London:
Oxford University Press.

~ explore such innovative facilities as
waterborne passenger transportation.

Green space along the Greater Toronto
Waterfront takes its form within an essen-
tially urban context; as Bill McLean of the
Metropolitan Toronto and Region Conserva-
tion Authority pointed out to the Commission,
the concept of green space itself is essentially
an urban one.

Within this context, and from a broader
environmental perspective, developing
attractions for large numbers of people with-
out providing effective public transit would
be short-sighted at best. Public transit to
waterfront sites not only relieves the pollu-
tion and congestion associated with vehicle
traffic, it also makes the waterfront more
accessible to people of all incomes and
reduces the amount of open space used for
parking lots.

One of the key elements of accessibility
to the waterfront is the way in which smaller
parcels of waterfront green space are inte-
grated into the community. Areas within
reach of foot and bicycle traffic reduce the
need for car travel and parking. Some com-
munities, including Toronto, Oshawa, and
Ajax, have made considerable progress in
linking waterfront parks to the community,
using valley trails, formal walkways, and
related green spaces; others should consider
such links.

Integration is sometimes more difficult.
For example, Toronto’s Parkdale community
is effectively cut off from the waterfront by
expressway and train corridors. One poten-
tial solution is construction of a Parkdale
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Deck, which would extend the urban area
across these barriers towards the water. In
much of Scarborough, access to the water’s
edge is restricted by the steep bluffs there.
Ongoing erosion control work by MTRCA,
coupled with development of stairways in
some locations, should gradually improve
access.

Concerns about the accessibility of the
waterfront are particularly crucial for chil-
dren, the elderly, and the physically chal-

The Martin Goodman Trail, Cherry Beach

lenged. In recent years, some Harbourfront
programs have made real attempts to reach
out to these groups, but much more could
be done.

Accessibility to the waterfront is reduced
for women by concerns about their physical
safety. For example, the desolate, confusing
pedestrian approaches created by the railway
underpasses and the Gardiner/Lake Shore
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York Street access to the Waterfront

Corridor are obstacles in the Central
Waterfront.

Any future study on improved facilities
should incorporate the need to ensure that
the waterfront is physically and psycholog-
ically accessible to all groups, not just to
some. Fear for personal safety must not be
allowed to become a barrier to full use and
enjoyment of the waterfront. Safety is
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enhanced when facilities are well used, well
lit, and clearly visible. Attractive designs, a
rich palette of textures and colours, inviting
fragrances and sounds can do a great deal to
make the waterfront attractive to everyone.

Many sections of the waterfront have the
regional roads and railways necessary to
move people and goods between commu-
nities. In some cases, the routes are linked




to waterfront industry or activity centres, but
most transportation facilities simply pass
through the waterfront area, with little rela-
tion to land uses there.

In the past, the development of these facil-
ities has been based almost solely on trans-
portation needs, with little consideration of
their effects on the waterfront, the quality
of the environment or surrounding land uses.
The results in the Central Waterfront have
been detrimental and long-lasting, with access
to the lake severely constrained by a broad

Natural shoreline in Darlington Provincial
Park, Newcastle

swath of railway lines and the Lake Shore/
Gardiner Corridor.

The ecosystem approach to waterfront
transportation issues means recognizing the
way various aspects affect each other —
traffic congestion, the balance of transporta-
tion types, the need to renew the existing
system, the quality of the waterfront envi-
ronment, access to the waterfront, and major
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land-use decisions in the surrounding area.
Therefore, decisions on the future of Toronto’s
transportation system cannot be made on the
basis of projected vehicle counts and road
capacities alone — they must be based on
broader considerations.

At the same time, firm decisions on the
future of key transportation facilities — most
notably the Lake Shore/Gardiner Corridor —
are vital to a host of other planning issues.
All along the Gardiner Expressway, from
Exhibition Place in the west through Har-
bourfront and the Railway Lands in the core
to Ataratiri and the proposed St. Lawrence
Park development in the east, there are major
redevelopment proposals that would be
affected, even reshaped, by a decision on the
Gardiner. In this context, procrastination could
mean higher costs and fewer opportunities
in future to create a green and healthy city.

There have been suggestions that the
Greater Toronto Area could take advantage
of its waterfront to provide waterborne pas-
senger services along the Lake Ontario shore.
While the feasibility of this concept is uncer-
tain, it is an additional form of public transit,
the development of which should be encour-
aged where appropriate.

Connected

~ The waterfront should be linked by
continuous pedestrian and bicycle trails
from Burlington to Newcastle.

~ Major green corridors should connect
the waterfront, valley systems, and the
Oak Ridges Moraine.

~ Waterfront planning should emphasize
connections to the waterfront’s natural
and cultural heritage.

The concept of a continuous Waterfront
Trail has been put forward as part of MTRCA’s
Greenspace Plan, and is incorporated in
several municipal waterfront plans. How-
ever, there is currently no mechanism for co-
ordination, to ensure, for example, that muni-
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cipal trails connect at the boundaries or that
all municipalities embrace the concept of a
continuous trail.

A waterfront trail does not always have
to be located right along the water’s edge,
although that should usually be the first
choice. A trail could occasionally leave the
shore where it was necessary to bypass
obstacles or where it was possible to incor-
porate such features of interest as historic
neighbourhoods. In places, the trail might
follow quiet residential streets. However,
every effort should be made to separate the
waterfront trail from busy arterial roads.

The pedestrian and cycling components
of the trail should be separate. Where that
is not possible, special efforts should be
made to create safe and complementary
shared trails.

To be successful, a Waterfront Trail must
have considerable public support and involve-
ment. A Waterfront Trail membership asso-
ciation could become a driving force in
advocating and planning the trail, and could
play an important role in its development,
maintenance, and promotion. Unlike the
existing long-distance trails in rural parts of
Ontario, however, a Waterfront Trail in a
mostly urban landscape would probably not
be feasible unless there were direct provin-
cial and municipal involvement.

As noted previously, the health and qual-
ity of the waterfront are closely linked to its
adjacent watersheds. Yet in some areas, the
intrusions of the city have pinched off the
natural connections between the lakefront
and the hinterland, which most often occur
through river valleys. In order to maintain
ecological and recreational connections,
special attention should be paid to major
corridors up the valleys of Grindstone
Creek, Bronte Creek, Sixteen Mile Creek, the
Credit, the Humber, the Don, the Rouge,
Duffin Creek, Lynde Creek, Oshawa Creek,
Bowmanville/Soper Creek, and Wilmot
Creek. As well, local initiatives to create or
maintain natural corridors in other areas
should be fully supported.



In most cases, these valleys serve as
connectors between the waterfront and the
natural habitats associated with the Oak
Ridges Moraine. As well, the City of
Burlington’s presentation to the Commission
pointed out that its staff will be developing
a “green linkages policy” that will “consider
opportunities to link natural features such
as the Escarpment to the waterfront”.

Ecological and recreational links across
the GTA must be considered in two categories:

Oakville waterfront promenade

maintenance and restoration. While some
streams and valleylands are still of excellent
quality, the pressures for development are
unrelenting. After praising the cultural and
natural values of the Duffin Creek corridor,
Jim Wiseman of the Pickering Ajax Citizens
Together (PACT) painted a bleak picture of
its possible future:

The herons will be the first to go, then
the trees, then the farmlands, then the

rivers. Man’s greed will not be satis-
fied until the Duffin runs as black as
the Don.

If that future is to be avoided, strategies
must be conceived to protect the entire
cross-section of the valley from develop-
ment, and to establish a top-of-bank buffer
at key parts of the headwaters. Bill McLean
of the MTRCA outlined its efforts to inter-
pret the “conservation of land” section of its

regulations more broadly, to include the eco-
logical significance of valleylands. This is
in contrast to the present practice of consid-
ering only erosion problems which, in many
cases, can be “engineered” to allow develop-
ment to proceed on valley slopes, thereby
interrupting the integrity of the green cor-
ridor. Broadening MTRCA regulations to
reflect current ecological values would be
an extremely useful step.

Restoration of connecting corridors
will require considerable time and public
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investment. For instance, the Commission
heard from the Don Valley Task Force about
the need to recreate a mouth for the Don, to
replace the present “urban orifice”. In his sub-
mission, Dr. Mark Taylor said:

We should develop a green corridor
between Leslie Street Spit, Cherry
Beach, and the Don River valley
to facilitate the movement of birds
and other animals, the foxes, through-
out the City. By planting trees and
shrubs along the lower Don, we can
extend this corridor, cool the water
by providing shade, and improve the
aesthetics of this transportation
corridor.

Connections along the waterfront can go
beyond the physical to include links to our
heritage. The need to maintain ties to the
past was highlighted in the report of the
Parks, Pleasures, and Public Amenities Work
Group (see the Royal Commission’s Publi-
cation No. 4). Such ties can be made not only
by sensitive adaptation of historic buildings,
but also by preserving elements of our marine
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Toronto Waterfront high-rise development

and industrial heritage and of historical pat-
terns of development.

Heritage connections can also contribute
to public education. Dr. John Westgate of
the University of Toronto suggested that a
Green Strategy provides:

an opportunity for educational input
on our environment through the
provision of facilities and programs

Toronto Island Ferry




Bluffer’s Park Marina, Scarborough




that would increase awareness of
our environment and give a better
understanding of our environmental
heritage, especially the geology,
archaeology, historical and cultural.

~

Many would be surprised to learn
that the greatest contribution to the
health of the nation over the past
150 years was made, not by doctors
or hospitals, but by local government.

Parfit, J. 1987. The health of a city: Oxford, 1770-
1974, Preface. Oxford: Amate Press.

Several educational and interpretive centres
have been proposed along the waterfront,
including ones at Tommy Thompson Park
and Duffin Creek, but none has yet been con-
structed. Dr. Westgate noted particularly the
educational potential at Bluffer’s Park and
at the Don Valley Brickyards.

Another aspect of public education is the
issue of water quality and its restoration.
While there is certainly a high degree of
awareness that the waterfront is polluted, at
least in places, people need a much clearer
understanding of the connections between
the sources and effects of that pollution, and
of the steps needed to restore water quality.
As quality improves, the public should also
be educated on the progress being made, so
that people will continue to support restora-
tion projects and use water resources appro-
priately. The return of salmon to the Thames
River was a powerful symbol of progress
against pollution. Our own waterfront needs
to develop similar public symbols as mea-
sures of progress.
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Affordable

~ Waterfront parks and facilities should be
financially available to all income groups.

~ Waterfront residential projects should
include affordable housing.

The waterfront should belong to every-
one; in economic terms, that means there
must be a balance of affordable recreation
opportunities and a mix of housing types to
allow people at all income levels and of all
family types the opportunity to live on or
near the waterfront. In the words of the Parks,
Pleasures, and Public Amenities Work
Group’s report (Royal Commission Publica-
tion No. 4):

Waterfront communities should not
be restricted to only the well-heeled,
double income, childless or retired
couples so eagerly sought by some
condominium developers.

Applying this principle to housing will
be difficult, especially as improvements
along the waterfront mean that land values
escalate even higher. The Commission’s
Housing and Neighbourhoods Work Group
suggested that, in Metro Toronto, affordable
housing will have to be developed largely
as co-operative and non-profit housing. While
the provincial Affordable Housing Policy
Statement — which requires that a mini-
mum of 25 per cent of housing in all private
development be affordable — will be help-
ful, the work group suggested that a higher
target would be appropriate when public lands
are involved. The Commission also notes
that many existing neighbourhoods along
the waterfront provide higher-than-average
components of affordable housing. To retain
their affordability, especially as family hous-
ing, these stable neighbourhoods must be
protected from the escalating land values
that accompany redevelopment pressures.

Keeping waterfront recreation affordable
is a challenge that can be met, in part, by
continuing the general practice of not charging



admission to passive green spaces. Where
there is an admission fee to more active facil-
ities and programs, “free days” could be insti-
tuted, as is done at such places as the Louvre
in Paris. The efforts of Harbourfront to offer
affordable programs to families, residents,
and tourists are good examples of sensitivity
to this principle.

The Commission heard evidence that
community-based sailing clubs, such as the
member groups of the Outer Harbour Sailing
Federation, provide low-cost recreational
access for a significant body of users. This
approach could be encouraged elsewhere along
the waterfront. In addition, the public agen-
cies that act as landlords for these clubs should
make every effort to provide secure tenure,
and to ensure that rent increases do not jeop-
ardize the affordability of access they provide.

The mix of recreational facilities being
provided also greatly affects the affordability
of the waterfront. Boat-launch ramps, for

Family fishing, Darlington Provincial Park

example, generally offer more opportunities
to lower-income groups than do marina slips.
So do waterfront trails, which are free of
charge. Even when a trail passes through
formal recreation areas, every effort should
be made to preserve the concept of its use
free of charge.

Attractive

~ Design and landscaping should produce
distinctive and memorable places along
the waterfront.
~ Waterfront design should:
~ protect vistas and views of the lake;
~ emphasize sensitive design and
massing of buildings;
~ consider the relationship between
buildings, open spaces, and the water;
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create desirable microclimates;

incorporate attractive and useable

links;

~ use harmonious colours, textures,
and materials;

~ use natural, as well as manicured,

landscape techniques.

l

l

Landscape architect Richard Moore urged
the Commission to be concerned not just
with the quantity of green space along the
waterfront, but with its quality:

We think you have to capture the
unique qualities of our heritage, our
culture, and our landscape and express
them through excellent design to cre-
ate a series of memorable places...
Maybe the waterfront is our embassy
and maybe because of that it’s got to
be designed with distinction, and
reflect our special qualities as people
that live along the waterfront.

Mr. Moore also suggested that the tradi-
tional planning of highly manicured park-
lands needs to be creatively challenged by
innovative plans that embrace the concepts
of sustainable development and ecological
management, rather than using purely orna-
mental approaches.

These suggestions were echoed by other
deputants, who proposed a “sacred places”
policy to preserve areas of outstanding nat-
ural or cultural heritage along the waterfront.
Developer William Teron, for example,
emphasized the potential of a quality water-
front to “uplift the spirit of the entire Metro-
politan city and to affect the quality of life
and the value of property for all its residents”.

Attractive and appropriate design is par-
ticularly important along the water’s edge.
Inevitably, the width of a public access strip
along it will vary according to the nature
of adjacent land uses and the feasibility of
securing adjacent lands. But it should also be
influenced by the nature of public activities
and uses expected to take place: generally
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speaking, the public shoreline strip should
be wider in new developments. In places
where existing developments dictate a nar-
rower strip, landscaping should be of a qual-
ity and intensity that ensure the strip is
useful and attractive to the public.

/\/\/

Householders are also users and
polluters: it is not just industry, it is
not just big government, it is not just
corporations. This is where steward-
ship and accountability come
home in a very direct way. This
stewardship and accountability is
the very basis to anticipate and
prevent environmental problems,
and it is the only way that we are
going to get away from this react
and cure type of problem that has
proved so expensive....

Gamble, D. 23 May 1990. “Presentation to the
Royal Commission on the Future of the Toronto
Waterfront public hearings on environment and
health, part I1.” In Transcript: public hearings on
environment and health, part 11, 112. Toronto:
Canada. Royal Commission on the Future of the
Toronto Waterfront.




Mimico Housing Co-operative, Etobicoke

One example presented to the Commission
was a proposed mixed-use redevelopment
on the East Bayfront by the St. Lawrence
Park group. This project would provide a
well-designed and attractive linear park along
the water’s edge, and incorporate both pub-
lic transit and Martin Goodman Trail links
in its design.

Shoreline protection near South Marine
Drive, Scarborough

The Commission is confident that, by
adhering to the principles outlined above, and
implementing them in all waterfront plans
and developments — including in ways
suggested in the following chapter — the
waterfront can be restored to ecological
health to serve the diverse needs of this and
future generations.
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CHAPTER THREE
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REGENERATION



Regeneration
A. AREA-WIDE ISSUES

Regenerating the Toronto waterfront and the
watershed of which it is a part depends on
taking actions that affect both the entire area
and specific localities within it. The first
section of this chapter describes recommen-
dations applicable to the waterfront and
watershed, while the second discusses those
prescribed for defined areas.

1. Implementing an Ecosystem
Approach

As outlined in the first two chapters of this
report, successful efforts to restore the health
and usefulness of the waterfront will depend,
in large measure, on an ecosystem approach.
By its nature, such an approach cannot be
implemented by any one agency or govern-
ment in isolation. Rather, a wide range of agen-
cies and governments must co-operate to apply
an ecosystem philosophy and principles.
Since the beginning of its work, it has
been clear to the Commission that applying
an ecosystem approach to restoring and regen-
erating the Greater Toronto Bioregion requires
new thinking and new mechanisms for devel-
oping and implementing public policy. It is
also clear to the Commission, and to many
deputants who appeared before it, that the
old ways of finding and funding solutions
are no longer sufficient to deal with prob-
lems in this increasingly urbanized region.
During the course of its hearings, for
example, the Commission heard from a
variety of sources, including municipalities,
about the inability of the present land-use
planning process to incorporate environ-
mental concerns. As Mayor Marie Hubbard,
chairperson of the Durham Regional Plan-
ning Committee, told the Commission, “the
Planning Act...has a number of areas where
the environmental issues slide through the
cracks during the process of applications....”

New methods of dealing with problems
should reflect broad, integrated, regional
thinking. We cannot afford to ignore the
threads that knit the natural environment and
the economy into the social fabric, to give us
the urban setting in which almost four million
Ontarians make their homes today. The new
thinking should cut across both traditional
boundaries and established jurisdictions if
truly sustainable solutions are to be found.

The Commission is encouraged by sev-
eral initiatives that have brought together the
common interests of municipalities and the
Province. The newly established Heads of
Council Committee and the Greater Toronto
Co-ordinating Committee are two examples
of a collaborative partnership through which
the regional and local municipalities and
the Province can shape the urban future
of the GTA.

The federal government has participated
in a number of significant joint endeavours
recently: its prompt support of the Royal
Commission’s first interim report; its par-
ticipation in the environmental audit of the
East Bayfront and Port Industrial Area lands;
its initiative with respect to federal land
management in the Toronto area; and its con-
tinuous support of the work of the Interna-
tional Joint Commission are to be applauded.
Municipalities are also taking initiatives to
adopt the ecosystem approach — for example,
Metropolitan Toronto is also using this
approach for its new Waterfront Plan.

Now, we need to determine how an eco-
system approach can help us find solutions
to common problems. We need to pursue
opportunities and establish mechanisms that
make our provincial and municipal institu-
tions and the federal framework respond to
the trans-boundary pressures and stresses in
the ecosystem.

It is the Commission’s view that this pro-
cess of bringing governments and people
together must begin with the Government
of Ontario. The Province should recognize
the Toronto Area Waterfront, from Burling-
ton to Newcastle, as a Provincial Resource
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and commit itself to a policy and program
of waterfront regeneration. The representa-
tives of government and government agen-
cies, and the scores of interest groups and
individuals who came before the Commis-
sion — and who consistently called for strong
provincial leadership, collaboration and,
resources on which new provincial-municipal
partnerships could be constructed — would
applaud and support such a declaration.

The provincial commitment would con-
sist of the following:

~ adoption of the ecosystem approach as
described in this report;

~ a waterfront regeneration policy based
on principles articulated in Chapter 2 of
this report;

~ provincial-municipal Waterfront Part-
nership Agreements, established to ensure
consistent purpose and implementation;

~ a financial and resource regime to
support the implementation of these
Waterfront Partnership Agreements.

The agreements would be created across
the waterfront, where appropriate, and up
the river valleys, as necessary. While there
would obviously be common elements among
them, the exact form, nature, composition,
and time-frame of the agreements would, of
course, depend on the issues being addressed
and the regeneration opportunities being
pursued in each municipality.

Among the elements that the Royal
Commission would recommend be included
in the agreements are the following:

~ incorporation of waterfront plans in offi-
cial plans;

~ provision for a Waterfront Trail with
links to river valleys and ravines;

~ provision for water quality and waste-
water Remedial Action Plans (RAPs);

~ use of sewer by-laws, based on the Prov-
ince’s model by-law;

~ protection of wetland and other environ-
mentally significant areas;
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~ provision of public open space on the
waterfront;

~ provision of public transit, road, pedes-
trian, bicycle, and water access to and
along the waterfront;

~ application of provincial Affordable
Housing policy requirements in projects
on or close to the waterfront;

~ protection or enhancement of historic
and heritage environments, both natural
and built;

~ particular projects of special interest to
each municipality that would improve
the waterfront.

The federal government should also con-
sider participating in these agreements, where
appropriate. It now has an outstanding oppor-
tunity to apply its commendable commit-
ment to the environment in practical ways.
Under the Great Lakes Water Quality Agree-
ment, Canada and the United States have
specific responsibilities for water quality in
the Great Lakes, including, of course, Lake
Ontario. Canada also has other responsibil-
ities according to federal-provincial agree-
ments, such as the RAPs.

Indeed, the recently released Fifth Bien-
nial Report on Great Lakes Water Quality
(Part II) contains recommendations for
action by the federal government that could
provide great impetus for waterfront regen-
eration in the Toronto area. Moreover, the
Government of Canada, which has exten-
sive landholdings and significant jurisdic-
tion on the waterfront, has a role to play that
is too often overlooked and underestimated.
The ecosystem approach advocated here
requires the active, ongoing participation of
the federal government and its agencies.

Public support for this collaborative
approach is very high. Indeed, it is clear
that people are prepared to back a common
vision that takes into account the long-term
health and well-being of the waterfront
and its river valleys. The hundreds of depu-
tants before the Commission bore witness
to that fact.



Toronto Island Airport Ferry

They may well be ahead of their govern-
ments. Clearly, they want their various
levels of government to build on this con-
sensus and move toward restoring the
integrity of the waterfront and the ecosystem
that sustains and determines it.

" ~—__~-

Recommendations

1. All federal, provincial, and municipal
governments and agencies with an inter-
est in or influence over the waterfront
should adopt the ecosystem approach
and principles outlined in this report as
a basis for planning.

2. The Province should declare the water-
front from Burlington to Newcastle a
Provincial Resource, and it should
provide leadership, resources, and oppor-
tunities for collaboration amongst vari-
ous parties, in order to integrate planning
and programs as part of efforts to regen-
erate the waterfront.

3. The Province should establish Water-
front Partnership Agreements with
municipalities, along the lines recom-
mended in this report.

4. Over the next year, the Province should

work with the Commission to review
ways in which the philosophy and prin-
ciples of the ecosystem approach could
best be integrated into the Planning Act
and other relevant provincial legislation,
as it affects the Greater Toronto Bioregion.

. The Province should encourage and

assist in forming a citizens’ coalition for
the waterfront, to provide research and
advocacy on behalf of waterfront users,
and to help ensure that issues that cross
traditional jurisdictional boundaries are
addressed.

People involved in RAP processes
could form the core of this waterfront
coalition, but special efforts should also
be made to involve the broader con-
stituency represented by such groups as
the Centre for the Great Lakes, the
Federation of Ontario Naturalists, and
the Canadian Environmental Law Asso-
ciation. The coalition might also sponsor
local forums in appropriate areas, such
as the Toronto Outer Harbour.

To establish the coalition, the Prov-
ince should help fund an organizing con-
ference and assist in determining an
ongoing financing formula, based on a
mix of private and public funding.
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2. Waterfront Trail

A Green Strategy for the Greater Toronto
Waterfront: Background and Issues, the
Commission’s Publication No. 8, suggested
that a Waterfront Trail should connect the
various facilities and green spaces along the
shore. In the excellent tradition of such
notable pathways as the Adirondack Trail
and the Bruce Trail, a Lake Ontario Water-
front Trail could make people aware of the
connectedness of the features along the
shore. By tying together the often disparate
attractions of the waterfront, the trail would
help create a sense of community steward-
ship that is essential to the success of the
ecosystem approach.

The trail would also become a symbol of
the importance the Province places on the
waterfront, and its determination to manage
the waterfront in an integrated, ecosystem-
based manner.

The trail concept was well received by
deputants at the Commission hearings: most
agreed that a continuous Waterfront Trail
was not only feasible (although difficult in
spots), but highly desirable. In some munic-
ipalities, trails already exist, such as the
Martin Goodman Trail across much of the
City of Toronto waterfront. In others, trails
are being created, including a system of
bicycle paths in Burlington and proposed
walkways in Oshawa. The Waterfront Trail
would integrate existing sections into a
cohesive and more useful whole.

At its ends, the Waterfront Trail should
link to the Bruce Trail and the Ganaraska
Trail, two long-distance footpaths. Along its
course, it should also be linked with trail
systems extending up the associated river val-
leys to and along the Oak Ridges Moraine,
as proposed in MTRCA’s Greenspace
Strategy.

In essence, such a system would cast a
green net over the Greater Toronto Area,
making the public open spaces far more
accessible and attractive. Residents and vis-
itors alike would be able to use the trail
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system for a few spare moments on their
lunch hour, for a pleasant Sunday afternoon
or for a vigorous end-to-end jaunt. Continu-
ity is important — not only should there be
physical continuity of the trail, but a com-
mon logo, design standards and signage
should be used to identify the trail throughout.

