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GLOSSARY

Glossary terms have been italicized throughout the document.

Term

Definition

Alternatives To

Functionally different ways of solving the identified problem or opportunity.

Alternative Methods

Different ways of implementing the preferred Alternative To.

Armourstone Heavyirregular rocktypically comprising of limestone within the study areagd in
hydraulic structures, such as lakeshore and riverbank protectiortaining walls
Bikeway A separate path or lane for the use of bicycles, which includes cycle tracks and &

lanes. (Cycle tracks refer to separate lanes for bicycles adjacent to the roadway|
while bicycle lanes are a dedicated part of the roadway for cyclists).

Blue Flag Beach

A voluntary ecdabel awarded to beaches that meet high environmental and qual
standards.

CrestMigration

The natural process of the slope crest (top of Bluffs) receding back as a result of
failures which occur in naturally oversteepened slopes.

G52 b20KAY]
Alternative

¢ KS a5 2 Alienitieingedsito be considered as per tBevironmental
Assessment Act (EA Aafd includes the continuation of the status quo conditions

Dynamic Beach

TRCA defines a dynamic beach hazard as areas of inherently unstable accumul
of shoreline sediments along Lake Ontario, as identified by provincial standards
(TRCA, 2025).

In practice, beaches that are integral parts of shoreline erosion protection works
not considered dynamic beaches.

Apart fromthe westeriy 2 & i S R3S 2 Fhe sdndizhdfoSdolibe t | N
headlandbeaches that exist within the Project Study Area are engineered togeth
with the groynes (beach and groyne system) to form wdlnie$ protect the shoreline
andthe Bluffs. As a result, these are nobnsidered to balynamic beaches.

Dynamic Communities

Vegetation communities subject to active enefdjgturbance regimes (i.e., wind or
waves). Exampldynamiccommunities include: bluff, beacdune,barren,prairie
and savannah.

Environment as
Described in theEA Act

Air, land, or water, plantand animal life, including human life

The social, economic, and cultural conditions that influence the life of humans or|
community,

Any building structure, machine, or other device or thing made by humans

Any solid, liquid, gas, odour, heat, sound, vibration, or radiation resulting directly.
indirectly from human activities

Any part or combination of the foregoing and the interrelationships between any
or more of them, in or of Ontario.

Environmental
Assessment (EA)

An EA is a study that assesses the potential environmental effects (positive or
negative) of a proposed project. Key components of an EA include consultation;
consideration and evaluation éfternatives; and the management of potential
environmental effects. Conducting EAs promotes good environmental planning
before decisions are made.

1
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Term

Definition

Erosion

The wearing away afoil,rocksF YR 2 G KSNJ RSLI2 a A a
forces such as watewind, foot traffic, etc

2y

Erosion Control

Engineered solutions or natural features that provide resistance against process
that cause erosion.

Evaluation Criteria

A measure established to evaluate the extent to whittlernatives meet specific
objectives and/or compare against each other for the purpose of selecting a
Preferred Alternative. Evaluation criteria can be qualitative or quantitative in natur

Fetch Area of lake surface or length over water surface over which the wind blows in a
essentially constant direction, thus generating waves.
Groyne Structure that sits perpendicular to the shore and retain beach material that is eit

naturally moving past the site or is artificially placed.

Indigenous Peoples

A collective name for the original peoples of North America and their descendan
The Canadian constitution recognizes three groups of Indigenous peoples: First
Nations, Inuit, and Iétis.

Oversteepered Slope

A slope that is excessively steep, usugdferring to a slope that is more than vertica
(i.e. the slope face at the bottom has eroded further than the top).

Proponent A person, agency, group, or organization who carries out or proposes to caray oL
projector is the owner or person having charge, management, or contralgbject
Revetment A reinforced surface using brick, stone, or another material, to protect an

embankment.

SelfStabilization

The process wherein an oversteepened slope erodes back to a more stable flatt
inclination.

Stonehooking Mining of aggregate and sheets of bedrock from the lakebed for construction
purposes conducted in the nearshore areas of Lake Ontario in the 1800s and ea|
1900s.

Stratigraphy The study of the layer of rock formations underground.

Tablelands A plateau or other high region typically located near a watercourse.

Terms of Reference
(ToR)

A document prepared by the proponent and submitted to the Minister of the
Environment, Conservation, and Parks for approval. The ToR establishes the
framework for the planning and decisianaking process to be followed by the
proponent during the preparabin of the EA Report. In other words, it is the
LINRLIR2YySyiGQa ¢2N)] LIy FT2NJ gKIFG Aa 32
public, Indigenous communities, and stakeholders will occur. If approved, the EA
must be prepared according to the ToR.

Toe Recession

Erosion occurring at the base of a slope causing the toe of the slope to move
landward.

Toe of the Bluffs

Generally, the base of the Bluffs where it meets the beach/shoreline.

Top of the Bluffs

Generally, the upper edge of the Bluffs where it meets land at a higher elevation

Watershed

The area of land that catches rain and snow that drains or seeps into a marsh, s
river, lake, or groundwater.

2
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ACRONYMSNDABBREVIATIONS

Acronymsand Definitions

Abbreviations

ANSI Area of Natural and Scientificterest

CAG Community Advisory Group

CASSARO Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario
EA EnvironmentaAssessment

EAAct Environmental Assessment At§90

ECCC Environment and Climate Change Canada
ELC Ecological Lan@lassification

ESA Environmentally Significant Areas

Ha Hectare

IAA Impact Assessment Act

ISMP Integrated Shoreline Management Plan

km Kilometres

m Metres

mm Millimetres

MECP Ministry of the Environment, Conservation, and Parks (formerly MOECC)
MMAH Ministry of Municipal Affairs andousing

MNR Ministry of Natural Resources

MOECC Ministry of the Environment and Climaf#hange
PWQO Provincial Water Quality Objectives

SAR Species at Risk

SARA Species at Risk Act

SBW Scarborough Bluffs West

SWP Scarborough Waterfront Project

TAC Technical Advisoif@ommittee

ToR Terms oReference

TRCA Toronto and Region Conservatidnthority

TTC Toronto Transit Commission

WWFMP Wet Weather Flow Master Plan
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FOREWRD

Thisfinal Terms of Reference builds on the meaningful feedback received from the public, Indigenous
communities and government agencies through tlagiousengagemeniplatformsin this phaseof the

Project

TablesA-1 and A2 (found inAPPENDIR) capture the detailed changes made in response to comments
receivedand include several notable refinements, such as:

1 Simplification of the project title

1 Expanded summary of the history of waterfront planning and background materials
1 Expanded description of the existing conditions of shoreline

9 Clarification of the project elements be considered in the EA phase

Thank you to all who have participated.he project team appreciates the perspectives and input shared
andencouragesall voices to continue tbe engagedn future consultation opportunities for thBroject
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1. INTRODUCTION

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TR®@AJartnership with the City of Torontsundertaking
a Comprehensivéformerly IndividualEnvironmental Assessme(tA) for the Scarborough Bluffs West
(SBW) ProjecfThisprojectaims to establish a lorggrm vision to guide the renewal of approximately 4.5

1Y 2F [F18 hyGlINA2 AK2NBE AYS Pak\ggre 1{)A TheTems of A NOK !
Reference ¢ 2w0 KFa 085Sy LINBLINBR & GKS FANRG a0SL) 27
Practice: Preparing and Reviewing Terms of Rgf®©®S F2NJ 9y PFANRYYSy il f 1 aas:

(MOECC, 2014).

The Scarborough waterfront has been the subjecbweér five decades of planningtudiesand analysis

seeking to understand stressors on the ecosystem, public access issues, and the nature of public safety

and property risks posed by shoreline erosion. The Scarborough Bluffs are an iconic feature of the Lake
Ontario shoreline; however, due to limited aécé | YR SEA&GAY 3 LMzt A0 &l FSde@
along this section of the waterfront is neqjuitablyaccessible to the public. The SBWjectwill explore

the enhancement and protection of sensitive shoreline and natural aneasldition toopportunities for

improved waterfront experienceand accesso and along the shorelinbetween the Eastern Beaches

O{Af OSNJ . ANDK ! @SydzSo y.R . fdzZFFSNRa tINJ] Ft2y3a [

¢w/ ! Qa ¢KS [ AGARY T KISA iV &k (ité2 {2470 aeSaithy plafnd@ do¢uments forA | £t €
the SBWProject which recognize the need to balance waterfreagenerationand public access with

natural heritage and natural hazard protection and management. There is no formal public access along

the shoreline between R.C Hamiater TreatmenPlantand. £ dzZF F SND& t | N d@uetaLIN2 EA Y|
generallysteep gradesiisk to public safety caused by ongogmgsionof the Bluff face private property,

and restricted access associated with critical public infrastructure.

cw/ ! Qa ¢KS [A@Ay3 [ AG& t2f A OA GederalyyeRognizé& publis G& 2 F
ownership of waterfront lands is a key means to managing natural hazards, while providing accessible

open space integrated with opportunities for public enjoyment, and aquatic and terrestrial
SYKIFIyOoSYSyidad ¢w/ ! Qi ¢redppoftskhd Arafridwork Aafiddays ofitfa st@tkga T dzN
direction¥ 2 Mdventing, eliminating, or reducing the risk of flood and erosion hazards to life and property
andLINEY20GAy3 Fy AYyGSaNIGdSR | LIWNRFOK {2 NBt@réugh £ AT I {
AYONBI aSR LlzofAO I 0O0Saax NBONBIFGAZ2Y L 2L NIdzyAi
while enhancing the terrestrial and aquatic natural habitats of the shoreline. The Official Plan lays out a
FNFYSG2N] F2N GKS /akcandectedTreehshat® sysiemn lidks/ourdpéiis @rid open

AL OSYHR EARSY IASFNISEHA YIKT (f lay2Ra 2y (KS ¢ IrkicSpuidy SR3S
accessible open spaces, offering a range of leisure activities connected by a continuous waterfront trail
0{SOUA2Y odnx t2fA08 mMPSVLED

A
A

The SBWProjectwill advance key TRCA and City of Toronto objectives such as environmental protection
and resilience, safe and equitable access to public recreation and open spaoesjng barriersand
facilitatingactive transportation. The SB®ojectwill be informed by ongoing work to develop a renewed
vision for Toronto's waterfront and will take advantage of the planning work done inathacent
Scarborough Waterfront Project (SWP) EA and other recent studies.
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Lege n d Created by: TRCA Information Technology and

Scarborough Bluffs Reccek et 'R Toronto and Region
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——— Trail Connection/ from a variety of sources and dates. Toronto and
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B N N K

Figurel-1: Scarborough Bluffs WeBroject StudyArea
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1.1  Project Background

There is a long history of progressive and evolutionary planning for the Toronto Wate(Taie2-1).

¢KS d2F0SNFNRYyGd tfly F2N 0KS a SstabBHel? duidlelinesfor b NB y ( 2
development and redevelopment of the Lake Ontario shoreline within the Metropolitan Toronto Planning
Areaand introduced a shoreline management approach to limit shoreline erosion while creating large
parkland areas and public marinas connected by a waterfront trail system. In 1970, TRCA was designhated

by the province of Ontario as the lead implementing agencyife Etobicoke to Ajax shoreline, with the

exception of the central harbour sector, and led the creation of wat@tfplans and programs based on

an integrated shoreline management approach. In 1992, the Royal Commission on the Future of the
C2NRBYy (G2 2F0SNFNRYG owz2el f /| 2YYAaaArz2yo NBfSaaSR A
2 GSNFNRYyUO YR GKS {dzaidlAylrofS /Alezé GgKAOK 2dzif A
shoreline regeneratiomcross the broader Lake Ontario shoreliii@e Royal Commission recommended

that a shoreline regeneration plan be prepared to protect and regenerate the Lakei®@shoreline from

the City of Burlington in the west to the community of Newcastle in the east.

To implement this recommendation, the Ontario Government established the Waterfront Regeneration

Trust in June of 1992. To fulfill its mandate, Waterfront Regeneration Trugtitiated the creation of a

Shoreline Management Strategy for the Lake Ontario shoreline from Burlington Bay to the Trent River.
¢tKS {K2NBftAyYyS alylF3asSySyid {dNIXGS3e o6S0O0FrYS | 0O2YLR
{ONX GS3e8¢ NBftSIFASR Ay ale& wmpopp®

¢KS a[F1S hydGFrNA2 DNBSyglre {{iNI}{iS3eé¢ o6mdphp0 NBEO?2
Plans (ISMP) be developed to provide a framework for future development and management of the Lake
Ontario shoreline. Based on the traditional shoreline hazard agement activities undertaken by
Conservation Authorities, ISMPs were intended to be more comprehensive in their scope, providing a
coordinated ecosysterhased approach, addressing the need to limit high rates of erosion, while enabling

safe public accesand the creation of regional scale parkland and waterfront recreation opportunities.

The 1994 Waterfront Plan replaced the 1967 Metropolitan Waterfront Plan as a policy document which
provided direction for waterfront policies included in the Metropolitan Official Riathe time Policies

for the waterfront reflected and reinforcetheh FFAOA L f t fFyQad Ay GS3aINI GSR | LJ
and management of environmental, economic and social change. This Plan was designed to achieve a
waterfront that is healthy, vibrant and publicly accessible. Several key themes of the earlier 4867 PI

such as securing continuous public access along the water's edge areVitadizationof underutilized

lands, remained relevant through the 1994 Plan Update. However, public priorities had shifted to
conservation which needed to be reflected as adliidnal guiding principle in the lorgrm vision for

the waterfront.

More than 20 years ago, the City, Province, and Federal government jointly embarked on a project to
YI1S ¢2NRyG2Qa 4 GSNFENRYyG + LXIFOS 2F €20t LINROA
government approach led to a vision for the futuamd the creation of Waterfront Toronto to implement
aforwardd KAY {1 Ay3 GAaA2y whtdriant ¢agd bapused @ tha To@ Gy Waldrfront
Revitalization Task Force Report (2000). The regdsat noted that opportunities should be sought that

would help achieve continuous public access across the entire Toronto waterfront
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Through $2.75 billion of tgovernment investment, a number of projects including public realm
AYLINR@SYSyila KIFI@S LIKeaAOFrfte GNIYATFT2NN¥SR ¢2NRBYI:
economic, social, and environmental benefits to residents and basase

However, the task is far from complete. In response to City Council direction, City staff are reflecting on
previous efforts and engaging in a public, stakeholder, and Indigenous engagement process to refresh the
vision forwaterfront regenerationp 2 KAt S (KS 2NAIAYIf GAaA2Yy FT2N ¢2
several precinct plans and frameworks remain relevanteport outlininga renewed vision for the next

phase of waterfrontevitalizationwasapprowed in Jly 2022 which better reflect(i 2 R | & ridiéis ackddsR 2

0KS G6ARSNI g GSNFNRBY (¢ (Gt Yorobtg, 20820 021 S G2 { OF ND 2 NP

Strategic and inclusive economic development

Truth, justice, and reconciliation, including through Indigenous engagement.
Equity, inclusiopand access, including through housing and community benefits
Climate resilience and sustainability.

The renewed vision for the next phase of waterfrorgvitalization will inform the continued
GNF YaF2NXYIFGAZ2Y 2F ¢2NRByYyG2Qa OSYGNIf 4FGSNFNRY(:X
across the full 4&ilometre span of the wider waterfront, from Etobicoke to Scarborough.

In 2021,the City Council directed TRCA to initiate BAG 2 SELX 2NB GKS QAL oAt AGE
O2yySOlUtA2Yy FTNRY . f dzF Théldoion Rdsdllilion BX28.@atoptéddNDecemi&er OK S a
15, 2021)identified SBWas ad LINA 2 NA (&8 NBad2NY GAz2y LINB2SOG o8 (K
Pdzi K2NRGE@ST & LI NI 27F (KS Qitycauncil dirdche® tifeiCty MahageStdld / | LIA
enterinto anagreement with TRCA to compldtee SBWProject.

The SBWEAIs beingpreparedusing a welkestablished planning approach smdressaccessand safety
issues along th&luffs, as well as impro¥ habitat in a mannethat balancesthe needs of thelocal
ecosystenwith those of the City of Toronto community anesidents. Planning of (hSBWProjectbuilds

on past planning efforts but is informed by the latest understanding of scientific approaches to coastal
and geotechnicatngineering, ecosystem management, and park and trail planhirgalso informed by

the increasing desire for access to the waterfr@s demonstrated during the COVID pandemicwhich

is ongoing Finally, there ishe need for equitable accesparticularly as neighbourhoods get denser in
response to demands for housing.

1.2  Proponent

TRCA and the City of Toronto a@proponentsof the SBWProject and are being supported bynaulti-
disciplinaryconsulting team led bgtantec TRCAprovides a number of critical functions along the Lake
Ontario waterfront, and is leading tHeBWProjectfor a number of reasons:

TRCA has extensive experience planning and implementing shoreline protectioratomgthe
Lake Ontario shorelin@ their watershed

TRCA is wellersed in the ecological characteristics of the Lake Ondaneeline
TRCA is a leader of stewardship and restoration of shoretiolegy.
TRCA owns a significant portion of the shoreline inSB&/StudyArea.
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TRCA has a long history of natin&sed trail planning and development, supporting the delivery
of over 520 km of regional trails within its jurisdiction.

TRCA has regulatory powers to provide input and review of shoreline plans on behalf of municipal
partners throughOntario Regulatiod66/06.

The City will be responsible for the operatiand maintenancef the SBWProjectonceit is constructed
as part of theopen spacesystem and active transportation netwgriwith TRCA continuing to maintain
shoreline protection assets.

1.3  Environmental Assessmeatd Approvals Framework
1.3.1 The OntaricEnvironmental Assessment ACntarioEA Act

To meet the requirements of the Ontari®A Actthe SBWComprehensivéformerly IndividualEA will be
conducted in twdPhasesPhasel involves collecting public input and understanding concerns to develop
this ToR. The submission and approvalttef ToR completes this firghhase Phase2 involves the
preparation and submission for approval of tiemprehensiv&A in accordance with thepprovedToR

This ToR was completed as set ouSittion 17.4(1)of the OntarioEA Actr YR F2ff 264 (G(KS «
Practice: Preparing and Reviewing Terms of ReferenceEfwironmental Assessmentsy h y i NR 2 €
(MOECC, 2014Within this ToR, the evaluation &lternatives Tahe Projecthas beenundertaken.
Previouspolicy andplanningstudiesfor the waterfront hare confirmed the need for a holistic solution

that addresses access, improved experience, erosion, and habitat improverRéamsing for the SBW

Project builds onthesepreviouspolicies andolanningstudies along withthe existingpolicies in the City

of TorontdQ& F T A OA | £ t TheLying OfyRoliclesthat! fufiier reinforce the need for a holistic

solution to addressthese issuesAs pevious planning and existing policies support the need for the

Project, 0 KA & A & | It §&H aubtdeawSriRaian forpneparing the EA and carrying out the required

public consultation.

Once the EA has been prepared, TRCA and City of Toronto will subrdddin@entfor review by the
public and government agencies and decision by the Minister of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
(MECP)The EA will contain the following:

Purpose of theproject.
Satement of the rationale for

Theproject

TheAlternative Methodsof carrying out theproject
Adescription of

Theenvironmentthat will be affected or that might reasonably be expected to be affected,
directly or indirectly.

The effects that will be caused or that might reasonably be expected to be caused to the
environment

The actions necessary or that may reasonably be expected to be necessary to prevent,
change, mitigateor remedy the effects upon or the effects that might reasonably be expected
upon theenvironment
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An evaluation of the advantages and disadvantages toeth@ronmentof the project and the
Alternative Methodsof carrying out theproject

A description of any consultation about th®oject by the proponentand the results of the
consultation.

This ToRPhase 1ilescribes how th@roponentsntend to undertake the EfPhase 2and evaluates the
AlternativesTo the project. However, the ToR provides flexibility to address new circumstances that may
be identified as the EA progresses. This flexibility is not designed to pernpitdhenentso completely
change the scope of the SBW Project, but rather to allow for the adjustment &BV&Projectwithout
having torestart the planning process.

1.3.2 Thelmpact Assessment AGAA

On June 21, 2018illG69 receivedRoyal Assent. Bill& includes thdmpact Assessment AGAA), new
federal legislationgoverningimpact assessmentat the federal leveland which alsareated the new
Impact Assessment Agency of Canada (the AgeRieglAAcame into forceon August 28, 201 9epealing
its predecessor, th€anadian Environmental Assessment Act, ZGEAA 2012).

The SBVProjectis not currently described on the Physical Activities Regulations (SORZ86) fCanada,
2019) and does not require a federal impact assessment under thdAkw

1.3.3 Description of and Rationafer the Project
The Project entails the following set of activities by the Proponents in the area shdvguirel-1:

Constructingor changingdrails or changing existing roads poovide or enhanc@ublic access to
or along thewaterfront;

Constructingor changing workgor shoreline protection, erosionor sedimentation control or
slopestability;

Constructing, creating or changing works or spdoerecreational purposes or other public yse

Any activity related to an activity described in the preceding byllatdudingconserving, creating
or changing aquatior terrestrial habitat

The finalProject description will be included in tiisA.
1.4  Other Approvals

Federal and provincial permits under the following legislation are anticipated to be required as part of the
SBW Project. Additional federal and provincial requirements may be identified during the EA. Municipal
approvals may also be required and will Beritified as part of the EA.

1.4.1 Other Federal Approvals

Fisheries AcfThe FederaFisheries Acapplies to developments that are anticipated to impact

fish habitat. TheActprohibits serious harm to fish, and by extension within &gt fish habitat.

In cases where unavoidable impacts are anticipated (after avoidance and mitigation measures are
used), theActQad L2 f AOAS& NBIdZANB (GKIFIG LINRPGSOUA2Y 2F 7F
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to fish is unavoidable, protection is most often achieved by way of employing habita¢tbfig
measures.

Canadian Navigable Waters AtheCanadian Navigable Waters Astadministered by Transport
Canada. Navigable waters include all bodies of water that are capable of being navigated by any
type of floating vessel for transportation, recreation, or commerce. The creation of land requires
formal approval undeiSection 5(1)(2).

Migratory Birds Convention ActhisActis administrated by Environment and Climate Change
Canada (ECCChand regulates potentially harmful human activities that may affect the
conservation of migratory birds both individuals and populationsand their nests. With some
notable exceptions, activities that may affect migratory birds identified under Aftmi¢ghe Act,
including waterfowl, cranes, rails, shorebirds, pigeons, migratory insectivorous birds, and other
migratory nongame birds, are strictlyghibited. In July 2022the Migratory Birds Regulations
under theActwere updated to provide better protection to migratory bird species and their nests
and to modernize théctwith respect to enforcement issues and issues related to migratory bird
hunting.

Species at Risk AGARA)TheSARAontains prohibitions against the killing, harming, harassing,
capturing, taking, possessing, collecting, buying, selling, or trading of individuals of endangered,
threatened, and extirpated species listed in Schedule 1. 9ARAalso contains a prohibition
against the damage or destruction of their residences (eggt or den). Th&ARApplies to all
species on federal lands as well as aquatic species and migratory birds off federdtisimeises

and Oceans Canadadministers theSARAor aquatic species, whileEGdministers theSARA

for all other federally listedpecies at riskAR including migratory birds. Review under tSARA

is typically undertaken in conjunction with requirements under ffisheries ActA permit is
required for activities that may affect species listed on Schedule 1 and which contravene the
SAR® A 3Isncidalhabitat prohibitions.

1.4.2 Other Provincial Approvals
The following permits may be required for implementation of the SBject

Lakes and Rivers Improvement AdieLakes and Rivers Improvement iscadministered by the
Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) and provides for the use of the water of lakes and rivers and
regulates improvements in them. Thect requires MNR approval for construction in lakes and
rivers. The Minister of Natural Resources is given discretionary powers relating to the repair,
reconstruction and removal of dams, maintenance of water levels, and regulation of use of waters
or works.A permit under thd_akes and Rivers Improvement i&aty be required.

Conservation Authorities Aahd Regulationst1/24. A proposal to infill portions of Lake Ontario
along the shoreline is within the jurisdiction of TRCA and is therefore subject to these Regulations.
UnderOntario Regulationd1/24, TRCA is able to:

Prohibit, regulate, or require the permission of the authority for straightening changing,
diverting, or interfering in any way with the existing channel of a river, creek, stream, or
watercourse, or for changing or interfering in any way with a wetland; a

Prohibit, regulate, or require the permission of the authority for development, if in the
opinion of the authority, the control of floodingrosion dynamic beacheollution, or the
conservation of land may be affected by the development.

Endangered Species AtheEndangered Species Aatiministered by the MECP, protects species
identified as being Endangered, Threatened or Extirpated in Ontario. Species status is determined
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by the Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (CASSARO). UAdersihecies

are protected (Section 9) as well as their habitats (Section 10). Permits may be required from the
MECP for any works within areas identified as habitat &RirsOntario (SARO) and for sampling
SARO species. A Section 17 permit for the protection and recovery of a proSiBalay be
required if SARO species amgpacted

Public Lands AcThePublic Lands Agirantsauthority to the MNRto manage Crown LandsA

work permit may be required if the Project requires the disposition (i.e., release) of Crown land,
such as the Lake Ontario lakebeéd order to dispose of the land, requirements will need to be
met under the ClassEnvironmental Assessmefdr MNR Resource Stewardship and Facility
Development Projects

15 Draft Terms of Referendeeview Period

The draftToRwas made available for review by the public and agencies from July 8 to August 7, 2024. The
R2 Odzy Sy i gl a YIRS I @+ AflofS St SOGNRBYAOITff @& 2y
toronto.ca/ScarboroughBluffsWestable A-1 in APPENDDA provides responses to comments from the

public. For simplicity, these comments have been grouped into themesiarihr comments have been
combined to eliminate repetition with single response providetlableA-2 provides comments received

from reviewing agncies and the comments are reproduced verbatido comments were received from
Indigenous Communities.

2. PURPOSANDRATIONALE OF THE PROPOSED
PROJECT

2.1 Planning Context

Sectior2 provides the purpose of th8BWProject. The description is framed in terms of both the problem

(poor and unequitableaccess to and along the waterfront, safety risk, ecological degradation due to
unmanaged use) and the opportunity (creating better access to and along the wateafidimhproving

the public realm, managing public risk frarosion and improving habitat integrity) that the SBbject

presents. Thughe purpose of thesBWProject is toexplore the enhancement and protection of sensitive
shoreline and natural areas, in addition to opportunities for improved waterfront experiences and access
toandalongi KS aK2NBfAYyS 06SG6SSy (GKS 91 adGdSNyYy . SIOKSa o
Ontario This discussion is grounded in a planning context created by past studies and decisions.

There is a long history of planning, public engagement, and scientific studies with respect to the
Scarborough waterfront. Many documents describing issues and opportunities along the Lake Ontario
shoreline and nearshore areas have been developed for Torand Lake Ontario as a whole and are
applicable to the SBWroject Many of the planning documents builgoon each other and reflect the
learnings from previous projects, changagolicies and the changing needs of City resideRtsough

more thanfive decades of waterfront planning,censistentpolicydirectionemergedaround equity and
access to and along the waterfront, desire for a continuous waterfront trail across the city, recreational
opportunities, and protection and enhancement of the natural environm&hese documents are listed

in Table2-1 and some of the key studies are discussed in Segtion
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Table2-1: List ofBackground3udies Developedor Toronto and Lake Ontario

Title Year | Author(s)

The Waterfront Plan for the 1967 | Metropolitan Toronto Planning

Metropolitan Toronto Planning Area

TheMetropolitan Toronto and Region 1972 | Metropolitan Toronto and Metropolitan Toronto and

Waterfront Plan Region Conservation Authority

Vegetation and Erosion on Scarborougl 1978 | York University, Department of Biology (Collishaw, Lew

Bluffs and Fowle) for Metropolitan Toronto and Region
Conservation Authority

A Volumetric Analysis of Erosion 1979 | Research and Development Division, Ocean and Aqua
Sciences, Central Region, Fisheries and Oceans (Wea|
RK)

Lake Ontario Waterfront Development 1980 | Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

Program

Erosion Control Study, Scarborough 1982 | Geocon Inc. for Metropolitan Toronto and Region

Bluffs Conservation Authority

Waterfront Erosion Control Site Report,| 1987 | Metropolitan Toronto and Region Conservation Authori

Scarborough Sector

wSIASYSNIGAZ2YVY ¢2NH 192 | Royal Commission on the Future of the Toronto

the Sustainable City Waterfront (Canada), David Crombie

Metropolitan Waterfront Plan 1994 | Metropolitan Toronto Planning

Lake Ontario Greemay Strateqy 1995 | Waterfront Regeneration Trust

Integrated Shoreline Management Plan| 1996 Fenco MacLaren Inc.; Shoreplan Engineering Ltd.; ED
Collaborative Inc.; Tarandus Associates Ltd.; and Ecor
Inc. for Metropolitan Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority

Our Toronto Waterfront! The Wave of 1999 | City of Toronto

the Future

Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Task 2000 Cityof Toronto

Force Report

Understanding Natural Hazards: Great | 2001 | Ministry of Natural ResourceM(R

Lakes St. Lawrence Systand Large

Inland Lakes, Riveesid Stream Systems

andHazardous Sites

Toronto Waterfront Aquatic Habitat 2007 | Aquatic Habitat Toronto for Waterfront Toronto

Restoration Strategy

The Beautiful Lake: A Binational 2009 | Lake Ontario Biodiversity Strategy Working Group with

Biodiversity Conservation Strateqy for ¢ Canada Lake Ontario Lakéde Management Plan

Lake Ontario

Toronto Beaches Plan 2009 | City of Toronto
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https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2019/04/26095510/1967-The-Waterfront-Plan-for-the-Metropolitan-Toronto-Planning-Area.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2019/04/26095510/1967-The-Waterfront-Plan-for-the-Metropolitan-Toronto-Planning-Area.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05193054/1972-Waterfront-Plan.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05193054/1972-Waterfront-Plan.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05193254/1978-Vegetation-and-Erosion-on-Scarborough-Bluffs.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05193254/1978-Vegetation-and-Erosion-on-Scarborough-Bluffs.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05193332/1979-A-Volumetric-Analysis-of-Erosion.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05193423/1980-Lake-Ontario-Waterfront-Development-Program.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05193423/1980-Lake-Ontario-Waterfront-Development-Program.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05194158/1982-Geocon-Inc-Erosion-Control-Study-Scarborough-Bluffs-Stage-2.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05194158/1982-Geocon-Inc-Erosion-Control-Study-Scarborough-Bluffs-Stage-2.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05194226/1987-Waterfront-EC-Site-Report-Scarborough.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05194226/1987-Waterfront-EC-Site-Report-Scarborough.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05194259/1992-Regeneration-Toronto-Waterfront-and-the-Sustainable-City.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05194259/1992-Regeneration-Toronto-Waterfront-and-the-Sustainable-City.pdf
https://trca.on.ca/trca-user-uploads/MetropolitanWaterfrontPlan.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05194329/1995-Lake-Ontario-Greenway-Strategy.pdf
https://trca.on.ca/trca-user-uploads/IntegratedShorelineManagementPlan.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05194420/1999-Our-Toronto-Waterfront-The-Wave-of-the-Future.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05194420/1999-Our-Toronto-Waterfront-The-Wave-of-the-Future.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05194539/2000-Toronto-Waterfront-Revitalization-Task-Force-Report.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05194539/2000-Toronto-Waterfront-Revitalization-Task-Force-Report.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05195117/2001-Understanding-Natural-Hazards-Great-Lakes-St-Lawrence-System.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05195117/2001-Understanding-Natural-Hazards-Great-Lakes-St-Lawrence-System.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05195117/2001-Understanding-Natural-Hazards-Great-Lakes-St-Lawrence-System.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05195117/2001-Understanding-Natural-Hazards-Great-Lakes-St-Lawrence-System.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05195201/2007-Toronto-Waterfront-Aquatic-Habitat-Restoration-Strategy.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05195201/2007-Toronto-Waterfront-Aquatic-Habitat-Restoration-Strategy.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05195238/2009-The-Beautiful-Lake-A-Binational-Biodiversity-Conservation-Strategy-for-Lake-Ontario.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05195238/2009-The-Beautiful-Lake-A-Binational-Biodiversity-Conservation-Strategy-for-Lake-Ontario.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05195238/2009-The-Beautiful-Lake-A-Binational-Biodiversity-Conservation-Strategy-for-Lake-Ontario.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05195338/2009-Toronto-Beaches-Plan.pdf

Title Year | Author(s)

Scarborough Waterfront Combined 2010 | Aquafor Beech Limited (on behalf of Toronto Water)

Sewer Outfall and Stormwater Outfall

Class EA and Flood Protection Study

Fill Quality Guide and Good Managemg 2011 | Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MOECC

Practices for Shore Infilling in Ontario (now MECP)

Environmentally Significant Areas in thg 2012 | North-South Environmental Inc., Dougan and Associate

City of Toronto Beacon Environmental Ltd for City of Toronto Planning

Investigation of Chronic Basement 2012 | City of Toronto

Floodingc Eastern Beaches (Area 32)

Class EA

Fish Community Objectives for Lake 2013 | Ministry of Natural Resources and ForestdNRF (now

Ontario MNR)Great Lakes Fishery Commission

Natural Environment Trail Strategy 2013 | City of Toronto

tliKglea G2 wSONBI 2014 | Parks and Recreation Ontario

Accessibility Standard for the Design of]

Public Spaces Guidebook

The Living Cities Policies 2014 | Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

Multi-Use Trail Design Guidelines 2015 | City of Toronto

Excess Soils Manageméaitidelines 2016 | Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MOECC
(now MECP)

Guide on Considering Climate Change | 2017 | Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MOECC

the Environmental Assessment Proces (now MECP)

ParksandRecreation Facilities Master 2017 | City of Toronto

Plan 2012038

Toronto Ravine Strategy 2017 | City of Toronto

Resilience Strategy 2018 | City of Toronto

Trail Strateqgy for the Greater Toronto 2019 | Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

Region

TransformTO Net Zero Strategy 2021 | City of Toronto

Scarborough Waterfront 2021 | Stantec on behalf of the City of Toronto

CSO/Stormwater Outfall Contrahd

Flood Protection Stud¢gA Addendum

City of Toronto Accessibility Design 2021 | City of Toronto

Guidelines

Reconciliation Action Plan 202932 2022 | City of Toronto

Update on the Next Phase of Waterfrong 2022 | City of Toronto

Revitalization
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https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05195415/2010-Scarborough-Waterfront-CSO-Class-EA-Aquafor-Beech-Ltd.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05195415/2010-Scarborough-Waterfront-CSO-Class-EA-Aquafor-Beech-Ltd.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05195415/2010-Scarborough-Waterfront-CSO-Class-EA-Aquafor-Beech-Ltd.pdf
https://www.ontario.ca/page/fill-quality-guide-and-good-management-practices-shore-infilling-ontario
https://www.ontario.ca/page/fill-quality-guide-and-good-management-practices-shore-infilling-ontario
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05195923/2012-Environmentally-Significant-Areas-in-the-City-of-Toronto.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/05195923/2012-Environmentally-Significant-Areas-in-the-City-of-Toronto.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/14150449/2012-Investigation-of-Chronic-Basement-Flooding-EA-Eastern-Beaches_Scanned.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/14150449/2012-Investigation-of-Chronic-Basement-Flooding-EA-Eastern-Beaches_Scanned.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/14150449/2012-Investigation-of-Chronic-Basement-Flooding-EA-Eastern-Beaches_Scanned.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/06092246/2013-Fish-Community-Objectives-for-Lake-Ontario.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/06092246/2013-Fish-Community-Objectives-for-Lake-Ontario.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/06092518/2013-Natural-Environment-Trail-Strategy.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/06092612/2014-Pathways-to-Recreation.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/06092612/2014-Pathways-to-Recreation.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/06092612/2014-Pathways-to-Recreation.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2021/10/20155211/2329_TheLivingCityPolicies_rev19_forWeb.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/06092736/2015-Multi-use-Trail-Design-Guidelines.pdf
https://www.ontario.ca/page/management-excess-soil-guide-best-management-practices
https://www.ontario.ca/page/considering-climate-change-environmental-assessment-process
https://www.ontario.ca/page/considering-climate-change-environmental-assessment-process
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/09160432/2017-Parks-and-Recreation-Facilities-Master-Plan.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/09160432/2017-Parks-and-Recreation-Facilities-Master-Plan.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/13095533/2017-Toronto-Ravine-Strategy.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/13100015/2018-Resilience-Strategy.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2019/09/30111149/TRCA_TrailStrategy-2019update-FA-low.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2019/09/30111149/TRCA_TrailStrategy-2019update-FA-low.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/13100843/2021-TransformTO-Net-Zero-Strategy.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/13100637/2021-Scarbrough-Waterfront-CSO-Class-EA-Addendum_Stantec.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/13100637/2021-Scarbrough-Waterfront-CSO-Class-EA-Addendum_Stantec.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/13100637/2021-Scarbrough-Waterfront-CSO-Class-EA-Addendum_Stantec.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/13100426/2021-City-of-Toronto-Accessibility-Design-Guidelines.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/13100426/2021-City-of-Toronto-Accessibility-Design-Guidelines.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/13101022/2022-Reconciliation-Action-Plan.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/14122418/2022-Update-on-the-Next-Phase-of-Waterfront-Revitalization.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/14122418/2022-Update-on-the-Next-Phase-of-Waterfront-Revitalization.pdf

Title Year | Author(s)

Terrestrial Natural Heritage System 2022 | Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
Strateqy

City of Toronto Wet Weather Flow 2023 | City of Toronto

Master Plan

City of Toronto Official Plan 2024 | City of Toronto

City of Toronto Cycling Network Plan 2024 | City of Toronto

Approved Source Protection Plan: CTC| 2024 | Credit Valley, Toronto and Region Central Lake Ontarig
Source Protection Region (CT@Source Protection Committee

* SeeAPPENDIB for an expanded version of Tablel Z2hat includes a summary of key points for each study, as
they relate to the SBW Project

2.2  Key StudieandPlans

The 8W Projectis being studied as a result @ity of Toronto Council direction (Resoluti&x28.6
adopted onDecember 15221) andrecommendationgrom previous planning processes which indicated
that the focus of theSBWProject was to address thexistingrisksto public safety and public property
including public infrastructure and the consideration for the creation of linked public spaces along the
shoreline, both along thtop andtoe of the Bluffsand equitable access to the shorelitéey studies and
plans providing relevant background information are summarized below.

2.2.1 City of Toronto Official Plan

¢CKS [/ Ade 27F ¢ 2REP4EYyLoma fram@wBrk forihk City af ToFogto in which a connected
greenspace system links our parks and open spa&extion 1 outlines a vision for the City to 2051,

LI I yYAYy3 FT2NI ¢2NRy(2Qa FdzidaNB>X Ay OfdzRAy3a aSiaay3
and inclusion.

Section 2.3.2 of thefficial Plaix ¢ 2 N2y 12 Q& DNBSyalLl OS {eaidSYy FyR 2|

wX8 GKS 6l GSNFNRYy(is 6KAOK SEGSYR& FTNRY al NAS /
east, is a major feature of the Green Space System. It includes parks, beaches, wBllHfg]s,
YSAIKO2dzNK22R&a>X FyR Odzf GdzNI f YR SYyuGSNIFAYYSy(
edge should become a network of publicly accessible open spaces, offering a range of leisure
activities connected by a continuous waterfront trail.