Within that continuity, however, the sys-
tem should take full advantage of the diver-
sity within the Greater Toronto Bioregion.
The trail could be set in shaded ravines, wind-
blown shores, quiet streets, and busy com-
mercial centres. It might be asphalt or gravel,
bark chips or natural surface, depending on
the location and intended use.

Trail uses could vary: walkers, joggers,
hikers in most places, a separate path for
bicycles for pleasure or commuting where
appropriate, and trails for equestrians in suit-
able areas, as well as provisions for the dis-
abled, could be accommodated.

In many parts, the system should be but-
tressed by corridors of green space, both to
make the trail experience more pleasant and
to protect and maintain the environment on
alocal scale. Like the greenways which are
emerging in the United States, these corri-
dors should be designed to emphasize links
among larger attractions, and to weave
threads of green into the community fabric.

In more urban sections, the trail should
be designed not just for recreation, but as a
transportation corridor, and as a safe and
convenient alternative to driving for those
who want to walk or cycle to work or shop-
ping facilities. This role has been more fully
recognized in other jurisdictions: in Britain,
for example, developing and maintaining an
extensive system of footpaths is the respon-
sibility of roads departments, rather than of
parks or recreation authorities. The same
assignment of responsibilities could be con-
sidered here for trails outside park areas.

The Waterfront Trail should also direct
attention to the heritage elements of the
waterfront area, both cultural and natural.
Heritage considerations should play a major
role in both the design and the location of




the trail, and in the way it is promoted and
described in guidebooks and literature. For
example, the trail could be a vehicle to inter-
pret the geological processes visible at the
Scarborough Bluffs, and could use signage
or interpretive materials to inform people
about the industrial heritage of Toronto
Harbour. Perhaps the historic parts of down-
town Toronto — Queen’s Park, Toronto’s city
halls, University Avenue, the St. Lawrence
Market, and other memorable places —
could be incorporated to enhance the her-
itage aspect of the trail.

The idea would also make sense in other
cities, towns, and villages along the water-
front. For example, the trail could pass by
the Thomas Merrick House at Lakeside Park
in Oakville (which recreates the life of a
family in 1830); the Guild Inn Estate in
Scarborough (to allow interested users to
view the art works on display there); and a
300-year-old tree on the bluff east of the
Rouge River mouth in Pickering.

A number of barriers to a continuous trail
along the waterfront must be overcome. In
some places, bridges will be needed over
river mouths; footbridges are already planned
over the Credit River, Mimico Creek, Humber
River, and Duffin Creek. The trail will have
to loop inland in places where marshlands
and embayments create natural barriers
along the shore, to avoid undue pressure on
sensitive wildlife habitats. It will also have
to be routed inland to bypass major indus-
tries such as generating stations and quarries.

In existing residential areas, the trail will
often have to go along quiet streets, linking
existing parklands on the shore. In some
places, waterfront properties can be gradu-
ally acquired to create windows to the lake.
Elsewhere, redevelopment can be used to
gain shoreline strips to be incorporated into
the trail system, as now happens in Oakville
and some other municipalities.

It may occasionally be essential to acquire
properties to provide links while avoiding
busy roads. In order to help achieve conti-
nuity, the trail should be designed to make

full use of existing public lands, such as water
and sewer facility lands, as appropriate links.

Some barriers may be overcome only in
the long term. Planning for the Waterfront
Trail can take that reality into account by
specifying both a final and an interim route,
which would allow necessary connections
to be completed in the short term.

In the past, the planning, developing,
promoting, and maintaining of long-distance
trails in Ontario have been carried out, in the
main, by volunteer, non-government groups.

AN

Few places in the world better
illustrate a far-reaching chain of
ecological effects on the environ-
ment caused by human activity
than the Great Lakes. The intercon-
nections between the physical fea-
tures and living things are such that
in the Great Lakes, when any one
characteristic of water quality is
altered, then change reverberates
throughout the ecological system.

Theberge, J. B. 1989. “Changes in water character-
istics and aquatic life.” In Legacy: the natural her-
itage of Ontario, editor J. B. Theberge. 323.
Toronto: McClelland and Stewart.




The provincial government has become
increasingly involved in securing the Bruce
Trail route in recent years, as part of the
Niagara Escarpment land-acquisition pro-
gram. However, the leadership and the leg-
work of the non-government Bruce Trail
Association are still essential to success.

The Commission has commented on the
desirability of having a membership asso-
ciation to support a Waterfront Trail. Such
an association could play a pivotal role in
planning, promoting, advocating, and even
being involved in some aspects of construct-
ing and maintaining the trail. However,
because of the high density of people and
development along the waterfront, develop-
ment and maintenance of a trail there will
require a greater degree of provincial and
municipal involvement.

~— .~

Recommendations

6. The Province should plan, co-ordinate,
and implement a Waterfront Trail from
Burlington to Newcastle (as shown con-
ceptually on Map 2), to be completed
by 1993 to celebrate both the bicenten-
nial of the founding of York and the cen-
tennial of the Ontario provincial parks
system.

7. The Province should provide financial
and technical assistance for the founding
and early operations of a Waterfront Trail
Association, to support its involvement
in planning and implementing a Water-
front Trail.

8. The Province should require all water-
front municipalities and all provincial
agencies to incorporate the Waterfront
Trail route into plans affecting their
waterfront areas.
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3. Oak Ridges Moraine

During the course of the Commission’s
hearings, deputants repeatedly stressed their
conviction that the waterfront cannot be
considered in isolation from its bioregion.
The links are most strongly expressed in
relation to water quality issues, but the water-
front is also tied to its hinterland, especially
through the valley systems, in terms of
wildlife movement and recreational uses.

In particular, citizen groups, conservation
authorities, and municipalities came forward
to emphasize the natural and scenic signif-
icance of the Oak Ridges Moraine, and to
urge that it be protected. Of special signif-
icance to this Commission is the role of the
moraine as the source of a great deal of the
streamflow in the rivers feeding into the
waterfront. Because the headwater springs
along the edges of the moraine tap into a vast
underground reservoir of groundwater encased
in the gravels of the moraine’s landforms,
the streams there are cool and unpolluted.

Forty-two streams along the moraine
support healthy trout populations, a good
indicator of their quality. This reliable, clean
source of water for communities and rivers
alike is a vital asset in the struggle to restore
water quality in the Greater Toronto Area.

Katherine Guselle of Save the Ganaraska
Again (SAGA) emphasized to the Commis-
sion the strong connections between the
moraine and the waterfront:

It is fair to say that the ecological health
of the extensive waterfront you are
studying will depend in great measure
on the continued health of the undis-
turbed natural headwaters and water-
sheds, such as the Ganaraska River,
that drain the south slope of the Oak
Ridges Moraine.

Many of the deputants made reference to
The Adequacy of the Existing Environ-
mental Planning and Approvals Process for
the Ganaraska Watershed, Report No. 38 of
the Ontario Environmental Assessment
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Advisory Committee (EAAC), which made
a series of recommendations about planning
and development on the moraine. The report
obviously struck a chord: deputants were
virtually unanimous in praising and endorsing
it. The Commission heard many citations of
inappropriate or poorly planned development
on the moraine, and of widespread threats
from land speculation and gravel extraction.

The Commission was also told that the
existing land-use control system is inade-
quate in taking into account cumulative
effects of development on the environment,
or in preventing destruction of natural fea-
tures as part of development. Many deputants
echoed this conclusion of the EAAC report:

The existing land-use planning and
approval process in Ontario is inade-
quate to the task of maintaining social
and ecological quality in the face of
development pressures.

This Commission recognizes that the
Oak Ridges Moraine has been studied in

more depth by Ron Kanter, MPP, whose rec-
ommendations address many of the con-
cerns about the future of the moraine that
were discussed with the Commission. It is
clear, however, that preserving the Oak
Ridges Moraine is central to an ecosystem
approach to management of the waterfront.
It is equally clear that the existing patchwork
of municipal, conservation authority, and
provincial programs will lead only to a pro-
gressive and severe decline in the quality of
the moraine and associated rivers. In the
words of Dorothy Izzard of Save The Oak
Ridges Moraine (STORM) coalition:

If our precarious ground water supply
and base flow level in a significantly
populated area of south central Ontario
is to be maintained, a strong provin-
cial policy with rigidly enforced land-
use controls on the Moraine is vital
and urgently required.

This Commission shares that sense of
urgency. Most of the moraine can still be
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preserved as an outstanding ecological and
recreational landscape, but only as a result
of firm and timely provincial action now,
before further opportunities are lost. The
Province needs to take steps to reduce devel-
opment pressures in the short term, and to
provide immediate protection for such crit-
ical areas as wetlands, valleylands, and
significant natural areas.

The development of an improved informa-
tion base on the groundwater hydrology of the
moraine, along with effective provincial or
conservation authority actions to protect that
groundwater resource, should be considered
matters of urgency. Integration of protective
strategies for the moraine into municipal plan-
ning documents should be mandatory.

" ~—__-

Recommendations

9. The Province should take immediate
steps to preserve the ecological, scenic,
and recreational significance of the Oak
Ridges Moraine, and to ensure that future
land use in the moraine does not result
in cumulative impairment of the ecolog-
ical quality of downstream rivers or the
waterfront.

10. In view of the number of jurisdictions
and the complexity of issues involved,
a discrete planning group with a clear
provincial mandate, working in a limited
time-frame, should be established to:
a) identify conservation priorities for
wetlands, valleylands, and significant
natural landscapes;

b) document the extent and character-
istics of groundwater resources;

c¢) identify significant scenic and cul-
tural landscapes and potential trail
locations;

d) analyse the cumulative impact of var-
ious types of development activity;

e) identify the appropriate type,
scale, density, and location of future
development;
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f) identify suitable mechanisms to
achieve conservation and land-use
objectives on the moraine;

g) analyse the best means of imple-
menting a conservation plan for the
moraine.

11. While the planning study is under way,
the Province should declare a Provincial
Interest in the moraine under the Plan-
ning Act, in order to protect the integrity
of the planning process and to control
development pressures on the moraine.

4. Water Quality

The problems of water quality in the Greater
Toronto Bioregion are well known: they
include lake and river waters polluted with
nutrients, bacteria, organic chemicals, and
heavy metals; beaches closed for swimming;
wildlife habitat degraded or lost to develop-
ment; contaminated bottom sediments; and
persistent toxic chemicals in aquatic biota.
The last problem is the most disturbing,
because wildlife are indicators of ecosystem
health — the canaries in our coal mine. In
the Great Lakes Basin, some 16 species near
the top of the food chain have suffered popu-
lation declines since the 1950s, as the result
of exposure to persistent toxic chemicals.
[t is obvious to the Royal Commission
that restoration of water quality is one of the
major environmental issues facing residents
and governments in the bioregion, and that
regeneration of the waterfront and the bio-
region is not possible without clean water.
The importance of our water resources
was stated very succinctly in the Fifth
Biennial Report on Great Lakes Water
Quality, released by the International Joint
Commission in the spring of 1990:

The Great Lakes are an immeasurably
important resource. They are ecolog-
ically important in their own right: the
home of many species (some now




extinct) and one of the greatest reser-
voirs of fresh water in the world with
all its hydrological, meteorological,
geological and biological implica-
tions. They are also the economic and
social lifeblood of a large part of our
two countries. They provide drinking
and irrigation water, fisheries and
wildlife habitat, transportation, power,
processing water, recreational oppor-
tunities and many other services to
humans living in and outside of the
Great Lakes Basin.

Cleaning up the waters of the bioregion
is a complex task, with technical, social, and
economic implications. But inaction, too,
has profound implications. To quote the
International Joint Commission again:

Despite the significance of the Great
Lakes and our collective rhetoric to
restore and enhance them, we as a soci-
ety continue to mortgage their future
by poisoning, suffocating and other-
wise threatening them because of insuf-
ficient knowledge, other priorities and
short-sightedness. What our genera-
tion has failed to realize is that, what
we are doing to the Great Lakes, we are
doing to ourselves and to our children.

Using an ecosystem approach recognizes
that cleaning up the waters in the Greater
Toronto Bioregion is linked to cleaning up
Lake Ontario, which is in turn linked to
remediation and preventive measures through-
out the Great Lakes Basin to restore water
quality. It will require concerted and collab-
orative efforts by all levels of government
in Canada and the United States, and will
involve the public and private sectors.

This co-ordinated effort must begin now,
and must focus on the goal of “zero dis-
charge”: stopping the flow of persistent toxic
substances into Lake Ontario and the other
Great Lakes. The purpose is not just to pro-
tect aquatic wildlife — humans (35 million
of them) live in the Great Lakes Basin too.

They drink its water, eat its fish, and breathe
its air.

The International Joint Commission has
concluded that:

When available data on fish, birds,
reptiles and small mammals are con-
sidered along with human research,
the Commission must conclude that
there is a threat to the health of our
children emanating from our expo-
sure to persistent toxic substances,
even at very low ambient levels.

LAKE ONTARIO TOXICS MANAGEMENT PLAN
In recognizing environmental problems
throughout the Great Lakes, governments
around the basin are developing lake-wide
remedial plans under the guidance of the
International Joint Commission. The plan
for Lake Ontario, the most contaminated of
the Great Lakes, is the Lake Ontario Toxics
Management Plan (LOTMP), which is being
developed by the governments of Canada
and the United States, the State of New York,
and the Province of Ontario.

The plan will address critical pollutants
on a lake-wide basis, including inputs from
atmospheric sources, direct and indirect
industrial sources, municipalities, agricul-
tural activities, and contaminated sediments.
The Niagara River is considered the greatest
source of pollution in Lake Ontario. Other
sources of contaminants include the dis-
charges from the Greater Toronto Area,
Hamilton Harbour, and many rivers in the
Lake Ontario watershed.

The problems in some of these regional
sources are being addressed by Remedial
Action Plans being developed for eight sites
around Lake Ontario, one of which is the
Metropolitan Toronto Waterfront.

Of the five lake-wide management plans
being developed, apparently the Lake Ontario
Plan has so far received the most attention
and effort. However, it is proceeding slowly,
and has had a very low profile and little or
no formal public input.
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Public support for cleaning up Lake
Ontario is essential for success, but the gen-
eral public is not aware of the LOTMP, and
does not have access to information on pol-
lution loadings from both sides of the border.
Because Ontario municipalities will have to
deliver on the strategies being developed in
the LOTMP, they must be aware of the plan
and involved in its development. This is not
now the case.

Cleaning up Lake Ontario will be costly,
and the toughest challenges may be social
and economic, rather than technical. It will
take considerable time to develop and
implement solutions — and it could be
decades before restoration is complete. In
recognition of the urgent need for collabo-
rative efforts to restore water quality, the fol-
lowing recommendations of the Royal
Commission are addressed to all levels of
government — federal, provincial, regional,
and municipal.

~— ~—__~

Recommendations

12. The federal government and the Province
of Ontario should establish a process
that ensures the Canadian public is fully
involved and consulted in the way the
Lake Ontario Toxics Management Plan
is developed and remediation priorities
are set under it.

13. The federal and provincial governments
should establish a process for informing
and involving municipalities around
Lake Ontario in developing the LOTMP.

14. Subsequent to the above, the Inter-
national Joint Commission and the
four LOTMP parties should review
progress on the LOTMP and establish
priorities for remedial strategies to be
undertaken on a lake-wide basis, taking
into account the wishes of the public as
expressed in the previously recom-
mended consultations.
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15. The 1IJC and the four LOTMP par-
ties should publish regular reports
on the progress being made to restore
the environmental integrity of Lake
Ontario.

MISA

Ontario’s Municipal-Industrial Strategy for
Abatement (MISA) program was set up in
1986 by the Ministry of the Environment to
“stop pollution at the source” by reducing
the loading of toxic chemicals from nine
industrial sectors and from municipalities.
The ultimate goal of MISA is the virtual
elimination of discharges of persistent toxic
substances into Ontario’s waters. The approach
to be used is to legislate the use of best avail-
able technology at source: i.e., where the
toxic is created, used or disposed of.

The industrial portion of the MISA pro-
gram deals with large industries that dis-
charge directly into Ontario’s waters —
industrial sectors such as petroleum, pulp and
paper, and iron and steel. The regulations to
be developed for these industrial sectors
may not have a considerable direct impact
on the Greater Toronto Area — apparently
there are no direct industrial dischargers
along the watertront, for example. However,
the benefits of MISA will be felt here
strongly as industries upstream in the Great
Lakes reduce their loadings of persistent
toxic chemicals into rivers and the lakes.

The municipal part of MISA will affect
the Greater Toronto Area directly. As many
as 6,000 industries and commercial establish-
ments in the GTA discharge into systems
leading to the 11 sewage treatment plants
(STPs) in the area. An estimated 3,000 of
these establishments discharge organic chem-
icals and heavy metals into the sewers —
from electroplaters or photofinishers, prod-
uct manufacturers or autobody shops, or
from any industry that produces small
amounts of toxic waste and dumps them
down the drain.



Port of Toronto, MT35, Keating Channel
dredging

Sewer dumping of toxic chemicals (from
residents as well as industries) is responsible
for about 90 per cent of the total load of chem-
icals reaching the Greater Toronto Water-
front. These toxic chemicals can interfere in
the normal functioning of STPs by killing
the bacteria that break down septic wastes.
They can also cause corrosion in pipes and
sewage treatment plants, and can pose a health
hazard to STP workers. And because STPs
are not designed to treat or remove chem-
icals, most chemicals dumped into sewers
pass directly through to receiving waters.

The chemicals and metals removed by
the STPs remain in the sewage sludge and
then become an air pollution problem when
they are incinerated. (Most sludge in the
GTA is incinerated because it is too contam-
inated to spread on agricultural land.)

The MISA Sewer Use Control Program
for the municipal sector, due in 1994, will
set tough new standards for sewer discharge
of organic chemicals and heavy metals. These
will force pre-treatment and/or reduction of
the problem at source, using the best avail-
able technologies. These technologies could
range from end-of-the-pipe treatments (like

reverse osmosis to remove metals from
wastewater) or closed-loop systems (where
no discharge is needed).

Applying the MISA Sewer Use Control
Program will result in dramatic improvements
in the quality of sludge and effluents from
STPs and, in turn, in local air, water, and sed-
iment quality. Although the MISA regulations
are not expected until 1994, some municipal-
ities are already taking action. For example,
Metropolitan Toronto has, as an important
interim step, moved to implement a “model
sewer use by-law” developed by the Province;
it will significantly decrease the loading of
persistent toxic chemicals into Metropolitan
Toronto’s sewage treatment system.

" .-

Recommendation

16. The regions of Peel, Halton, York, and
Durham should implement a “model
sewer use by-law” similar to that adopted
by Metropolitan Toronto, as an interim
step until the MISA Sewer Use Control
Program is in place. These sewer use
by-laws should become part of the
Waterfront Partnership Agreements
developed for the regions.

SEDIMENTS

Even after the Metro Toronto RAP and
MISA programs are fully implemented —
five, ten, 20 years from now — the historical
legacy of past activities will remain in the
form of toxic chemicals, metals, and nutrients
in bottom sediments. Unless these sediments
are treated, they will continue to be a prob-
lem in the years to come, and many depu-
tants at the Royal Commission hearings
expressed concerns about them.

These problems exist all along the Greater
Toronto Waterfront and at virtually all of the
42 Areas of Concern around the Great Lakes
designated by the IJC. They are of concern
because toxics and nutrients can become
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resuspended in the water column when dis-
turbed by dredging or lakefilling. Organic
chemicals and heavy metals are also taken
up by bottom-dwelling organisms and
can thus enter the food chain, eventually
affecting humans.

The Commission believes that a com-
plete evaluation of sediment quality along
the entire waterfront is required. Such a
study would provide the public and clean-
up agencies with information that is vital
to the ecosystem approach to remedia-
tion, and would offer data against which
remedial progress could be measured. Such
a study would also serve as a model for
similar programs elsewhere around the
Great Lakes.

The Commission also believes that vital
work needs to be done on possible remedial
options for contaminated sediments. At pres-
ent, most remedial action consists of dredging
and disposal, options that move the problem
around rather than solving it.

~— —.__-

Recommendations

17. The Province of Ontario should conduct
a study to determine the overall chem-
ical and bacteriological quality of bottom
sediments along the GTA waterfront.
Such a study should include geographic
trends, effects on biota, and options for
remediation.

18. The federal and provincial governments
should fund research on technically
sound methods of sediment rehabilita-
tion and should focus such research on
remediating the polluted sediments
found in virtually all Great Lakes Areas
of Concern.

THE METRO TORONTO REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN
As one of 42 Areas of Concern designated
by the International Joint Commission,
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the Metropolitan Toronto waterfront is the
subject of a Remedial Action Plan (RAP)
being developed by the federal and provin-
cial governments. The goal of the RAP is to
restore local water quality, to make it
“swimmable, drinkable and fishable”.

The Royal Commission’s first interim
report, released in 1989, included comments
on the RAP. While the Commission sup-
ported the goals of the RAP, it felt that, at
the time, the process being used to develop
and implement it had problems.

As part of the process, the RAP team
released a Draft Discussion Paper on Reme-
dial Options for public comment immedi-
ately prior to the Commission’s hearings on
environment and health in May 1990. The
discussion document identified a range of
options and the associated costs for restoring
water quality on the waterfront. As such, it
is a valuable technical paper.

It would appear, however, that there are
still problems with the RAP process used to
date. At the hearings, a number of deputants
made comments on the RAP discussion
paper, criticizing it as being confusing and
difficult to read. Therefore, it is unlikely to
generate much discussion from the public
at large.

Sarah Miller, of the City’s Waterfront
Remedial Action Plan Committee, pointed
out that the next stage of the RAP process —
ranking preferred remedial options — was
impossible to achieve because there was no
link made between water quality goals and
remedial options. She suggested that there
was too much emphasis on “end-of-pipe”
treatment and dilution, and not enough on
preventing problems from occurring.

Another concern expressed at the hear-
ings in May, as it had been in the Commis-
sion’s 1989 environment and health hearings,
is how slowly the Toronto RAP is being
developed. Subsequently, the RAP Public
Advisory Committee (PAC) said it was con-
cerned with the way it is isolated from the
RAP writing team, and the lack of funds
given it to carry out its work.




All of those who commented on the RAP
mentioned implementation difficulties
because of the many jurisdictions involved.
For example, although it is a member of the
RAP’s Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC), part of the RAP’s development, the
City of Toronto’s Public Works Department
does not currently consider the RAP in its
planning or in setting its priorities. Similar
comments were received from the City of
Etobicoke. To overcome the fragmentation
of jurisdictions and ensure implementation
of the final Remedial Action Plan, a fully
funded public advisory or watchdog com-
mittee was suggested. In Sarah Miller’s words:

I think the pivotal point around which
the public is going to support or reject
the RAP process will be in the sup-
port that the process gives to the role
of continuing public involvement and
expanded public committees for each
RAP area. If this continuance in sup-
port is denied the public, their interest
is going to wane and we can surely
know that the RAPs are going to lan-
guish. Politicians are going to change,
bureaucrats are going to move from
one agency to another; the only con-
tinuum, I think, that RAPs have is the
public interest and that has to be given
precedence.

Over the last year, the Commission has
worked closely with both levels of govern-
ment on the Remedial Action Plan and some
progress has been achieved as the result of
this co-operation. However, the Commis-
sion believes that the hurdle of jurisdictional
fragmentation can be overcome only if
remedial measures are implemented by part-
nerships on a watershed basis.

In the Humber River watershed, for
example, there are three regions, ten munic-
ipalities, and 515,000 people. In such a situ-
ation, one municipality acting alone can
achieve little. Clean-up of the rivers in the
watershed will require the co-operation and
involvement of all governments and residents.

Recommendations

19. The federal and provincial governments
should modify the RAP process by elevat-
ing each municipality from being one of
many stakeholders, to being a joint part-
ner in developing and implementing the
RAP. Using the watershed approach, all
municipalities within a given watershed
should be asked to collaborate on the RAP.

20. The federal and provincial governments
should rewrite the Draft Discussion
Paper on Remedial Options as soon as
possible, in order to make it more readily
understandable to the general public, to
provide information on a watershed
basis, and to establish clear links between
the RAP goals, the impaired uses, and
the remedial options.

21. The federal and provincial governments
should provide funds and resources to
the RAP Public Advisory Committee to
allow it to function effectively. Funds
should include per diems for participants
in meetings.

22. The current “caucuses” that are part of
the RAP public involvement program
are organized on a sectoral basis. The
federal and provincial governments
should also organize them to bring the
sectors together on a watershed basis.

23. The Remedial Action Plan, when final-
ized, should become part of the Water-
front Partnership Agreements previously
recommended by the Royal Commis-
sion, negotiated for the rivers draining
into the Metropolitan Toronto waterfront.

WATER QUALITY AND CONSUMPTION
Since the early 1980s, public concern about
water has centred on quality issues — the
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quality of drinking water, toxics in bottom
sediments, high bacterial counts at beaches,
and contaminants in aquatic wildlife. Some
deputants at the environment and health
hearings argued, however, that water quan-
tity is as pressing a concern as water quality,
and furthermore, that it is integral to water
quality issues. In other words, the argument
is that water quality cannot be restored with-
out broad strategies to conserve water.