Policy 2.3.1.1: Actions will be taken to improve, preserve and enhance the Green Space System
by:
a) Improving public access and enjoyment of lands under public ownership;
b) Maintaining and increasing public access to privately owned lands, where appropriate;
¢) Restoring, creating and protentj a variety of landscapes; and
d) Establishing coperative partnerships in the stewardship of lands and water.
Policy2.3.2.3 a). The Green Space System will be expanded by:
Acquiring linkages between existing parks and open spadesre feasible
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https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2023/01/25120853/Attachment-1-NHS-Update-Summary-Report-2022.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2023/01/25120853/Attachment-1-NHS-Update-Summary-Report-2022.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/14122507/2023-City-of-Toronto-Wet-Weather-Flow-Master-Plan.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/14122507/2023-City-of-Toronto-Wet-Weather-Flow-Master-Plan.pdf
https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-development/official-plan-guidelines/official-plan/
https://www.toronto.ca/services-payments/streets-parking-transportation/cycling-in-toronto/cycling-pedestrian-projects/cycling-network-plan/
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/14122551/2024-Approved-Source-Protection-Plan-CTC-Source-Protection-Region.pdf
https://trcaca.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/app/uploads/2025/05/14122551/2024-Approved-Source-Protection-Plan-CTC-Source-Protection-Region.pdf

Policy2.32c Y LY ONBlF&aSR LlzofAO Syec2eéyYSyid FyR dzaS 21
promoted by ensuring that future development and actions on the part of both the public and
LINAGF GS aSO02NARX Ay Of dzRA y abjective8 ¢w/ ! X gAft | OKA
a) Minimize the physical and visual barriers between the City and Lake Ontario.

by LYONBIFAS YR AYLINRO®S LlJzmfAO O00Saa (2 flFyRa |
waterfront.
c) Improve water quality and quality of beaches.

d) Improve the public realm with more paskpublic squares and natural settings that please the
eye and lift the spirit and support a sense of belonging to the community.
e) Increase the availability, choice, and awareness of recreational opportunities and public
activities throughout the year.
f) Protect, improve and where possible extend theartin Goodman¥Vaterfront Trail as a
continuous waterfront route for cyclists, pedestrians, and people with disabilities.
9 alAydFrAy IyR SyKFryO0OS (GKS ylFddza2NIt KSNARGFIS Ol
protectingexisting habitat andvhere appropriaterestoring and enhancing habitat.
t 2t A0 HPOPHPTY tNAGDIGS RSOGSE2LIVSyld | yR Lzt A (
vicinity will:
a) Improve public spaces in the waterfront; and
b) Maintain and increase opportunities for public views of the water, and support a sense of
17belonging to the community.
While Environmentally Significant Areas (ESAs) are protected under the Official Plan, policy 3.4.13
adrdsSa GKIFIG a5S@St2LIYSyd 2N aAdsS FEadSNYGA2y S &
conservation, flood and erosion control projects, i§ netrpitted on lands within the natural
KSNAGF3IS &deadsSy (GKFEG SEKAOAG Fyeé 2F (KSasS OKI |
include trails and erosion control projects, and incorporation of such features will be carefully
studied and balanced withll Project objectives.

Other relevant policies includgections3.2.31, 3.4.1, 3.4.33.4.15 3.4.173.4.18,and 4.3.3

The SBWProjectaligns with paky objectives in theCity of Toront®@ &fficial Plan by addressing the
existing risk to public safety and public infrastructure duersionalong the shorelineand byproviding
for increased publiaccess to waterfront landghile improving and enhancing the natural heritage
system.

2.2.2 TRCR&heliving City Policies

The Living City Policies for Planning and Development intatershedsof the Toronto and Region
Conservation Authority (2014 is a conservation authority policy document that guides the

AYLE SYSydlrdazy 2F ¢w/ ! Qa tS3ratlrdSR yR RSES3IGS
development approvals process.

Comparable to a combined municipal official plan and zoninlgytheLiving City Policiagpresents a

compilation of existing plan and permit review policies and practices that have evolved over time. It also

contains new policies related to TRCA programs, scientific research, and external planning and
development initiatives. The purposetbe Living City Policies

To guide TRCA review of planning applicationsearvitonmental assessments
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To provide the basis for approving permit applications under Section 28 o€tmservation
Authorities Act

¢2 AYTF2NY ¢w/! Qa | RO20F 08 NRBtS F2NJ ¢KS [ADAYy3
¢2 Faaraid FyR SylFofS 2dzNJ LI NIYSNBRQ FyR adli1SK?

Specific to the BN Project the following policies have direct relevance:

To prevent, eliminate or reduce the risk of flood ardsionhazards to life and property through:
Appropriately planned development, site alteration, recreational use, and infrastructure

Shoreline protection works that are undertaken on a comprehensive reach basis and
naturalized to the extent possihle

The conveyance of hazard lands into public ownership, where feasible.

To promote an integrated approach tevitalizationof the waterfront that:

Provides for increased public access, recreational opportunities, and a continuous trail
system.

Preserves and enhances public views of the lake and its shoreline features

Improves or restores the quality of water, beachesd terrestrial and aquatic natural
habitats of the shoreline

Connects and links waterfront habitats and amenities to the valley and stream corridors.

TRCA recognizes the need to balance waterfganning efforts including public accessith those of

the natural heritagesystemas well amatural hazard protection and management. Public ownership of
waterfront lands is a key means to managing natural hazards, while provagipgrtunities to create
accessible open space for public enjoymeintegrated with the restoration ofquatic and natural
heritage.

223 wWS3ISYSNI GA2YY ¢ anditBeySiisifable €ity i S NF N2 y

CKS w2elf /2YYAWSASYSQHI GAZYY MBNBNRMNIZQa 20WBFNFNRY
used the ecosystem approach to integrate environmental, economic, and social concerns in developing a

wide range of recommendations for waterfront communities, land use planaiatershedmanagement,

regional greenways, and a continuous Lake Ontario Waterfront Trail. Within the report, the Royal
Commission recommended that these policies should outline ways to acquire, maintain and provide
access to lagh along the waterfront and up the river valleys, and could take the form of a waterfront plan

that should be incorporated inthéA Gt @ Q& 2FFAOALIf YR &SO2yRIFINER LI I yac

The report also encouraged continued development of a Waterfront Trail, including-tieved trail in
Scarborough as part of the regional greenway and trail system, with one route above the Bluffs and one

at their base. The system should also enhanc&acé y2RS& G2 GKS gl GSNFNRyYy (=
Park, and include facilities to educate the public on the geological processes that contributes to
formation of the Bluffs.
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2.2.4 Understanding Natural Hazards: Great Lakes St. Lawrence Systdrarge Inland Lakes, Rivers
and Stream SystemandHazardous Sites

¢tKS abwQ&d ! yYRSNEGI yRAY 3 ¢8tlLAwENde Systenh dnd IMdidgei IMandUsEed, i [ |
River and Stream Systems and Hazardous Sites (2001) technical guide outlines the methodology for
determining where a slope is at risk within the 3ar plaaning horizon, including the calculation of an
erosionallowance (i.e., application of therosionrate over 100 years), in addition to a stable €op
allowance.The technical guide identifies flooding hazards for lands adjacent to the kskes,as trad

and beachesncluding the 106year flood level, wave uprush, and other water related hazards including

ice piling and jamming.

The technical guide identifies minimum Factors of Safety, based on land use above or below a slope,
recognizing the consequences or risks to land use or life by the occurrence of a slope slide. Based on these
minimums, a Factor of Safety of 1.3 (Land Usis Rientified as appropriate for a recreational park with

a formal trail at thetoe and/or top of the Bluffswhile a Factor of Safety of 1.5 (Land Use D) is identified

as appropriate for public land with infrastructure.

2.2.5 Integrated Shoreline Management Plan

Thelntegrated Shoreline Management PIESMP (1996)LINE A RS R & based dbn2viok #oi S Y
ensure that shoreline management activities result in a clean, green, accessible, diverse, connected, open,
FFF2NRFOESY TGONI OGADBSYT YR dzaSFHoftS 46l GSNFNRY(G®dE
regeneraton, public access and safety, natural heritage targets, aquatic habitat restoration, and public

dzaAS F2NJ GKS &aK2NBfAYyS IINBIFI 060SG6SSy ¢2YYe ¢K2YLA?Z2
foundation for addressing multiple objectives along stretches efitlaterfront.

2.2.6 Cycling Network Plan

¢KS / AdeQa [/ &@CNPYA)sdivBsiagacdidpretiensiveffoadmap and work plan, outlining

GKS /AleQa LXIYYSR Ay@SaldyYSyla -témy ThelCAPiyad evblitionS N |
of the Ten Year Cycling Network Rlapproved in principle in June 28 and updatedni 2019 2021and

2024 to include a revised approach to shdaerm programming and lonterm planning that better

reflects the nature of capitatoordination development planning, focus on safety and equity and an
enhanced prioritization framework heplanhas three main components: the Lefigrm Cycling Network

vision, Major Citywide Cycling Routes, and a thrgear rolling NeaiTerm Implementation Program.

As part of the 2021 Cycling Network Plan Update, new and emerging analyses were considered in the
nearterm prioritization framework. The Cycling Network Plan has a rolling theee nearterm
implementation program which regularly reviews the capital lienpentation program and brings forward

new routes based on the neaerm program prioritization frameworkwithin the 20222024 NeafTerm
Implementation Program areas along Kingston Road are identified as a route for potential
implementation of the cyclig network.

Within the Major Citywide Cycling Routes, the shoreline along the Study Area is noted as a route that
requires further study (i.e., this EA)
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2.2.7 Multi-Use Trail Design Guidelines

The City of Toronto MuHiise Trail Guideling2015)assist in the development and ongoing maintenance
of multi-use trails throughout th€ityd ¢ KS I dzZA RSt Ay Sa NBaLRyR (G2 GKS dzN
their varied locations in the city ravines, parkland, boulevards, and rail and hydro corridors.

Thedocumentprovidesguidance on trail design including trail configuration (trail and corridor width, trail
surface, slops, and radii), trail crossings, and other mulsie trail elements and amenities like signage
and lighting.

The Guidelines identify that waterfront sites, such as the Waterfront Trail, will be subject to high seasonal
use of a specific nature, and identifidee following key considerations in determining the appropriate
trail classification:

The proportion of pedestrians can be predicted to be very high, and they can be expected to
mainly use the waterside of the trail.

The widest range of ages and abilities should be expected.
The presence of many distractions and crossing movements along the trail can also be foreseen.

The range of users and expected usage of waterfront trails indicate the need for an appropriate space that
will serve to resolve or minimize potential conflicts that may arise. City experience from other waterfront
trails indicates that higltapacity or winned trails for cyclists and pedestrians are well used and help to
minimize user conflictéCity of Toronto, 2015)

2.2.8 City of Toronto Wet Weather Flow Master Plan

Originally adopted in 200&nd updated in2023; 2 N2y 12 Q& 2 SG 2 SIFIKSNJ Cft2¢ al
a longterm plan that aims to protect the water quality in thekes rivers, streams and other water bodies

from the rain and stormwater. Key objectives include improving water quality along the waterfront,
beaches and watercourses, protection of vulnerable City sewer and water infrastructurefosionand

reducing the risk of flooding to private and City properties during extreme wet weather. Leading up to

2028, Toronto Water will bendertakinga revew of the WWFMP and its implementation to determine

its future.

2.3  Environmental Context
2.3.1 Fish Community B)ectives for Lake Ontario

The Fish Community Objectives for Lake Ont@il3 updates the 1999 goals and objectives for the
[F1S hyGFNA2 FAak O2Yyvydziie SadlofAakKSR o6& (GKS
Committee. The goal of fisheries management is to provide sustainable benefits to humans using fish for
food, recredion, culture, ecological function, and aesthetics by sustaining or increasing the abundance of
desirable fish. The goal for the nearshore fish community is to protect, restore, and sustain the diversity

of the nearshore fish community, with an emphasis on-se#taining native fish species.
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2.3.2 Toronto Waterfront Aquatic Habitat Restoration Strategy

TheToronto Waterfront Aquatic Habitat Restorati@trategy(2007)strives to create a more sustainable
waterfront by using an ecosystem approach to increase ecological integrity, to provide suitable conditions
for the maintenance of selustaining aquatic communities and to improve ecological connectivity. The
Strategyemphasizes conservation design based on native and naturalized species. It considers human
uses of the shoreline and nearshore waters, and it was developed using a consultative, cohseseslus
approach involving stakeholders and the general public. Theathgoal of the Strategy is "to develop and
achieve consensus on an aquatic habitat restoration strategy that will maximize the potential ecological
integrity of the Toronto waterfront."

2.3.3 TorontoRavine Strategy

The Toronto Ravine Strategyand consequentlythe Ravine and Natural Feature Protection Bylaw)
supportséa ravine system that is a natural, connected sanctuary essential for the health ardeingjl
of the city, where use and enjoyment support protection, education, and stewargléBipy of Toronto,
2017) The five guiding principles of the strategy include Protect, Invest, Connect, Partn&ekainfate.

Protect: overarchinggoal to protectthese spaces

Invest:invest in these spaces to manage the pressures of population ghmetieational uses
climate changeand invasive species

Connectcreate opportuniteso 02 Yy SO0 gAGK yIF GdzNE FyR GKS OAGe

Partner:Work withindividuals, organizations, and all levels of governmemotatribute to these
spaces.

Celebrate:encourage recognition and respect for geenatural features.

The Ravinétrategy was developetihrough consultation with a variety of stakeholders including the
public, interest groupsand other key stakeholdersVithin the Project Study Areahé shorelinesast of
Silver Birch Be#ds protected within the Ravine and Natural Feature Protection Area

2.3.4 Resilience Strategy

¢tKS / AleQa wPaiB)sets Suf Osior, godld, ané aons to help Toronto survive, adapt,
and thrive in the face of any challenge, particularly climate change and growing inegfises.of 10
goals and 27 actions were developed to deliver on the vision and are organized inéddbus area:
people and neighbourhoods, infrastructure, and leadership for a resilient Réjevant infrastructure
goalsof the resilience strategynclude creating a city more resilient to climate change, including hazards
of flooding andcreating reliable, affordable, and safe mobility options

2.3.5 TransformTONet Zero Strategy
TransformT@ | & | LILINRP GSR o0& [/ AGeé O02dzyOAf Ay HnamTt RSY2Yyal
for action to limit global temperature ris&’heNet Zero Strategwas approved in 2021 and builds on the

initial strategy.The TransformTO Net Zero Stratégggers new and accelerated implementation actions
to drive down communitywide emissions, particularly in the short term, and establishes the trajectory
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needed to reach net zero by 204Dhe strategy identifies actions and targets to be achieved by 2030 in
key sectors, including buildings, transportation, and wa&tdions to be implemented include expansion

of biking and pedestrian infrastructurencrease& canopy cover and biodiversity and enhance
greenspacesand working with Indigenous rights holders and urban Indigenous communities to share
knowledge.

2.3.6 Other Projects

Scarborough Waterfront ProjeqSWP)t KS 2 @SN} tf OGAadA2y 2F (GKS LINE:
of greenspaces along the Lake Ontario shoreline which respect and protect the significant natural

and cultural features of the Bluffs, enhance the terrestrial and aquatic habitat, and provide a safe

FyR Sye2z2éloftS 4 (S RFWaRppidvednE201S Al fresént ardierrédk S
Alternative including improvements to Brimley Road anghore based mukise trail. Tie SNP

is currently in the detaéld design phasdor the west sesgmentand indudes the Brimley Road
SouthMult! &S ¢ NI Af tNR2SO0G GKIFIG LINPOGARSA LISRSAGNRI
Brimley Road from Barkdene Hills to the Blaif&l shoreline improvements at BlufférPark to
Meadowcliffe

Scarborough Pumping Station RehabilitatioRehabilitation of thgpumping station to replace
aging infrastructurerepurpose the existing resvoir to an emergency water overflow storage
tank, construct a new above ground storage t&n and to constructupgrade ancillay
infrastructure (.e.,fencing,outfall pipe,etc.)

Danforth-Kingston Complete Street Extensipithe project proposes to implemeffomplete
streeta f@atures on Danforth Avenue (Victoria Park Avenue to Kingston Road) and Kingston Road
(Danforth Avenue to Scarborough Golf Club Road). This includes changing the layout of the
existing road space to accommodate vehicular traffic, transit, parkikgwaysand other safety
improvement features.

2.4  Project Visiorand Objectives

The development of théroject Vision and Objectivasuild on more than five decades of waterfront
planning, includingtrategicand consistent policgirection around equity and access to and along the
waterfront, desire for a camuous waterfront trail across the city, recreational opportunities, and
protection and enhancement of the natural environment, asmmarized inthe planning and
environmengl context described irbection2.1 and@. TheVision and Objectives inform the range and
type of Alternatives tobe considered and provide a baseline for #healuation criteriaor factors to be
usedfor the evaluation ofAlternatives.

The Project Vision is a higgwvel, guiding purpose of the Project. The Project Objectives describe what the
Project is trying to achieve if implemented. The Projésion is to:

OExplore the enhancement and protection of sensitive shoreline and natural areas, in addition to
opportunities for improved waterfront experiences and access to and along the shoreline between
(KS 9FAGSNY . 8FOKSa oO{Af OSnlakelONEYE ' ¥Sydz80 | yR

The Project Objectives wpkovide a basis fothe identification and evaluation oflternativesand will
guide the eventual detailed design and implementation of the Prof@bijectives are not weidkd or
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prioritized and each hold equal value in determinargl evaluatinghe Project AlternativesThe Project
Objectives are:

Objective 1:EnhanceNaterfront Experience

A number of factors contribute to aanhanced waterfront experience, including diversity of experience,

views and vistas; access; mulSe trail connections; recreational opportunities; and
education/appreciation of the natural and cultural features of 88W Projecthoreline. The SBW Project

provides the opportunity to build on existing greenspace areaglore moving the Great Lakes

Waterfront Trailcloserto the shoreline, and create better integration with the surrounding community.

A trail along the waterfront to connect the existiggeenspaces is recognized as a kargn objective

GAGKAY GKS hF¥FFAOALIET tfly IyR ¢w/! Qad ¢KS [AGAYy3 [ A
recreational use will create increasing pressure for access to and along the waterfront. Exglering t
feasibility of a connected trail system to meet these recreational dem#&adsthe potentiako relieve

pressures on sensitive ecological areas and local communities while managing informal access and use

Objective 2: Manage Public Safetnd Public Infrastructure RProperty) Risk

Within the ProjectStudy Area there are areas of risk to public safety duerésionand slope instability.

In addition, there is risk associated with safe access to and fharshoreling as well asalong the
shoreline There is alspotential riskto existing and future users of the waterfront from waves and &

well as high lake levelEinally, there are liability risks associated with inappropriate uses that may occur
on unmanaged private and public lands and the inabilityEoergencyServices and the City to access
these locations should situations ari§he SBW Project will evaluad#ternatives that may proposslope
stabilization and/or shoreline protection infrastructure to support et infrastructureand provide
access for Emergency Services, where feasithich may require easements, land acquisitions, or
negotiations with private residents.

Objective 3: Conservand Enhance Terrestriadnd Aquatic Habitat Featuresnd Linkages

Habitat type, health, and sensitivity vary throughout the Project Study Area. Terrestrial and aquatic
habitat throughout theProjectStudy Area has been and continues to be altered by human activity. The
pressure to use and access the shoreline has resulted in unmanaged use which often results in negative
impacts to habitat. The SBW Project will seek to replace unmanaged use witlyedanse angwhere
possible enhance and restore terrestrial and aquatic habitdtere changes are proposed

Objective 4: Consistency, Compatibilaynd Coordination with Other Initiatives

Significant community planning has occurred in this area and with respect to the Toronto waterfront. The
SBWProject willcoordinate andoe consistent with otheplanning processeg.e., TRCR® &  LivikigSCity

Policies/ A Qa /tAYIFIGS [/ KIyISyRSGREALSYDOEQF G M, BEFAOA O M In
uses(i.e.,/ A (& Q& b, andikitdtivds fincluding thye\WP. As appropriatethe SBWProjectwill build

on and complement these other initiatives. Furthermore, 88\WProjectwill be sensitive to community
concernswhile minimiang impactsto existing residential areasnd meeting project objectives-inally,

this objective will examine the ability oflternatives to protect source water protection areas and

minimize impacts to araeological resources, built heritage resources, and cultural heritage landscapes.
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Objective 5: Achieve Value for Cost

It is desirable to maximize the benefits achieved through $SiB\VProject in relation to the estimated
project cost (capitaloperations and maintenance costs). The lowest céiernative is not necessarily
preferred but there must be commensurate value for the investment to be made by TRCA and City of
Toronto, and potentially other funding partners.

2.5 Problem/Opportunity Assessment

The SBWProjectprovidesan opportunity to comprehensively plan for improvements to the Scarborough

wk G SNFNRY(G 0SG6SSy GKS 9 I, pditiSudfy toprévidddcc®ss tolanfiRlong f dzF T S
the waterfront, while managingerosionand risk to public safety, arehhanéng habitat integrity,where

changes are proposeiany ofthe problemsand opportunitiedisted belowcould be solved or managed

on a piecemeal or ad hoc basis but thatuld not lead toa holistic and integrated solution. The SBW

Project provides for thatunique opportunity. Reference imagesf the Sudy Area are available in
APPENDIX.C

2.5.1 Access t@andAlong the Waterfront
2511 Key Problems

TheProject 8udy Area shorelineis characterized by steepluffs which create challenging access to the
g1 G§SNRa S popSimately 3% df e gl (i S NDwithinSthe Pject Study Area is publicly
owned, thereare no formal publiacces$oints to the shoreline(as discussed in Seclidhl.4and shown

in Figure5-13).

In addition, there is no continuous trail providing access along the waterfront through the SBW Project

area. Within the City of Toronto, the Waterfront Trail is intended to provide a recreational amenity and

active transportation corridor that connects wefront parks, destinations, and communities.
¢CKNRdZAK2dzi Ada fSy3aiGdKs GKS SEAAGAYNRIF2RA SHNIENRAY G ¢ N
YR -NP2lyRé NRdziSa Ff2y3a 620K NBaARSyuGAlrft adanNBSGa |
Area, the Waterfront Trail isurrently located inland and away from the shoreline and mainly along
residential streets and some major arterials (e.g., Kingston Rblsd)ys have commented that this trail

can be difficult to navigatel'he steep terraintfie Bluffs) and lack of shoreline continuity limit the ability

to extend the trail along the shoreline in the Project Study Area (Waterfront Regeneration Trust, 2014).
Provision of this access has been constrained by slope stability issues and conceiiiorigk, lack of

land base, and land ownership issues. Access opportunities are largely limited due to private property and
steepslopest KS SEGSyairazy 2F GKS GNFAf Ff2y3 (KS &K2NB 1
as the SWP in 2019.

l'a RAaAOdzaaSR Ay {SOGA2Yy HX GKSNB Aa alinNBy'®@adR2E A O
[AGAY3 /AGASAa t2tA0ASaz | drdtheSashbabld Sifyhatadesytoan@ NB y (G 2
along the waterfront must be created so that all residents can experience the Lake Ontario shoreline.
During public consultation, many residents expressed a desire for equitable access to and along the
waterfront from Eastern Beachegt . f dzF F SND&a t I NJ @

Given the limited access to the shoreline, City of Toronto Emergency Services are called upon every year

to rescue people trying to access the shoreline using informal paths down the Bluff face or trying to make
their own paths and are asked to respond imstances of inappropriate use. The rescues require
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considerable time and resources due to the difficulties in accessing these locations. In addition, due to the

f- 01 2F | 00Saax GKS LlWzoftAO YIS GKSANI gFe& G2 GKS
routes, often through private property. O6c I & G KS &6l 6 SNRa SR3ISST AlG KIFa o
in less desirable activities causing concern for adjacent residents. Some of these incidents occur on private
property, sometimes resulting in calls to Emergency Services who have trouble mgt¢bhssshoreline.

2512 Project Opportunities

There are currently no formal access points to the shoreline within the Project Study Area. The SBW
Project provides an opportunity to create new access points and improve upon existing informal routes

to and from the waterfront. This aligns with variodaming initiatives around improving equitable access

G2 GKS gl GSNRaE SR3IASs ONBIFGA2Y 2F | O02yySOGSR (NI A
GKS ¢l GSNRa SR3IS A RSyiwx FHRSKIRNG Citles PolsOarivtie\Cé &iicindzO K | &
Network Plan, and Parks and Recreation Master Plan. The SBW Project can help to resolve neighbourhood
concerns around less desirable uses, impacts to the natural environment, and liability concerns. Existing
informal access points around R.C. Hawlater Treatment Plant, the Fallingbrook area, east of Fishleigh

Drive, and the bottom of Warden Avenue will be studied with respect to formalizing these accesses.

Access to and along the waterfront through the Project Study Area would physically connect the
neighbourhoods of the Beaches and Scarborough Southwest, providing potential social and economic
benefits. Greater interconnection from neighbourhoods to buséessalong Kingston Road is anticipated

to improve economic development in the area and allow for increased social interactions among residents
and users.

The SBW Project presents an opportunity to explore a comprehensive solution to improve access to and
along the waterfront, including the relocation of tipetential2 I G SNF NRBy G ¢ NI Af Of 28 SNJ
and as part of a dedicated traiThis includesxploring options foboth the top and bottom of thd3luffs,

or a mix of both. By examining opportunities for greater access, shoreline protection, and habitat
improvements in a holistic way, solutions to meet long term needs can be identified.

2.5.2 ErosionandRisk to Public Safety
2521 Key Problems

Since the arrival of early European settlers in the laté déntury, the shoreline has undergone many
substantial changes. Not all the changes are readily evident, and slower changes were likely caused by
stonehooking Although this practice was known and identified in the past, its significance to coastal
processes and shoreline development was not fully understood until relatively recently.

Theerosionprocess along the Bluffs is complex and is related to both wave conditions and water levels.
When water levels are high, waves attack the lower part of the Bluff, causing the toe of the Bluff to recede
back, which in turn steepens the Bluff face and le@dslope failures. When water levels are low, wave
action on the face of the Bluff is reduced but the vertical (downwardsionof the nearshore profile
continues. That verticadrosionprocess is referred to as downcutting. Downcutting irsses the water
depth offshore of the bluff, whicthenallows higher waves to strike the Bluff when water levels rise again.

Sand, cobble and boulder deposits along the shore and in the nearshore originated fromr dsittnof

the Bluffs,downcutting and glacial outwash during formation of rivers. These deposits, when they
existed, formed natural armouring protection agaiesbsionand the natural process of downcutting. As
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a result ofstonehookingoperations, the naturakrosionprotection was removed, allowing accelerated
downcutting of the nearshore. This led to higher recession rates along the Bluffs.

It is believed that the Bluffs eroded at a slower rate prior to commencement of the practice of
stonehooking although they were still undergoing and subjectaimsionalprocesses. Recognizing the
continuously eroding shoreline located in close proximity to a highly developed urban area, protection

has been implemented along approximately 94% of the shoreline withirPtiogect Study Area. This

shoreline treatment addresses the primasosionmechanism of wave action acting on the Bluffs directly.

Amosti KS Sy dANB SEGSyd 2F G(KS &aK2NBfAyS 06SG6SSy (K
exception of the Needles,y | NSI 2F A0SSLI LAYyl Of S &aKlhadSome ot dzF Fa
form of shorelineerosionprotection works, which were installed between the 1930s and 2018. These
structures can be categorized as:

Revetmentgonstructed at or very close to the toe of the BIuff.
Rockgroyneswith naturally accumulating or artificially filled sand, gravel, or cobble beaches.

Armourstoneheadlands with naturally accreting or artificially filled sand, gravel, or cobble
beaches.

al 22Nt {STFAffAYy3a LINBP2SOGa o.ftdzZFFSNRA tIFN]x O¢2
Steel sheet pile or concrete sea walls.

Shoreline protection activities and features have resulted in changes to shoestis@onrates, both
horizontal and vertical (downcutting) as compared to psisinehookingates. Existingprotection works
require maintenance, modification, or repa@ address changing coastal conditions and provide climate
change resiliencygnd this will be investigated as part of the SBW Prajecing the EA phase

While thetoe of the Bluffsat the shoreline is protected, slope instability leading to flattening of the face
FYR ONBail NBOSaaiA seifstaliiiayion AFaHztabilizatiopof ReOBfizidde inday be
gradual as a result of surficetlosion or it may be more dramatic as a result of slope failure and landslides.
A combination of natural processes and human activity contribute to slope instabilitgrastnalong

the Bluffs.

Surface water runoff from storm events or human activity may result in surficiaeszsion in turn
causing the slope to erode. The groundwater within the Project Study Area is connected to the lake.
Groundwater seepage through the slope face may contributertwsionand landslides creating over
steepened slope faces, leading to greater slope instability, and increasing risk for infrastructure and users.

As slopes erode in the presence of shoreline protection, they wilkssatilize and revegetateover time
(decades)Slopes that argentlerand more highly vegetated are less prone to slope failures. Slopes in the
later stages of stabilization exist in areas where thedoesionprotection measures have generally been

in place for longer periods of time (decades).

Climate change is also having an impact on ratesro$ion More frequent occurrences of extreme
climatic events and weather pattern changes, such as unusually heavy rainfall, thicladting
snowpack, changing freezkaw cycles throughout the winter months, and more severe droughts
(impacting vegetation), malead to increased Bluffrest migrationrates over time. Increased slope
instability anderosioncan lead to intermittent landslides which pose a risk to recreational users ab¢he
of the Blufs.

26 | SCARBOROUGH BLUFFS WESJECGTENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT



The SBWProject provides an opportunity to mitigate the public safety risks associated with ongoing
erosionand slope stabilitgoncerndn areas where trails and public spaces are proposed

2522 Key Opportunities

Shoreline protection works have been undertaken alongttie of the Blufffor approximately 94% of

the shoreline within the Project Study AréseeFigure5-11). Given the age of some of these works and
changing coastal conditions, these shoreline works may require redesign and modification to ensure on
going shoreline protectiorand resiliency to climate change impacts, such as-Wvafer levels and
increased storm intensitynto the future. There are still areas that are prone to slope instability and
erosionand pose risks to public spaces above and below the Bluffs. In addition, there is public
infrastructure at risk from slope instability arefosion The SBW Project provides an opportunity to
mitigate these risks through the improvement to or creation of new shoreline protection measures that
may permit enhanced shoreline a&ss, public realm improvements, and habitat improvements. There is
also the opportunity to investigate the mitigation of slope instabilityough erosioncontrolmeasures.

2.5.3 Habitat Integrity
2531 Key Problems

Prior to European settlement, it is estimated that approximately 80% to 95% of the southern Ontario
landscape contained natural forest and wetland cover (Butt et al., 2005; TRCA 180i@nous Peoples
includingthe Wendat,Anishinaabe and the Haudenosaunesed the landor hunting and fishing.

Following colonization in the ¥8and 19" Centuries, trees and other vegetation were cleared from the
landscape, and wetlands were drained, with the purpose of preparing the land for agriculture (Butt et al.,
2005). With continued population growth and subsequent land development over time, spuately

20% of the original natural cover remains in southern Ontario (Butt et al., 2005).

This trend of deforestation and removal of natural cover has affected the Project Study Area. Historically,
GKSNBE 6SNB I @GFNARSGe 2F Fljdzad GAO FYyR GSNNBaGNRI
shorelines and meadow, cobble reefs, bluffisldbeaches, and estuaries and bays. Since the 1800s, various
activities including development associated with colonization, transportation and recreational uses
changed this portion of the waterfront significantly (Waterfront Regeneration Trust, 2001).

As the population continues to grosapidly, and communities densifgnd diversify such as in the Project

Study Area, the demand for access to natural areas increases, putting pressure on both managed and
unmanaged terrestrial areas that are already in limited suf@iyy of Toronto, 2017)t has been shown

that Torontonians are shifting towards informal and individualized activities, with a growing interest in
the use of trails for recreation, exercise, and active transportation (City of Toronto, 20h&)such
pressure, resulting from increased demand and changes in natural area usage, is the devetdprsent
created (informal) trail systems.

Informal trail systems form for a number of reasons, including but not limited to (Van Winkle, 2014):

Currently implemented trail systems, if present, do not accommodate or anticipate the needs and
desires of park users.

Informal trails provide increased efficiency by creating a shortcut or providing more direct access
to a natural feature
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The existing system provides no or limited access to a desirable feature(engwn viewpoint,
a lake, a rock outcropping, etc.)

The formation of informal trails occurs in stages: trampling of vegetation, loss of organic soil material, and
eventually compaction of soil (Van Winkle, 2014). Once a discernable path has been formed, this often
ONBIFiSa I aNBf Sl a Sbliondittsame outei(Vad Widkie, 2614)2 G K S NA

Within the Project Study Areanetwork of informal trails has been identified that provide informal access
to and along the waterfront.

The effects from informal trails on natural areas tend to be localized, but they can also exacerbate
disturbances and contribute to changes at the landscape level (Van Winkle, 2014). They can result in the
loss of native vegetation, habitat fragmentatiaisplacement of wildlife, soil compaction and resultant
erosion altered hydrology, and spread of invasive species (Van Winkle, 2014).

As with the terrestrial ecosystenthie aquatic ecosystem of Lake Ontario and the Toronto waterfront,
includingthe Scarborough shoreline, has been impacted by human activities. The waterfront changed
dramatically following the arrival of early European settlers in the lateckitury, largely in part due to

the historical practice adtonehooking

Stone gravel and boulders, ranging in diameter of 450mm to 600narare removed from the Toronto
Harbour for development purposes between 1830 and 1930 (Fenco McLaren Inc. et al.,St68a6).
material is an important component of the physical structure of the shoreline. The movement of stone
material along the shoreline forms bays, points, and bars, which are critical elements of aquatic habitats
providing cover, shelter, and foraging appunities.

Open coast shorelines such as those found along the waterfront in the Project Study Area, provided
historical spawning habitat for coldwater fish species such as Lake Trout and Lake Whitefish (Dietrich et
al., 2008). The setfleansing characteristics ofdhopen coast shoreline exposed gravels, cobbles, and
boulders, which provided essential conditions for ecwéntering eggs and larvae (Dietrich et al., 2008).
However, past modificationgarticularly the removal of this coarse substratave significarly reduced

the quality of habitat available in this area.

Development on theablelandsnecessitated shoreline protection works stop shorelinesrosionalong

the toe of theBluffsandreduce the risk tadhosetablelandsfrom crest migration Thetablelands located

along the shore of th@roject Qudy Area, arean elevatedlandformwith steep clifflike edges, and a flat

top. The entire SBVProjectshoreline (except at The Needlesn area of steepinnacle shapedbluffs
locatedg Sa i 2 7F . X hieF FeéNdieied with Ndme form of shore protection works. Early
protection works in the form of basievetmentfeatures were implemented in the 1980s and 1990s along
portions of the Project Study Area shorelings the primary focus of these works wa®sioncontrol,
aquatic habitat enhancement features were not incorporated into their design. Extending parallel to the
shoreline, these shoreline protection works have a simple linear profile and lack substrate diversity
characteristic of historical Scarborough sharelor more modern headlandeach systems.

Improved shoreline protection techniques have since been employeayuding a combination of
armourstonérubble revetment riprap, gravel/sand beaches and a series afmourstone
groynegbreakwater structures extending into the lake. These works were carried out over the last 50
years and have been generally effective in protecting against wanson
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2532 Project Opportunities

Through implementation of the SB®foject an opportunity exists to decommission much of the existing
informal trail network with the provision of formalized access to and along the waterfront. By managing
the anticipated increase in user volume through a formal trail system, regeneration aat@rhent of

the terrestrial ecosystem within the Project Study Area may be achieved as direct disturbance to the
natural environment has the potential to be reduced. Additionally, the shoreline management works that
could be a part of the SBWroject provide opportunities for aquatic habitat enhancement and/or
creation, particularly in areas where less advanced techniques were previously applied.

The SBWProjectpresents an opportunity t@nhance the terrestrial and aquatic natural features, while
addresing erosionand risk prone areassawvell agmprovingpublic spaces andccess to and along the
shorelinebetweenthe Eastern Beaches andf dzF T SN & t | NJ

2.6  Project Study Areand Temporal Boundaries

For the purposes of th&BWProject,two study areas were considered: the Project Study Areathad
Regional Study Area.

2.6.1 ProjectStudyArea

Figurel-1 denotes the area wherthe project will be located and whegotential project effects will be
assessed for many of the technical disciplines. The Project Study Area extends along the Lake Ontario
AaK2NBfAYS FNRBY G(G(KS 9FadSNYy .SIFIOKSa Ay GKS gSaid
length). The nortbrly boundary is Kingston Road, and the southern boundary is Lake Ontario to a
maximum of 1 km offshore. The Project Study Area includes access routes and any potential effects to
adjacent communities.

To help facilitate the Alternatives development and evaluation process, the P&tiedyArea has been
divided intothe followingfour proposedShoreline Segments, recognizing the distinct characteristics along
each Shoreline Segmeras shown irigure2-1:

Silver Birch Avenue to Warden Aven@8egment 1)This area features Balmy Beach P#r& Silverbirt

off leash dog parkthe western extent of the Martin Goodman Trail, the R.C. Harris Water Treatment
Plant, a portion of shoreline known locally as Secret Beachtladoronto Hunt Club. Except for the
concrete seawall on the frontage of the R.C. Harris Water Treatment Plant, the shoreline throughout this
section is a series of engineered beachesgnagnesystems. Ownership of the shoreline is a mix of public
and private ownership.

Warden Avenue to Birchmount Rog@&egment 2)Shoreline protection worksa(mourstonerevetments
and engineeredbeach andgroynesystems) exist along the entire length of this segment. There is no
formal public access along thee of the Bluffs All shoreline in this area is under public ownership.

Birchmount Road to East End of Fishleigfformal Access(The Needley (Segment 3) Shoreline
protection works &rmourstonerevetmentsand engineeredbeach andgroynesystems) exist along the
entire length of this segment. All shoreline in this area is under public ownership.
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East End of Fishleigh Informal Acce3i¢ Needlesii 2 . f dzF FSSgMiEN 4) Tthé dvilly shoreline
LINEPGSOGA2Y GAGKAY GKAA | NBIF A& Buifskado®rids The Reedies (i K . f
is unprotected. All shoreline in this area is under public ownership.
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2.6.2 Regional Study Areas

C2NJ OSNIiI Ay GSOKYyAOIf RAa®aybhdfudedtSidehtifyfarnd NsEeSs\hbtentiaS I A 2 y |
effects at the appropriate scale.@, sediment transport and coastal processes, water quality modelling,
socioeconomic assessment).

2.6.3 Temporal Boundaries

Temporal boundaries will be used for the basis of the effects assessment. The temporal boundaries
established for the EA include the construction and establishment phases &BWéProject and are
explained below.

The construction phaseof the SBWProject is anticipated to commence following receipt of required
approvals, permits, and fundin@iming for theconstruction phase, including time for permitting and
detailed design, isurrently unknownAssumptions will be made during the EA regarding the construction
timelines to support the evaluation @fternatives.

Theestablishmentphasewill commence once construction is complete. S#&\WProject is anticipated

to exist indefinitely into the future. This phase will include poshstruction natural feature
establishment monitoring activities and could also be defined as the timeframe for monitoring and
adaptive management of th&BWProject which is expected tolast approximately 15 years after
construction.

3. ALTERNATIVES TO PRBEJECT

The OntaricEA Actrequires the identification and evaluation GAlternativesTc the project, including
the consideration of th&Do Nothing Alternative. GAlternativesTce the project are defined as different
ways to solve the identified problem or address the identified opportunity

As previously noted, TRCA and the GitJorontoA Y i SY R (2 02 Y LJinSdc&dahce With 2 Odza SF
Section 17.4(1) dhe EA ActThe need and justification for the SBW Project has been established through
previous planning processes including the ISMP and other key guiding documents as described in Section

2. These studies and plans identify the need for integragngsion protection works with habitat
improvements and improved public access along the section of the Scarborough waterfront between the
9FradSNYy .SIFEOKSa Ay GKS ¢6Said | y RSBWHrgjedt BudsIpan thel NJ Ay
previous shorelineerosionprotection works undertaken in th€roject Study Aea. Waterfront projects

such aghisdo not have discretdlternative solutions. Rather, the complexity of the site and the problems

and opportunities creates a dichotomy @foing nothing or ddoing somethingwith the latterbeing the

subject of thedAlternative Method< discussion.

l'a adzOKXI A lGK (BdSNothig etnktive2hé ER Will ndt f8luderan evaluation of
OAlternatives Té. Once identified, the Preferred Alternative (the Project) will be compared against the

éDo Nothing Alternative to confirm the recommendedAlternative. ¢ K 9o Blothing Alternative
includes:

Continuation of monitoring activities by TRCA.
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Implementation of existing plans for the area, including localized shoretim&on controlvorks
where deemed necessary and retrofits/maintenance activities to existing shoreline works.