As a society, we have become accustomed
to using vast amounts of cheap water for
washing, bathing, and gardening, as well as
for commercial and industrial uses. Environ-
ment Canada estimates that water consump-
tion increased by 54 per cent between 1972
and 1981, while the population of Canada
increased by only about five per cent. Most
residents of the GTA pay a flat yearly rate
for water, and only 30 per cent of houses in
the area have water meters. Residents blithely
water lawns and wash cars, unaware of (and
protected from) the costs of their actions.
But there are hidden environmental costs to
water use — costs that are not reflected in
water bills and are borne by the environment.

Every litre of water pumped and treated
for residential, commercial or industrial use
becomes wastewater that then has to be
treated at a sewage treatment plant. In addi-
tion to passing through toxic chemicals,
(which they are not designed to treat), STPs
discharge high amounts of nutrients into sur-
face waters. During major rainstorms, STPs
regularly bypass partially treated sewage
and stormwater from combined sewer over-
flows, which causes degradation of lakes
and rivers.

The usual engineering solution has been
to increase STP size to deal with increasing
volumes of wastewater; deputants at the
hearings argued that water conservation
strategies to decrease the use of water should
be adopted by municipalities in the GTA.

The 1987 Federal Water Policy had, as
its overall objective, “to encourage the use
of freshwater in an efficient and equitable
manner consistent with the social, economic
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and environmental needs of present and
future generations”. This underlies a com-
mitment to promote the wise and efficient
management and use of water and, in doing
s0, to protect and enhance the quality of
water resources. Deputants made the case
that comprehensive municipal water conser-
vation strategies (including realistic pricing
per litre for users) would induce a decline
in water use of as much as 20 per cent or
more. In turn, that would mean lower levels
of wastewater production, and better control
of effluents (thereby reducing the pollution
from STPs). Moreover, capital costs for new
or expanded sewage treatment facilities and
utility costs would be reduced.

Realistic pricing and water metering
would generate greater revenue for munic-
ipalities, revenue that could be used for
upgrading aging sewage treatment infra-
structures or for local efforts such as a RAP
to improve water quality.

" -

Recommendation

24. The Province, through an appropriate
designated agency, and in collaboration
with the Canadian Water and Waste-
water Association, should conduct a case
study to examine the extent of the rela-
tionship between water quality and the
volume of water used by the population
of the Greater Toronto Area. The study
should also assess conservation methods
(including pricing) and how they con-
tribute to improved water quality.

5. Lakefill

In its 1989 interim report, the Royal Commis-
sion made a series of recommendations con-
cerning lakefill along the Metropolitan
Toronto waterfront. While recognizing that
some exemptions might be necessary for
extraordinary projects, the Commission



recommended a moratorium on all new
lakefilling until a comprehensive provincial
policy was developed, with more restrictive
open-water disposal guidelines being applied
to lakefill projects currently under way. In
addition, the Commission recommended
that, once the moratorium was lifted, all indi-
vidual lakefilling projects, including private-
sector developments, should be subject to
thorough environmental appraisals.

One year having passed since these rec-
ommendations were made, this is an oppor-
tune moment at which to comment briefly
on the progress that has been made to date.

The Commission recognizes that many
lakefill projects developed in the past were
of benefit to the public. Undeniably, some
of the most attractive features of the water-
front, including the Toronto Harbour, Har-
bourfront, the Leslie Street Spit, the extension
of the Toronto Islands (which were a natural
peninsula in the first place), Exhibition Place,
Ontario Place, and a host of parks across the
waterfront, are the result of lakefill.

Lakefill can be beneficial in a situation
where a compelling public purpose makes
it necessary to restore or rejuvenate an
inhospitable shoreline. Nevertheless, the

The Province has yet to release the results
of its review of methods and quality controls
to be applied to lakefill projects and has not
imposed a moratorium on new lakefill proj-
ects. However, the Commission is not aware
of any new lakefill projects along the Metro-
politan Toronto waterfront, although several,
including the East Point Park proposal, are
in various stages of the approval process.

On the matter of lakefill quality, in
March 1990, the Metropolitan Toronto and
Region Conservation Authority (MTRCA)
enhanced its Improved Lakefill Quality
Control Program by implementing open-
water disposal guidelines for all fill dumped
into the lake at MTRCA projects.

Tommy Thompson Park under development

trade-off has been to obtain these benefits
at the expense of potentially damaging,
long-term environmental change. The prob-
lems include:

~ modification of coastal processes which,
left untouched, normally disperse and
transport wastes from other sources
away from the nearshore area;

~ lakefill as a direct source of contami-
nants, contributing to their accumulation
in sediments;

~ the lack of definitive guidelines on
sediment quality, including acceptable
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treatment of in-place contaminated
sediments;

~ lack of assurance that the cumulative
environmental impact associated with
lakefill quality and design will be ade-
quately dealt with in the environmental
assessment process.

The Commission still believes that a
comprehensive lakefill policy is both nec-
essary and desirable, and that such a policy
ought to be developed and applied to the
entire Greater Toronto Waterfront. Planned
and proposed lakefill projects across the
waterfront (excluding some of the larger,
more speculative proposals) currently
involve more than 250 hectares (620 acres);
taken together, they are estimated to require
more than ten million cubic metres of fill.

The various effects and the cumulative
impact of these projects are not fully under-
stood at present. Lakefill has been carried
out in other parts of the Great Lakes Basin
with more sensitivity to these issues than has
been shown in Ontario.

If lakefill is to continue to be permitted,
it must be governed by a stronger set of poli-
cies than now exists. In the next phase of its
work, the Commission proposes to examine
the issue of appropriate lakefill policies in
general and as they could be applied in rela-
tion to a specific area of shoreline in need
of rehabilitation. It will work with the Gov-
ernment of Ontario, landowners, and inte-
rest groups to identify practices that should
govern lakefilling activities in the future,
and to find alternate solutions for the prob-
lem of handling excavate.

W

Recommendations

25. The Province should bring forward
comprehensive lakefill policies for
public review as soon as possible. The
policies should require thorough envi-
ronmental appraisal of all individual
lakefill projects, and of their cumulative
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effects, across the Greater Toronto
Waterfront. Until such policies are in
place, there should be a moratorium on
new lakefilling.

26. Open-water disposal guidelines should
be adopted for current lakefill projects.

6. Restoring Fish, Wildlife and
Natural Areas

As recognized in the principles discussed in
Chapter 2, the diversity of species is a hall-
mark of a healthy ecosystem. Along the water-
front and throughout the Greater Toronto
Bioregion, declines in the diversity and
abundance of wild species are a prime
symptom of an ecosystem under stress.

If we are to reverse this trend, several steps
must be taken. First, we need to increase our
understanding of the distribution and pat-
terns of decline now occurring in species
along the waterfront. Second, we must
develop effective strategies to preserve those
species under the greatest threat, and to restore
original species now missing from water-
front ecosystems. Finally, we need to develop
new means of increasing awareness and
appreciation of fish, wildlife, and other spe-
cies, as part of the ecosystem, in order to
generate the public support necessary for
implementing effective restoration measures.

Over the past decade, the Province has
developed an ecological approach to man-
aging aquatic habitats, through its Strategic
Plans for Ontario Fisheries II. The ways in
which terrestrial wildlife is managed have
been changed more slowly to respond to new
realities, although the current deliberations
of the Ontario Wildlife Working Group hold
some hope for a more enlightened approach
to ecologically based management in future.
In the past, conservation of rare plants and
other forms of natural life has generally
been accorded a low priority by provincial
agencies.
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Recommendations

27. The Province, in concert with local agen-
cies and volunteer groups, should
develop a co-operative strategy to:

a) collect more detailed information on
the distribution and abundance of
native species along the waterfront;

b) identify a series of ecosystem indi-
cator species, co-ordinated with a
program of periodic monitoring, to
detect changes in species diversity
and population levels;

¢) prepare and implement active strate-
gies to preserve and manage species
known to be provincially or region-
ally rare or threatened.

28. Environment Canada’s Canadian Wild-
life Service, working in conjunction
with provincial wildlife officials, water-
front park managers, and interest groups,
should extend its population control pro-
gram for giant Canada geese along the
entire Metropolitan Toronto Waterfront.

29. The Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources should develop plans to cre-
ate a significant shore-based sport fishery
along the waterfront, using a combina-
tion of selective stocking, habitat
enhancement, and improved access at
fishing piers and boat-launch ramps.
Joint federal, provincial, and municipal
involvement should be sought for imple-
menting these plans, which should be
designed to establish naturally sustaining
communities of native species.

30. Conservation authorities and municipal-
ities should examine ways to expand bird-
watching activities along the waterfront,
especially during migration and winter
months, by providing improved access,
facilities, programs, and events.

T~ NS

The work of conservation will never
end. Perhaps most conservationists
are men of whom the prophet Joel
wrote: ‘Your old men shall dream
dreams, your young men shall see
visions.’ Perhaps conservationists
will always be setting aside lands
so that they will not be all absorbed
by the throbbing life of urban
expansion, so that always some
lands will be retained as oases of
peace for those who toil in the city,
so that in the years to come these
valleys may echo with the laughter
of children, so that young people
may witness the ever-recurring
miracle of spring, and so that
parents may enjoy the solace of
nature for tired bodies and minds.

Richardson, A. H. 1974. Conservation by the
people: the history of the conservation movement
in Ontario to 1970, xi. Toronto: Conservation
Authorities of Ontario.
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7. Trees in the City

In their natural condition, the lands along the
north shore of Lake Ontario were clad in
mixed forest. Replacing trees — singly, in
clusters or in corridors — is one of the sin-
gle most important facets of restoring the
ecosystem within the city and the bioregion.

It is impossible to overestimate the value
of a tree. As Michael Hough, landscape
architect, commented at the Commission’s
hearings:

Forests protect watersheds. They sta-
bilize slopes, minimize erosion,
reduce sediment inputs into streams
and maintain the quality and temper-
ature of water. In the hilly uplands of
a watershed, where water sources
originate, forest vegetation generally
influences the movement of water
from the atmosphere to the earth and
back again. It performs a vital func-
tion of maintaining stream flows and
reducing peaks and potential flooding
but sustaining flows in dry periods.

CN Tower from the Toronto Islands
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The first step in urban reforestation must
be improved means to protect existing tree
cover. Urban trees are frequent victims of
air pollution and salt damage — the average
life of urban trees is measured in years,
rather than decades. Moreover, many trees
are lost through the actions of developers.

The Commission heard concerns raised
by the Parks and Recreation Federation of
Ontario that:

At the present time, under the Trees
Act of Ontario, the one piece of leg-
islation from which regional and
municipal by-laws flow, municipali-
ties or regional governments cannot
prevent the destruction of trees on
private property.

Other deputants told stories of developers
stripping tree cover from their lands in
advance of submitting planning applications
— and found there was apparently no way
to prevent this abusive practice. Clearly, pre-
venting wholesale destruction of trees is one
matter in which municipalities need new
legislative and regulatory tools.

The value of planting new trees can be
greatly enhanced ecologically if emphasis
is given to native species, rather than to
exotics introduced from beyond our shores.
The Commission was pleased to note that
the City of Toronto has begun producing its
own native trees for use in the City, but rec-
ognizes that finding a supply of most types
of native trees and shrubs continues to be a
problem in many areas.

Finding suitable locations in which to
plant trees should pose few difficulties. A
renewed program of tree-planting on urban
streets could be one starting point, leading
to more liveable and attractive communities
for our children. Planting in river valleys
and other natural corridors would help
enhance the ecological and recreational values
in these areas. And planting low-growing
shrubs and trees in appropriate locations
along the edges of expressways and railway
lines would help trap air and water pollutants




and reduce noise levels. Creating urban
forests on the edges of urban areas, simi-
lar to the model used by the British
Countryside Commission, would provide
larger areas of habitat and more recreation
opportunities.

The Province’s recent creation of the
Trees Ontario Foundation, to assist in keeping
up with demand for tree-planting stock, is
just one sign of increased public interest
in tree-planting.

" .-

Recommendations

31. The Province should immediately
undertake a review of the Ontario Trees
Act, in conjunction with municipali-
ties and interest groups, to decide how
changes should be made to the legis-
lation to ensure that it protects the
ecological, aesthetic, and recreational

Beach and bluffs, east of Port Darlington
Harbour

values of trees in urban and near-urban
municipalities.

32. Municipalities and conservation author-
ities should develop and implement
strategies to at least double the number
of trees in the waterfront municipalities
by the turn of the century. These strate-
gies should seek to create extensive tracts
of new community forests, in waterfront
areas such as the “urban separator”
between Whitby and Oshawa, and at the
foot of the Don Valley.

33. The Province should ensure that the
Trees Ontario Foundation makes avail-
able the widest possible diversity of
native tree and shrub species, to encour-
age ecologically appropriate plantings.
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8. Mandate of Conservation
Authorities

Few topics elicited such a wide range of views
as the activities of conservation authorities
across the GTA. The Commission was told
that authorities interpret their mandates too
broadly or too narrowly; authorities should
take a greater or a lesser role in recreation;
and that authorities should have the lead role
or a very limited role along the waterfront.

As outlined in A Green Strategy for the
Greater Toronto Waterfront: Background
and Issues (Commission Publication No. 8),
the roles of conservation authorities specific
to the waterfront vary considerably. All five
authorities have responsibility for mapping
and regulations related to waterfront flood-
ing and erosion control. Beyond this basic
duty, their roles in protecting natural habitats
and developing recreation along the water-
front depend greatly on local preferences,
historical arrangements, and the availability
of funding.

The important contributions that Ontario
conservation authorities have made in the
past are well known. Often hampered by
inadequate funding, they have carried out
important tasks that have been left undone
by other agencies or levels of government.
Many people today still know conservation
authorities as competent promoters of recre-
ation and conservation programs.

Nevertheless, people are often critical. At
least among many of those who appeared
before the Commission, there appears to be
a crisis in confidence about the role of con-
servation authorities. People expect that the
primary responsibility of conservation
authorities is conservation — protecting val-
leylands and natural areas, taking the lead
in restoring water quality, planting trees and
shrubs to attract wildlife.

What they see instead is the recreation
and development side of conservation
authorities: building spits of lakefill into the
water, developing marinas and active recre-
ation parks, turning streams into sterile
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ditches in the name of flood control. Rather
than being perceived as passionate defenders
of the environment, the authorities are seen
as one among any number of despoilers. In
Durham Region, that perception has been
strengthened by the recent attempt by the
Central Lake Ontario Conservation Authority
to develop a subdivision on some of its lands.

There are, of course, valid reasons for the
way authorities now operate, and no one
denies they have achieved tremendous good
over the years. However, there is some sense
of public disillusionment about their current
activities. For example, Helen MacDonald,
resident of Newcastle, told the Commission,
“... we have to be realistic ... they are flood
control and erosion authorities with a little
bit of development thrown in on the side.”
Conservation authorities need public sup-
port to operate effectively and may have to
adapt their policies to reflect current atti-
tudes, if they hope to maintain it.

Marion Strebig of the Federation of
Ontario Naturalists said:

It made me shudder to think of the
conservation authorities in charge of
lakefront, because I think they see the
lakeshore, not in terms of natural
areas, or in terms even of people’s
enjoyment, but ... like playing with
mud pies almost — it’s something to
play with — see what we can throw
out here, and what development we
can put here.

Conservation authorities came in for
other criticisms as well. Mayor Marie
Hubbard of Newcastle stated that the author-
ities repeatedly offered no objections to
developments proposed for sensitive head-
waters. She and many others also raised
concerns about the system of assigning
political appointees to conservation author-
ities, whose devotion to conservation was
likely to be tempered by municipal attitudes
that favour more development.

In light of these concerns, the current pro-
vincial review of the mandate of conservation



authorities is timely. In a speech on 9 April
1990, the Minister of Natural Resources, the
Honourable Lyn McLeod, outlined the pro-
posed changes resulting from the work of
two committees. She said that one of the
proposed reforms would be to distinguish
between core and non-core programs of
conservation authorities, with only core pro-
grams qualifying for MNR transfer grants.
Another proposal would reorganize author-
ities, reducing the number in southern
Ontario from 33 to 19. The number of
authority board members would also be
reduced, although appointments would still
be made by municipalities and the Province.
Finally, funding arrangements with conser-
vation authorities would be changed.

While such reforms will address some
of the concerns raised at the Commission
hearings — for example, by giving author-
ities a clear mandate with respect to region-
ally significant natural areas — others will
not be affected. Clearly, the proposed admin-
istrative changes will not transform conser-
vation authorities into the strong defenders
of the natural environment that many want
them to be.

" .~

Recommendations

34. The Province should review concerns
about the mandate and functioning of
conservation authorities raised by depu-
tants before this Commission, in order
to determine whether more fundamental
reforms are needed as part of the current
review.

35. Conservation authorities along the water-
front should retain responsibility for
mapping and regulation related to flood-
ing and erosion hazard, and should
assume a greater role in protecting and
linking natural habitats and in managing
watersheds. Funding for these core activ-
ities should be provided now as a matter
of right, on a matching-formula basis.

36. All other activities related to the water-
front should be subject to negotiations
within the context of the Waterfront
Partnership Agreements previously rec-
ommended in this report; funding should
be provided for these activities, to be
determined in such negotiations.

9. Urban Form and Structure

In the Greater Toronto Area in the past
several years, there has been considerable
public discussion and media coverage of
issues that relate in one way or another to
matters of urban form and structure: conges-
tion and commuting, shortage of affordable
housing, lack of parkland and open space,
waste disposal, access to the waterfront,
strains on the quality of life, reduction of
environmental quality, and the shape and size
of urban areas.

Those issues will undoubtedly be exac-
erbated by population growth: provincial
estimates expect population increases of
about 50 per cent, or two million people,
within the next 30 years.

Three major governmental policy initia-
tives are now emerging and should more
sharply define and focus public debate as
governments across the region gear them-
selves to make the key decisions necessary
to manage the growth of the region over the
next 30 years. The initiatives are: the work
of the Greater Toronto Co-ordinating Com-
mittee (GTCC), the report of MPP Ron Kanter
on the Oak Ridges Moraine and river val-
leys of the GTA, and the work of the Royal
Commission on the Future of the Toronto
Waterfront.

The provincial government established
the GTCC in 1987 to examine issues that
affect all municipalities and regions in the
GTA. The committee includes provincial
officials, as well as representatives from the
five regional municipalities and 30 local
municipalities in the GTA.
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In June 1990, the Minister of Municipal
Affairs released a study of urban structure
concepts developed under the auspices of the
GTCC detailing three different ways to man-
age population growth over the next 30 years.

The urbanized area of the GTA totalled
1,500 square kilometres (590 square miles)
in 1986. Based on the three urban structures,
that area could grow to between 1,890 square
kilometres (730 square miles) and 2,400 square
kilometres (940 square miles) in the next
30 years.

The study estimates that the cost of this
growth would be approximately the same
for each of the three concepts, about $79 bil-
lion, or approximately $23 billion more than
would be spent on urban services in that
period if there were no population growth.

The three urban concepts are as follows:

~ The Spread model assumes that existing

trends would continue and growth would

occur largely in the suburban regions,

resulting in an urbanized area of some

2,400 square kilometres (940 square

miles) by 2021. This concept would be

characterized by:

~ the lowest cost of acquiring parks
and open spaces;

~ ready availability of serviced land,
with lower risks of sudden price
increases;

~ amore extensive road system, but
increased traffic;

~ greater duplication of social ser-
vices and facilities.

~ The Central concept would concentrate

a great deal of growth in the central,

built-up areas. It would result in an area

of 1,890 square kilometres (730 square

miles) and:

~ the least encroachment on
greenlands;

~ amore efficient and effective transit
system;

~ the lowest levels of air pollu-
tion and energy consumption from
vehicle use;
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~ the greatest opportunity to reduce
pollution of rivers and lakes through
upgrading of existing storm sewers;

~ better use of existing health and
education facilities.

~ The Nodal concept would have approx-

imately the same number of residents

living outside Metropolitan Toronto in

the suburban regions as in the Spread

concept, but they would be grouped in

compact communities, or nodes. This

would result in an area of approximately

2,124 square kilometres (820 square

miles) in size. This concept would

lead to:

~ greater preservation of green space
than the Spread concept but less
than the Central concept;

~ a wider range of community sizes,
housing types, densities, and popu-
lation/employment patterns;

~ expanded crosstown rapid transit;

~ potential integrating of social ser-
vices on a community basis.

Because the study found that, broadly
speaking, the three concepts would cost
roughly the same amount, the consultants
concluded that the choices facing people and
governments depend not so much on cost as
on other factors such as environmental and
economic considerations, lifestyle prefer-
ences, and the quality of community and
individual life.

The Minister of Municipal Affairs, the
Honourable John Sweeney, asked the muni-
cipalities of the region to consider the impli-
cations of the study for their communities
and, in the next six months or so, to hold
public debate and consultation on the issues.

A second initiative that may well influ-
ence this debate is the report to the provin-
cial government on the Oak Ridges Moraine;
Mr. Kanter’s mandate was to make recom-
mendations concerning the moraine, its
ground and headwaters, and its river valleys.
This is an important initiative and congruent
with the theme articulated in the Royal




Jogging in St. Lawrence neighbourhood

Martin Goodman Trail, south of Lake Shore
Boulevard
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The regionalist attempts to plan
such an area so that all its sites and
resources, from forest to city, from
highland to water level, may be
soundly developed, and so that the
population will be distributed so as
to utilize, rather than to nullify and
destroy, its natural advantages. It
sees people, industry and the land
as a single unit. ... Regional planning
sees that the depopulated country-
side and the congested city are
intimately related....

Mumford, L. 1985. In Dwellers in the land: the
bioregional vision, K. Sale. 142. San Francisco:
Sierra Club.
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Commission’s first interim report — a clean,
green, healthy waterfront demands a water-
shed approach, which, in turn, implies pro-
tection of headwaters and river valleys. Such
a policy will obviously influence the urban
form and structure of the region.

W

Recommendation

37. The waterfront, the Oak Ridges Moraine,
and river valleys of the Greater Toronto
Area should be recognized as Provincial
Resources in the public debate and deci-
sions made by all levels of government
on the urban form and structure of the
region.

10. Water-based Commuter
Transportation

Lake Ontario itself provides an excellent
opportunity for waterborne transit services
connecting centres along the entire water-
front including but not limited to those from
Newcastle to Burlington. Relatively high-
speed services can be provided, using hover-
craft or hydrofoil technology; marine transit
of this type operates in many parts of the
world. Direct connections across the west
end of Lake Ontario could also be provided
to destinations in Hamilton, Stoney Creek,
and the Niagara Peninsula, and possibly to
U.S. centres as well.

A private service operated a number
of years ago, connecting downtown Toronto
to the Niagara Peninsula, but operational
difficulties eventually ended it. More
recently, a private-sector proposal has been
made for hovercraft service between
Oshawa Harbour and downtown Toronto, a
trip promoters say would take an average of
forty-five minutes.

Two important questions need to be
addressed in considering the feasibility of
water commuter transportation:



~ Can it operate year-round, in the face
of severe weather conditions and
icing on Lake Ontario during winter
months?

~ Is the market sufficient to make such an
operation financially viable, meeting
commuter, recreational, and other
market needs?

If the answers to these basic questions are
positive, more detailed planning and insti-
tutional assessments are required in respect
of landing sites, franchises, and the role of
private- and public-sector participants.

" .~

Recommendation

38. The Province of Ontario should conduct
a feasibility study of all-season water-
borne transit services connecting centres
along the waterfront from Newcastle to
Burlington, including connections to
Hamilton, Stoney Creek, and centres in
the Niagara Peninsula.

B. AREA-SPECIFIC ISSUES

Having considered some of the area-wide
waterfront issues, the Commission now
turns its attention to the way those matters
affect particular geographic areas of the
Greater Toronto watershed and makes rec-
ommendations specific to them.

1. Halton Region

Most of the waterfront in Halton Region is
developed as single-family residential, with
arelatively small component of green space.
However, the Region of Halton, in its own
words, “has long recognized the Lake Ontario
shoreline as a finite and non-renewable
resource, the significance of which tran-
scends local municipal boundaries”. That

importance can only grow to new proportions:
it is projected that Halton’s population will
increase by 83 per cent by 2011!

Under the leadership of Halton Region,
and with the co-operation of the municipali-
ties of Oakville and Burlington and the Halton
Region Conservation Authority, the Hal-
ton Region Waterfront Plan was adopted in
1982 as an amendment to the Regional
Official Plan. This plan identifies regional
waterfront parks as nodes of public use, with
provision for recreational links. It also
addresses the issue of preserving stream val-
leys and of formulating policies to control
waterfront development. Erosion control is
identified as the first priority, with land
acquisition second.

The plan identifies five major projects to
be developed as first-priority regional water-
front parks: Bronte Outer Harbour,
Burlington Beach, Spencer Smith, Burloak
and Oakville Harbour. Construction of Bronte
Outer Harbour is currently under way, with
the assistance of the federal Small Craft
Harbours Branch, to create a marina for
450 boats. Acquisition of cottage lands and
leases has been under way for a number of
years on the Burlington Beach strip, although
it has been severely hampered by a paucity
of provincial funding assistance. The adjoin-
ing Spencer Smith Park was added to the
priority list in 1989. Some land at the pro-
posed Burloak Waterfront Park has been
acquired, but high costs are limiting pro-
gress. Oakville Harbour is near completion.

In the Commission’s view, the process
used to develop the Halton Region Water-
front Plan is an excellent example of munic-
ipal initiative and co-ordination, and could
serve as an excellent model elsewhere along
the waterfront. Its preparation involved public
input and extensive inter-agency co-operation.
The plan spells out land acquisition, devel-
opment, and other priorities for individual
sites and activities; it also defines the roles
of various agencies in implementation.

It is clear that the agencies involved in
the Halton plan are committed to it; the
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missing element in implementation has been
provincial involvement. However, there are
still several issues to be addressed. First, the
plan, to a large extent, is recreational in
emphasis, with little attention devoted to the
natural features and functions of the water-
front and associated valleylands.

Second, it is worth noting that all five
priority projects along the Halton waterfront
involve some component of lakefill, despite
the fact that the cumulative effect of both
this lakefill and the extensive shore protec-
tion works needed to stop wave erosion
were not fully studied. Similar shoreline
modifications along the Scarborough Bluffs
have already resulted in detrimental changes
to the Eastern Beaches, by reducing the sup-
ply of new sand. The same potential exists
here for negative effects along the sweep of
Burlington Beach. Such an unforeseen result
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Hilton Falls, Milton

could jeopardize both the ecological stability
of the beach and the investment of millions
of dollars spent on developing and enhancing
its recreational uses.

There is also concern that, in some places,
Halton is using proposed lakefill as an easier
alternative than retaining or creating public
green space along the existing shore. For
example, the Town of Oakville and the Region
of Halton are apparently willing to allow
residential development of the 4.2-hectare
(10.4-acre) existing waterfront open space
at the Shell House lands, while supporting
the proposed 10.9 hectares (27 acres) of lake-
fill at Burloak Waterfront Park close by. Simi-
larly, the City of Burlington is discussing
new lakefill in its downtown east area to cre-
ate public access, rather than incorporating




waterfront green space into redevelopment
proposals for the “motel strip” on the existing
shore.

The need to weigh the comparative costs
and benefits of new lakefill against those of
acquiring expensive shoreline open space
will likely be repeated in other places along
the waterfront in coming years. It is essential
that the environmental costs of lakefill are fully
factored into the decision-making process.

Given the degree of uncertainty sur-
rounding provincial lakefill policy, and its
potential effect on the feasibility of future
lakefilling, it is also essential that options
not involving lakefill be kept in mind as
much as possible.

In the Commission’s view, retaining
existing waterfront open space should be
viewed as a priority of the first order. In line
with the principle that the water’s edge should

Gardiner Expressway ramps

be publicly accessible, programs should be
put in place to acquire land as public open
space where it is now used for other pur-
poses. In Halton, the Town of Oakville cur-
rently has such a program; the City of
Burlington does not.

In its presentation, the Region of Halton
also asked the Commission to endorse its pro-
posal for a Great Lakes Science Centre, to
be located at the southerly end of Burlington
Beach. This centre would focus on the impor-
tance of fresh water in creating a sustainable
environment, and would be designed to
attract visitors from local and regional areas
as well as from abroad. It is intended to pro-
vide stimulating exhibits to visitors and act
as a link between environmental scientists
and the public. Capital costs would be shared
among three levels of government, private
corporations, and other donors.
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Recommendations

39.

40.

As requested by Halton Region,
Burlington, and Oakville, the Province
should declare the Halton waterfront to
be of Provincial Interest under the
Planning Act.

As soon as possible, the Province should

negotiate a Waterfront Partnership

Agreement with the Region of Halton,

as well as with other levels of govern-

ment and their agencies, and the private
sector as appropriate. The agreement
should use the existing Halton Water-
front Plan as the basis for negotiations,
and should consider the following issues:

a) a mechanism for making commit-
ments of substantial, multi-year
provincial funding to allow priority
projects of the Halton Waterfront
Plan (Bronte Harbour, Burlington
Beach, Burloak, Oakville Harbour,
Spencer Smith) to proceed;

b) confirmation of agency roles in
implementing the plan, with Halton
Region as the leading co-ordinating
agency;

c¢) a review of the Halton Waterfront
Plan’s conformity to the principles of
this report;
expanding the ability of the Halton
Region Conservation Authority to
regulate shoreline and valleyland
development, based on ecological
and recreational objectives and on
planning for protection from floods
and erosion;

e) identifying interim and preferred
routes for the Waterfront Trail in
Halton, as well as developing mech-
anisms to bring the trail into existence;

f) making arrangements to transfer fed-
eral and provincial Crown lands and
waterlots to local public agencies, at
nominal cost, where they are needed
for public access and use;

d

~
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¢) relocating the Ministry of Transpor-
tation works yards from Burlington
Beach to allow redevelopment of the
present site;

h) asking Ontario Hydro to explore the

~

most feasible means of removing
existing electrical transmission lines
from Burlington Beach;

i) completing an independent study of
the cumulative effects of proposed
lakefill projects and shore protection
on the supply of sand to Burlington
Beach and on local water quality —
before including any specific approvals
for further lakefill along the Halton
shore in the agreement;

j) identifying opportunities and plans to
maintain or create green corridors up
the valleys of Grindstone Creek,
Bronte Creek, and Sixteen Mile
Creek, and to preserve and enhance
natural habitats at other creek mouths
such as Fourteen Mile Creek and
Shoreacres Creek;

k) areview of the City of Burlington’s
current policy of not requiring that
the water’s edge be dedicated for
public use as part of redevelopment
activities;

1) assessing opportunities for creating
waterfront green space without the
use of extensive lakefill in the
Burlington Downtown East area;

m) re-examining the designation of the
waterfront Shell House lands and the
design of the proposed Burloak lake-
fill park, in the context of the popu-
lation increases projected in the Draft
Shell Lands Secondary Plan, to deter-
mine the feasibility of obtaining the
Shell House lands as public open
space;

n) financial arrangements under which
the federal and provincial govern-
ments, and the private sector, would
participate in the development of the
proposed Great Lakes Science Centre,
as a means of communicating the




historical, environmental, recrea-
tional, and economic importance of
Great Lakes rehabilitation to the public.

2. City of Mississauga

The Mississauga waterfront has a varied mix
of uses and ownership, and includes several
major utilities. While some 56 per cent of
the shoreline is now in public hands, only
33 per cent of the waterfront is publicly
accessible. With a rapidly expanding popu-
lation and increasing demands for water-
front recreation, Mississauga has shown
great interest in its waterfront in recent years.

The Mississauga waterfront was included
in the 1967 Waterfront Plan for the Metro-
politan Toronto Planning Area, and in 1971
the Credit Valley Conservation Authority
(CVCA) was designated by the Province as
the implementing agency. Since then, the
CVCA has undertaken major lakefill proj-
ects at J.C. Saddington Park and at Lake-
front Promenade Park, and is scheduled to
relocate the Port Credit Yacht Club to the
latter site next year.

In 1987, the City of Mississauga endorsed
the Port Credit Harbour and Waterfront Con-
cept report, which recommended redevel-
opment and expansion of J.C. Saddington
Park to incorporate the Canadian Sport
Fishing Hall of Fame and harbours for tran-
sient and seasonal docking. It also recom-
mended a major redevelopment of both
sides of the Credit River below Lake Shore
Road, to create a commercial and public
activity centre to be called Harbour Square.

These proposals have not yet been imple-
mented, largely because of a lack of funding,
and because of the difficulty of providing
the long-term tenure needed by private inves-
tors on the Harbour Square lands, which are
owned by the federal government. The Land
Management Study for the Port Credit
Harbour Area, commissioned by the City
and completed in December 1989, proposes

that the federal lands in question be turned
over to the City to facilitate arrangements
for private investment.

The City of Mississauga has also initi-
ated preparation of a waterfront plan along
the entire waterfront, with a 30-year plan-
ning horizon. The documents Fundamentals,
Vision 2020, and Implementation were
released for public review in June 1990. The
waterfront plan is scheduled to be completed
in early 1991.

While the Commission has not yet been
able to review these documents in detail,
their general orientation appears consistent
with many of the principles outlined in this
report. The Mississauga waterfront presents
a number of significant opportunities for
progress in the short term, particularly with
respect to industrial sites that are coming
available for redevelopment. The Commission
is confident that the City of Mississauga,
given an appropriate level of support and
assistance from other agencies, will take
advantage of these opportunities and treat
the future of its waterfront with competence,
vigour, and sensitivity.

Exploring along the Humber River
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Recommendations

41.

42.
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As requested by the City of Mississauga,
the Province should recognize the
Mississauga waterfront as a Provincial
Resource, and declare the area to be of
Provincial Interest under the Planning Act.

As part of the approval process for the
Mississauga Waterfront Plan, the
Province should negotiate a Waterfront
Partnership Agreement with the City of
Mississauga, the Credit Valley Conser-
vation Authority, the federal govern-
ment, and other appropriate agencies
and private-sector interests. This agree-
ment should be largely based on the
waterfront plan currently in preparation
and on the Port Credit Harbour master
plan, and should include consideration
of, among other things:

a) providing substantial, multi-year
provincial funding to allow priority
projects to proceed;

b) designating the roles of various agen-
cies in implementing such an agree-
ment, with the City of Mississauga
in the lead co-ordinating role;

¢) a review of the conformity of the
plans to the principles of this report;

d) incorporating the results of the
approved Mississauga waterfront
plan into the official plan and sec-
ondary plans, with the power to over-
ride existing zoning;

e) expanding the ability of the Credit
Valley Conservation Authority to
regulate shoreline and valleyland
development, based on ecological
and recreational objectives, as well as
to protect against floods and erosion;

f) transferring ownership of the Ontario
Hydro waterfront property at the
mouth of Joshua Creek to the City of
Mississauga;

g) designating preferred and interim
routes for the Waterfront Trail,
including a requirement that both
Ontario Hydro and the provincial
agency responsible for water and
sewer facilities negotiate public
walkways and bicycle paths across
their properties;

h) developing strategies to maintain or
create green corridors up the Credit
River and Etobicoke Creek, and to
enhance other existing or potential
wildlife and fisheries habitats along
the shore;

i) establishing suitable mechanisms to
permit redevelopment of the Port
Credit Harbour, preferably by trans-
fer of federal lands to the City or some
other appropriate means;

i) transferring the Canadian Arsenals
property from Canada Post Corpo-
ration to an appropriate conservation
agency, by means of a land exchange
so it can be managed as part of Marie
Curtis Park.

N N

A diversified port that is dependent
on many sources of revenue and
subject to a wide range of environ-
mental and land use requirements
can no longer afford to proceed on
an ad-hoc, project-by-project
basis. Long-term planning is no
longer a luxury but a necessity.

Hershman, M. J. 1988. “Harbor management: a new
role for the public port.” In Urban ports and harbor
management: responding to change along U.S.
waterfronts, editor M. J. Hershman. 19. New York:
Taylor & Francis.




3. City of Etobicoke

The City of Etobicoke’s waterfront faces
crucial choices for the future. It has been
said that there is no area in the GTA that will
experience as much change in the next
ten years as south Etobicoke. The waterfront
area, generally south of the CNR tracks, has
recently been the subject of intense pres-
sures that are now converging and gaining
momentum. Among the issues confronting
the area are high-density water’s-edge devel-
opment, public access, de-industrialization
and concomitant high-density development,
water quality, lakefill, and the adequacy of
the transportation infrastructure and of com-
munity services.

In a very real sense, the Etobicoke water-
front is a microcosm of the issues, problems,
and opportunities along the broader GTA
waterfront.

Changing values, such as the upsurge in
environmental consciousness and the con-
cern about the quality of life in an intensely
urbanized setting, appear to have caught
decision-makers unaware. It is not that the
City is without plans but, rather, that the plans
to which it has committed itself, and those
it is contemplating, may not have been for-
mulated on the basis of an integrated and
comprehensive approach. Public concerns
about the barrier effect of high-density devel-
opment at the water’s edge, about waterfront
access and the cumulative impact of lake-
filling, have not yet been fully resolved.
Instead, decision-makers in the City have
been quick to support development appli-
cations and to grant high densities, because
they view the waterfront area as stagnating
and in need of revitalization.

Between 1981 and 1986, the Etobicoke
waterfront community had a stable popula-
tion of about 40,000 residents and little new
development. However, in the three years
1987, 1988, and 1989, almost 1,500 residen-
tial units were started, close to 90 per cent of
them exclusive water’s-edge condominiums.
Public concern about the privatization of the

waterfront and the barrier effect of high-den-
sity development has galvanized opposition
to major redevelopment proposals.

WATERFRONT PLANNING

For the most part, waterfront planning in
Etobicoke has been done on the basis of site-
specific development applications and narrow
area-specific secondary plans. In essence,
this type of planning has reacted to, and
been led by, development applications,
rather than providing a context in which
public values and objectives are sought and
applied. In the process, the waterfront has
been viewed as an adjunct to — rather than
an integral part of — Etobicoke’s broader
community. Instead of seeing the waterfront
and river valleys as the natural context
within which comprehensive planning
should take place, these have been treated
largely as constraints to development — to
be modified, adjusted, and overcome.

Etobicoke’s existing Official Plan and its
proposed Official Plan Update do not treat
the waterfront as an area requiring a special
planning strategy. Instead, the land-water
interface and adjoining developments are
subject to the same general planning strat-
egy as other areas in the urban structure. The
only exception is that part of the Official
Plan Update concerned with environmental
protection and development constraints.
However, even this section provides only
limited strategic guidance concerning water-
front environmental issues.

Normally, secondary plans are built on
the policies and strategies found in official
plans. However, in the absence of a clear
planning strategy for the entire Etobicoke
waterfront, both secondary plans and site-
specific applications are made in the face of
alack of clear strategic guidance and public
objectives. This lack of clear direction is of
particular concern, given the very high den-
sities permitted or proposed for major sec-
tions of the Etobicoke waterfront. The Motel
Strip Secondary Plan is perhaps the most
glaring example of this reactive approach.
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THE MOTEL STRIP SECONDARY PLAN

The Motel Strip Secondary Plan (approved
by Etobicoke Council in February 1988 and
revised in May 1990) is the only secondary
plan approved by Council for any portion
of the Etobicoke waterfront. A secondary
plan for the area west of Islington Avenue
has recently been initiated in response to
three major development applications. How-
ever, it focuses specifically on development
sites, rather than on the waterfront area. (A
study of the Mimico area was completed in
1983 but is still under review by Council.)

The basis for the Motel Strip Secondary
Plan is a 1977 provincial Cabinet decision
concerning comprehensive assembly of the
16.2-hectare (40-acre) S. B. McLaughlin
lands. That decision provided for 2,700 dwell-
ing units on 16.2 hectares (40 acres) of land
and water — a gross density of 167 units per
hectare (68 units per acre). In effect, density
was assigned to both the land (13.2 hectares,
or 32.5 acres) and water (3.0 hectares, or
7.5 acres) components of the site. However,
for all practical purposes, only the density
assigned to the land could be built — since
developing the water component depended
on a multitude of approvals that lay beyond
individual developer and municipal control.

However, the proposed Secondary Plan,
approved by Etobicoke Council in 1988, took
the 1977 Cabinet decision one step further,
by providing for density to be transferred
from the water portion to the land portion
of the site. The result of the density transfer
from the water portion of the site is that the
developers can build as much as 35 per cent
more than would otherwise be permitted on
just the land portion. The resulting net den-
sity on the developable land area (excluding
water, a school, and parks) is 316 units per
hectare (128 units per acre), or roughly equiv-
alent to that of the adjacent 45-storey Palace
Pier development.

Because of the very high residential
densities, even higher densities were consid-
ered necessary to encourage commercial
and mixed-use development. The plan
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accomplished this by providing for a maxi-
mum net density of 3.5 times lot area for resi-
dential projects but 4.0 times lot area (almost
15 per cent higher) for commercial and
mixed-use projects. All areas within the plan
were then designated either commercial or
mixed-use at the higher maximum density.

Added to these very high, and increasing,
densities were potential density bonuses and
the treatment of any senior citizens’ unit
built as equalling one-third of a regular unit,
although there was no limit on the size of
a seniors’ unit.

The Motel Strip Secondary Plan was
revised in May 1990, in part to reflect the
results of a provincially initiated Environ-
mental Management Master Plan/Public
Amenity Scheme for the area (discussed later
in more detail). However, in advance of this
revised secondary plan, Etobicoke Council
granted conditional approval to three develop-
ment applications for the motel strip, the
most recent on 30 April 1990, at a net density,
with bonuses, of 4.8 times lot area. The three
approved applications, covering 6.1 hectares
(15 acres), or 30 per cent of the area, rep-
resent more than 1,200 units and allow maxi-
mum building heights of 26 to 29 storeys.
The approved applications also raise the
number of “‘committed” units in the motel strip
to 2,666 — 34 units short of the maximum.

The Revised Secondary Plan no longer
requires comprehensive assembly of the
16.2-hectare (40-acre) McLaughlin portion
as a condition for developing the 2,700 units.
This change is rationalized on the very nar-
row basis of traffic capacity, apparently
without analysing the impact of all devel-
opment applications outside the area or con-
sidering the waterfront location.

The proposed waterfront public amenity
strip in the revised plan was widened from
the initial minimum width of 15 metres
(50 feet) to a width of from 50 to 80 metres
(160 to 260 feet), predominantly by the pro-
posed use of shoreline lakefill. Furthermore,
the revised plan permits incremental devel-
opment of the waterfront public amenity



area — precisely the approach to providing
parks and open space that was taken by
Harbourfront Corporation.

The revised plan also allows reduced park-
land dedication to be considered, as well as
off-site development of the affordable housing
component and a school site to be desig-
nated only if the form and occupancy of devel-
opment warrants it. The overall effect is to
maximize the mass of buildings, encourage
adult lifestyles (offsetting the requirement
for a school), and front-end load the residen-
tial development on a small land base.

The Commission considers that, within
the overall context of its waterfront location,
building heights and densities for the motel
strip are too high. It does not deem the Palace
Pier development to the east, and the Marina
Del Ray/Grand Harbour developments to
the west, to be appropriate benchmarks for
the motel strip. What is being proposed
for the area is not consistent with public values,
the ecosystem approach, and the principles
articulated in this report. The need for visual
and physical access to the waterfront, as well
as for public use of it, point to the necessity
of modifying the plan.

The Ontario Municipal Board is to begin
hearings on the Motel Strip Secondary Plan
on 19 November 1990. Part of the focus will
be on the Environmental Management Master
Plan for the motel strip.

Environmental Management

Master Plan

Citizens’ concerns about the density of pro-
posed development in the motel strip and
about proposed lakefilling led to a request,
in August 1988, that the Motel Strip
Secondary Plan area be designated under the
Environmental Assessment Act. The matter
was first referred to the Ontario Environ-
mental Assessment Advisory Committee,
which recommended that privately held land
on the motel strip not be subject to the
Environmental Assessment Act, but that
shoreline and nearshore redevelopment be
submitted to it. The committee further

recommended that the Province take an
active co-ordinating role, to ensure that
cumulative environmental and planning
effects were fully considered.

In the end, it was decided not to subject
any part of the redevelopment to review
under the Environmental Assessment Act.
Instead, the Province declared a Provincial
Interest in the motel strip and began an
Environmental Management Master
Plan/Public Amenity Scheme process within
the context of the Planning Act. This pro-
cess was intended to bridge the gap between
environmental and planning concerns.

Among the broader environmental issues
affecting the motel strip are water quality
and contaminated sediments. The strip is
located on the western shore of Humber
Bay, between the Humber River and Mimico
Creek. The entire bay has been identified by
the International Joint Commission as a
Great Lakes Area of Concern because of
contaminants in the aquatic sediments, met-
als and organics in the water and biota, and
elevated levels of nutrients and bacterial
contaminants. Water quality is generally
poor because of pollution from the Humber
River, Mimico Creek, and the Humber
Sewage Treatment Plant.

The bay is sheltered from the main-lake
circulation currents and has been described
as a “bathymetric trap”, in which most of the
sediment discharged into it accumulates and
remains relatively undisturbed. An area of
sediment, described by the Ministry of the
Environment as “highly contaminated”,
extends south of the motel strip and as much
as three kilometres into the bay.

One deputant at the Royal Commission’s
environment and health hearings in May
1990 stated that the Environmental Man-
agement Master Plan (EMMP) for the motel
strip was “an unknown quantity” when it
was initially proposed, because one had
never been undertaken before. The EMMP
was subsequently completed in September
1989 and formed part of the basis for revi-
sions to the Motel Strip Secondary Plan.
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In submissions to the Commission, depu-
tants commented on some of the shortcomings
of the EMMP process, among them:

And if 6.5 hectares (16 acres)
of wetlands do not grow there,
and it does not work, and we have

The study was undertaken over a short
period (three months), which did not
allow the consultants to hear adequately
from the community.

The consultants were not directed to
question density and land use on the
motel strip and, consequently, most of
their emphasis was on the treatment
of the water’s edge.

There were no new data collected that
would have added to the body of existing
knowledge of the environmental impact
and other concerns about the area.
The consultants’ first major recommen-
dation was that a deflector arm be used
to reduce resuspension of contaminated
sediments and deflect pollution from the
Humber Sewage Treatment Plant. How-
ever, there was no study of the best way
to deal with the contaminated sediments
or any indication of the intended place
to which the pollution from the treat-
ment plant would be deflected.

One deputant cited these as examples

of the problems of addressing environ-
mental matters in the context of the
Planning Act, and noted that, “under
the Planning Act there is no clear-cut
process and there is no requirement to
look at alternatives, either to the under-
takings or to the solutions and the recom-
mendations.”
The consultants’ second major environ-
mental recommendation was to create
marshes as a filter for stormwater from
the motel strip. A deputant at an envi-
ronmental hearing of the Royal
Commission asked,

What is going to be the impact of
the filling required to create the
wetlands in the first place, on the
contaminated sediments that we
know exist in the embayment?
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built all of the high-rises on the
motel strip without providing any
other kind of environmentally
acceptable stormwater drainage
schemes, what do we do then?

~ Because environmental matters on the
motel strip are being dealt with under
the Planning Act, and will eventually be
heard before the Ontario Municipal
Board (OMB)), citizens are not eligible
for the Intervenor Funding that would
have been available had the issues been
handled under the Environmental
Assessment Act.

These criticisms show the flaws in the
current EMMP process. However, the pro-
cess was begun only after the initial Motel
Strip Secondary Plan had been formulated;
moreover, the OMB hearing and any
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There is not an acre of land
anywhere in the world that is not
loved by someone.

Stefansson, V. c. 1930 (Attributed).




subsequent Cabinet review of the OMB
decision have not yet occurred.

Nevertheless, especially in light of the
experience over the past year, there is every
indication of a need to work out a process
that merges environmental and planning
considerations; furthermore, the Province
should address the issue of Intervenor
Funding at the earliest possible time.

The concerns expressed by people
appearing before the Commission simply
reinforce the recommendations contained on
pages 180 to 186 of its 1989 interim report:
the Planning Act should be amended to
ensure that environmental concerns are
more thoroughly identified and addressed
as part of the planning process.

The Minister of the Environment has
stated that the proposed deflector arm will
be subject to a separate environmental assess-
ment. The deflector arm represents 5.1 hec-
tares (12.6 acres) of lakefill, the other lakefill
components being a shoreline smoothing/
public amenity strip of 3.7 hectares (9.1 acres)
and the creation of marshes/stormwater
management of 6.5 hectares (16 acres).

In essence, the lakefill proposals
contained in the EMMP have become

Port of Toronto salt storage, MT 51

incrementalized. While the shoreline
smoothing may make some sense in encour-
aging flushing action along the shore, the
deflector arm has the potential to reduce
flushing and create a relatively stagnant
embayment. Perhaps not surprisingly, the
deflector arm, while recognized as being
subject to a separate environmental assess-
ment, is included in the revised Motel Strip
Secondary Plan. Although the EMMP pro-
cess has assisted in clarifying the nature of
the public amenity area in the motel strip,
it is neither a comprehensive approach to
lakefill concerns or environmental matters
in the area covered by the secondary plan
nor an adequate response to urban design
and density considerations.

DE-INDUSTRIALIZATION AND HIGH-DENSITY
DEVELOPMENT

De-industrialization has become a sig-
nificant issue in the broader context of the
waterfront area and its immediate hinter-
land. Between 1983 and 1989, industrial
employment in the Etobicoke waterfront
area fell by 32 per cent, as 2,234 full-time

117



industrial jobs were lost and 65 part-time
industrial jobs created. The decline was even
more dramatic between 1985 and 1989, when
industrial employment peaked. In 1985
there were 7,405 industrial jobs in the Etobi-
coke waterfront area — 7,332 full-time and
73 part-time. However, by 1989, there were
only 4,691 industrial jobs, of which 4,592
were full-time and 99 part-time — an overall
decline between 1985 and 1989 of 37 per cent.