Gontinuation of the naturaBluff erosionprocess for the unprotected sectien

Continued patchwork of formalized, informal, and unauthorized public access to the waterfront
and its associated risks.

ond2Ay3 LIN)] YIrylF3aSySyid oeé GKS [/ Ade
facilities within the Project Study Ardsauit not within informal andnaccessiblareas

2T ¢2NRYy (2

¢tKS a52 { 2YSi Knaynaldde domeicEnblfiaticn ofd® following, within all segments of
the Project Study Areat the top and/ortoe of the Bluffs:

Shore protection works

Aquatic anderrestrial habitat enhancements
New and/or enhanced access points
Multi-use trall

Public spaces

Erosiorand slope stability measures
Lakefill to facilitate any of the above

Different combinations of the above (known A#fernative Method} will be established based on the
framework presented in Section 4 and will be consultgmbn duringthe EA phase of the project as
described in Section 6he existing conditions areomplex,andthe Project team will consider the option

to dDo Nothing through each stage of thieroject.

Theadvantages and disadvantagé€®2 NJ & R2 A yelbusy R 8 K ¥ ¥ 3 & a&re&siriketl elbé:

Do Nothing Do Something

Consistent with City, TRCA, and Provincial
planning and policies with respect to the
waterfront and the need to integraterosion
protection works with habitat improvements
and improved public access

Provides equitable access to the waterfront f
all residents

No clear advantages other than the avoidan
of new construction costs and environmentg
effects during construction

No resolution of longerm erosionrisk

No active transportation connection across
SBW Project site.

Existing issues with respect to lack of acceg

for Bmergency Service€£ity staff and users
and unmanaged use contingigpotentially
leading toconflict.

Operational changes can be made to
enforcement, parking, police presence, and
litter but cannot be extended to or across
private property.

Addresses long termarosionrisk.

Addresses unmanaged use along the
waterfront and lack of access fomgrgency
ServicesCity staff and users

Additional waterfront parkland and public
access

Opportunity to enhance aquatic and terrestri
habitats.

Potential need to traverse private property.
Higher capital costs.
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and City CounciResolution EX28 @&dopted on December 15, 20R1t will be carried forward anduring

the EA Alternative Methodswill be generated and evaluated as described in Sectiohgdin, he 6Do

Nothingg Alternativewill alsobe carriedforward, as required by thé&A Act

4. DESCRIPTION, EVALUATNEDRATIONALE FOR
G!' [ ¢9wb! ¢L+9 a9¢l h5{¢

The following section describes the steps to be followed in the EA to develop, amsg&valuate the
GAlternative Method® ¢ | & LINB O Aleerzdivie dethod o6 degsignsiare different ways of
carrying out theproject. For examplefor the Project, this may include consideration of different locations
within the Project Area for project components.g, trail alignment, shorelinprotection, public spaces,

etc.). ¢ K @lteidnative Methods (G2 0SS RSOSt2LISR gAff | RREBIEsk (KS A
from erosion limited waterfront accessand low habitat integrity) and identified opportunities.
C dzNJi K S NJY AltsiBakive Kdth8ds ¢ s Af f 0SS RSGSE2LISR Ay | YI Yy SN

existing natural features of the Project Study Area and sensitive to the concelosabinteress, the
broader public, Indigenous communities, and agencies

ThedAlternativeMethodg> | f 2 y 3 D@Mothikg Aliekh&tiveawill be assessed and evaluated on
their ability to achieve the Project Vision and Objecti¥asluationcriteria andindicators will also assess
the potential for negative environmental effects and will address all components artiieonment(as
defined by theEA Act A Preferred Alternative will be selected that best meets the overall Project Vision
and Objectiveswhile minimizing negative impact$hroughout these steps, there wile opportunities

for Indigenouspublic, and stakeholdemput as described further iBectiont.

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

Determine Footprint of Identification of Desired Development & Evaluation of Refine & Undertake

Alternatives Design Elements Short List of Alternatives Detailed Assessment 9f
the Preferred Alternative

Step 1: Determine thé-ootprint for the Alternatives

Based on problems and opportunities identified in Sectrfootprints will be established for each
Alternative within each segmenthich represent the extent of changes to the landscdpetermining
the footprint is comprised of two key inputs: risk lines and shorgsirmection.

Risk linesre identified at thetoe of theBluffs and at thetop of theBluffs. At thetoe ofthe Huffs, the risk

line identifiesa rationally estimated extent of talus accumulation {loe area of accumulated earth from

a slope failure)in other wordsthe line beyond which public safety risks have been adequately mitigated
(as is the responsibility of the City of Toronto and TR&BAjhetop of the Bluffs, the risk line is the
rationally estimatedextent of crest slopenigration.Risk linesre calcuited based on technical guidelines
(established by MNRYyeotechnical engineering criteria, observations, and professional judgeifietilt.
options are to be lakeward of the risk line at tfoe of theBluffsand shoreward of the risk line at thep

of the Bluffs
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Shoreline protection works are then identified based on accommodating safe public access beyond the
risk linefor shorebasedaccessand where existing works need to be enhanced or repairgtoreline
protection worksare developed throughoastal engineerinnodelling andvill be designed to be resilient

to climate change

Step 2: Identificationof Desired Design Elements

The Alternatives must be able to provideafe andbeneficial uses for both human recreation and the
ecological system. To this end, there are a number of desired design elethahtaay be included in
eachAlternative as follows:

New and/or enhanced access poirisd multiuse tail connections to andlong the waterfront

either at the shore and/or at theop of the Bluffs and/or on street.

Public spacesécreational attributes (opportunities for programable spaces, placemaking, etc.).

Shore protection works.

Erosionprotection and fope stability measures.

Aquatic and terrestrial habitat enhancements.

Lakefill to facilitate any of the above.

The range ofootprints determined in the previous step will be refined in this step through an iterative
process to include each of the design elements listed above. A key aspect of this step will be to optimize
the balance betweeiaccess, safetfyuman useterrestrial and aquatic habitat gains, amdluefor cost

The designs will be developed with a sensitivity to the ecological and cultural heritage of the shoreline.

Theoutcomeof this step will behe development of a series of projeétternatives which respect the
range offootprints definedin Step labove and address theB®8/Project objectives. Coarse level habitat
restoration, public realm opportunities and trail/access locations will be defined for Ataimative such
that differences between thélternatives can be assessed.

Step 3: Developmenand Evaluation of Short List of Alternatives

TheAlternative SBW Project configurations will developed for each project segment addscribed in
sufficient detail to distinguish between them for the construction and establishment ph&kesild there

be a long list ofAlternatives for any segmer(i.e., more than 9, the Alternativesmay be screened to
identify a shorter list for evaluationlhe purpose of the comparative evaluation is to chofiseeach
segmentthe Alternative which has the greatest potential to meet the SBW Project objectwves
minimize negative impactsThe comparative evaluation will be undertaken using the preliminary
evaluation criteriaand indicators presented ifable4-1, whichwill be refined and finalized as part of the
EA based on public and ageneyiew. The criteria are organized by th&BWHProject objectives and
represent all aspects of thenvironmentas per the OntaricEA Act Thecriteria and indicators are
objectivebased, meaning they are focused on measuring the extent to which the Alternatives achieve the
SBWProjectobjectives.

For allAlternatives mitigation measures to lessen negative effects or enhance positive benefits will be
identified. In some instanceghis will be part of the design for eadliternative, for example different

types of shorelines provide different typequantity and quality ofhabitat. For constructiorrelated

impacts a standard set of mitigation measures will be detaileédr each indicator, eacNternative SBW

t N2E2SO0 O2yFTAIdzNY GA2y gAftf 0SS IAGBSY | ljdzZt AGHGADBS
LINB T STha&/auatibn will result in the identification ofReeferred Alternative for each segment
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based on theevaluation criteriausing a reasoned tradeff analysis which explicitly considers traoiffs
between theAlternativesand relative advantages and disadvantagesblic and agency input will be
sought on theAlternative SBW Project configurations and the decision method. The analysis by indicator
will be presented in an evaluation matrince aPreferred Alternative is chosen for each segmetitey

will be joined together to create the over&lteferred Alternative.

Step 4: Refinand Undertake Detailed Assessment of the Preferred Alternative

As noted above, thélternative SBW Project configurations will only be described in sufficient detail to
distinguish between thenfi.e., a conceptual level of desighus, it is anticipated that thereferred
Alternative will need to be refine@nd construction will be defined in more detaid undertake the
detailed assessment. The detailed assessment will result in a final discussion of hévefgreed
Alternative meets theSBW Project objectives, a summary @otential environmental effects and
mitigative measuresand an assessment of advantages and disadvantages.
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Table4-1: PreliminaryComparative Evaluation Criter@ad Indicators

Environmental Component (Criteria)

SubCriteria

Indicators

SublIndicators

Indicator Definitions

Data Sources/Assessment Method

OBJECTIVE 1: Conserve, create and enhance terrestrial and aquat

ic natural features and linkages (Natural Environment)

Natural Environment

Effects on aquatic
habitat

Extent of aquatic habitat
enhanced or diminished

Ability to increase
shoreline morphology by
increasing shoreline
irregularity

As supported by lonterm monitoring data, open coast shorelines with more complex prof
result in increased species richness. Each Alternative results in an impact to shoreline
morphology. Increasing the morphology via increasing irregularity impresssntial aquatic
habitat and benefits local resident and migratory fish while providing optimal functional o
coast habitat. In particular, a complex shoreline profile provides for increased foraging
opportunities, cover, and shelter.

TRCA owgoing fish monitoring
surveys

Measurements of existing and
proposed shoreline features
using CAD and/or ArcGIS

Ability to increase
shoreline substrate type
diversity

As supported by lonterm monitoring data, more diverse open coast shorelines support
increased species richness. Each Alternative results in an impact to shoreline substrate
composition. Increases in the relative amounts of cobble and boulder subsinarelation to
sand, brings the shoreline closer to historical conditions. This increased diversity improvi
essential aquatic habitat and benefits local resident and migratory fish, while providing
optimal functional open coast habitat. In particularcreased shoreline substrate diversity
provides more foraging, cover and shelter opportunities for fish.

TRCA owgoing fish monitoring
surveys

Measurements of existing and
proposed shoreline features
using CAD and/or ArcGIS

Potential for aquatic
habitat loss or
modification

Alternatives differ in terms of their overall footprint, as indicated by their area of infill.
Alternatives with the most infill have the potential to result in the highest amount of existi
habitat lost or modified. As this does not consider the qualftthe habitat, and as the
PfGSNYFGAGPGSEaQ O2yOSLiidz2tt RSaiaAdya OFy o6S
Indicator considers the potential for habitat loss only, as compared to the other Alternatiy
Alternatives with a small amount of or noilhivill be ranked higher.

TRCA owoing fish monitoring
surveys

Measurements of existing and
proposed shoreline features
using CAD and/or ArcGIS

Effects on terrestrial
habitat

Extent of terrestrial
habitat attributes
created, enhanced, or
diminished
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Potential to create a
suitable landwater
interface for terrestrial
species

Potential exists to create langater interface that benefits terrestrial species. Where the
interface provides ease of access for wildlife and is always out of the water, the Alternati
preferred.

Measurement of existing and
proposed shoreline features
using CAD and/or ArcGIS

Potential to create or
enhance terrestrial
habitat

Potential exists to create or enhance terrestrial habitat attributes. Alternatives which creg
or enhance more terrestrial habitat are preferred.

TRCA terrestrial habitat surveyq
Measurements of existing and
proposed terrestrial habitat
features such as meadows,
wetlands, and forests using CA
and/or ArcGIS




Environmental Component (Criteria)

SubCriteria

Indicators

SublIndicators

Indicator Definitions

Data Sources/Assessment Method

Impact to vegetation
communities of concern
(note: vegetation
communities are key
criteria for designation of
ESAs and ANSISs)

Different Alternatives have varying levels of impact on vegetation communities of concer
Vegetation communities provide habitat for both flora and fauna species.

TRCA terrestrial habitat surveyq
Measurements of existing and
proposed terrestrial habitat
features such as meadows,
wetlands, and forests using CA
and/or ArcGIS

Effects on terrestrial and
aguatic Species at Risk
(SAR)

Potential for impact on
terrestrial and aquatic
Species at Risk (SAR)

Potential effects to
habitat for terrestrial SAR

Potential terrestrial SAR present in the Project Study Area includes Bank Swallows.
Alternatives that benefit SAR and minimize negative impacts will be preferred.

TRCA terrestrial habitat surveyq
Measurements of existing and
proposed terrestrial habitat
features such as meadows,
wetlands, and forests using CA
and/or ArcGIS

Potential effects to
habitat for aquatic SAR

Potential aquatic SAR present in the Project Study Area include American Eel and Atlan
Salmon. Alternatives that benefit SAR and minimize negative impacts will be preferred.

TRCA omgoing fish monitoring
surveys

Measurements of existing and
proposed shoreline features
using CAD and/or ArcGIS

OBJECTIVE 2: Manage public safety and

property risk (Social & Te

chnical Environment)

Technical Environmental

Effects on public safety
and property

Ability to minimize publig
safety risk and property
loss as a result of slope
and shoreline
erosion/failure

Ability to provide a trail
lakeward of risk line

along the shoreline and
shoreward of the risk ling
along the top of the bluff

Bluff erosion processes can result in slope failure (e.g., landslide). The improvement of
existing trails and development of new trails along the toe/top of the slope could result in
public safety risks as a result of the potential for slope failure. Adtieves that better
accommodate this risk are more preferred.

Risk line calculation based on
MNR guidance
Measurement of length of trail
outside of risk lines using CAD
and/or ArcGIS

Ability to address the
potential loss of public
property and
infrastructure as a result
of slope (sloperest
migration) and shoreline
erosiorifailure

Bluff erosion processes can result in slope failure (e.g., landslide), including loss of table
and erosion of the Bluff face. There are varying levels of risk for slope failure within the
Project Study Area which can impact public property and infuattire. Different Alternatives
will have different levels of shoreline and slope erosion control protection.

Geotechnical assessment of
need for erosion control
protection

Identification of locations where
protection is not possible and is
possible

Ability to minimize publig
safety risk for trails along
gl 6§ SNRa SR3

Potential for trail to
experience wave uprush
or overtopping

£+ NA2dza LI I yyAy3 R20dzYSyda A RSy deiobjective. i
¢CNFAf&a FE2y3 GKS gl GSNR&a SR3IS YIe& 0S5 4&adz
result in trail closures and dangerous conditions for users. Trailsateadesigned to
experience less frequent, or no overtopping are preferred.

Coastal assessment of location
for potential wave uprush and
overtopping

Social Environment

Effects on Emergency
Services access along
the waterfront

Ability to improve
Emergency Services
access to the waterfront

Ability to provide
Emergency Services
access along the
waterfront

Currently Emergency Services vehicle access to the shoreline is largely limited to the Fig
LYF2NXYIFf ! 00Saa w2lFR IyR . fdZFFSNRA t I NJ
parks. Alternatives which provide opportunity for additional Enesicy Services vehicle
access along the entire shoreline Segments are more preferred.

Discussions with EMS
Viability of new access points tg
shore to accommodate EMS
vehicle based on geotechnical
and environmental feasibility
(through geotechnical
assessments and existing
terrestrial ecology data)

OBJECTIVE 3: Enhance Waterfront Experience (Social Environment)
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Environmental Component (Criteria)

SubCriteria

Indicators

SublIndicators

Indicator Definitions

Data Sources/Assessment Method

Social Environment

Effects on public access
to the waterfront

Improve public access tq
the waterfront

Potential to provide
continuous formal public
access along the
shoreline

'a YSYUGA2ySR | 020S> @I NA2dza LI I yyAy3d R2
longterm objective. The Project considers a trail network along the shoreline that providg
access to both the top and toe of the Bluffs. Improved public accesg déhe shoreline
includes consideration for increased formal public access and continuous connections.
Alternatives which are better able to provide continuous formal public access along the
g G SNR&E SR3IAS I NBE LINBEFSNNBRO®

Assessment of extent to which
continuous trail is possible,
through coastal and
geotechnical assessments, alor|
with existing terrestrial/aquatic
ecology data

Potential to provide
formal public access fron
tableland to the
shoreline

+F NA2dza LI FyyAy3 R20dzYSyda A R SieimoFettivd. T
Project considers improved public access to the shoreline. Alternatives which are better
to provide formal public access to the shoreline are preferred.

Assessment of number and
types of access provided
between tablelands and the
shore, the feasibility of which
will be determined through on
going geotechnical assessment|
and existing terrestrial ecology
data

Ability to accommodate 3
high-capacity multiuse
trail

Within the Greater Toronto Area, the Waterfront Trail experiences significant demand, a
user conflicts along shared paths have been reported. The provision of &dyglcity multi
use trail is recognized as an opportunity to alleviate these pressurkeie \@kisting physical
and environmental constraints may limit the ability to accommodate such a trail, Alternat
which provide the greatest opportunity for a primary or higgpacity multiuse trail outside
the risk line within the Segment are prefed.e

ArdGlShbased assessment of
extent to which continuous high
capacity multiuse trail is
possible

Ability to provide for all
ages and abilities

Improved access along the shoreline includes opportunities to provide physical accessib
by minimizing grades where possible and if not possible providing rest stops and other
modifications. Alternatives which are better able to accommodate a rangditfies are
preferred.

ArcGlSbased assessment of
lengths and locations of trail
where accessibility may be
limited or modified

Potential to provide
direct public access to
and into the water

The public desires opportunities for direct access to the water. Alternatives that provide
access to the water are more preferred.

Measurement of number of
locations where direct access tq
the water in provided using CAll
and/or ArcGIS

Effects on recreational
use of the waterfront

Potential for changes to
the use of the waterfront
for recreation

Potential for change to
sandy shorelines

The existing sandy shorelines just east of R.C. Harris (aka Secret Beach) are valued by
public. Potential changes to sandy shorelines (e.g., reducing the size of the sandy shore
should be minimized and Alternatives that achieve this and provigepnities for
enhancement will be considered preferred.

Measurement of extent of
change to existing beaches usi
CAD and/or ArcGIS

Potential for impact to
surfing

Surfing is an increasingly popular activity in the Project Study Area, particularly around tf
Needles. Alternatives that minimize the effect on surf areas will be preferred.

Assessment of change to
accessibility to beaches for
surfing using CAD and/or ArcGl
Coastal analysis on changes to
wave direction and energy for
surfing beaches

Opportunity to create
activity nodes or
gathering spaces.

The nature and location of public realm spaces created will determine the ability to progr
the space. Proximity to access points and the size of the site will all be taken into
consideration. The SBW project has the opportunity to create activity ndagdrtegrate
tableland and shore based public realm opportunities and use access points as activity 1
These spaces can be used for Indigenous experiences and activities. Alternatives with a
of activity nodes or gathering spaces in proximityataess points will be preferred.

Number and location of activity
nodes created, captured as par
of an opportunities/constraints

mapping analysis during the EA

Effects within the
community

Ability to integrate
within community

Proximity of access
points to transit stops

The SBW project should be accessible by transit to minimize the need for parking. Alterr|
with access points within proximity to transit stops will be preferred.

ArdGlSbased analysis of numbe
of transit stops within a 1.0
minute walk of an access point
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Environmental Component (Criteria)

SubCriteria

Indicators

SublIndicators

Indicator Definitions

Data Sources/Assessment Method

Proximity of access
points to existing and
proposed cycling
network

The SBW project should be accessible by bikeways to minimize the need for parking.
Alternatives with access points within proximity to the cycling network will be preferred.