Taking all employment categories into
account, between 1983 and 1989 the
Etobicoke waterfront area experienced a
marginal increase in overall employment of
196 jobs, roughly two-per-cent growth.
However, this was accomplished through
the net loss of 652 full-time jobs (repre-
senting a six-per-cent loss) and a gain of
848 part-time jobs (a 98-per-cent increase).
In effect, the significant loss of well-paying,
full-time industrial jobs was offset by increases
in service-sector employment, predomi-
nantly office and institutional, where growth
of part-time jobs was strongest.

Among the industries that have closed,
or are in the process of doing so, those in the
waterfront area include the Goodyear Tire
plant, Pittsburgh Paints, Arrowhead Metals,
Neptune Meters, and numerous smaller
plants; and, a little further to the north,
McGuinness Distillers, Federal Nut and
Bolt, Sunbeam Corporation, and Noxzema.

The municipality has already approved
rezoning of the Goodyear site (8.1 hectares,
or 20 acres) to residential, and the McGuinness
site (6.2 hectares, or 15.4 acres) and the
Long Branch Village lands (11.7 hectares,
or 28.8 acres) are currently in the develop-
ment review process. It is likely that rezoning
of these industrial lands will put pressure on
remaining industry in the area, because of
a substantial increase in land value resulting
from zoning changes to high-density resi-
dential use. Thereby, perhaps somewhat
inadvertently, the municipality has set the
stage for further de-industrialization.

Together, the three current indus-
trial rezonings involve 26 hectares
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(64.2 acres) with development applications
for 7,134 dwelling units and a gross resi-
dential density of 274 units per hectare
(109 units per acre). In addition, they
include more than 116,100 square metres
(1,250,000 square feet) predominantly for
office and retail use, and maximum building
heights of 35, 28, and 15 storeys. It is pro-
posed that net densities on the various sites
will range from 4.2 to 5.1 times lot area, or
more than those of the motel strip.

For comparative purposes, the net den-
sities that have been approved or applied for
are well in excess of net densities for
St. James Town, the St. Lawrence Neigh-
bourhood, and Harbourfront — all of which
are at 3.0 times lot area.

Taking into account the motel strip and
all current development applications related
to the Etobicoke waterfront, the cumulative
effect could be the construction of almost
12,000 dwelling units and 251,000 square
metres (2,700,000 square feet) of non-
residential space in the waterfront area.
Additional development applications for
former industrial sites north of the CNR
tracks are expected to add further to this
total. One estimate places the potential popu-
lation increase in south Etobicoke at between
25,000 and 37,000 persons by 2006.

CUMULATIVE IMPACT

Concern about the cumulative impact of
development in Etobicoke has been growing.
In April 1990 Metropolitan Toronto Council,
acting on the recommendation of its com-
missioner of planning, asked the City of
Etobicoke to prepare an overview report for
their lakeshore area. The report is intended
to provide a broader context for assessing
the policy implications of planning deci-
sions on individual sites. Metropolitan
Toronto defined its primary concerns in the
Etobicoke lakeshore area as being:

~ affordable housing;
~ the economy (i.e., the continuing viabil-
ity of industrial lands);



~ providing Metropolitan Toronto services
and infrastructure;

~ environmental protection;

~ public access to the waterfront.

At the same time, the Honourable John
Sweeney, Minister of Municipal Affairs and
Housing, expressed his concern about the
need for comprehensive planning in south
Etobicoke. In a letter written to Etobicoke
Mayor Bruce Sinclair, Mr. Sweeney pro-
posed that:

a comprehensive overview of the
broader implications of redevelopment
in south Etobicoke be undertaken by
the City in consultation with the
Province and Metropolitan Toronto. It
should deal with the overall impact,
including costs, of development on
infrastructure as well as community
facilities and services in this area ... and
... recommendations emanating from
this study [should] be incorporated into
the Official Plan by way of modification.

Because of the dramatic de-industrialization
in the area of Etobicoke south of Bloor Street,
it is likely, in the next several years, to be
the place with the most intense pressures for
change in all of the GTA. Such a scale of
change creates problems but also offers
great opportunity. Coping will require com-
prehensive planning and co-operation among
the Province, Metropolitan Toronto, and
Etobicoke. If the area’s potential is to be
realized, all levels of government will have
to work and plan together. Until this co-
operation is secured, it is necessary to pause
and allow for thorough strategic planning.
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Recommendations

43. The Province should declare the
Etobicoke waterfront area and its imme-
diate hinterland an area of Provincial
Interest under the Planning Act.

44. The Province, Metropolitan Toronto,
and Etobicoke should jointly undertake
strategic planning for the Etobicoke
waterfront area and its immediate hin-
terland, culminating in a comprehensive
Etobicoke Waterfront Plan and a consol-
idated waterfront component for the
Official Plan. Such planning in
Etobicoke should be co-ordinated with
work Metropolitan Toronto is currently
undertaking on a new Metropolitan
Toronto Waterfront Plan. Among the
issues to be addressed and integrated into
the Etobicoke planning studies are:

a) building heights and densities;

b) urban design guidelines for the
waterfront;

c¢) affordable housing;

d) de-industrialization;

e) provision of community services,
transportation, and infrastructure;

f) environmental protection;

g) public access and public open spaces;

h) full and appropriate public participa-
tion;

i) secondary plans and amendments to
secondary plans in the waterfront area;

j) overview studies of the waterfront
area recommended by Metropolitan
Toronto.

45. In order to protect the integrity of the
study while it is being done, the Prov-
ince should utilize the appropriate sec-
tion of the Planning Act to impose a
moratorium on development in the
Etobicoke waterfront area and its imme-
diate hinterland. Such a moratorium
should remain in effect until a compre-
hensive Waterfront Plan for the area and
an updated Official Plan, which conform
to the ecosystem approach and princi-
ples outlined in this report, are adopted.
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4. Toronto’s Central Waterfront

Adjacent to and integrated with the down-
town, Toronto’s Central Waterfront is the
core of Canada’s biggest financial and eco-
nomic powerhouse. It includes the Railway
Lands and Ataratiri, two of Canada’s largest
downtown redevelopment projects; signif-
icant natural areas such as the Leslie Street
Spit and Tommy Thompson Park; and such
major tourist, cultural, and recreational
amenities as Exhibition Place and Ontario
Place, Fort York, the Toronto Islands,
Harbourfront, the CN Tower, and SkyDome.
Its major transportation facilities include
Union Station, the rail corridor, the Gardiner/
Lake Shore arterial road system, the Port of
Toronto, and the Toronto Island Airport, as
well as subway, bus, and train lines. It also
contains major commercial and industrial
installations, and power and wastewater
plants.

-
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Harbourfront LRT opening, June 1990

The whole of this area is undergoing
dynamic evolution and change: the East
Bayfront, Port Industrial Area, Railway
Lands, Greenwood Racetrack, Harbourfront,
Exhibition Place, and Canada Post lands at
40 Bay Street — all are in a state of transi-
tion. Large privately owned parcels in the
area, such as Molson’s, Dylex, and Loblaws,
are going to be redeveloped. City and Metro
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plans for the area are being renewed and
updated, and the Office of the Greater Toronto
Area is exploring new urban strategies.

At the same time, the waterfront is also
the area in the region under the greatest eco-
logical stress. All of this provides a unique
opportunity to adopt the ecosystem approach
and apply ecosystem principles. One or
more Waterfront Partnership Agreements
could be considered for the Central Water-
front, but work is required first.

ACCESS AND TRANSPORTATION IN

THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT

The central fact of the Central Waterfront
is the existence of the Gardiner/Lake Shore
Corridor. Depending on the decision made
about its future, the people of Greater Toronto
will have an excellent waterfront — or they
will not. The waterfront will be integrated
into downtown Toronto — or it will remain
essentially separate from it.

The choices made for the Gardiner/ Lake
Shore Corridor will have a fundamental
impact on the shape, scope, and potential of
the financial district, Exhibition Place,
Ontario Place, Fort York, Harbourfront, the
Railway Lands, Ataratiri, East Bayfrorft, the
Port Industrial Area, and South Riverdale.

The combination of the elevated portion
of the Gardiner Expressway, Lake Shore
Boulevard underneath it, and the rail corri-
dor beside it, has created a physical, visual,




Summertime cruising, Toronto Islands

and psychological barrier to the Central
Waterfront. It is a constant source of noise
and air pollution, a hostile, dirty environ-
ment for thousands of people who walk
under it daily, and a barrier to thousands of
others who risk life and limb to get across
or around it. The Gardiner/Lake Shore is

W ——

End of shift, Port of Toronto

not only a road: it is a structure. As it pro-
cesses traffic, it stunts land use; meant to
move us along, it limits our opportunities.

At its public hearings, the Commission
heard many proposals regarding the future
of the elevated portion of the expressway,
details of which are available from the
Commission. However, stated briefly, they
comprise three options:

~ Leave it in place and reduce the bar-
rier effect by improving lighting, tree-
planting, beautification works, and
urban design.

~ Dismantle it and provide sufficient trans-
portation capacity by enhancing arterial
roads and improving public transit.

~ Build an expressway tunnel under or
adjacent to Lake Shore Boulevard or
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along the existing shoreline and only
then take down the elevated expressway.

In addition to the information obtained
from its public hearings, the Commission
embarked on a series of meetings and dis-
cussions with a number of groups, individ-
uals, and interested parties to elicit further
opinions and suggestions about the Gardiner/
Lake Shore. Finally, in June, it called together
some 30 people from government agencies
and special-purpose bodies, as well as inter-
ested private-sector experts, including engi-
neers, planners, and architects.

From all of this, the Royal Commission
has concluded that the elevated portion of
the Gardiner-Lake Shore Expressway is
incompatible with the fundamental environ-
mental and land-use objectives in the Central
Waterfront. Metro’s present annual capital
maintenance program for the expressway is
enough to maintain the current structure for
approximately 20 years — which presents
both a practical opportunity and a com-
pelling necessity to dismantle the elevated
expressway in that time.

The Commission feels that, in general,
the second option described above would be
the best approach, and that a phased devel-
opment and implementation program could
be put into place, integrating plans for taking
down the expressway with those for improved
transportation services. Such a program
would deal with needed enhancement of
public transit, roadways, pedestrian walk-
ways, and bicycle paths in the area. It could
also include many of the other helpful sug-
gestions made by the Gardiner/Lake Shore
Task Force, on improvements to urban
design, as suggested in the Lower Yonge
Street Study. The Commission also notes the
Task Force’s many useful recommendations
for land-use and roadway improvements
that could be made in the Lower Don if the
elevated Gardiner were removed and Lake
Shore Boulevard re-aligned.
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Recommendations

46. The elevated section of the Gardiner-
Lake Shore Expressway should be taken
down, in a phased program, over the
next 20 years.

47. As part of the process, plans should be
made to improve public transit, roadway,
pedestrian, and bicycle transportation. Such
transportation improvement plans should:
a) emphasize east and west extensions

of the Harbourfront LRT, closely
integrated with other TTC routes and
connected to new or relocated
“shoulder” stations on GO Transit’s
Lake Shore Line;
ensure that better north-south pedes-
trian links and bicycle connections
are made and maintained. Emphasis
should be placed on new pedestrian
and bicycle connections passing over
the rail corridor, pedestrian plazas,
and improved intersection design and
crossings at Lake Shore Boulevard
and related roads;

¢) include revitalization of the Martin

Goodman Trail, as part of the Water-
front Trail, particularly the central
section between Cherry Street and
Stadium Road, including pathways
under the rail corridor and under the
elevated section of the Gardiner
existing at the time.

b

~

48. The integrated dismantling/transportation
plan should be available for considera-
tion by the City, Metropolitan Toronto,
and the Province by 31 May 1991. The
Commission has included this in its fall
1990 work plan.

As it crosses over major north-south arteries
such as York, Bay, and Yonge streets, the rail
corridor is a major barrier between the City



and the waterfront, visually and in day-to-
day pedestrian use. The effect can be greatly
reduced by such changes as glass partitions
between the sidewalk and road traffic,
improved lighting, and possibly opening up
retail outlets along the sidewalks under the
rail corridor.

The length of the underpass and its bar-
rier effect will be substantially reduced
when the rail corridor is narrowed in prepa-
ration for redeveloping the Railway Lands.

Pedestrian walkways and amenities could
be greatly improved south of the railway
corridor, as suggested by the Gardiner/Lake
Shore Task Force, which proposed tree-lined,
widened sidewalks and improved pedestrian
crossings to recreate Lower Yonge as an
urban street, rather than an expressway ramp.

Another promising possibility would be
to deck over the rail corridor in the central
area, to allow pedestrian access between the
City and the waterfront, in conjunction with
anewly created plaza and park, which would
have harbour vistas.

EXHIBITION PLACE, ONTARIO PLACE, FORT
YORK, HMCS YORK, AND NEIGHBOURING
LANDS

Among them, Exhibition Place, Ontario
Place, Fort York, HMCS York, and neigh-
bouring public lands encompass more than
200 hectares (500 acres). After the Toronto
Islands, they form the largest single body of
public recreational land across the entire
Greater Toronto Waterfront.

They are a magnificent resource, but one
that, at present, is only partially used and
just occasionally of benefit to the public at
large. The sites and adjacent lands have
reached critical points in their history, and
major decisions about their future direction
are imminent. An opportunity exists to take
full advantage of their extraordinary location
to offer a waterfront experience for all
Torontonians, unique to Toronto and a
remarkable showplace for the world.

In this part of the Cental Waterfront,
there are also large sites in the private sector,

now being considered for new uses, which
should be incorporated into any overall plan
for the area.

Over the years, numerous task forces and
reports have suggested new master plans to
make more productive use of Exhibition
Place and overcome the sense of isolation
and faded glory that characterizes the grounds
so much of the time. Such a strategy is
needed more now because of the loss of
major sporting and entertainment events to
the SkyDome. While reviewing the site’s
long-term future, Metropolitan Toronto has
been renovating facilities at the west end of
Exhibition Place, including the Ontario
Government and Music buildings. Existing
exhibition facilities, which are limited, are
used to capacity and make money on an
operating basis. However, the site as a whole
waits for a stronger definition of its future.

Ontario Place is at a similar, though less
obvious, decision point. Its grounds and
buildings are well maintained and substan-
tial new capital has been invested recently
to upgrade its entertainment facilities. How-
ever, Ontario Place has a sizeable annual
operating loss. Its competitive position in the
context of other regional entertainment facil-
ities is weak and major capital investment
will be required to enable it to find a place
in the leisure market.

With few exceptions, the Ontario Place
grounds are open only for the summer sea-
son, limiting public accessibility to this
waterfront resource. Its predominant market
base is also limited, serving primarily the
young and boat-owners.

Fort York is one of Toronto’s most ven-
erable historic assets. The site, however, is
visually and physically inaccessible —
almost totally cut off by transportation lines
and overwhelmed by the elevated Gardiner.
The handsome Fort York Armoury is sel-
dom used by the general public and its adja-
cent lot is occupied by aging army trucks.

A new master plan is being developed by
the Toronto Historical Board to overcome
these problems. In searching for a broader
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sense of what public interest the site can
serve, new uses have to take into account the
fort’s special historical significance, the
place the grounds have in Canadian history
and, in particular, their importance to the
people of Toronto.

HMCS York — a naval reserve training
establishment leased by the Department of
National Defence from the City of Toronto
— occupies a prominent, strategic water-
front location between Harbourfront and
Stadium Road to the east and Coronation
Park to the west. Unfortunately, public
access is not permitted on or through this
publicly owned property, which means that,
at this point, a continuous waterfront public
trail system would not be at the water’s edge.

Proposals have been made to redevelop
the Molson’s site and adjacent lands, for-
merly used for industrial purposes, which
could offer the opportunity to open up the
Fort York site and connect it with the City
and the waterfront. There are also interesting
possibilities for linking these open spaces
as far north as Trinity Bellwoods Park.

Coronation Park — which, with its mature
stands of trees, is one of the loveliest of
Toronto’s waterfront parks — is little used
because of its relative inaccessibility. No
waterfront pedestrian route connects to the
east or west because of the restrictions,
respectively, of HMCS York and Ontario
Place. Lake Shore Boulevard limits easy access
from the north and the park is not well served
by public transit. Gore Park, a potentially
important link between Coronation Park and
Fort York, suffers from its use as temporary
parking.

Clearly, although they differ from each
other, these sites suffer from similar problems:

locations that are isolated from the City;
inadequate public transportation;
confused or obscure public images;
sites used primarily in summer;
limited utilization;

heavy demands on the public sector for
operating funds;

SRR SR AR R
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~ income inadequate to fund required
capital improvements;

a need for investment in new facilities;
uncertainty about the role and extent of
private investment;

jurisdictional conflict and confusion;
lack of a clear long-term master plan for
the future.

l

l

l

l

These problems have solutions, but they
cannot be achieved if each public authority
operates in isolation or with indifference to
the needs and dreams of others. Obviously,
a collaborative approach is essential.

The Royal Commission has already begun
such an approach and is convinced that the
will exists among the authorities to develop
an overall, long-term, integrated plan for
these sites and lands based on the following
considerations:

~ First, there is a need to overcome the
area’s isolation, in order to develop con-
nections between it and the rest of the
City. There are opportunities to link
Coronation Park, Gore Park, and Fort
York as far as Trinity Bellwoods Park,
and to take advantage of proposed trans-
portation changes, such as removing
the elevated section of the Gardiner, cov-
ering Lake Shore Boulevard, and
extending The Esplanade and Queen’s
Quay westward, in order to tie the City
to this important part of its western
lakefront.

The City of Toronto is growing
towards these lands — witness the King
Business Centre, the wave of renova-
tion of old industrial buildings north of
Exhibition Place, and the potential rede-
velopment of the Molson’s and adjacent
lands. One way to overcome the pres-
ent isolation of the area is to open it up
to greater public use by extending a net-
work of public “park streets” through
it — like those in New York’s Central
Park or London’s Hyde Park, which
provide vehicular access at off-peak
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times and are closed at times of high
park use.

Among other possibilities consistent
with the principle of relieving isolation
in the area: bringing Queen’s Quay to
the Princes’ Gate and running it through
Exhibition Place, along the water’s edge,
over or beside a covered Lake Shore
Boulevard, and connecting it to Dufferin
Street to provide access to the centre of
the grounds; or establishing a crescent
of streets to serve the proposed trade
centre and the west end, linking back
across the tracks to Parkdale.

In keeping with the Commission’s
belief that it is essential to link the City
and the waterfront, Strachan Avenue
could be redesigned to become a hand-
some street connecting the north to
the lake.

Relieving isolation also has impli-
cations for public transit; in the case of
the Exhibition Place area, that means
extending the LRT to and through the
site, with appropriate stops along the
way. It is also important to relocate
the GO Transit station so that it can
serve both the Lake Shore West and
Georgetown/ Milton lines, and link
with Lester B. Pearson International Air-
port — a great benefit for recreational
and business activities in the area.

Finally, it must be recognized that the
treatment of the Lake Shore Boulevard
barrier is a critical element in integrating
the lands and making the best possible
use of this section of the waterfront.
Second, the master plan must be based
on the principle of redeploying and
modernizing the entertainment func-
tions of Ontario Place and Exhibition
Place; the two facilities offer major
entertainment attractions, but of very
different types and durations, organized
in very different ways.

The proposed new international trade
centre and the possibility of a new Olym-
pic Stadium would displace much of

the existing CNE midway, thereby cre-
ating an opportunity to move, modern-
ize, and consolidate the midway at the
southern end adjacent to Ontario Place,
and would give the combined location
a critical mass of activity, thereby making
it more attractive and competitive.

The grounds should also be the site

of a series of large festivals, to be staged
as early as possible in the spring, through
to Canada Day, the CHIN Picnic, and
right to the end of an extended CNE. At
the same time, the potential for a winter
festival should be explored.
The third consideration is that the park-
like character of the area must be main-
tained and public access to it must be
extended. The grounds at both Ontario
Place and Exhibition Place could be
landscaped and be publicly accessible
year-round, in the manner of Copen-
hagen’s justly famous Tivoli Gardens,
rather than being a pay-to-enter park.
By attracting an increased number of
visitors, the area would be able to sup-
port activities year-round and should
provide a more secure economic base
for operations.

The Waterfront Trail should pass
through the area, connecting to the Martin
Goodman Trail, as well as to a network
of walking, jogging, bicycling, and
cross-country ski trails. The use of the
grounds for equestrian activities should
be developed more comprehensively and
publicly, as part of a greater emphasis
on both commercial and recreational
sports. This area lends itself well to
more active pursuits, in contrast to pas-
sive activities, like bird-watching, that
are popular at such sites as the Leslie
Street Spit.

Fourth, principles of heritage protection
and rehabilitation must be applied in
order to ensure continuity and an his-
toric sense of place. The Princes’ Gates,
0Old Fort York, the Automotive and
Music buildings, the trees in Centennial




Park — all have been historical refer-
ence points for Torontonians for decades,
and should be respected, protected, and
enhanced as such.

Finding appropriate permanent uses
for the public buildings at Exhibition
Place and Ontario Place is essential if
they are to play a fuller role in the water-
front life of this region. The charming
pavilions at the west end of Exhibition
Place, complemented in modern form
by the pods of Ontario Place, need
ongoing activity if they are to remain
viable in the long term. They could be
considered as a site for an international
institute, a group of writers, scholars or
artists-in-residence, as the base for carry-
ing out exchanges of students with
Third World countries, as a haven for
victims of torture or oppression, or for
any number of other educational,
humanitarian, and institutional uses.

Ultimately, these projects could be
brought together to form a locally,
nationally or even internationally
important program devoted to educa-
tional, artistic, and humanitarian aims,
perhaps supported by charitable and
foundation donations.

Ontario Place, working within a
more commercial framework, would
benefit from greatly expanding its cur-
rent functions to become a better-used
conference and meeting centre.

Fifth, planning must take into account
the need to increase business opportu-
nities in the area. The major Interna-
tional Trade Centre proposed for the
parking lots at the eastern open end of
the Exhibition Grounds would generate
new business opportunities; such state-
of-the-art exhibition space is needed if
the GTA, the Province of Ontario, and
Canada are to remain competitive in
world trade. Elsewhere, such centres
generate substantial regional benefits:
Chicago’s McCormick Center, for exam-
ple, produces close to $1 billion in

direct income annually, and the Javits
Center in New York generates $3.4 bil-
lion in direct and indirect income.
Regional economic multipliers for Euro-
pean centres have been estimated at
between four and six times. The proposed
trade centre would generate additional
benefits, including an increased number
of visitors, and could be the catalyst
that animates other parts of the area.
As de-industrialization of obsolete
manufacturing plants occurs, the area
could also become the locus for other
private business investment opportuni-
ties, that, like the King Business Centre,
would create jobs by building on and
modernizing industrial heritage.
Sixth, it would be possible to permit
appropriate infill development in keep-
ing with the scale and character of the
area, providing sites for new buildings
that would help raise the level of activity
and interest without compromising the
essential park-like qualities of the area.
New pavilion-in-the-park structures,
hotels, and restaurants could be devel-
oped in conjunction with the trade centre
and institutional uses described earlier.
Ontario Place’s existing parking lots
also present an opportunity for hotel or
recreational development, adding to the
site’s critical mass. Previous generations
have constructed wonderful buildings
in parks, as both Ontario Place and Exhi-
bition Place attest — surely, we can find
lively and humane ways of expressing
the values of our own times. To make
room for such new uses, some of the less
attractive buildings on the Exhibition
Grounds could be torn down — notably
the Food Products, Better Living, and
perhaps the Queen Elizabeth buildings.
Seventh, Exhibition Place, Ontario
Place, and these other sites should be
integrated with the surrounding water-
front and inland neighbourhoods. The
master plan should ensure that the rede-
veloped area is well integrated with
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surrounding neighbourhoods — Niagara,
for example — while protecting them
from any adverse consequences — traf-
fic and noise — of increased activity.
The last consideration of a master plan
depends on the as-yet unknown response
to Toronto’s bid for the 1996 Olympic
Games. A new Olympic Stadium would
be a major attraction and have a radical
effect on the centre of the site. Appro-
priately designed, it could link together
the proposed International Trade
Centre’s buildings and might even
accommodate some of its functions.

But if a new stadium is not built, an
alternative strategy would be to demol-
ish the existing Exhibition Stadium and
provide a new park extending across a
covered Lake Shore Boulevard to fully
knit Exhibition Place and Ontario Place
together. It should be a place of gardens
and water, bringing the lake to the cen-
tre of the grounds, and should be used
as a central location for the festivals
previously mentioned.

"

Recommendations

49.

50.

51.

An integrated master plan — focused on
the environment, land use, facilities, trans-
portation, and capital investment require-
ments — should be developed for
Exhibition Place, Ontario Place, Fort York,
HMCS York, and neighbouring lands.

The plan should be developed on the basis
of the considerations outlined on pages
124 to 128 above.

The plan should be available for consid-
eration by the councils of Metropolitan
Toronto, the City of Toronto, and the
Province of Ontario, no later than
31 May 1991. The Royal Commission
advises that it has included this matter
in its fall 1990 work plan.
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HARBOURFRONT

In Chapter 2 of its first interim report,
released in August 1989, the Royal Com-
mission made three recommendations on the
future of this important area of the Central
Toronto Waterfront:

1. Harbourfront Corporation should be con-
verted immediately to a new entity,
Harbourfront Foundation, whose man-
date will be to continue the provision of
Harbourfront’s wide variety of outstanding
cultural, recreational, and educational
programs, generally by:

a) programming its own activities;

b) providing facilities and support to
other organizations who wish to use
its amenities and expertise;

¢) funding other organizations’ programs
which, in the opinion of the Board of
Directors, are in the public interest
and are compatible with a waterfront
environment;

d) placing a stronger emphasis on
marine and water-related programs
and activities;

e) reflecting, maintaining, and preserv-
ing Toronto’s waterfront and marine
heritage;

f) endowing the foundation sufficiently
to sustain the continuation of Harbour-
front’s programming activities.

The Commission also recommends
that the Board of Directors and staff of
Harbourfront Corporation be invited to
become the Board and staff of the new
foundation; and that the Board be
expanded to include community repre-
sentatives, representatives of user groups,
and representatives of appropriate
municipal governments.

2. The Harbourfront lands and properties
should be planned with the City in accor-
dance with the following principles:

a) a minimum of 16 hectares (40 acres)
of land made available immediately




for parkland and conveyed to the City,
including a continuous waterfront
promenade along the water’s edge;

b) provision of a community school site
(acceptable to the appropriate school
board) to serve the Harbourfront com-
munity and the surrounding area, for
conveyance to the school board,;

¢) provision of community facilities,
including, but not necessarily limited
to, a community centre, medical
clinic, library facilities, day-care and
play space for children, and a place of
worship;

completion of Harbourfront Corpora-

tion’s commitments with respect to

assisted housing;

allocation of sufficient lands and

properties to support the Harbourfront

Foundation’s programming mandate,

as defined in Recommendation 1

above, and including additional pro-

gram facilities, such as:

i) a nautical centre, with sufficient
space to provide permanent accom-
modation for the sailing clubs and
schools currently operating out of
makeshift facilities at Harbourfront;
and

ii) preservation of the Canada Malting
silos, and consideration of their
conversion to a civic museum;

f) further planning and development of

Harbourfront land, including links to

adjacent areas such as Coronation Park,

Molson’s, Dylex, Loblaws, SkyDome,

the Railway Lands, the financial dis-

trict, and the Central and East

Bayfront, to be included in the City’s

review of the Central Area Plan;

no further building south of Queen’s

Quay West, with the exception of low-

rise buildings considered by the City

to be in the public interest;

h) an urban design plan to be established
as an integral part of Harbourfront’s
Official Plan amendments. This plan
should incorporate ideas such as those
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proposed by Gary Hack in a report to
the Minister of Public Works, which
deals with the need for visual coher-
ence, and proposals put forward by
Harbourfront’s design panel on the need
for a distinctive architecture appropri-
ate to a setting along the water’s edge
and for special treatment of Queen’s
Quay West. The plan should also
attempt to capture Eberhard Zeidler’s
principles, outlined in a submission to
the Commission, which spoke of
bringing back the “romance that is the
key draw of the harbour, the age-old
fascination of mankind with water”.

3. The federal government should work
with the City, the Harbourfront Founda-
tion, and other appropriate bodies to give
effect to the changes arising from these
recommendations. The lands, properties,
and residual interests now managed by
Harbourfront Corporation, and those still
in the inventory of Public Works Canada,
should be held and administered by
PWC on a temporary basis until appro-
priate agreements with the City are
implemented.

In the year since then, significant progress
has been made on all these recommendations.

First, the Government of Canada
responded immediately to the Royal
Commission through a statement issued by
the President of the Treasury Board on
30 August 1989, which said the government
was in substantial agreement with the
Commission’s proposals for Harbourfront.

It then moved quickly to examine ways
to implement those recommendations by
establishing a committee of officials and
commissioning a valuation of the federal
lands by independent consultants. In the
spring of 1990, the government received a
report from the Province on how to imple-
ment the changes, which it is now consid-
ering in tandem with its own ideas. Shortly
thereafter the federal government appointed
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Darcy McKeough to assist with implemen-
tation. Finally, on 31 May 1990, the govern-
ment introduced legislation in the House of
Commons (Bill C-73), to enable the federal
Minister of Public Works to procure the dis-
solution of Harbourfront as a federal Crown
corporation.

The Province of Ontario demonstrated
both its willingness to protect the public
interest in the waterfront and its desire to
co-operate with the Government of Canada
and the City by enacting a Minister’s Zoning
Order for the Harbourfront site on
13 December 1989, when a previous City-
imposed freeze was about to expire. The
minister responsible, the Honourable John
Sweeney, also asked a provincial review
team to examine the issues and report to
him on 31 March 1990. On 23 March 1990,
Mr. Sweeney presented this report to the
Honourable Elmer MacKay and the Hon-
ourable John McDermid, respectively Minister
of Public Works and Minister of State for
Privatization and Regulatory Affairs.

The City of Toronto also played a co-
operative role, patiently waiting for both

federal and provincial activities to reach the
stage where meaningful consultation could
begin among the federal government, the
City, the Province, and Metro, leading to a
final resolution of outstanding issues and
agreement on a clear-cut plan to make the
necessary changes.

At a council meeting in June 1990,
the City signalled its broad support for the
overall directions being taken by the
Government of Canada and proposed by
the Province, while also indicating that it
feels there are a number of issues, such as
provision of community facilities, still to
be settled.

The board of directors of Harbourfront
Corporation, at their June meeting, voted
unanimously to change the organizational
basis of the corporation, and to concentrate
the new organization’s mandate solely on
programming.

Implementation of the Royal Commis-
sion’s recommendations is proceeding and,
therefore, no further recommendation from
the Commission is deemed necessary in
this report.

Lake Shore Road, Toronto, early 1900s, Edwardian postcard
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The Royal Commission commends all
three governments — the Government of
Canada for leadership, and the Province,
City, and Harbourfront’s board of directors
for their co-operative support of the federal
actions over the past year — and looks for-
ward to the successful resolution of the
Harbourfront situation.

THE RAILWAY LANDS

A Historical Overview

Discussion on the future of the Railway
Lands is hardly a recent phenomenon: the
idea of removing the 80 hectares (200 acres)
of tracks separating the City from the lake
has challenged planners, architects, devel-
opers, citizens, and politicians almost con-
tinuously for the past 30 years — and is
hardly unique to Toronto. But a clear knowl-
edge of the history of these lands is crucial
to understanding where we are today, and
what opportunities the future holds.

The first significant report on the lands
in recent history was prepared in 1962 for
the City of Toronto Planning Board; called
The Core of the Central Waterfront, it sug-
gested decking the rail corridor and creating
an expanded terminal. This idea was embod-
ied in the 1963 Plan for Downtown Toronto,
ultimately adopted by City Council in 1965.
At the time, both CN and CP were building
major new freight yards in the suburbs and,
in 1968, the railways jointly produced a study,
Metro Centre, for the redevelopment of 80
hectares (200 acres) of land. Under it, the rail-
way corridor to the south would be relocated,
Union Station would be demolished, and a
new intermodal transportation terminal, with
significant commercial and residential
development, would be built. Thus began the
three-decade debate that persists to this day.

The Past

The arguments, however energetic, are only
the most recent manifestations of a contro-
versy that is much older: Toronto, after all,
began on the lake and the waterfront has
always been a pervasive and controversial

factor in the City’s development. Following
the early years of colonial military rule, pub-
lic and private interests were responsible for
development on the waterfront.

Virtually all the Central Waterfront, starting
at Front Street, was created by extensive
landfilling that began in the early days of the
City. In the 1830s, public concern about
the use of, and access to, the waterfront
made the city council of the day apply for
the patent of the waterlots, south of the for-
mer shoreline, to create a public, 30-metre
(100-foot) wide, tree-lined promenade. Con-
struction of this esplanade — The Esplanade
— did not begin for another 20 years,
because of wrangles between the municipal-
ity and various private interests. However,
less than two years after the opening of The
Esplanade in 1854, the City granted the
southern 12 metres (40 feet) of this strip to
the Grand Trunk Railway (now CN).

In 1855, a new railway station was built
at Front and Bay streets. Lakefilling for the
railways, shipping, and industry continued,
off and on, for the next 50 years. The many
east-west railway tracks crossing the bottom
of the busy city created dangerous and incon-
venient level crossings at York, Bay, and
Yonge streets. In 1892, a bridge was built over
the tracks at York, permitting pedestrian and
vehicular access to the waterfront and finally
minimizing the effect of the rail barrier.

In 1904, the train station burned down in
the Great Toronto Fire. Between 1905 and
1924, arguments continued among the CP
and Grand Trunk railways, the City, the
Toronto Harbour Commissioners, and the
federal government — the subject: design
and location of the station and a raised or
lowered rail corridor. The Grand Trunk
Railway supported the concept of raising the
tracks on a viaduct — allowing York, Bay,
and Yonge streets to run under the tracks —
a plan CP opposed. Its response was to build
its own station at Summerhill and Yonge,
subsequently vacated.

Finally, in 1924, an independent commis-
sion recommended that the viaduct plan be
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implemented and the railway corridor was
raised approximately six metres (20 feet).
In 1927, Union Station as we know it today
was opened, and more than 40 hectares
(100 acres) of new land south of the station
were created for rail yards. The freight line
bypass along the southern boundary, also on
araised viaduct, was constructed and then
filled in to create a berm six metres (20 feet)
high.

In the 1930s, and for the next 30 years,
the THC continued its massive program of
lakefilling south of the Railway Lands, for
port and industrial uses. Lake Shore Boulevard
was constructed and, in 1963, the Gardiner
Expressway opened. By then, the barriers
to the waterfront, which we know so well
today, were firmly in place: the railway cor-
ridor and rail yards were functioning on lake-
fill six metres (20 feet) above the water, and
the Gardiner/Lake Shore Corridor was oper-
ational. It is ironic that, just as the railways
were making plans to relocate their yards to
the suburbs, Metropolitan Toronto, assuming
the status quo, was building another water-
front barrier, the Gardiner Expressway.

Recent History: The 1970s

The two railways jointly created a develop-
ment company (Metro Centre) and presented
a plan to the City for 81 hectares (200 acres)
of land owned by CN, CP, THC, the City,
Metro, and the federal government. Not sur-
prisingly, the issue of land ownership and
control continually plagued plans.

The Metro Centre proposal was negoti-
ated with the City, Metro, and the provincial
government for four years and, by 1972, the
Ontario Municipal Board had approved the
plan for these lands. That year, construction
started on the CN Tower, CP having backed
out of the joint venture.

In 1973 and 1974, further public discus-
sion and negotiations between government
officials and the railways on implementing
aspects of the project were conducted. A
study carried out for the City concluded
that Union Station could be retained as a
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transportation terminal, virtually eliminating
the rationale for relocating the rail corridor
to the south. The federal government’s inter-
est in the Railway Lands increased with the
proclamation of Bill C27, the Railway
Relocation Act.

This act provided federal financial assis-
tance to local governments for relocating
redundant or under-utilized rail lines and
facilities which impeded the proper planning
and development of Canada’s urban centres.

In November 1974, CN announced that
the Metro Centre project would be shelved,
thus setting the stage for a new series of nego-
tiations: the Premier of Ontario promptly
convened a tri-level meeting, which set up
the Toronto Transportation Terminal Task
Force, primarily to deal with regional trans-
portation issues (e.g., GO Transit). Two task
forces were set up: an Implementation Com-
mittee to design and implement improve-
ments to the rail corridor and Union Station;
and a Land Use Committee to assess the
implications of those improvements for
development.

The federal government was effectively
shut out of these discussions, although it did
set aside $250,000 for a study to assess the
barriers separating the Railway Lands and
Harbourfront — a study that was never car-
ried out. In the meantime — January 1976 —
the City adopted a new Central Area Plan,
which called for special studies of the
Railway Lands.

The railways argued at the OMB that the
plan was unacceptable and, by January 1978,
Toronto City Council had proposed amend-
ments to the Central Area Plan to deal with
the railways’ objections; it submitted two
new studies, The Railway Lands: Basis for
Planning and The Railway Lands:
Proposed Goals and Objectives. These
reports were adopted by City Council after
four months of public discussion.

Recent History: The 1980s
With the Central Area Plan approved by the
OMB in June 1978, the Railway Lands



Steering Group was set up, chaired by the
Honourable John Clement and comprising
representatives of all the governments, as
well as of the railways, to conduct detailed
studies and co-ordinate the efforts of the
many interested parties. By May 1982, the
City Department of Planning and Develop-
ment had submitted a progress report, which
effectively launched the formal preparation
of the new Railway Lands Part II Plan.
The fact that the City, rather than the rail-
ways, had initiated the plan was significant,
as was the case it made for the Metro Centre.
It is also important to note that the imple-
mentation of the plan (i.e., building infra-
structure, land exchanges, cost-sharing) was
an integral component of the approval of the
plan. A series of background studies were
prepared and circulated for public comment,
leading to the Railway Lands Part I1:
Development Concept report in September
1983 and many public hearings that fall.
Work continued on preparation of the
Part II Plan, which was submitted in March

Farm country in Newcastle

1985; public meetings were held that spring.
The final report for the Official Plan and
Zoning By-law was submitted in July that
year, followed in August by a report on
the Memorandum of Conditions, which
dealt with implementation aspects of the
plan (land exchanges, infrastructure, cost-
sharing, etc.).

The agreed Part II Plan set out Council’s
policy for the Railway Lands as follows:

... the Railway Lands are to be devel-
oped as an integral part of the central
area so that the barrier effects of the
road and rail corridor will be mini-
mized and the central city reunited
with the waterfront.

... the Railway Lands should satisfy
a broad range of commercial, residen-
tial, institutional, cultural, recreational
and open space needs, while ensuring
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effective and efficient transportation
services, including inter-city rail and
commuter rail services.

The plan divided up the 81 hectares
(200 acres) of Railway Lands into 14 pre-
cincts, including Precinct A (Stadium
Precinct), and allowed for large assignments
of density, particularly at the eastern end
where the extension of the financial district
into this area was envisaged, with buildings
comparable in height to those now existing
in the financial district.

A significant aspect of the planning
approval process is the creation of holding
by-laws (“H” designations) that necessitate
study of significant issues (e.g., environment
and transportation) before Council will per-
mit the development of subject lands. Coun-
cil viewed the use of holding by-laws as
“fundamental to the proper planning and incre-
mental development of the Railway Lands”.

In January 1985, then-Premier William
Davis announced that a new covered base-
ball stadium would be located on the
Railway Lands. By August of that year,
Council had adopted the Part II Plan, Zoning
By-laws, and Memorandum of Conditions,
and in March 1986, it approved the by-laws
and agreements for the stadium. All of these
by-laws were debated at the Ontario Muni-
cipal Board in the summer of 1986 and were
approved in December of that year.

In June 1987, a report prepared by archi-
tect and planner Stephen G. McLaughlin for
the federal Bureau of Real Property Manage-
ment (BRPM) was submitted to the President
of the Treasury Board of Canada; it raised
issues and set out new opportunities for all
federal lands in the Toronto region, with par-
ticular emphasis on the waterfront, including
the Railway Lands and Harbourfront.

In 1988, CN and Marathon Realty, the
real estate subsidiary of CP, submitted sep-
arate applications to develop certain portions
of the land and requesting that the “H” des-
ignation be removed entirely from the
Railway Lands.
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By early 1988, the applicants, unable to
get the City to respond, appealed to the OMB
for a hearing. The third of September 1990
has been set for that hearing. Last April, City
Council asked its Commissioner of Planning
and Development for a report on processing
applications for the Railway Lands, and on
25 May 1990, he submitted a report on the
desirability of reviewing the Official Plan
Part II for the Railway Lands.

His report recommended that the plan be
reviewed, in order to consider the implica-
tions of a long list of changes that have
occurred since it was adopted. These include:

~ the residential land market in the central
area;

~ residential built form and urban design
implications;

~ residential amenity and quality of life
issues;

~ the impact on transportation of residen-
tial development;

~ the need for a new Union Station Master
Plan;

~ the proposed expansion of the

Convention Centre;

the impact of SkyDome;

possible changes in the Bathurst/

Strachan/Lake Shore area;

~ the new federal/provincial plan for

Harbourfront; ]

the review of City Plan ‘91;

changing public priorities (e.g., the

Healthy Toronto 2000 plan adopted by

Council);

~ the proposed provincial purchase of
Union Station and the Toronto Terminal
Railways (TTR) Corridor;

~ GTA studies and their impact on the
central area;

~ provincial initiatives in transportation
(e.g., an expanded LRT).

l

l

l

l

The report stressed that this review does
not necessarily mean revisions to the Part II
Plan and Zoning By-law. On 29 May 1990,
City Council authorized the review and




asked that a report be prepared on the work
program and process to be followed in
conducting it.

History has shown that controversy has
always dogged these lands. The interests of
the players (governments, railways, citizens)
have varied over the years, as in the blistering
row that followed the railways’ plans to tear
down Union Station.

In 1978, The Railway Lands: Proposed
Goals and Objectives plan set the stage for
the next ten years. It is obvious that many
things have changed since then:

~ Harbourfront, as we imagined it in 1978,

does not exist today.

SkyDome did not exist in 1978.

There is now talk of taking down the

Gardiner Expressway.

~ The impact of Union Station and the
TTR Corridor as a new public utility has
not been assessed.

~ Provincial initiatives through the GTA did
not exist in 1978, and the implications

l
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Garden plots on Leslie Street, Port
Industrial Area

of new urban structure concepts have
not been assessed.

~ The future of the entire waterfront is
now undergoing scrutiny.

~ Environmental concerns have a new,
and significant, importance.

At the same time, it is essential to recog-
nize the infrastructure improvements that have
been completed. While planning and polit-
ical debates have gone on, very significant
physical changes have been under way —
paid for, in the main, by the railways,
according to the terms of the Memorandum
of Conditions. There are still worthwhile
opportunities, taking into account recent
changes and the fundamental goal of
improving access to the waterfront for all.
Doing so would preserve, and perhaps
enhance, the underlying economic value of
these lands.
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Recommendations

52. The 1978 Railway Lands: Proposed
Goals and Objectives and the 1985
Railway Lands Part II Plan should be
reviewed to evaluate the degree to
which they reflect today’s concerns and
should be revised to allow for the
changes that have occurred in the inter-
vening years and for the broader water-
front vision now emerging.

53. Notwithstanding the review, the Prov-
ince should conclude its negotiations
and proceed immediately to purchase
Union Station and the adjacent rail cor-
ridor, and convert them for use as the
central intermodal transportation facility
for the Greater Toronto Area, recog-
nizing their strategic function and location.

EAST BAYFRONT/PORT INDUSTRIAL AREA

Future of the Port of Toronto and

the THC

In its 1989 interim report, having held hear-
ings on the role and mandate of the Toronto
Harbour Commissioners, the Royal Commis-
sion made the following recommendations
on THC and on the Port of Toronto:

~ The THC’s responsibility, jurisdiction,
and mandate to operate the Port of
Toronto should be limited to operating
the Port of Toronto in and for the inter-
ests of the City of Toronto. Its mandate
should be completely separate from
planning or developing lands that do not
serve a port function on the waterfront.
~ In addition, there must be greater local
control of waterfront planning and a bet-
ter system of accountability, which will
involve further amendments to the
Toronto Harbour Commissioners Act,
1911. The Royal Commission will make
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more specific recommendations about
such amendments.

~ The actual amount of land now needed
to operate the Port, and the amount likely
to be needed in future, should be defined
after detailed analysis. The Royal
Commission will return to this subject,
too, in the second phase of its work.

~ A complete environmental evaluation of
all THC lands should be undertaken
immediately and should include tests of
air, water, and soil quality, to identify
and measure contaminants.

~ In order to facilitate co-operation and
co-ordination among those with respon-
sibilities for the future of the Toronto
waterfront, the Royal Commission rec-
ommends that THC lands and adjacent
provincial lands in the Central Water-
front be pooled to permit the governments
of Ontario and Canada to jointly sponsor
environmental evaluation of them. The
Royal Commission recommends that,
while such an evaluation is being con-
ducted, the Province use its powers
under Section 3 of the Planning Act,
1983 to declare a Provincial Interest,
covering the combined lands as well as
the headwaters and river valleys of the
Toronto watershed.

On 30 August 1989, the day the interim
report was released, the federal government
declared that it supported the Commission’s
recommendations and indicated it was will-
ing to pursue the transfer of lands no longer
required for Port of Toronto purposes to
another body.

Early last October, the provincial govern-
ment responded positively as well by vesting
this Commission with the powers of a Pro-
vincial Royal Commission; the Province
then used its powers under the Planning Act
to declare a Provincial Interest in the East
Bayfront/Port Industrial Area and, with the
federal government, jointly sponsored the
recommended environmental audit of these
lands. Phase I of the work concluded with




Intergovernmental environmental co-operation, Audit Progress Report Presentation, February 1990

publication of Environment in Transition:
A Report on Phase I of an Environmental
Audit of Toronto’s East Bayfront and Port
Industrial Area, Commission Publication
No. 10.

Before considering port issues any fur-
ther, it should be noted that the audit itself
became an important vehicle for intergov-
ernmental co-operation when both Metro
and the City of Toronto decided to join it.
That spirit was encapsulated in a meeting
last February of federal and provincial min-
isters, Metro’s chairman, and the Honourable
David Crombie, at which the audit’s steering
committee presented its progress report.

Although the audit is not yet complete,
it is evident from Phase I that cleaning up
the area’s contaminated soils presents a major
challenge — one that must be met and over-
come before re-use can proceed. In this
respect, the East Bayfront/Port Industrial
Area typifies a common problem faced by
both public and private sectors throughout
the Central Waterfront.

Even while the first phase of the audit was
proceeding, the Commission was reviewing
the overall role of ports in the Greater
Toronto Area, particularly the transportation
function of the Port of Toronto. The results
were published as part of Waterfront

Transportation in the Context of Regional
Transportation, Commission Publication
No. 9. The analysis revealed that the Port of
Toronto is smaller and less active than other
Canadian ports — it ranks sixteenth nation-
ally in tonnage — and actually serves a
regional, rather than a national, role.

Studies show that the amount of needed
marine terminal space varies by cargo level
and type and that facilities for the following
will be required in the Port of Toronto over
the longer term:

general cargo 22 hectares (55 acres)

cement 12 " 30 ")
aggregates 10 " 25 ")
salt 8§ " 20 ")
liquid bulk 8 " 20 ")
sugar 6 " (14 ")
grain 25 " o6 ")
TOTAL 68.5 " (170 ")

Not all of these facilities will or should
be on land actually owned by the THC and
there is no reason that the role private owners
play in the functioning of the Port should
change. Indeed, industries like Redpath
Sugars should be encouraged to stay and it
is likely that some other tenants or owners
on the Ship Channel, or abutting the Turning
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Basin, will want private marine terminal
operations.

The possibility of establishing a consol-
idated cement/aggregate/ready-mix concrete
complex near the east end of the Ship Channel
has been studied in collaboration with the
cement companies and is feasible. Consoli-
dation would not be on THC lands, although,
by contract, the THC could manage some
or all marine terminal activity.

The port function will continue to be neces-
sary as the Toronto waterfront accommo-
dates industries and activities that need
marine transportation and direct water
access in order to serve the GTA market.
The current checkerboard pattern of activity
in the area means that land use is inefficient
and precludes rational use of adjacent land,
whether for port or alternate activities.

Clearly, port activities must be consoli-
dated in the Port Industrial Area, which must
be designed to accommodate current and
future port uses, as well as other activity that
may be identified as appropriate for the area.
At the same time, the existing port terminals,
which could handle more traffic, should be
used more intensely, in order to increase
their productivity; if traffic remains at current
levels, it will require less terminal space.

Given the current mix of traffic moving
through the Port, general cargo operations
at MT 35, MT 51, and MT 52 could be con-
solidated at the MT 51 and MT 52 locations.
Dry and liquid bulk cargoes already utilize
the area adjacent to the Ship Channel and
this use should continue, but could be con-
solidated for greater efficiency.

" -

Recommendations

54.The Port of Toronto should be main-
tained and continue to operate as a
regional port, retaining both public and
private elements.

55.The federal government should enact
amendments to the Toronto Harbour
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Commissioners Act, 1911 necessary to
consolidate all THC marine terminal
activities on approximately 40 hectares
(100 acres) of land, comprising MT 51/
52 and adjoining lands on the south side
of the Ship Channel (see Map 3). The
balance of THC lands should be trans-
ferred as recommended herein.