ArdGlSbased analysis of
proximity of bikeways to access
points

Assessment of direct
connections to existing or
proposed bikeways, captured a
part of an
opportunities/constraints
mapping analysis during the EA

Proximity of access
points to parks

Improved connectivity between access points and existing parks will improve integration
recreational spaces; Ability to link with parking, community facilities and other amenities
the potential to create integrated public spaces and will be preférre

Assessment of direct
connections of access points to
existing or proposed parks,
captured as part of an
opportunities/constraints
mapping analysis during the EA

Effects on viewsheds or
scenic lookouts

Opportunities for
viewsheds or scenic
lookouts

Number of viewsheds or
scenic lookouts created

Opportunities to view the lake from the Bluffs or to view the Bluffs from the shore are deg
to deter unmanaged access to seek those views. Alternatives which create more viewsh
scenic lookouts will be more preferred.

Assessment of number of

viewpoints created, modified or
removed, captured as part of ar|
opportunities/constraints
mapping analysis during the EA

OBJECTIVE 4: Consistency angrectination with other initiatives (Natural, Social & Cultural Envi

ronments)

Social & Natural Environment

Effects on City and othe
agency plans and
initiatives

Ability to integrate with
City and other agency
plans and initiatives
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Ability to integrate with
new and proposed plans
or initiatives

There are many plans and initiatives underway within the Project Study Area including fc
example: the Scarborough Waterfront Project and improvements to Toronto Water

Infrastructure. The Alternatives will need to integrate and accommodate these other
initiatives. Alternatives that can best accommodate these plans/initiatives will be preferrg

Review of plans and initiatives
Assessment of ability to
integrate with and
accommodate other initiatives

Consistency with the City
2T ¢ 2N y20RQ
Reconciliation Action

Plan

The Reconciliation Action Plan guides the actions that the City of Toronto will take from !
to 2032 and beyond to achieve truth, reconciliation, and justice to the extent that it remai
consistent with the selfdentified needs of Indigenous communtié Toronto. Alternatives

which are able to support these actions are preferred.

Assessment of ability to suppor
needs of Indigenous people in
Toronto




Environmental Component (Criteria)

SubCriteria

Indicators

SublIndicators

Indicator Definitions

Data Sources/Assessment Method

Ability to integrate with
existing Toronto Water
infrastructure

Toronto Water Infrastructure must continue to function with aflyernative proposed. The
Alternatives which are compatible with the operation of existing infrastructure, including
improving access for maintenance, will be preferred.

Assessment of potential impact
of Alternatives on the function
of existing Toronto Water
infrastructure

Consistency with the
goals of the Fish
Community Objectives
for Lake Ontario

The Fish Community Objectives for Lake Ontario were created to maintain and increase
fish species in Lake Ontario. Alternatives which are able to advance these objectives arg
preferred.

Assessment of how each
Alternative creates habitat to
support fish community
objectives

Consistency with the
objectives of the City of
¢C2NRyYyG2Qa /
Network Plan

¢KS /Ale 2F ¢2NRyG2Qa /@0ftAay3d bSGe2N] t
the Project Study Area include studies of potential bikeway along Kingston Road betwee
Warden Avenue and Cliffside Drive. Alternatives that support the imphéatien of this
priority or that provide connectivity to future bikeways are preferred.

Assessment of connections to
proposed bikeways

Consistency with the
Integrated Shoreline
Management Plan (ISMH

The 1996 ISMP identified a series of recommendations for the Project Area including:
Preserve the Needles formation as an eroding geological feature.
Develop longerm shoreline stabilization.
Link with economic activity along the Kingston Road corridor.
Improve natural inland linkages and trail links with neighbouring segments.
Improve public parking.

Alternatives which support these recommendations are preferred.

Assessment of how each
Alternative supports
recommendations

Consistency with the
2022 City of Toronto
Next Phase of
Waterfront Revitalization
vision

The 2022 City of Toronto Next Phase of Waterfront Revitalization vision sets out the prig
for the broader waterfront from Etobicoke to Scarborough. Alternatives that are consiste
with the priorities for waterfront revitalization are preferred.

Assessment of how each
Alternative supports priorities

Consistency with City of
¢C2NRyG2Qa ¢
Net Zero Strategy and
Resilience Strategy

TransformTO Net Zero Strategy and Resilience Strategy identify a range of goals to min
carbon emissions and ensure city assets are resilient to the effects of climate change.
Alternatives that are consistent with the Net Zero Strategy and Resilemagegy will be
preferred.

Assessment of how each
Alternative is consistent with the
strategy in creating
infrastructure resilient to
climate change

Consistency with City of
Toronto Wet Weather
Flow Master Plan
(WWFMP) and Basemern
Flooding Studies

Key objectives of the WWFMP include improving water quality along the waterfront, bea
and watercourses, protection of vulnerable City sewer and water infrastructure from eros
and reducing the risk of flooding to private and City properties duritigeme wet weather.
Several Basement Flooding studies undertaken by the City identify recommendations to
address these objectives in Southwest Scarborough. Alternatives that support the object
from the WWFMP and the recommendations from the Basemeotdthg studies are
preferred.

Assessment of how each
Alternative supports
recommendations

Compatibility with
existing communities

Residential and open space land uses exist within the Project Study Area. Alternatives w
minimize impacts on existing residential areas are more preferred.

Assessment of potential
nuisance impacts from
construction and use of the trail
and park spaces on local
residents and communities

Natural Environment

Effects on source water
protection areas

Ability to protect source
water protection areas

Potential for impacts on
water quality at water
intake pipe locations

Water supply intake pipe locations are considered as source water protection areas by t
Province. Water quality within these source water protection areas cannot be negatively
impacted.

Reference to pstwater quality
modelling along the
Scarborough waterfrontwhich
showed no water quality
concerns unless new
embayments were created as
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Environmental Component (Criteria)

SubCriteria

Indicators

SublIndicators

Indicator Definitions

Data Sources/Assessment Method

part of proposed shoreline
treatments

If new embayments are created
as part of a proposed shoreline
treatment, water quality will be
assessed by comparingater
exchange rates for the existing
versus proposed shoreline
configurations using the CMS
circulation model

Cultural Environment

Effects on archaeologics
resourcs, built heritage
resources, and cultural
heritage landscapes

Potential impact on
archaeological resources
built heritage resources,
and cultural heritage
landscapes

Potential to impact
known or potential
archaeological resourceg
and areas of
archaeological potential

Impacts to the disturbance or destruction of archaeological resources (terrestrial and/or
marine) need to be minimized or mitigated. Alternatives that best achieve this will be
considered as preferred.

Stage 1 and potential Stage 2
Archaeological Assessment
ArcGlSbased asessment of
potential for eachAlternative to
disturb archaeological resource

Potential to impact
known or potential built
heritage resources and
cultural heritage
landscapes

Impacts to the displacement of known and/or potential built heritage resources and /or
cultural heritage landscapes by removal and/or demolition and or disruption need to be
minimized or mitigated.

Built heritage inventory and city
registry

Technical cultural heritage
studies

ArdGlSbased asessment of
potential for eachAlternative to
disturb heritage resources and
cultural landscapes

Potential to impact or
recognize traditional lang
uses and valued cultural
features

It is important to recognize any features or areas in the Project Study Area that have
traditional/cultural importance to Indigenous communities. Further, opportunities to
celebrate these features and educate the public about them will be explored. Atieesa
that best achieve this will be preferred.

Discussions with Indigenous
people to identify features with
traditional/cultural importance
Identification of opportunities to
create new features of
traditional/cultural importance
Assessment of potential for eac|
Alternative to disturb, enhance
or create these resources

OBJECTIVE 5: Achieve value for cost (Technical Environment)

Technical Environmental

Cost

Estimated capital cost

Estimated cost to
construct (relative to
each other)

High relative costs for the Alternatives have been developed. Less expensive Alternative
be scored higher.

Coarse level cost estimate

Potential amount of
water lot and property
acquisition required

(relative to each other)

Some Alternatives could require Crown water lots (measured between the outmost exter
the Alternative and the shoreline), private property and/or easements across private
property. Alternatives that minimize impacts to Crown water lots and private ptgae

Preferred.

ArcGlIShased analysis to
measure number and extent of
property requirements

* Criteria andndicators will be refined through the EA as Alternative Methods are developed, and potential effects are better understood
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5. DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT

The purpose ofSection 5is to present an overview of thenvironmentpotentially affected by the
proposed SBW Project, to create familiarity with issues to be addressed and the complexity of the
environmentikely to be affected by the SBW. All aspects ofe¢heironmentrelevant to the projectand

its potential effects within the Project Study Ardadurel-1) have been described in thehapter The
chapteris divided into threesub-sections which capture different components of tevironment

1. Physical environment characteristics, which describe the coastal and geotechnical processes
acting on the Project Study Area,;

2. Natural environment conditions, which include terrestrial and aquatic habitat; and

3. Socioeconomic components, which include existing and planned land use, land ownership,
archaeology, cultural heritage, recreation and Aboriginal interests.

The description of the existirgnvironmentis based on the information from a number of studies, which
have been referenced in the aligable sections. Additional field surveys were also undertaken where
required It is not anticipated that additional studies will need to be completed to understand existing
environmental conditions. Should aitidnal studies be requiredhey and the results will be documented

in the EAWhere appropriate future environmental conditions are also discussed. For most components
of the environment existing conditions within the Project Study Area are described. Where appropriate,
conditions within the broader regional study area are descrildedequired, these studies will be updated
during the EA.

5.1  Physical Environment
5.1.1 Topography

Within the ProjectStudyArea the topographical areas are dividefdr the most partby the tableland,
the slope face, the slope to@nd thewaterfront. The tableland increases in elevation from the west to
the east from approximately Elev. 78.5 m {fa¢ R.C. Harris Water Treatment Platd Elev. 153.5 m (at
Brimley Road Southln general, theslope face rises steeply from the watemt to the tableland forming
the Bluffs.The elevation of the Bluffs iswer at the west end and higher at Bluff@rPark. Along thBluffs
the slopeface moves lakeward or landward as a resukmsionand the creation of gullieg:rom thetop

of the Bluffgo Kingston Road the change in elevation is more gradual.

The majority of the slope face is over steepened, becoming near vertical in some areas (most notably at
the Needle}.

The toe ofthe slope is themeeting pointbetween the slope face and the | (i S NI &ihe ®dRdlh®
slope is generally separated from the edge of water by beadreynes revetments or infilled land,
again with the notable exception tfie Needlesvhere it is directly adjacent to the lake and subject to
wave action.

1 Components of the environment not relevant to the project such as Noise, Air Quality, GHG emissions, are not
considered.

43 | SCARBOROUGH BLUFFS WESJECGTENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT



The exception to the aboveescribed topography is the area west of R.C. Harris Water Treatment Plant.
The backshore area west of the plant is gently sloping from the water line up to Queen Street and beyond.
The elevation of Queen Street East is in th@eorof 90 m and this rise occurs over approximately 300 m
distance. The slope of the backshore is suitable for residential development. There is no clear high top of
bank. The shoreline is formed by marade headlands and beaches. R.C. Harris Water Treatfant

was built into a transition between these two types of shorelines.

5.1.2 Geology
The geological formations present across fiject 8udy Areaare presented imable5-1.

Table5-1: Project Study Are&ratigraphy

Formation Description

Earth Fill Variable earth fill may be placed across BPmjectSudy Area. Earth
fill identified includes rubble fill placed on the slope face or infilling &
the toe of slope.

Iroquois Sand (Ir) Gravelly sands to sandy gravel.

Thorncliffe Formation Clay (Th) Glacial, fluvigland lacustrine clay deposits interbedded with till sheg

Thorncliffe Formation Sand (Th) Glacial, fluvigland lacustrine sand deposits interbedded with till
sheets.

Meadowcliffe Formation Till (M) Silty clay glacial till, which is well jointed.

Seminary Formation Till (S) Unsampled, assumed to be similar to Sunnybrook Till.

Sunnybrook Formation Till (Sb) Silt glacial till. This unit displays well developed joint sets. Around t
Fishleigh Drive area, this glacial till was reported to have higher
strength.

Scarborough Formation Sand (Sc) | Fine to coarse sand to sandy silt and grey to brown. Silt laminations
present in unit.

Scarborough Formation Clay (Sc) Silty clay to silt and dark grey to brown. Coarser layers present in u

Don Formation (D) Gravelly sands within theroject 8udy Area; variable across the
Greater Toronto Area

York Till (Y) Silt and clay shale rich diamict till.

Below the overburden soils described above, Georgian Bay Formation bedrock is anticipated at
approximately Elev62 to 60 +m across thieroject Sudy Area.

5.1.3 Slope Stability

The Scarborough Bluff landform is at variable stages of stabilization acrd@sofhet Budy Area. As the

Bluffs continue to stabilize, the movement of soil poses a risk that must be considered. An assessment of
the existing slope stability is critical in determining hazardous areas along the tableland and at the toe of
slope.

The Scarborough Bluffs have been over steepened from historicatés@ncaused by wave action from
[F1S hyliGlINA2d Ly a2YS t20FGA2ya ¢S o3 dProjéct®idly O2 @S
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Area), this process is still ongoing. Shoreénesionprotection has been constructed over the majority of
the Project Study Areaeducing or eliminating toerosion

Within the Project Study Area, the stages of stabilization for the Bluffs are summarized as follows:

Unstabilized:! NB I & OKIF NI OG S NA le@®fonUINER (rSIOAMY2T/ € & yF2S | (i 21815
erosionfrom water action from Lake Ontario, slogeosionand failure (landslides), ancrest

migration. The only portion of slope in the ProjeStudy Area characterized this way is the

dzy LINP 1 SOGSR &af 2LJS AYYS@EhaNeddese 6Sad 2F . f dzZF FSND
Early to Middle StageAreas where toeerosionprotection has been in place for about-B0+

8SI NAX GKS . fdzZFfa I NB OKI NI Ol SNMX isétBtabilizatiods SAy 3 A
through continuingcrest migratiorand talus accumulation. In these areas, there is no further toe

erosion but slope failure (landslides) antkst migrationcontinue to proceed over the long term.

The early stage is characterized by some accumulation of talus and vegetation, whereas slopes in

the middle stage havmore talus and more vegetation and are less steep with fewensutical

scarps.

Within the ProjecStudy! NB I = G KS at21L)5a GKFEG I NB OKF NF Ol SNR
Fd GKS Strad SyR 2F CAaKfSAIK S5NAGSH® ¢KS af 2LIS
Fallingbrook, Toronto Hunt Golf Club, Crescentwood Road, Kingsbury, Springbartka Rose
McClain Gardens, and the western section of Fishleigh Road.

Late Stage to Fully Stabilized@/here toeerosionprotection and other stabilization measurase

being maintained andhave been in place for over 3+ years, the Bluffs are typically in the

Gf 0S¢ adrasa 2F adloAtAlFiGA2y 2N KF @S Fdzf t @
stabilization measures). In these areas, there is no furtheetosion Slope failures are less likely

to occur (although they are not impossible) and titest migratiorrate is effectively reduced to

near zero, provided t slope establishes and maintains a vegetative cover and toe and surficial
erosionconditions do not substantially change.

Within the ProjectStudyArea, the slopes that meet these criteria inclutie shore immeiately
east of R.C. Harris Water Treatment Plantvtgd O I ¢ & / NBAOSy (i FyR . f dzZF¥FS

The shorelines of R.C. Harris Water treatment plant and the shoreline west of it withRrafext udy
Area are not included in this classification.

5.1.4 Surface Water

Natural surface water features such as creeks, and features such as ravines, ditches and marshes provide
a preferential flow path for stormwater runoff draining to the shoreline. Surface water runoff can also be
captured by outfalls which eventually drainto surface water bodies. These natural and rmaade

surface water drainage features tend to have flow conditions that change. The flow conditions are
dependent on the natural topography and seasonal precipitatdmanges tsurface water features in

the Project StudyArea can serve as early indicators of ssdsionand crest recession on the slopes and
opportunities for their prevention.

Surface water runoff features such as gullies and minor ravines were observed at multiple locations along
the slope face. Most of these features appearrésult fromsurface runoff and to a lesser degree by
groundwater seepage. Along theversteepenedsections of the Bluffs (where no minor ravines are
present) surface water is transmitted down the slope face via sheet flow which creates open water
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channels at the base. This process acceleratesion The resulting accumulation of surface water
drainage was observed flowing into channels draining into the shoreline.

5.1.5 Groundwater

Groundwater in the Project Study Area is recharged by precipitation from as far away as the Oak Ridges
Moraine. The broad collection area includes Highland Creek, Don, Rivelake Ontario Waterfront
watersheds

The Iroquois Sand, Thorncliffe Sand, and Scarborough Sand are the three main aquifer zones in the Project
Study Area. Typically, the Thorncliffe and Scarborough Sands are not completely saturated and do not
have high water pressure. Instead, groundwateussially present in theseonesclose to their bases
Therefore, pressurized, or confined aquifer issues and their implications for slope stability are generally
not included in groundwater considerations.

Groundwater typically flows southward, from tBiff face into Lake Ontario. Deep ravines and gullies on

the Bluff face, which frequently function as drainage features themselves, locally impact groundwater

flow. Groundwater is discharged from the slope face when these features sever the Bluffs profile and
intersect the aquifer units. As such, tioject udy ANB I Q& 3INR dzy Rg | (G SNbnRlk & OK I NE
discernible seepage zones along the exposed faces of the numerous gullies and ravines as well as along

the exposed faces of theluff face.

On the face of the Bluffs, seepage is visible as darker moister zones where there is no considerable
vegetation (i.e., places that amversteepenedor where thereareintermittent vegetated areas on more
stabilized slope faces

5.1.6 Bathymetry

Bathymetry is the elevation of the lakebed. Bathymetric data are required to develop numerical grids for
the wave and sediment transport analyses. A composite bathymetric data set was prepared from
Canadian Hydrographic Service field sheets, bathymetntoaos provided by TRCA, and topographic
contours provided by TRCRigure5-1 showsthe composite bathymetric data along the Project Study
Area.Nearshore depths throughout the Project Study Area are generally less than 4 m, increasing to
greater depths further from shore. Within the greater regional area, depths reach greater than 90
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Figure5-1: Project Study AreBathymetry

5.1.7 Water Levels

Water levels play an important role in both nearshore wave conditions and alongshore sediment
transport. Levels on Lake Ontario fluctuate on shertn, seasonal, and loAgrm bases. Shoiterm
fluctuations last from less than an hour up to several dayd are caused by local meteorological
conditions. These fluctuations are most noticeable during storm events when barometric pressure
differences and surface wind stresses cause temporary imbalances in water levels at different locations
on the lake. Thesstorm surges, or windetup, are highest at the ends of the Lake, particularly when the
wind blows down the length of the Lake.

Seasonal fluctuations reflect the annual hydrologic cycle which is characterized by higher net basin
supplies during the spring and early part of summer with lower supplies during the remainder of the year.
Figureb-2is a hydrograph for Lake Ontario showing mean monthly water levels. It can be sedfiduom

5-2 that water levels generally peak in the summer (June) with the lowest water levels generally occurring
in the winter (December). The average annual water level fluctuation is approximately 0.5 m. Although
water levels below chart datum are rare, the lowasonthly mean on record is approximately 0.4 m
below chart datum.
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Lake Ontario Mean Monthly Lake Levels, 1918-2022
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Figure5-2: Lake Ontaridlydrograph

Longterm water level fluctuations on the Great Lakes are the result of persistently high or low net basin
supplies. More than a century of water level records shows that there is no consistent or predictable cycle

to the longterm water level fluctuationsFigure5-3a K2ga [ 1S hydFNA2Qa YSIy Y
from 1918 to 2022. Both longerm and seasonal fluctuations can be seefigure5-3.
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Figure5-3: Lake Ontariddean Monthly Water Leve|49182022
51.7.1 Design Water Level

TRChAasadoptedadesignwaterlevelof 76.20m based on the International Great Lakes Datl@85for

their Lake Ontario shorelinelhat value haslsobeen adopted for te SBWProject It represents the
instantaneous water level with an estimated return period of 4@@rs and contains an allowance for
LRGSYGALE OKIFy38a G2 [F18 hyGFENR2Q& 61 GSN) £ $08¢ 4
regulations(International Joint Commission, 2014)
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5.1.8 Wind
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showing the frequency of occurrencedifferent wind speedshy directionof origin Thehighestrecorded
wind speedbetween1973and 2022 was 96 kph and come from the southveestor.
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Total observations (including calms): 438,312

Data Source: Toronto Island measured wind data
Maximum wind speed was 96 kph from 220 degrees
Effective calm includes wind sppeds less than 5 kph

Figure5-4: WindRose for Billy Bishop Toronto City Airport
5.1.9 Offshore Waves

Wave characteristics are an important factor in the design of coastal structures. Due to a scarcity of locally
measured wave conditions, a process known as hindcasting is used to develogiextongave database
suitable for statistical analysis. Hinddagt uses recorded wind data to model the wave conditions
expected to have occurred due to those winds. By hindcasting we can produce wave climates which
represent expected conditions over a period of years.