56. The administration of the THC should
be brought under the 1964 Harbour
Commissions Act, to ensure that it is
publicly accountable.

57. In view of the body of experience and
staff expertise available at the THC, in
addition to operating the marine termi-
nals, the THC should be awarded con-
tracts to perform a range of marine
engineering, harbour mastering, naviga-
tion, and shipping activities along the
Greater Toronto Waterfront.

The THC should maintain overall
responsibility for harbour maintenance,
including dockwall maintenance, har-
bour dredging, and harbour clean-up, as
well as contractual responsibility for
maintaining the infrastructure at the
water’s edge, for all other agencies along
the waterfront. It should also continue
to be responsible for ship safety and
navigation within the harbour limits.

58. The mandate of the THC should be
clearly defined, and supported by a
strategically sound corporate/business
plan that includes a corporate mission
statement, objectives, and strategies for
a five-year period. The corporate/busi-
ness plan should also include a marketing
strategy and staffing requirements.

59. Unless or until the levels of government
responsible decide otherwise, the THC
should continue to operate the Toronto
Island Airport. (See recommendations,
Chapter 1, Interim Report, 1989).
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New Waterfront Parklands

The consolidation of the THC marine ter-
minal activities and THC ownership in the
southwest corner of the Port Industrial Area
releases important land that can be used to
pursue a number of remarkable new initia-
tives. Significant among these is the oppor-
tunity to create major new parklands along
the central waterfront.

W

Recommendations

60. A continuous waterfront promenade
(see Map 3) should be established along
the entire East Bayfront and Port Indus-
trial Area. The land would be conveyed
to the City for parks purposes, making
an important contribution to the Water-
front Trail recommended in this report,
and would enable completion of this
section of the Martin Goodman Trail.

61. Cherry Beach Park should be expanded
(see Map 3) to comprise more than
80 hectares (200 acres). The land should
be conveyed outright to the City and
dedicated for parks purposes. The result:
the Cherry Beach area would become
one of the City’s premier waterfront
parks and, at the same time, the City
would acquire a large new area east of
the existing beach, land that connects to
the Leslie Street Spit.

62. The Outer Harbour Marina Area should
be conveyed to the City, to be developed
as a waterfront park.

63. The Outer Harbour Marina should be
conveyed to the City, limited to the
existing 400 slips, and consideration
should be given to having the THC
manage the marina component on the
City’s behalf.

These recommendations give the
City ample opportunity to accommodate
the needs, including security of tenure,
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of the member clubs of the Outer Harbour
Sailing Federation.

64. A Don Valley Wildlife Corridor should
be created, extending from the present
mouth of the Don River to Unwin Street,
forging a direct link from the Don
Valley to the green space adjacent to the
Leslie Street Spit (see Map 3). This land
should be conveyed to the City as a park
area, establishing the continuous wild-
life corridor link that several deputants
described as important to environmental
regeneration of the area.

New Waterfront Industrial Park

The decision to consolidate THC ownership
and activity not only creates the opportunity
for significant new parklands, but also frees
up and secures important lands for jobs, new
enterprise, and economic development.

W

Recommendations

65. A new waterfront industrial park should
be created in the East Bayfront/Port
Industrial Area, in order to exploit the
area’s potential for thousands of water-
front jobs.

66. The Toronto Economic Development
Corporation (TEDCO) is the appropriate
agency to develop these lands for job crea-
tion; the Commission recommends that
the area (see Map 3) bounded by the Don
Valley Wildlife Corridor on the west and
including all public lands north and east
of the Ship Channel (except McCleary
Park, which is to be retained by the City
as a park) be conveyed to TEDCO.

In considering the economic future of
Toronto, City Council, in February 1986,
created the Toronto Economic Development




Corporation (TEDCO), which operates
under a provincial charter; its mandate is to
create jobs, particularly on under-utilized or
surplus City property. Its board is made up
of men and women from the business, labour,
and public sectors. Its management is able to
fast-track the development process because of
its intimate knowledge of the City’s admin-
istrative workings. While its mandate is city-
wide, TEDCO clearly has particular impor-
tance in the future of the Central Waterfront.

TEDCO began as an offshoot of the
Parking Authority of Toronto, itself an enor-
mously successful business operation. (Now
30 years old, it has created assets worth
almost $1 billion in current market terms,
with virtually no outstanding debt. It pays
business and realty taxes and a substantial
annual dividend to the City of Toronto.)
However, by the end of this year, TEDCO
will have become independent of the Parking
Authority, its senior management having
had the advantage of the Authority’s capa-
bility and expertise obtained during its asso-
ciation with the Authority.

TEDCO is now in the process of devel-
oping approximately 93,000 square metres
(one million square feet) in three industrial
projects and was also instrumental in estab-
lishing the recently opened Toronto New
Business Development Centre.

TEDCO’s mandate is currently under
review and this may be the ideal time to con-
sider the organization’s role in revitalizing
industry in the Central Waterfront, partic-
ularly in the East Bayfront/Port Industrial
Area.

To be successful, industrial development
agencies need to be at arm’s length from the
City and to have co-operation from munic-
ipal, business, and labour representatives.
TEDCO is well placed in both these respects:
while it is — and should continue to be —
fully accountable to the City of Toronto, it
does, indeed, enjoy an arm’s-length relation-
ship with the municipality. Clearly, its board
should continue to include representatives
from the City, Metro, business, and labour.

There are many opportunities on the
waterfront for TEDCO: for example, it
could collaborate with the World Trade
Centre, which is part of a network of similar
facilities in more than 50 countries. The
importing and exporting of “green technol-
ogy” could be considerably enhanced by the
World Trade Centre’s expertise in promoting
international trade.

The Centre for Green Enterprise

and Industry

Since the days when Toronto was founded
on the shores of Lake Ontario, it has always
sought and nurtured industry. That is no less
true today than it was in 1805 when a certain
Mr. Allen, Collector of Duties and Inspector

N N

The method of land clearance
that’s currently practised in
Richmond Hill has been termed
the ‘Atom Bomb’ method of
clearance because once it is
complete, there is not a single
identifiable feature left.

Marshall, S. 18 April 1990. “Presentation to the
Royal Commission on the Future of the Toronto
Waterfront public hearings on A Green Strategy for
the Greater Toronto Waterfront.” Transcript: public
hearings on A Green Strategy for the Greater
Toronto Waterfront, Toronto: Royal Commission on
the Future of the Toronto Waterfront (Canada).
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of Port and Pearl Ashes and Flour, offered
to buy the ashes he needed for his business
from the 500 or so inhabitants of the little
village of York. What has changed, how-
ever, is the nature of industry — not just in
Toronto, but throughout the western world.
In the 150 years since the Industrial Revo-
lution, industry has involved a natural
resource, a hard worker, a machine, and a
factory.

It still does. However, now we also have
what is referred to as “new industry” — where
jobs are based on, and contributing to, knowl-
edge and information. These are industries
without smokestacks, but with many oppor-
tunities for skilled blue- and white-collar
workers; in fact, they include some of the
fastest growing companies anywhere in the
world. They are not water-dependent — but
because they are environmentally friendly
and/or environment-related, they are essen-
tial to the kind of waterfront envisioned in
the work and recommendations of this
Commission.

The key to the burgeoning environmental
industries sector is the recognition that cur-
rent environmental problems are an oppor-
tunity to profit — quite literally — from past
mistakes. There is a need for new products
and processes that will repair existing envi-
ronmental damage and prevent it in the
future — everything from industrial scrub-
bers to environmentally friendly diapers.
That summons is already being taken up,
with impressive results. According to esti-
mates, there are now more than 3,000 com-
panies in Canada, generating more than
$7 billion annually, that say they offer envi-
ronmental products and services. In the
United States, environmental industries do
$100 billion of business annually and are
said now to constitute the country’s third-
largest industrial sector.

In Europe, an estimated two million jobs
are associated with environmental industries.
The changing face of Eastern Europe will
probably raise that number rapidly. Further-
more, the industrialization of the Third World
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will create an enormous demand for envi-
ronment-related products and services.

The July 1990 merger between France’s
second-largest construction company,
Dumez, and its second-largest water utilities
concern, Lyonnaise des Eaux, creating one
of the world’s largest “green” industrial
companies, is a good example of what is
happening. The new company, Lyonnaise
des Eaux-Dumez, will be involved in every-
thing from street cleaning to water supply,
waste removal, air purification, and creating
green spaces and living areas. Twenty-seven
per cent of its $15-billion 1990 sales will be
derived from environmental management,
45 per cent from construction and develop-
ment, and 21 per cent from electrical equip-
ment distribution.

In order to play a major role in Canada’s
industrial future, Toronto needs to build and
attract such industries — that is one of the
jobs facing TEDCO. But merely competing
for industry is not enough: Toronto has to
be imaginative and daring enough to actu-
ally help create those industries and prod-
ucts — and the jobs attached to them. To do
this, a plan must be formulated to provide
a home for environment-related industrial
research and development; to offer a place
where the growing number of people inter-
ested in the environment can get some of
their training and education; where innova-
tive techniques and products can be devel-
oped, tested, and manufactured; and where
specialists in environmental marketing and
distribution can be headquartered.

Some of the industrial elements that
might make up or contribute to a green indus-
trial complex are already located in the Port
Industrial Area: telecommunications, film
and television; generation of electricity; con-
struction waste recycling; etc. The Commis-
sion intensively explored the development
possibilities for these and other industries
in the area with government, business, labour
and academic experts during two seminars
on green enterprise and industry it sponsored
over the winter and spring of 1989/90.
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Rouge River stream studies

As a result of these deliberations, the
Commission has concluded that what is
missing is a catalyst to bring the different
sectors and interests together and to convert
the potential for green enterprise and indus-
try into reality — to help make the Toronto
of the 21st century what it has always been:
a location for enterprise and industry, a live-
able, workable City.

The catalyst could be in the form of an
institute or a Centre for Green Enterprise
and Industry, with its own building(s) situ-
ated in TEDCO’s new industrial park. Its
mission would be to work with government,
business, industry, labour, research scientists,
environmentalists, and academic experts to
promote such enterprise and industry in
Toronto and in Canada.

It would seek out firms interested in
research and development related to envi-
ronmentally sound or environment-specific
enterprise and industry. The centre should
be offered as a milieu for Canadian and
world-ranked scientists, as well as for those
involved in federal and provincial green-

Sixteen Mile Creek at Lions Valley Park

industry development programs, under
which research and environmental agencies
can develop projects appropriate to the pres-
ent and future needs and opportunities of the
provincial and Canadian economies.

Among the federal agencies that should
be encouraged to participate in and with the
centre are: the Department of Industry,
Science, and Technology; the Department
of Energy, Mines, and Resources; the National
Research Council (NRC); the Natural
Sciences and Engineering Research Council
(NSERC); and Environment Canada. Pro-
vincial agencies should include the Minis-
try of Trade and Technology; ORTECH
INTERNATIONAL (formerly the Ontario
Research Foundation); and the Ministry of
the Environment.
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The centre would explore the possibility
of attracting companies or organizations
interested in gathering and disseminating
information on environment-related statis-
tics, experience, and trends. In helping to
establish environmental information banks,
TEDCO should work with the United Nations
Environment Programs (UNEP), as well as
with other international and national agen-
cies responsible for gathering, reporting, and
monitoring environmental information.

it would offer its facilities for training
and education based on an ecosystem
approach, to enterprise and industry, to stu-
dents at community colleges, and to univer-
sity undergraduate and graduate programs,
for those who plan careers in business or
industry. In carrying out this part of its man-
date for the Centre, TEDCO should collab-
orate with community colleges in the
Greater Toronto Area, including Ryerson,
George Brown, and Humber, and with uni-
versities throughout southern Ontario,
including Trent, Toronto, York, Windsor,
Waterloo, and Guelph, all of which provide
such education. In doing so, the centre
would offer opportunities for direct contact
among students, R & D experts, managers,
and workers in the green enterprise and
industry so essential to Toronto’s future.

~— -

Recommendations

67. The Centre for Green Enterprise and
Industry should be created.

68. The Centre should be managed by
the Toronto Economic Development
Corporation.

69. The Centre should be given a mandate
to:

a) carry out research and development
(R&D) that explores the relationship
between the environment, enterprise,
and industry, and fosters business and
manufacturing practices and processes
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that are “environmentally friendly”,
based on “cradle-to-grave” analysis of
all inputs, components, and processes;
b) act as a centre for gathering, analys-
ing, and disseminating environmen-
tal information, statistics, and trends;
¢) provide education and training, using
a curriculum based on an ecosystem
approach, to students at community
colleges, and undergraduate and grad-
uate university students who plan to
pursue careers in business or industry.

Toronto Waterfront Regeneration
Land Trust

W

Recommendation

70. The Toronto Waterfront Regeneration
Land Trust should be created. The bal-
ance of existing THC lands not otherwise
conveyed by preceding recommenda-
tions, and certain adjacent wholly owned
provincial lands (see Map 3), should be
conveyed to this non-profit, provincially
incorporated agency. The Trust’s man-
date would be to:

a) complete the environmental audit of
the provincially designated area;

b) proceed to the remediation of all lands
under its ownership and then plan to
provide for a range of mixed uses, all
in a park-like, low-rise setting;

¢) co-ordinate the regeneration of con-
taminated lands along the Greater
Toronto Waterfront.

All lands would be retained in the public
domain forever with appropriate uses and
leases to ensure that the land-use plans as
approved by the City of Toronto are pro-
tected. After the remediation of the lands,
which will be recommended by the Royal
Commission’s environmental audit, the




Land Trust would proceed to carry out full
public consultation before any concept plan
is adopted. The regeneration and use of
these lands would allow essentially vacant,
unattractive, and under-utilized lands to be
converted to productive lands that would
create opportunities for thousands to live,
work, and play along the Central Waterfront
and adjacent lands.

The Toronto Waterfront Regeneration
Land Trust would be subject to all normal
City of Toronto planning controls and have
appointees on its board of directors from the
City, Metropolitan Toronto, and the Province,
but it would clearly be legally accountable
to the Province of Ontario. The mandate of
the Toronto Waterfront Regeneration Land
Trust should be clearly defined, supported
by a strategically sound corporate/business
plan clearly establishing a corporate mission
statement, objectives, and strategies for a
five-year period. The corporate/business plan
should also include a marketing strategy and
an outline of staff level requirements.

Vesting these lands in a provincial agency
should facilitate the significant transporta-
tion and infrastructure changes that will be
required for the area, as recommended in
this report. It would also assist in their
regeneration, as considerable initial cost will
be incurred. One approach to the issue of
soil decontamination could be for the Trust
to enter into a joint venture with a company
specializing in this business.

Cleaning Up the Don Valley
Environmental conditions in the East
Bayfront/Port Industrial Area cannot be
regenerated in isolation from the necessary
clean-up of the Don River watershed. The
City of Toronto’s Don River Task Force is
an important initiative, and deserves the
gratitude of all those who care about the Don,
about the City, and about the environment.
But this group cannot be expected to carry
out all the work that must be done.
Moreover, an ecosystem approach is essen-
tial: all municipal and other governments

and agencies that have jurisdiction along the
38-kilometre (23-mile) length of the Don
River will have to come together to develop
a genuinely comprehensive remediation
plan — and then implement it.

The jurisdictions in this valley include
those of a number of federal and provincial
agencies, two regional government bodies —
Metro and York — and eight local munic-
ipalities — Toronto, York, East York, North
York, Scarborough, Markham, Vaughan,
and Richmond Hill — with a population of
930,000 people, a quarter of all those who
live in the Greater Toronto Area.

The Toronto Waterfront Regeneration
Land Trust could be the suitable body to
help co-ordinate an ecosystem-wide
approach to the Don clean-up. Until it is cre-
ated, the Royal Commission will bring
together all stakeholders and concerned
agencies in the watershed to assist in devel-
oping a co-ordinated approach.

" .-

Recommendation

71. All levels of government and agencies
with responsibilities for lands abutting
the Don River should co-operate to
develop a comprehensive clean-up plan
for the Don River, and they should
implement such a plan with an appro-
priate sense of urgency.

GREENWOOD RACETRACK
Greenwood Racetrack is located at the entrance
to Toronto’s Beach neighbourhood, occupying
a 32.4-hectare (80-acre) block bordered by
Queen Street, Woodbine Avenue, Lake Shore
Boulevard, and Coxwell Avenue. The Ontario
Jockey Club owns 26.3 hectares (65 acres)
of the property; the balance is owned in two
parcels by the City and Metro. These 6.1 hec-
tares (15 acres) are currently used for parking.
There are a number of reasons to con-
sider whether the site should be redeveloped
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in a way that helps meet public objectives
in the Central Waterfront. Housing and
Neighbourhoods: The Liveable Waterfront,
Commission Publication No. 2, proposed
that a new neighbourhood of approximately
3,000 residential units, many of which
would be allocated for non-profit housing,
might be created on this site, when it was
no longer being used for racing. Moderate
densities would make the development suit-
able for families, singles, and seniors and
would be in keeping with the scale of the
existing residential community.

In addition to being home to the 6,000 to
8,000 people who would live in the build-
ings, most of which would be low-rise, the
site is large enough to accommodate a local
park as well as such community facilities as
a school and a senior citizens’ community
centre (identified by a local seniors’ orga-
nization as needed). Public parking would
be included at the south end of the site, to
be used by those visiting nearby Ashbridge’s
Bay Park, Woodbine Pool, the Eastern
Beaches, and the Queen Street restaurant
and retail attractions.

Housing and Neighbourhoods: The
Liveable Waterfront concluded that the bene-
ficial effects of improving the congested
parking situation in the local area, and
improving open-space links to the water-
front for the residential areas to the north
and west, would contribute positively to the
surrounding neighbourhoods. Transporta-
tion would be provided by the Queen street-
car line at the north end of the site and the
proposed LRT terminus.

Zoning in the proposed community
would have to be identical with that in
the Beach, and development would be
structured by the southward extension of
Lake Street and Lockwood, Brookmount,
and Rainsford roads. These north-south
streets would terminate at a westward exten-
sion of Kew Beach Avenue, in order to
extend the quality and nature of the adjacent
residential neighbourhoods to the new
development.
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It has been suggested that a direct south-
westerly extension of Kingston Road, link-
ing with Lake Shore Boulevard at Coxwell
Avenue, would further reinforce this objec-
tive and would make Woodbine Avenue
south of Queen Street and the existing Lake
Shore Boulevard east of Coxwell less
formidable and more in keeping with the
tone of adjacent neighbourhoods.

There are few opportunities left in the
GTA for large, residential developments on
the waterfront. The Task Force on the
Gardiner/Lake Shore Corridor has recom-
mended that the 6.1-hectare (15-acre) park-
ing site be redeveloped for housing and a
public parking structure. If the Ontario
Jockey Club and the Province should agree
on an alternate, more suitable location for
the racetrack, there would be an opportunity
for redevelopment that could best be explored
jointly by the City of Toronto and the
Government of Ontario.

W

Recommendation

72. The Government of Ontario and the
Ontario Jockey Club should continue
discussions about the future of Green-
wood Racetrack and, if the OJC moves
elsewhere, the Province and the City of
Toronto should enter into a partnership
to develop the site.

5. City of Scarborough

Most of Scarborough’s 20 kilometres
(12 miles) of shoreline is given over to
mature, residential neighbourhoods, and
under-utilized industrial parks, including the
Johns-Manville property in the Centennial
area. Its waterfront includes the magnificent
Scarborough Bluffs, the Rouge River area,
and a series of parks.

The bluffs — striking visual evidence of
the ice age that shaped Canadian geography




— restrict access to Scarborough’s water-
front. Stretched across some 15 kilometres
(nine miles) of shoreline, they rise as high
as 100 metres (330 feet) above Lake Ontario.
There are built obstacles as well: one of
Metro’s sewage treatment plants, the Guild
Inn, and the CN rail line. Furthermore, pri-
vate residential properties that extend to the
bluffs’ edge, and the fact that east-west
roads are distant from the waterfront, also
challenge those seeking public access to the
top of the bluffs and to connections between
existing parks and open spaces.

Guild Inn, East Point Park, and the Lower
Rouge River.

The Province recently announced that it
would create Rouge Park, which will be the
largest urban park in Canada — a positive
response to the Royal Commission’s related
recommendations in its 1989 interim report.
The initiative, designed to protect and enhance
the Rouge River Valley area, is both timely
and necessary: the valleylands and Rouge
River mouth need protection if their envi-
ronmental stability, open space, and park-
land are to be retained.

Controlling water levels with draining,
Centennial Wetland in Scarborough

The public bodies most active on the
Scarborough waterfront are the City and
MTRCA, with Metro Toronto providing
regional co-ordination. While the City of
Scarborough is situated in three major water-
sheds — the Don and Rouge rivers and
Highland Creek — most City shoreline and
river valleys are either owned or managed
by MTRCA or by Metropolitan Toronto’s
Parks and Property Department. The City of
Scarborough owns only a few parks.

Existing parks and public recreational
areas along the Scarborough waterfront
include Rosetta McClain Gardens, Scar-
borough Heights Park, Bluffer’s Park, the

Later this year, MTRCA is scheduled to
have a revised draft Master Plan/Environ-
mental Assessment document for East Point
Park, which will be reviewed by various
agencies and the public. It will be presented
to MTRCA’s Water and Related Land Man-
agement Advisory Board in November. The
entire park proposal, which includes lake-
filliing to create boat-launch facilities and
a 600-slip marina, is subject to the Environ-
mental Assessment Act.

Current proposals for access to
Scarborough’s waterfront include pedes-
trian access through the Brimley Road
ravine to Bluffer’s Park, and a trail system
linking Highland Creek Marsh, East Point
Park, and the Guild Inn. The Royal Com-
mission supports these proposals, which
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are compatible with its Waterfront Trail
concept.

Green spaces along Scarborough’s water-
front, including popular areas such as Bluffer’s
Park and Rosetta McClain Gardens, are cur-
rently just nodes, not linked to each other
or to any other waterfront trail. Because of
funding or other priorities of the City and
of MTRCA, some of the open spaces and
trail proposals have not materialized.

In 1989, Scarborough formed a Water-
front Committee, made up of seven City
councillors, who hold regular meetings to
address various shoreline issues; more
recently, the group held public meetings to
discuss the future of the City’s waterfront.
Local residents have expressed two main
goals: to protect the waterfront as an envi-
ronmental resource and to have lands
retained or made available for appropriate
passive recreational uses.

Public participation is important in deter-
mining the future of the waterfront not only
because such participation is always of ben-
efit, but, particularly in this case, because
so much waterfront land is currently in pri-
vate hands; public input ensures that com-
prehensive waterfront policies — which are
not part of Scarborough’s Official Plan —
are needed to ensure that appropriate water-
front goals are developed and attained.

A review/update of the 1959 Official
Plan is being considered by the City and
establishing appropriate waterfront policies
could be part of such a review. The plan
should also be linked to the Metropolitan
Toronto Plan review and the proposed
Metro Toronto Waterfront Plan.

" -

Recommendations

73. The Province of Ontario, the Regional
Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto,
and the City of Scarborough should
negotiate a Waterfront Partnership Agree-
ment in conjunction with appropriate
authorities and agencies. The agreement,
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A public port is charged with
operating in the public interest.

It must be attentive to new ideas
and opportunities, and to changes
in the community’s values.

Hershman, M. J. and R. Scott Bittner. 1988. *“Ports
over time: historical perspectives on the public
port.” In Urban ports and harbor management:
responding to change along U.S. waterfronts, editor
M. J. Hershman. 52. New York: Taylor & Francis.

which should be the foundation of a
future waterfront plan, should include
the following:

a) It should clearly identify the roles and
responsibilities of various agencies
and authorities in developing and
implementing plans for the Scarbo-
rough waterfront; the lead role in
local waterfront planning should
remain in the hands of the City of
Scarborough, with Metro playing a
regional co-ordinating role. MTRCA
should be encouraged to continue
its role.

b) It should contain comprehensive
waterfront and river valley policies,
conforming to the principles of this
report and taking into careful account
the environmental vulnerability of
the Scarborough Bluffs and the
Rouge River Valley area; such poli-
cies should also outline ways to
acquire, maintain, and provide access



to land along the waterfront and up
the river valleys; these policies could
take the form of a waterfront plan
and should be incorporated into the
City’s official and secondary plans.

Until that is done, interim water-
front policies should be prepared and
adopted by the City with input from
the Scarborough Waterfront Com-
mittee and from appropriate author-
ities and agencies. Such policies
should be guided by the development
principles produced earlier this year
by the City’s planning department
and should conform to the principles
in this report.

¢) It should make provision for addi-
tional funding for MTRCA, to enable
it to continue land acquisition and
development of projects on the
Scarborough section of Metro
Toronto’s waterfront, to be main-
tained by Metro’s Parks and Property
Department.

d) It should continue to develop a
Waterfront Trail system, recom-
mended earlier in this report, placing
priority on enhancing access nodes
to the waterfront and on improving
access to Bluffer’s Park. Where pos-
sible, the Trail should also include
a component for educating the public
on the geological processes that con-
tributed to formation of the bluffs.

e) It should explore the possibility of
extending the Martin Goodman Trail
from the eastern boundary of Toronto
to Scarborough; such a plan should
be incorporated into the proposals for
a Waterfront Trail system.

f) It should negotiate with CN/CP for
vehicular and pedestrian access south
of the rail lines in the Port Union area;
where possible, such access should
be included as a condition for private
development or redevelopment along
the waterfront.

74.
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76.

g) It should include redevelopment of
such previously industrial areas as
the Johns-Manville site; they offer the
opportunity to establish a new resi-
dential area, the Port Union commu-
nity, on the Scarborough waterfront.
The City of Scarborough should
investigate the potential of doing so
with CN/CP, private property owners,
and MTRCA, and results should be
included in future planning docu-
ments. An environmental assessment
should be undertaken, under the
Environmental Assessment Act, of
the Johns-Manville and other indus-
trial sites before they are considered
for redevelopment.

The City should be certain that local
interests are fully considered when it is
evaluating redevelopment proposals for
the publicly owned Guild Inn site. In
future, applications for development or
redevelopment of land on the Scarbo-
rough waterfront should be evaluated by
the City on the basis of waterfront poli-
cies or interim policies, and should con-
form to the principles of this report.

The draft East Point Park Master Plan/
Environmental Assessment should
address issues of lakefill, road access,
traffic and safety, and the project’s envi-
ronmental impact, during the construc-
tion phase and following park completion,
to the satisfaction of all agencies
involved and interested members of the
public. The plan should conform to
the principles espoused by the Royal
Commission.

All lakefill proposals for the Scarbo-
rough waterfront — in respect of either
development or erosion protection —
should be subject to the comments on
lakefill in this report.
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6. Durham Region

The Region of Durham has many of the best
remaining opportunities for protecting
stretches of natural waterfront in the Greater
Toronto Area. At the same time, however, that
waterfront is controlled by a diverse array of
institutions: one regional and five local munic-
ipalities, and three conservation authorities.

In the westerly part of Durham, the
towns of Pickering and Ajax have tradition-
ally relied on the Metropolitan Toronto and
Region Conservation Authority to carry out
waterfront planning, land acquisition, and
development. Neither Pickering nor Ajax
has prepared waterfront plans beyond those
routinely prepared by the conservation
authorities for its holdings.

However, the conservation authorities —
particularly Central Lake Ontario and
Ganaraska Region — have been constrained
by lack of funding and local support. The
GRCA’s attention has been directed pri-
marily to the headwaters. CLOCA devel-
oped a long-range waterfront plan in 1973,
but its activity since then has focused pri-
marily on Lynde Shores, the Oshawa Creek
Valley, and Bowmanville Harbour.

In the Town of Whitby and the City of
Oshawa, leadership on waterfront issues has
effectively been assumed by the local muni-
cipal governments. Although Whitby has no
comprehensive waterfront plan, it has dealt
with its waterfront through its Official Plan
and with the Lynde Shores Secondary Plan.
In addition, the development of a major
waterfront activity centre has been detailed
in the Port Whitby Secondary Plan and the
related draft Harbour Master Plan.

Oshawa recently approved a comprehen-
sive waterfront development plan which
calls for a system of linked waterfront parks.
A major section of the City’s waterfront, the
Port of Oshawa, is currently under the con-
trol of the Oshawa Harbour Commission, a
federal agency.

The Port is a relatively small commercial
operation in an urban setting, adjacent to the

150

Second Marsh, an environmentally sensitive
area. It serves a local market and is attempting
to expand its limited cargo base.

In October 1989, the City, concerned
about planning in the Port and surrounding
areas, imposed an Interim Control By-law,
which has restricted development in the
area. A comprehensive planning study for
southeast Oshawa is to be undertaken on
these lands, primarily to confirm the future
role and function of the Oshawa Harbour;
it will also resolve a number of land-use
issues and identify the most appropriate
development for the area.

At this time, there does not appear to be
an agreed-on set of development objectives
for the southeast Oshawa waterfront.
Instead, the Oshawa community appears to
be divided on the role of the Port area,
between those who favour the traditional
port function and those who foresee a water-
front that emphasizes open space, recre-
ation, and alternate land uses including
residential and light commercial develop-
ment. Some believe the waterfront, including
the Port, is an underdeveloped resource that
must be revitalized.

There are also questions of the future
uses or expansion of the St. Mary’s Cement
terminal in Bowmanville, but these cannot
be resolved without further detailed analysis.

The Town of Newcastle has no compre-
hensive plan covering its entire waterfront,
although official plan policies for the urban
areas of the Town of Bowmanville and the
Village of Newcastle deal with limited water-
front issues. In response to recreation and
tourism proposals for the waterfront east of
Bowmanville Harbour, the Town has initi-
ated a waterfront study of that particular area.

However, a plan for the entire Newcastle
waterfront is also needed, to address devel-
opment opportunities in the best interests of
the Town. This plan should not be simply
reactive to private-sector proposals; rather,
it should address the public interest in com-
munities about to face the pressures of rapid
urbanization. In that regard, it is vital that




the plan retain as much as possible of the
currently undeveloped shoreline for future
public use.

While plans to protect the public interest
along the Durham waterfront are fragmen-
tary, the forces threatening to diminish
waterfront opportunities are mounting. It is
expected that the population of Durham will
increase by 65 per cent from 1986 to 2001,
the greatest growth rate for any of the four
regions on the Greater Toronto Waterfront.

Substantial portions of the waterfront are
already blocked off by industrial or utility
designation and use, as well as by consid-
erable residential development. Proposals
for new development along the waterfront
are being submitted at an unprecedented rate.

Without decisive action, many opportu-
nities for a green and accessible waterfront
in Durham Region will be lost; clearly,
an agency is needed to deal with the issue

Sundown at Ashbridge’s Bay

with a sense of urgency and the determina-
tion to protect the potential of the Durham
waterfront.

Although the Commission recognizes
and commends the excellent waterfront
planning already under way in individual
parts of Durham (Oshawa and Whitby), it
believes that the issue has to be treated on a
regional basis. The conservation authorities
are not in a position to do so, in part because
their jurisdictions fragment the region.
Moreover, it was clear from the Commis-
sion’s public hearings that CLOCA cur-
rently lacks the respect and public support
necessary to be a leader in this matter.

In the Commission’s view, leadership for
the Durham waterfront should be assumed
by the Region of Durham itself, which has
limited waterfront policies, and is currently
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reviewing its Official Plan. In her remarks
before the Commission, the chairwoman of
the Regional Planning Committee said of
the Region’s role on the waterfront, “I think
that the time is right for some new thinking
and new direction.”

That new thinking should help the
Region of Durham develop a strong regional
role as co-ordinator of waterfront activi-
ties, and become a proponent of protective
waterfront policies. This does not mean

\/\/

Increasingly, physical changes in
the configuration and use of harbors
and adjacent land areas have
been subject to environmental
constraints. Impacts of such
changes upon ecosystems, both
landward and in the waters, are
major considerations in determining
the feasibility and desirability of
harbor and channel projects.

Mayer, H. M. 1988. “The physical harbour: new
demands on a scarce resource.” In Urban ports and
harbor management: responding to change along
U.S. waterfronts, editor M. J. Hershman. 90.

New York: Taylor & Francis.
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that the plans of local municipalities should
be ignored — rather, they should be co-
ordinated within a regional context and
helped to become reality.

Recently, the Region began discussions
with the Province and with local municipal-
ities regarding development of a regional
waterfront plan. While the Region’s priority
has been review of its Official Plan, it is
important to recognize the significance of
the waterfront in this context and the need
for comprehensive policies as part of this
plan and related documents.

Several issues could be particularly
emphasized in a Durham waterfront plan. In
several areas, protection of high-quality
marshes and other natural areas demands
attention, to prevent their loss to marinas,
quarrying or other development. In order to
protect some marshlands, controls are also
needed on adjacent land development that
might cause the loss of habitat quality as the
result of stormwater inflows, lack of buffers
or excessive traffic.

There are also the issues of creating
appropriate links past several major indus-
trial and utility sites, and of finding the right
scale and balance of residential and recre-
ational developments and their timing.

" -

Recommendations

77. As recommended by the Region of
Durham, the Province should declare the
Durham waterfront an area of Provincial
Interest under the Planning Act.

78. The Province should negotiate a Water-
front Partnership Agreement with the
Region of Durham, other levels of gov-
ernment and their agencies, and appro-
priate private-sector interests, to govern
future activity along the waterfront.
(Because various municipalities in the
Region are at different stages of water-
front planning, several area-specific
agreements may be required for the short



term.) The Waterfront Partnership Agree-

ments should be closely linked to prepa-

ration of a Durham Waterfront Plan, and
should include:

a) provision for financial assistance to
the Region and local municipalities
to prepare or extend comprehensive
waterfront plans;

b) mechanisms to obtain commitments
of substantial, multi-year provincial
funding to support public acquisition
and development of waterfront natu-
ral areas, recreation sites, and links;

¢) provisions that ensure the Durham
Waterfront Plan and local plans con-
form to the ecosystem approach and
principles outlined in this report;
clear identification of the roles and
responsibilities of various agencies
in implementing waterfront plans in
Durham, with Durham Region tak-
ing the co-ordinating role;
clarification of the roles of conserva-
tion authorities, giving them expanded
powers to regulate shoreline and val-
leyland development based on eco-
logical and recreational objectives, as
well as account for flood and erosion
protection;

f) areview of proposed regional water

and sewer facility plans along the

waterfront, to ensure that their loca-
tion and design do not detract from
other waterfront objectives;

strategies to maintain and protect sig-
nificant natural habitats, including:

Frenchman’s Bay marshes;

Carruther’s Creek mouth;

Lynde Creek mouth;

Pumphouse Marsh;

Oshawa Second Marsh;

McLaughlin Bay;

West Side Beach Marsh;

Wilmot Creek mouth; and

Bond Head Bluffs;

h) identification of opportunities and
plans to maintain or create green
corridors up the valleys of Duffin
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Creek, Lynde Creek, Oshawa Creek,
Bowmanville/Soper Creek, Wilmot
Creek, and the Ganaraska Valley, and
to protect the natural values of other
valleylands such as Petticoat Creek,
Carruther’s Creek, and Graham Creek;

1) aland-use concept study of French-
man’s Bay and the surrounding lands
to determine how the ecosystem
approach and principles would apply
to potential land uses there;

j) plans to establish substantial commu-
nity forests in the urban separators
defined by the Region of Durham,
and a major new park on the west
side of Lynde Creek, as proposed by
the Town of Whitby;

k) details of a Waterfront Trail route,
noting in particular the challenges
provided by Ontario Hydro, the
Pickering and Darlington generating
stations, and St. Mary’s Cement;

1) plans for protecting the West Side
Beach Marsh and creating a suitable
buffer area in relation to continued
quarry operations;

m) plans to modify the pattern of devel-

opment and stormwater outlets

proposed in the Lynde Shores Secon-
dary Plan, to satisfy the Ministry of

Natural Resources, the conservation

authorities, and the Durham Region

Field Naturalists that no long-term

damage will occur to the Lynde

Shores Marsh;

incorporation of the concept of con-

tinuous public access to the water-

front in Whitby Harbour, in line with
the principles outlined earlier in this
report;

the transfer of the Class 3 wetland at

the mouth of Carruther’s Creek and

a suitable buffer, to be managed by

a public agency as a protected wet-

land, and acquisition of waterfront

lands east of the creek by the Town of

Ajax or MTRCA, as a requirement

of future development;
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p) updating of the 1984 Oshawa
Harbour Development Plan, which
was created by Transport Canada, the
Oshawa Harbour Commission, and
the City of Oshawa, in order to define
the Port’s role on the waterfront; the
traditional port function should be
examined in light of the potential for
alternate land uses and development,
and plans for the future of the
Southeast Oshawa waterfront must
be developed and implemented; if it
is determined that the industrial com-
mercial port function is no longer
warranted, the Oshawa Harbour
Commission should be disbanded
and its lands transferred to the City
of Oshawa for development based on
an approved plan and conforming to
the principles espoused in this report;
suspension of any approvals for pro-
posed residential, commercial, indus-
trial, tourism or recreational projects
along the Newcastle waterfront until
a plan for its entire length has been
approved or until it can be ascertained
that such proposals are in conformity
with the principles of the plan and
those contained in this report.

~

q

THE PICKERING LANDS
Several deputants directed the Commission’s
attention to the block of federal and pro-
vincial lands originally assembled for the
proposed Pickering airport and adjacent urban
development. These lands, which total approx-
imately 16,187 hectares (40,000 acres), are
located just east of the Rouge Valley. (Super-
imposed on a map of Toronto, they would
cover an area from the Toronto Islands to
Steeles Avenue, and from High Park to
Greenwood Avenue.) They are entirely pub-
licly owned, and are now managed under
short-term leases.

The federal government is considering
disposing of half of its 7,527 hectares
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(18,600 acres), retaining the other half for
a possible future airport. The Province
recently unveiled plans to develop some
2,833 hectares (7,000 acres) of their holdings
as the Seaton townsite. Most of the federal
and provincial lands at the Pickering site are
eminently suitable for agriculture, and
include a mosaic of high-quality natural
areas and valleylands.

As Lorne Almack of the Pickering Rural
Association pointed out:

This is no ordinary piece of real estate;
it is green. We the people of Ontario
and Canada, own it. We are free to
make intelligent decisions as to its
use, and we can demonstrate our con-
cern for the environment.

The Commission agrees that the legacy
of federal and provincial lands at Pickering
offers a unique opportunity for both levels
of government to lead by example. Present
management by short-term lease, which
leads to abuse of agricultural lands and envi-
ronmental deterioration, must be improved.
Selling off lands to the highest bidder, which
would continue the pattern of adjacent sub-
urban sprawl, would squander an opportu-
nity to provide a better model for future use
of near-urban open space.

The root of many concerns about the
future of these lands is the lack of clarity and
co-ordination between the provincial and
federal governments regarding their long-
term intentions. After nearly two decades of
public ownership, it would seem reasonable
to expect that both governments could
decide what their future needs are for the
properties involved, and could work
together to plan management or disposal of
surplus lands.

By announcing its plans for the “environ-
mental city” of Seaton on part of the
Pickering site, the Province has already
accepted the principle of innovative use of
the lands in the public interest. The Com-
mission applauds the Province’s decision to



embark on this important initiative. Planning
for Seaton must ensure that the commend-
able concept of the environmental city does
not deteriorate and lead to simply another
sprawling bedroom community. It is essen-
tial that the densities and patterns of devel-
opment allowed in Seaton support necessary
services, and demonstrate the environmental
advantages of a compact urban form. But
planning should go one step further, to place
the environmental city in an environmen-
tally sustainable countryside.

" ..~

Recommendations

79. The federal and provincial govern-
ments should co-operate in planning

Towards Lake Ontario, at Newcastle

80.

co-ordinated future uses of the Pickering
lands, and in managing or disposing of
lands surplus to their needs.

The federal and provincial governments
should co-operate to ensure that portions
of the lands are used for agricultural pur-
poses and create a living, functioning
countryside, in which there is special
emphasis on practices that sustain the
environment and preserve future options
for a green gateway to the city.
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The Greater Toronto Region is, both
literally and figuratively, at a watershed.
Not long ago, society believed that the
environment was endlessly able to absorb
the detritus of a modern, industrial-based
economy. More recently, the assumption
was that the environment and the econ-
omy were inevitably opposed: opting for
one meant damaging the other.

Today, however, it is clear that the
two, rather than being mutually exclu-
sive, are mutually dependent: a good
quality of life and economic develop-
ment cannot be sustained in an ecolog-
ically deteriorating environment.

The way we choose to treat the Greater
Toronto Waterfront is crucial. If govern-
ments and individuals recognize — and
act on — the need to resolve past envi-
ronmental problems and forge strategies
to protect the waterfront now and in the
future, we will, indeed, have success-
fully crossed a watershed.

— David Crombie
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PRIVY COUNCIL

P.C. 1988-589

Certified to be a true copy of a Minute of a Meeting of the Committee of the
Privy Council, approved by Her Excellency the Governor General

on the 30th day of March, 1988.

WHEREAS there exists a historic opportunity to
create a unique, world class waterfront in Toronto;

AND WHEREAS there is a clear, public
understanding that the challenge can only be achieved
with more cooperation among the various levels of
government, boards, commissions and special purpose
bodies and the private sector;

AND WHEREAS the Intergovernmental Waterfront
Committee has identified a number of urgent matters
that must be studied and dealt with;

AND WHEREAS the Government of Canada has
certain jurisdictional and property responsibilities in
the area-

Now therefore, the Committee of the Privy
Council, on the recommendation of the Prime Minister,
advise that the Honourable David Crombie be authorized
to act as a Commissioner effective from June 1, 1988,
and that a Commission, to be effective from that date,
do issue under Part I of the Inquiries Act and under
the Great Seal of Canada, appointing the Honourable
David Crombie to be a Commissioner to inquire into and
to make recommendations regarding the future of the
Toronto Waterfront and to seek the concurrence of
affected authorities in such recommendations, in order
to ensure that, in the public interest, Federal lands
and jurisdiction serve to enhance the physical,
environmental, legislative and administrative context
governing the use, enjoyment and development of the
Toronto Waterfront and related lands, and more
particularly to examine

(a) the role and mandate of the Toronto Harbour
Commission;

(b) the future of the Toronto Island Airport and
related transportation services;

(c) the issues affecting the protection and
renewal of the natural environment insofar as
they relate to federal responsibilities and
jurisdiction;

e
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(a)

(e)

P.C. 1988~589

the issues regarding the effective management
of federal lands within the Toronto Waterfront
area; and

the possible use of federal lands, facilities,
and jurisdiction to support emerging issues,
such as the proposed Olympic Games and World's
Fair; and,

The Committee do further advise that the

Commissioner

(a)

(b)

(a)

(e)

(£)

(g)

be directed to seek full consultation with all
interested parties and especially the Province
of Ontario and the City and Metropolitan
Governments;

be authorized to adopt such procedures and
methods as he may from time to time deem
expedient for the proper conduct of the
inquiry;

be assisted in the conduct of the inquiry,
where appropriate, by the officers and
employees of the various departments or
agencies of the Government of Canada;

be authorized to sit at such times and in such
places as may be required and to rent such
space and facilities as may be required for
his staff, in accordance with Treasury Board
policies, in both Ottawa and Toronto:;

be authorized to engage the services of such
staff and technical advisors, including
counsel, as he may consider necessary or
advisable, at such rates of remuneration and
reimbursement as may be approved by Treasury
Board;

be authorized to engage the services of such
experts and other persons as are referred to
in section 11 of the Inquiries Act who shall
receive such remuneration and reimbursement as
may be approved by Treasury Board:;

be authorized to publish special studies as
may be appropriate from time to time and to
submit interim reports to the Governor in
Council as may be required;
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P.C. 1988-589

be directed to submit his report in both
official languages to the Governor in Council
with all reasonable dispatch, but not later
than June 1, 1991; and

be directed to file the records and papers of
the inquiry as soon as reasonably may be after
the conclusion of the inquiry, with the Clerk
of the Privy Council.

CERTIFIED TO BE A TRUE COPY - COPIE CERTIFIEE CONFORME

%

CLERK OF THE PRIVY COUNCIL - LE GREFFIER DU CONSEIL PRIVE
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Order in Council

Ontario

Executive Council

On the recommendation of the undersigned, the Lieutenant Governor, by and with the advice and
concurrence of the Executive Council, orders that

WHEREAS the Province of Ontario recognizes the
importance of the Interim Report and recommendations of
the federal Royal Commission on the Future of the
Toronto Waterfront, of which the Honourable David
Crombie is Commissioner;

AND WHEREAS, in the spirit of returning the
waterfront to the people, the Commissioner has
recommended that there be intergovernmental management
and co-operation, that the mandate of the Toronto
Harbour Commission be refocussed and that the Toronto
Harbour Commission 1lands and Provincial lands in the
central waterfront be '"pooled" for the purpose of
carrying out a comprehensive environmental evaluation to
assist in determining the most appropriate future uses
of these lands;

AND WHEREAS the Commission's Interim Report
acknowledges the environmental significance of the
waterfront and the ecological dependence of the
waterfront on the headwaters, source areas and river
valleys which drain into Lake Ontario;

AND WHEREAS the Commission's Interim Report also
recognizes the extensive socio-economic pressures which
characterize waterfront development and the importance
of rational planning and development of the waterfront
on the future quality of 1life and well being of
hinterland areas;

AND WHEREAS the Province of Ontario recognizes
the Provincial interest 1in a number of key aspects of
the Commission's next phase (Phase 2), including
ensuring that the natural environment is fully
considered and given due weight in any deliberations
regarding future development options for the waterfront,
that open space and continuous public access are
fundamental components of future waterfront development
and that transportation and broader quality of 1life
issues associated with the sustainable socio-economic
development of the fastest growing economic area of the
country are effectively managed;

0.C. 2465/89




AND WHEREAS there are significant provincial
land holdings which are integral to future waterfront
development;

AND WHEREAS the Province of Ontario wishes to
collaborate with the Federal Government in Phase 2 of
the Royal Commission's work in order to achieve the
objectives set out in the Royal Commission's Interim
Report and to avoid any confusion regarding the position
of the Province of Ontario on the need for coordinated
and sensitive development of the waterfront and to avoid
duplication in public hearings processes;

AND WHEREAS it is considered expedient to cause
inguiry to be made under the Public Inquiries Act,
R.S.0. 1980, c. 411 concerning the following matters
associated with the Toronto Waterfront, which matters
are hereby declared to be of public concern;

AND WHEREAS such inquiry is not regulated by any
special law;

NOW THEREFORE pursuant to the provisions of the
said Public Inquiries Act a commission be issued to
appoint the Honourable David Crombie a Commissioner:

1. to inguire into and recommend initiatives
to preserve and create continuous public
access to the water's edge extending from
the eastern boundary of the Region of
Durham to the western boundary of the
Region of Halton;

2. to inguire into and make an
environmental evaluation of those Toronto
Harbour Commission lands and adjacent
Provincial lands recommended to be pooled
in the aforesaid Interim Report;

3. to inquire into and make recommendations on
issues associated with management and
development of the pooled and other
appropriate waterfront lands, including:

(a) appropriate allocation of waterfront
lands to various uses, i.e. housing,
open space, industrial and commercial
uses;
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(b) waterfront transportation in the
context of the regional transportation
system;

(c) housing and community development on
the waterfront; and

(d) employment and job opportunities
relating to the waterfront;

4. to inquire into and recommend waterfront
related initiatives to preserve and enhance
the quality of the environment and the
quality of life for people residing in the
greater metropolitan area extending from
the eastern boundary of the Region of
Durham to the western boundary of the
Region of Halton;

w

to inquire into and recommend financing
proposals and other mechanisms to link and
integrate the waterfront to the upstream
watershedas in the aforementioned locations.

AND THAT the Commissioner shall complete his
ingquiry and assessment and make recommendations and
deliver his report by June 1, 1991;

AND THAT all Government Ministries, Boards,
Agencies and Commissions shall assist the Commissioner
to the fullest extent in order that he may carry out his
duties and functions, and that he shall have authority
to engage such counsel, experts, technical advisors,
investigators and other staff as he deems proper, at
rates of remuneration and reimbursement to be approved
by the Management Board of Cabinet;

O o~
ot &
Reccmmended Concurred

Minist? /Bf M Chairman
[3
Approved and - % 92: 1989 C? <:::><
3 ctober i -
Ordered _ — T~
Date Lieutenant Governor’
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ways Corridor

UNEDP. See United Nations Environment

Programme.

Union Station (Toronto, Ont.), 120, 131-
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90, 116, 153. See also marshes

Whitby Harbour, 153
Whitby (Ont.), 63
Whitby (Ont.). Town Council, 150, 153

wilderness areas, 54, 64-65, 78. See also
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MAP 2:
LINKING THE GREEN: A WATERFRONT TRAIL
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ATERSHED is the
second interim
report of the Royal
Commission on
the Future of the
Toronto Waterfront, The Honourable
David Crombie, Commissioner.

There is an urgent need for regen-
erating the entire Greater Toronto
Bioregion, to remediate environmen-
tal problems caused by past activ-
ities, to prevent further degradation,
and to ensure that all future activities
improve the health of the environ-
ment. In a region experiencing dra-
matic economic growth and rapid
urbanisation, it is crucial to heed the
warning signs of ecosystem distress,
so that the quality of life that initially
brought people here can be restored
and maintained, for existing and
future generations.

WATERSHED includes 80 recom-
mendations to ensure that the future
of the waterfront — from Burlington
on the west to Newcastle on the
east, from the shores of Lake Ontario
to the northern reaches of the
Toronto watershed — is consistent
with the Commission’s principles: that
the waterfront be CLEAN, GREEN,
USEABLE, DIVERSE, OPEN, ACCESSIBLE,
CONNECTED, AFFORDABLE, and
ATTRACTIVE.
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