I 61 @S KAYROlIad ¢la O2YLX SGSR o0& dzAAYy3I gAYR REUGLE
Airport to produce deep water wave conditions offshore of the site. Wind data recorded from January 1,
1973 to December 31, 2022vere used to produce hourly estimates of the despter significant wave

height, peak wave period and mean wave direction. Wind data prior to 1973 were not used due to the
relatively high occurrence of missing data.

The deepwater wave climate offshore of Scarborough has-mbdal distribution of the total wave power
with predominant easterly and southwesterly peakggure5-5 shows the directional distribution of the
highest hindcast wave heights and the total offshore wave power from the/e4® hindcast.
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Approximately 60% of the total power comes from the east and approximately 40% comes from the

southwest. There is a greater frequency of south westerly waves, but the légtghesto the east allow
the generation of higher wave heights, which contain more wave energy.

Figure 56 LINBG & S y'RANBOHGfAT2 v & €
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percentage of time a given wave height or period is exceeBlgglire5-7 and Figure5-8, respectively,
show the annual and monthly variation of the total offshore wave power from thge#® hindcast.

[=7]

35

E 5 VAN — wave height - 30 -
E AN N |- wave power E
= 4 1y - 25
£ 0 -]
s, ;o . (2L
5 H \ [ s E
.E 2 f” '. f; .1. E
S FA HE 10 &
= ¥ ] I i ﬁ
S L ¥ [ [ [ X =
— il ¥ ¥ [ [ o ol L5
(] K . J .

0 |."‘I T S T |-"--‘II T s T T —— 0

North ME East SE South SW West NWW Morth

Figureb-5: Distribution of Highest Hindcaahd Total Wave Power

A similar analysis of southwesterly storms yields a-yi€# return period wave with a 418 significant
wave height and a 9.0 second spectral peak period for waves coming from that sector.
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Figure5-6: AllDirections Wave Heigland Period Exceedance Diagram
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Figure5-8: Monthly Variation inWave Power
5.1.10 Nearshore Waves

Nearshore design wave heights were determined by transferring they&@0 offshore wave conditions
into the site usingthe Swamumericaimodel.Nearshorebathymetryin the wavemodelwasderivedfrom
the compositebathymetry data set described in Sectibri.8

Design nearshore waves were determined by transferring the easterly and southwesteryed00
offshorewaveconditionsat the 100-yearinstantaneousvater levelof 76.20 m.

Figure5-9 and Figure5-10 are wave height contour and plots showing the Swan model results for the

transfer of the easterly and southwesterly 198ar wave conditions. The easterly wave heights govern
the nearshore zone of thEerojectSudy Area.
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Figure5-9: Transformation oEasterly 108Year Wave Condition
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Figure5-10: Transformation oBouthwesterly 100Year Wave Conditio

5.1.11 Littoral Sediment Transport

Littoral sediments are the sediments found within the littoral zone, which is the area between the
shoreline and a depth in the order of 6 to &0 Littoral sediment transport, also known as littoral drift, is
the transport of those littoral sediments by waves and currents. Shorelines can be divided into littoral
cells, which are segments of the shoreline where sediment transport is bounded. Babhsciéis own
sources and sinks and little or no sediment transport takes place between adjacent cells.

The net alongshore sediment transport direction along the Scarborough shoreline is from east to west.
East Point and Tommy Thompson Park (Leslie Street Spit) are generally recognized to form the practical
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limits of the littoral cell containing thBroject Study Ared ¢ KS KSIF Rf I yR & i NHzOG dzNB &
trapped a significant volume of sand on the updrift (east) side and the structures once formed a near
complete barrier to alongshore littoral sediment transport. Fine sand has been bypassing those headlands

for a number of years, and it is likely that most medium and coarse sand is also now passing. A planned
SELI yarzy 27F (KS ,adagpfoved Aslpart of IV caukeSthafhieddiydRo once

again form a major barrier to alongshore littoral sediment transport.

Littoral sediment transport rates can be estimated through numerical modelling and sediment budgets
and are summarized belaw

The annual volume of sediments moving through tRmject 8udy Area is so small that they can be
practically ignored. Offshosanddepositsare expected to play some role in the letegm stability of the
beaches within theProject Sudy Area, but that role has not been quantified in any psttdies. The
sediment transport rates during a composite storm event (top five storm events in Hye&Ohindcast)
were modelled and showed that sediment transport throughout the Project Study Area was mostly
unidirectional (east to westiransport.

5.1.12 Ice

Under typical conditions Lake Ontario is considered to remain ice free overall, allowing wave generation
throughout the year. Shore ice, which is ice that forms around the perimeter of the lake, can both protect
and damage shorelines depending upon logalditions. There is no consistent timing of when shore ice
forms or melts, so the conservative approach is to ignore its poteinijadctson littoral processesThis
isconsistentwith the expectationthat lakeicecovermay be reduced due to the effead$ climatechange.

5.1.13 Existing Shoreline Protection

Due to the historical removal of largeiose, gravel, and bouldesubstrates from the Project Study Area
shoreline through the act obtonehooking and the subsequent development of thablelands
engineered shorelinprotection worksbecame a necessitp stop shorelineerosionalong thetoe of the
Bluffsand reduce the risk to thoseblelandsfrom crest migration(seeSection2.5.3.]). These &isting
shoreline protection works have been implemented over the last several deeaddsave been generally
effective in protection against waverosion.Figure5-11 illustrates the types of shoreline protection
structures within the Project Studfrea, which include a steel sheet pile wall, a concreate seawall,
armourstone revetments, and headlatdaches anchored by groynéseach and groyne systeins
Although most features show some level of deterioration and damihgs, are all functionalstableand

provide a high level of protection during average and low water level periods. Based on the review of all
the shorelines in théroject 3udy Area, none of the shorelines are at high risk of consequeatagion

at this time or within 10 to 15 yearof the EA completion, assuming normal coastal conditions over that
time. High water level conditions may result in localized damage toebetmentand some exposure of

the toe of bank in theneadlandbeach areas. All the structures were designed using a lower design high
g GSNJ £t S@PSt GKIy A& O2yaARSNBER RdNAyYy3a (2RI &Qa
maintenance.

Additional modelling was used to assess the beach profile changes during severe storm conditions at a
higher design high water level. This modelling shows the vulnerability of the Bluff toe during those

conditions and indicates that the bank is suscepttblerosionfrom a major storm at design high water
levels.

54 | SCARBOROUGH BLUFFS WESJECGTENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT



The beach profiles may change during storm events andeaibr events as this is a normal coastal

process along the shorelin®. EOS LI F2NJ G§KS 6SaiSNy oS OK G . fdzF
cobble headlanébeaches along the SBW Project Area shoralieeonsidered to be dynamic beaclas

they are engineeredbgetherwith the groynes (beach and groyne systems) to fantegral parts of the

worksthat protect the shoreline antheBluffsp 2 KAt S GKS ¢SadiSNy oSIFOK |d . f
of the constructed headland, it accumulated naturally and is not a component of any protection design.
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5.2 Natural Environment

This section provides an overview of the existing natural environment ifPtbgct Study Aredargely
based on work undertaken by TRCA between 2017 and 2020.

5.2.1 Vegetation Communities

In the late 1990s, TRCA developed their own ranking and scoring system for all species and vegetation
O2YYdzyAlASE F2dzyR 6AGKAY (GKS ¢2NRByG2 NBIA2Yy P ¢KS
Natural Heritage Methodology (Ontario, 2021) to dése what species exist in a particular area and how

these species are doing. Vegetation community designations are based on field surveys (undertaken in
HAMM YR HamMcO0 dzZAAYy3 ¢w/! Qa Y2RAFTASR OSNEAZ2Y 27
Ontario (Leeet al. 1998). The Local Ranking System assignsrankL(L1 to L5) based partly on the
ecological sensitivity and partly on the population status within TRCA jurisdiction (TRCA, 2017a). The L
rank is assigned to all species and vegetation communities to tediva degree of which various species

or community need protection. The scoring informs conservation actions that are needed to enhance the
prospects for success. It should be noted that the full spectrum of vegetation communitiesideth

the L ranks, in particular those that are human made tage that arenon-native communities such as
WSE2GA0 ¥2Nb YSIR260Q

Vegetation communities in the TRCA jurisdiction are scored and given a local rank from L1 to L5 based on
two criteria: local occurrence and the number of geophysical requirements or factors on which they
depend. Vegetation communities with a rank of L1Li® are considered of regional concern in the
jurisdiction while L4 communities are considered of concern in the urban portion of the jurisdiction. The
Scarborougtshoreline lies within the urban landscape and so L1 to L4 communities are of conservation
concern. An L5 ranking indicates the community is generally secure. Those communities dominated by
exotic species are ranked L+ and represent a large portion of the Project Study Area. A total of 69
vegetation types occur in the Project Study Area includirsgune forest of oak and hemlock, treed
swamp, bluff, beach, and meadow, as well as more disturbed types including as those dominated by exotic
species (L+Refer toTable5-2 for the areas and TRCA rankings of each community within the Project
Study Area. Refer tAPPENDIX[Afor the locations of ELC communities.

Table5-2: Ecological Land Classificatidagetation Communitiewithin the Regional ®idy Area

ELC Code ELC Community Name TR((;SZLZF ant Area (ha)
BBO11 Sea Rocket Open Sand Beach L2 2.98
BBO12 Wormwood Open Gravel Beach L2 0.05
BBO2A Rubble Open Shoreline L5 3.37
BBS12A Willow Shrub Beach L2 0.52
BBT2A Rubble Treed Shoreline L5 0.55
BLO1 Mineral Open Bluff L3 4.04
BLSIA Sumac; Willow ¢ Cherry Shrub Bluff L3 3.82
BLT1B Deciduous Treed Bluff L3 1.21
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TRCA L Rank

ELC Code ELC Community Name (2022) Area (ha)
BLTic Exotic Treed Bluff L+ 4.06
CUHZA Treed Hedgerow L5 0.44
CUMZA Native Forb Meadow L5 0.27
CUMb Exotic CoeBeason Grass Graminoid Meadow L+ 1.89
CUMZc Exotic Forb Meadow L+ 6.59
CUPic Locust Deciduous Plantation L+ 8.49
CUP2A Restoration Mixed Plantation L5 0.53
CUPZ Norway Mapleg Conifer Mixed Plantation L+ 0.22
CUP2 Horticultural Mixed Plantation L+ 0.55
CUPZ% European Larch Coniferous Plantation L+ 0.13
CUPZ Norway Spruce Coniferous Plantation L+ 0.24
CUP&H Mixed Conifer Coniferous Plantation L5 0.23
Cus13 Red Oak Noifallgrass Savannah L3 0.20
CUSIA1 Native Deciduous Successional Savannah L5 0.76
CUSDhH Exotic Successional Savannah L+ 0.02
CUS2A Rubble Successional Savannah L4 0.38
CcuTu Sumac Deciduous Thicket L5 1.26
CUT3IAL Native Deciduous Sapling Regeneration Thicket L5 0.37
CUTic Exotic Deciduous Thicket L+ 0.14
CUTIE Red Osier Dogwood Deciduous Thicket L4 1.40
CUTIG Willow Deciduous Thicket L4 0.87
Cuwzi2 Red Oak Notallgrass Woodland L3 0.17
CUW1ZA3 Native Deciduous Successional Woodland L3 0.46
CUW1A4 FreshMoist Cottonwood Tall Treed Woodland L3 1.12
CUW1b Exotic Successional Woodland L+ 5.87
CUW1D Hawthorn Successional Woodland L5 1.25
FOCaL FreshMoist Hemlock Coniferous Forest L3 0.90
FOD11 Dry-Fresh Red Oak Deciduous Forest L2 1.04
FOD24 Dry-Fresh Oak Hardwood Deciduous Forest L4 0.26
FOD31 Dry-Fresh Poplar Deciduous Forest L3 0.40
FOD4b Dry-Fresh Manitoba Maple Deciduous Forest L+ 1.89
FOD4d Dry-Fresh Norway Maple Deciduous Forest L+ 1.02

58 | SCARBOROUGH BLUFFS WESJECGTENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT




TRCA L Rank

ELC Code ELC Community Name (2022) Area (ha)
FODS53 Dry-Fresh Sugar MapleOak Deciduous Forest L4 0.66
FOD58 Dry-Fresh Sugar MapleWhite Ash Deciduous Forest L5 0.52
FOD65 FreshMoist Sugar Maple Hardwood Deciduous Forest L5 1.53
FOD?3 FreshMoist Willow Lowland Deciduous Forest L5 3.03
FOD74 FreshMoist Black Walnut Lowland Deciduous Forest L+ 1.92
FODYa FreshMoist Manitoba Maple Lowland Deciduous Forest L+ 0.38
FOD7 FreshMoist Norway Maple Deciduous Forest L+ 1.02
FOD7c FreshMoist Exotic Deciduous Forest L+ 0.46
FODS81 FreshMoist Poplar Deciduous Forest L5 1.11
FOD9A FreshMoist Oakc Beech Deciduous Forest L3 1.54
FOM21 Dry-Fresh White Pine Oak Mixed Forest L2 0.35
FOM31 Dry-Fresh Hardwood Hemlock Mixed Forest L3 3.06
FOM32 Dry-Fresh Hemlock Sugar Maple Mixed Forest L4 0.33
FOM41 Dry-Fresh White Ceday Paper Birch Mixed Forest L3 0.28
FOM61 FreshMoist Sugar Maple Hemlock Mixed Forest L4 0.72
MAM2-10 Forb Mineral Meadow Marsh L4 0.08
MAM2-7 Horsetail Mineral Meadow Marsh L3 0.04
MAM2-9 Jewelweed Mineral Meadow Marsh L4 0.05
MAM2-a Common Reed Mineral Meadow Marsh L+ 5.34
MAS21b Narrowleaved Cattail Mineral Shallow Marsh L+ 0.05
MAS2a Common Reed Mineral Shallow Marsh L+ 0.23
OAOLT Turbid Open Aquatic (unvegetated) L+ 2.20
SAM14 Pondweed Mixed Shallow Aquatic L3 0.28
SAMIA Water Lilyg Bullhead Lily Mixed Shallow Aquatic L4 0.26
SDSIA Willow Shrub Sand Dune L2 0.10
SWD41 Willow Mineral Deciduous Swamp L4 1.08
SWD43 Paper Birclg Poplar Mineral Deciduous Swamp L4 0.21
SWD44 Yellow Birch Mineral Deciduous Swamp L3 0.73
SWT22 Willow Mineral Thicket Swamp L4 0.69
5.2.1.1  Vegetation Communities of Concern

FASR 2y ¢w/ ! Qad HnHH =S3SGFGAZ2Y
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Project Study Area are of regional concern (L1 to L3) and 13 are of urban concern (L4). Raja5i@
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for a list of communities and the associated community ranks andRBENDIX Er the locations of
communities of concern. The more intact natural communities include mature forestsamic
communities(e.g., bluff andbeacl), and small areas of wetland that have not yet been colonized by
common reed Phalaris arundinacéa

5.2.1.2 Flora Species of Concern

A total of 502 vascular plant species were identified by TRCA between 2011 and 2016, 445 of which are
naturally occurring (i.e., not exotic or introduced; TRCA, BP1O@f these, 35 vascular plant species of
regional conservation concern (rank L1 to L3) and 66 species of urban concern (L4) were documented.
Notable species include red pinBigus resinoganorthern shorthusk Brachyelytrum aristosujnthin-

leaved sunflowerHelianthus decapetalyisrusset buffaloberry§hepherdia canadengisiorthern wate-

milfoil (Myriophyllum sibiricuma = h | 1 S apfimroSedSeyiothgra oakesiana smaller evening
primrose Qenothera parviflorg and bushy cinquefoiPptentilla supinasp.Paradoxg (TRCA, 20b7. It

is noted by TRCA that some red pine trees found in dry, sandy upland forest at the Toronto Hunt Club
seem to be planted and it is plausible (but not certain) that some are naturally occurring (TRd#, 2017
The EA Report will include a full list of species known to exist in the Project Study Area.

5.2.2 Wildlife Habitatand Wildlife

Overall, the Project Study Area accommodates fauna that are largely generalist in habitat requirements.
Within the regional context, which is primarily heavily urbanized, the natural cover on site provides
foraging and shelter opportunities for large numib@f grounded migrant songbirds in the spring and fall.

The fauna survey undertaken by TRCA in 2016 documented a total of 48 bird species, 11 mammals, and
four herpetofauna species (TRCA, 201 Burveys were also completed at the Scarborough Bluffs in 2011
YR AyOftdzRSR 2yteée (KS SlIadaSNyyvyz2aild &aAEGK 2F (KS
inventory (TRCA, 20hY. Species identified in 2011 included six additional bird species and three
additional herpetofauna specie¥hus, a total of 72 potentially breeding vertebrate fauna species were
documenta in the Project Study Area in 2011 and 2016, almost half of which are considered common
and widespread ithe Toronto region (TRCA, 2047 The EA Report will include a full list of species known

to exist in the Project Study Area. Species of Concern are discussed in the following section below.

5.2.3 Wildlife Species of Concern

Wildlife species documented within the Project Study Area included 37 species of regional and urban
concern (ranked L1 to L4) (TRCA, X)1Habitat forSARalso exists as evidenced by presence of bank
swallow Riparia riparia Threatened in Ontario), eastern wopewee Contopus virensSpecial Concern

in Ontario), and chimney swifChaetura pelaicaThreatened in Ontario)lhe stretch of Scarborough
shoreline extending to the east as far as East Point Park, holds considerable regional significance for
nesting bank swallows, with at least 450 pairs observed alongvds Scarborough Shoreline in 2016
(TRCA, 20Dj. The EA Report will include a full list of species known to exist in the Project Study Area.

Five bird species of regional concern-(13) recorded in the Project Study Area included brown thrasher
(Toxostoma rufury) winter wren {roglodytes hiemaljs bank swallow, American redstai$gtophaga
ruticilla), and eastern screeebwl (Megascops asjo Twenty bird species of urban concern (L4) have been
documented (TRCA, 204)7
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Three herpetofauna species of regional concernl(BLdocumented in the Project Study Area include
milksnake l(ampropeltis triangulum triangulu midland painted turtle Chrysemys picta margingta
and eastern reecbacked salamandeP(ethodon cineregs Three herpetofauna species of urban concern
(L4) have been documented (TRCA, 2017

While no mammal species of regional concern are known to occur in the Project Study Area, six mammal
species of urban concern have been observed, including eastern chipmankas striatug eastern
cottontail (Sylvilagus floridangsmink Mustela visol, red fox Yulpes vulpgs red squirrel Tamiasciurus
hudsonicuy and whitetailed deer Qdocoileus virginian)gTRCA, 20bj.

5.2.4 FishandFish Habitat

The Project Study Area shoreline provides a variety of coastal fish habitat. TRCA has conducted yearly fish
surveys from 2016 to 2023. Fish surveys were conducted via two methods: boat electrofishing along the
shoreline at six different locations and seinetting the nearshore also at six different locations. See
APPENDIXRfor a map of the sampling locations. Within the 2016 to 2023 sunadylsh species were
captured including Chinooksalmon (©ncorhynchus tshawytscha lake whitefish (Coregonus
clupeaformi3, northern pike Esox lucids rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykigsand the formally
extirpated Atlanticsalmon Salmo saldr, among others. Atlantisalmon have been extirpated from Lake
Ontario since 1898; however, Lake Ontario water quality and habitat improvements over the past four
decades have been successful and habitat restoration and stocking programs are aiming fer a self
sustaining populatiof Atlanticsalmon by 2025.

Americareel (Anguilla rostrata were not captured within these targeted surveys by TRCA; however, the
species hae been captured nearby along the Scarborough shoreline and Ameargtdnabitat have a high
likelihood of existing within the Project Study Area due to the diverse habitat preferences of the species.
Americaneel are Endangered, and the species and their habitat are afforded protection under the
provincial ESA. They currently dat have any status under Schedule 1 of the fedSraRA.

5.2.5 Significant Natural Areas

Significant natural areas in the Project Study Area include Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI)
and Environmentally Significant Areas (ESA).

5.25.1 Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI)

ANSilsrepresent areas of land and water containing natural landscapes or features that have been
identified as having life science or earth science valeleged to protection, scientific study, or education
(OMNR, 2010). Portions of the Scarborough Bluffs Provincially Significant Life Science ANSI and
Scarborough Bluffs Provincially Significant Earth Science ANSI occur within the Project Study Area. Key
features include vegetation communities associated with the Bluffs, remnant forest communities, and
gedogical features. Refer tAPPENDIXfor the locations and td able5-3 for total areas 0 ANSIsvithin

the Project Study Area.
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Table5-3: TotalAreas of ANSIs within theroject Sudy Area

Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest Total Area of Feature (ha) Area 9 RGNS
Project Study Area (ha)

chrborough Bluffs Provincially Significant | 161.7 301

Science ANSI

Scarborough Bluffs Provincially Significant 94.6 50

Earth Science ANSI ' '

5252 Environmentally Significant Areas (ESA)

w

ESAF NB aL)J O0Sa GAGKAY ¢2NRBYyG2Qa Yyl GdzNI f KSNRGI 3S e
SY@ANRYYSyllftte AAIYAFAOFIY(d ljdzr t AGASad azaid 9{!
the waterfront and contain forests, meadows, thands, and landforms, and support a variety of flora and

fauna (City of Toronto, 2023). The Toronto Hunt Club Forest ESA and a portion of the Scarborough Bluffs
Sequence ESA are located within the Project Study Area. Significant ecological furfdiien$ aronto

Hunt Club Forest ESA include substantial seepage areas that support additional vegetation community
diversity. In addition to habitat for bank swallows, the Scarborough Bluffs Sequence ESA contains swamps
and marshes that provide 4.5 ha of teastorage (City of Toronto, 2012). RefetABPENDIX Afor the

locations and tarable5-4 for total areas oESAsvithin the Project Study Area.

a
a

Table5-4: TotalAreas of ESAs within tHeroject Study Area

: L Area of Feature Within the
Environmentally Significant AreéESA) Total Area of Feature (ha) Project Study Area (ha)
Toronto Hunt Club Forest ESA 9.1 9.1
Scarborough Bluffs Sequence 73.6 10.4

53 SocieEconomic Environment

The Project Study Area is in two Wards of the City of TordMsrd 20 (Scarborough Southwest) is located

from Victoria Park Avenue in the west and extends to Markham Road in the east, encompassing the
Project Study Area east of Victoria Park Avenue to Brimley Road. The second ward, Ward 19-(Beaches
East York) is loted from Lower Coxwell Avenue in the west and extends to Victoria Park Avenue in the
east. The Project Study Area is in a small portion of Ward 19, between Victoria Park Avenue in the east
andSilver Birch Avenue in the west.

An Environics studfrom 2023 commissioned by TRG2xamined a range of demographic trends in
Starborough between Lake Ontario, Highway 401, Woodbine Avenue, and McCowan Road, which includes
the Project Study Area. This larger area has a population of over 240,000, with a median age of 53. Nearly
42% of residents within this larger area identifyimsnigrants and over 51% belong to a visible minority
group (Environics Analytics, 2023). Nearly4hiods of residents within this area are employed, with 23%

of residents travelling to work by car and over 20% travelling by public transit. Over haliofa@Xidents

within this area reside in apartments, with the remainder residing in primarily sfaghdy houses. Nearly

half (46%) of households in this area have children at home (Environics Analytics, 2023).
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Over twathirds of residents within this area participated in outdoor activities in the past year. The most
popular activities were walking (51% of residents), cycling (over 20%), jogging/running/rollerblading
(nearly 9%), hiking (nearly 8%), water spas going to a park or playground (both over 6%). A majority

of residents (over 87%) also placed considerable value in having parks and public greenspace close to
home, with over 77% visiting parks and public greenspaces (Environics Analytics\\20#8}he Project

Study Areathere are pockets of higher average income households and pockets of low average income
households including pockets of vulnerable populatidmsgeneral,income disparity is present with

higher average household income present west of Fallingbrook Road and south of Kingston Road
(Statistics Canada, 201&0)d lower average income pockets along parts of Kingston.Road

5.3.1 Land Use
5.3.1.1 Planned Land Use

Planned Land Uses abased onexisting planning documents (such as Official Plans) that idehtfy
intended plan for development within the city.

The City of Toronto Official Plan (2002, consolid&@2i) generally identifies the Project Study Area as
consisting of a mixture dleighbourhoodsMixedUse Areas, Parks, Natural Areas and Open Saces
(Figure5-12).

The Official Plan designates residential and commercial areas in most of the Project Study Area.
Residential and mixedse neighbourhoods, including detached houses, rental apartments, and
condominiums, dominate the area south of Kingston Road and misedreas including commercial
development is concentrated along Kingston Road at the nortReofect Study Areaand at Queen Street

East in the westerRroject Study Arelimits. The Beach neighbourhood, locatatthe western tip of the

Project Study Ame, is designated as a Business Improvement Area (BIA). BIA Boards are made up of
commercial and industrial property owners and their Arasidential tenants to carry out improvements

and promote the area as a business, employment, tourist, or shopping @teaBeach BIA represents
approximately 400 businesses and property owners between Coxwell Avenue and Neville Park Boulevard
on Queen Street East, and it extends into the western limit of the Project Studyreanajority of the
shoreline, besides theJ2 NIi A 2 y 2 T is.désigafEdas.R daturateaNthe>Scarborough Bluffs

Park in the easdf the Project Study Area is designated as park land.

Section 2.3 of the Official Plan sets out important direction for development along the Toronto
Waterfront, particularly as it relates to mudtise trails and park spaces. This includes policy relating to
increasing and improving public access to the wiabert, improving public spaces in the waterfront, and
enhancing the physical and visual continuity of the waterfront corridor.
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Figure5-12: City of Torontd.and Use Designations



5.3.1.2 Existing Land Use
Existing land usis what exists today.

Land use is predominantly residential (approximately 60%), with some commercial/industrial areas
(approximately 10%) and some open spaces. The main neighbourhoods located in the Project Study Area,
from west to east, include the Beaches, Fallingbrook,hB@tff¢ Cliffside, and Cliffcrest. Commercial

areas are concentrated along Kingston Road at the north end of the Project Study Area and at Queen
Street East, west of the RI@arrisWater Treatment Plant. There are open space areas and infrastructure

uses located in the west end and in the centre of the Project Study Area including the Toronto Hunt Club

golf course, the R.C. Harris Water Treatment Rlamdtl the Scarborough Pumping Station. The majority

2F GKS aK2NBftAYySs 0SaARSa GKS LRNIA2Y 2F . fdZFFSND

LY FTRRAGAZ2Y G2 GKS I NAS NBIA2YI LI Ny a 2F% . fdzF¥
several smaller parks located in residential areas including Crescentwood Park, Harding Parkette, Lyndale
Parkette, the Rosetta McClain Gardens, HarriBooperties, Cliffside Ravine Park, and Midland Ravine

Park. KewBalmy Beach is a recreational beach locaiedhe western tip of the Project Study Area.

5.3.1.3 Future Land Use

Future land uses reflect a change in land pskicy beyond existing planned land use. This includes plans
that have been releagksubsequent toplanned land uses or based on direction from higher levels of
governmentwhich have not yet been included jitanned land uses documents

The City of Toronto, like many other large urban centres across the country, continues to face an
increasingly growing and complex housing crisis. The HousingT@@8Q0MAction Plan (2019) aims to

improve housing outcomes for current and future Torontsidents, including theevitalization of
neighbourhoods, through leveraging opportunities to add new community spaces andG@hbuilding

opportunities, and enhanced access to transit. This policy aligns with provincial priorities to building strong
healthy communities, as stated in the Provincial Policy Statement (2020) and as indicateghtnyvtheial
I320SNYYSyidQa LI aalr3isS 2F GKS a2NB 1 2YSa .daAfdG ClFal
adding 1.5 million homes by 2031. These policies include direction on promoting Sappibrtive
development, intensification, and infrastruge within communities.

A number of redevelopment plans have been proposed within the Project StudyTheza.are proposals

for several new residential units and new commercial spaces on existing lots. These developments are
predominantly along the Kingston Road corridor or to the naitid many are for condominium type
developments which will create more densitany of these proposals are in areas that are undergoing

change, and this change is likely to continue and evolve over the life &BWéProject. These plans are
O2yaraitSyid 6A0GK GKS /AGeQa LRt AOAS orcardddid andwWidINS | & A Y
increase the population density within the Project Study Area, which will in turn create greater demand

for parks andrecreational spaced hese proposals are also consistent with Provincial objectives to build

more housing.

The revitalizationof Kingston Road is supported by Area Specific Official Plan policies -ahdgig
zoning conditions to implement a vibramtensified,and walkablemixedusecorridor within theProject
Sudy Area. The Official Plan also provides for land talbdicated to the City for rightf-way widenings
(streets, lanes and identified midblock connections) to enable improvements to transit and active
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transportation facilities encouraging residents to explore choices in mobility beyond private automobiles.

This igeflectedin initiatives such as the Toronto Cycling network Plan. The goal of the plan is to connect
gapsinthecA 18 Qa SEA&lGAYy3 OeOtAy3d ySig2N)] = dtNamtoi KS O&
renew the existing cycling network routes to improve thgirality. The City of Toronto Transportation

Services Divisiomcentlybrought forward to City Counclie Cycling Network 2028027 Implementation

Program for the candidateikewaysand bike projects under consideration

53.14 Land Ownership

A significant portion of the shoreline within the Project Study Area is owned by TRCA or the City of
Toronto. However, there are a few private shoreline owners within the Project Study Area, including the
Toronto Hunt Club, as shown kigure5-13.

5.3.2 Infrastructure, Community Servicasd Recreation
5.3.2.1 Infrastructure

-The Project Study Area contains a variety of existing infrastructure typical of urban areas, including public
roads (residential streets, minor/major arterial roads, and collector roads), natural gas pipelines,
municipal servicing infrastructure (e.g., watind wastewater utilities and storm sewer), and low voltage
transmission lines. Located on the west end of the Project Study Area is the R.C Harris Water Treatment
tftlyldZ 6KAOK LINRPRdAzOSE | LILINREAY!I (St & omfireatient ¢ 2 NB Y i
plant in Toronto. This water treatment plant is a national historic civil engineering site that contains the
largest collection of Art Deco buildings in Toronto. Located directly north of Scarborough Heights Park,
gSail 27F .t da@ Fc&rbarpagh Puimpidg Statibréion Eishleigh Drive. Other municipal servicing
infrastructure located within the Project Study Area includes several stormwater and combined sewer
outfalls, as shown ifigure5-14.

Conditions assessments have been performed on both stormwater outfalls and shoreline protection
infrastructure. These assessments are summariz&estions.3.2.2

66 | SCARBOROUGH BLUFFS WESJECGTENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT



Legend Sca I"bO rO u g h B I u ffs Created by: TRCA Information Technology and

- Records Management
sEiENE West Proiect o 3 Toronto and Region
E StUdy Area Private == ROW j The data used to c?::act?lr:iznmap was compiled @ COﬂSEfvatlon [n_["Tnn“Nm

annmnnm Property Ownership from a variety sources & dates. The TRCA Authority

takes no responsibility for errors or omissions in

MuniCipaI - TRCA Shoreline the data and retains the right to make changes

1:10 400 & corrections at anytime without notice. For Coordinate System: NAD 1983 UTM Zone 17N
) further information about the data on this map, Projection: Transverse Mercator )
-—=- TOp of S'Ope 0 0.25 0.5 please contact the TRCA GIS Department. Orthophotography 2023, First Base Solutions

EEE (416) 661-6600. Date: 5/23/2025
Figure5-13: PropertyOwnership within the Project Study Area
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Figure5-14: Toronto Waternfrastructure within the Project Study Area




5.3.2.2 Infrastructure Condition Assessments
Stormwaterand Combined Sewer Outfalls

Most of the surface runoff within thevatershedis discharged to Lake Ontario by storm sewers along the
Project Study Area. Fourteen outfalls were identified and inspected by Grounded following a rain event
on November 7 and 8, 2023 to observe wet weather flow conditions.

Water samples were obtained from the outfalls where possible and submitted for laboratory analysis.
Each sample was analyzed with respect to the Provincial Water Quality ObjéPdWEXO)Observations
pertaining to the conditions of outfalls and the water quality results are summariZeaklile5-5. Location

of outfalls are found ifrigure5-13.
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Table5-5: Stormwater andZombined Sewer Outfall Inspectiand Water Quality Analysis Results

on a concrete pier at the south end
of R.C. Harris Water Treatment
Plant)

Between sections 1B & 1

the end of steel framed concrete pier. 4
gated ramp is located at the end of the
ramp extending to the lake, below the
water surface. Pier surrounded by
armourstone

access, outfall
flooded by lake
water.

Shoreline covered witarmourstoneand
shoring wall on the north side to help
prevent futureerosion Sloughing of
concrete and rusting on the metal fram
observed on the ramp.

Observationof
_ the Outfall PWQO
Outfall Location Exceedances
Construction Measgred Bl Erosionand Slope Stability

Velocity
Munro Park Avenue Outfall (located Rectangular concrete outfall located N/A ¢ Filled with | No visible signs of current or future N/A*
within a concrete pier on the public | within the concrete pier. The concrete | lake water. erosion Outfall located below the water
beach, directly south of Munro Park| on top of the pier was replaced by stee level, filled with lake water.
Road) grates on the southern portion. This
Between west end of the Project | area was barricaded.
Study Area and section 1A
Neville Park Outfall (located within § 66 cm diameter concrete outfall within | N/A ¢ trickling No visible signs afrosion Concrete N/A*
concrete pier on the public beach, | concrete pier, reinforced with a steel | water, unable to | spalling observed on top of the pier.
directly south of Neville Park frame. Pier is surrounded by measure Rust on the steel frame.
Boulevard) armourstone
Between sections 1B & 1
Nursewood Road Outfall (located | 88 cm diameter concrete outfall within | Approx. 0.27 m/s | No visible signs of curreetrosion Exceeds
within a concrete pier on the public | concrete pier, reinforced with a steel | (water level of Concrete spalling observed on top of th Phosphorus
beach, directly south of Nursewood| frame. Pier is surrounded by the lake pier. Rust on the steel frame.
Road) armourstone intermittently
Between sections 1B & 1 reaches the

outfall, potential

to influence

measured flow)
Victoria Park Avenue Outfall (locatel Rectangular concrete outfall located at| N/A¢ Unable to | No signs of currengérosionobserved. N/A*
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Observationof

_ the Outfall PWQO
Outfall Location Exceedances
Construction Measgred Bl Erosionand Slope Stability
Velocity
Fallingbrook Road Outfall (located § 183 cm wide, 112 cm tall rectangular | Approx. 0.02 m/s | Minor sloughing an@rosionof soil Exceeds
the slope toe, directly south of concrete outfall with concrete baffles al along with fallen trees around the Phosphorus,
Fallingbrook Road) the outlet and concrete headwall, metal culvert. Minorerosionlikely to continue, | Copper,
Between sections 1 & 2 fence andarmourstonereinforcement. however majorerosionprevented by Sulphide,
vegetation cover and riprap. Phenols
Fallinbrook Drive Outfall (located at| 120 cm diameter corrugated steel pipe| Approx. 0.13 m/s | Minor sloughing an@rosionof soil Exceeds
the slope toe, directly south of within concrete culvertArmourstoneon above and below the culvert. Minor Phosphorus,
Fallingbrook Drive) east and west sides of the culvert. erosionis likely to continue, but major | Zinc
Between sections 3 & 4 future erosionprevented by heavy
vegetation upslope andarmourstone
blocks supporting the culvert.
Warden Avenue Outfall 150 cm wide concrete rectangular Approx. 0.01 m/s | Cracks and spalling along the walls an{ Exceeds
(located at the slope toe, southeast| outfall with a semicircular top and a floor of the channel were observed. Phosphorus,
of The Toronto Hunt golf course an¢ concrete headwall, supported by Evidence of seepage from the Copper, Iron
south of Warden Avenue) armourstone Discharge from the outfall upgradient soils through the walls was
. is carried by 12 m long, open, noted. Future majoerosionprevented
Between sections 5 & 6
rectangular, concrete channel. by armourstoneand upslope
vegetation.
Birchmount Road Outfall (located | 140 cm diameter corrugated metal pipg N/A ¢ No flow No flow inside the outfall. Flow Exceeds
within a concrete shoring wall at theg within concrete shoring wall. from the pipe. observed at the slope toe before the | Phosphorus,
slope toe) Surrounded byarmourstoneriprap. The outfall due to apparent clogging and Iron
Between sections 11 & 12 metal pipe was corroded at the bottom| burst of pipe Erosions prevented by
Appears damaged upgradient, armourstoneand concrete shoring wall.
discharged water appeared to have However, corrosion, rust and
found alternative routes along the ripra consequent spalling of shoring wall
and retaining wall. elements is possible in the future.
Lakehurst Drive Outfall (located on | 150 cm diameter concrete outfall withir] Approx Minor erosionobserved to the west and| Exceeds
the slope toe within a concrete concrete culvert. Covered by 0.19 m/s at the discharge point. Effluent was Phosphorus

armourstoneto the sides and vegetatior

pooling at the discharge point, resulting
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Observationof

_ the Outfall PRI
Outfall Location Exceedances
Construction Measgred Bl Erosionand Slope Stability
Velocity
culvert on the beach, directly south | above. Ramp at the outfall exit at an in the erosionof the shoreline Erosion
of Lakehurst Drive) approximately 6edegree angle. likely to continue in the future if
Between sections 15 additionalerosion contromeasures are
not taken.
Wynnview Court Outfall (located on| 140 cm diameter concrete outfall withirl Approx. 0.14 m/s | Minor erosionobserved on top of the Exceeds
the slope toe within a concrete concrete culvert. Covered by culvert from west to eastConcrete Phosphorus,
culvert on the beach, southeast of | armourstoneto the sides and vegetatior sloughing and crack along the headwal| Iron
Scraborough Pumping Station. above. Ramp at the outfall exit at an visible
directly south of Wynnview Court) | approximately 6edegree angle. Riprap
5dzy { SNR& CI OAft A {i| Two approximate 150 cm wide Approx 0.06 m/s | No visible signs of curreerosionnoted. | Exceeds
slope, 400 m west of Brimley Road | quadrilateral concrete storm sewer Area surrounding outfall heavily Phosphorus
South) outfalls with concrete headwall and vegetated. Watercourse in front of wall
Between sections 24 wing walls. lined witharmourstoneto help prevent
future erosion
Bluffer® Park Outfall (located within| 2 m diameter outfall within concrete Approx. 0.44 m/s | Minor erosionobserved around the Exceeds
shoring wall at the southeast corner| shoring wall. Riprap anarmourstone riprap. Watercourse in front of wall line( Phosphorus,
of Bluffel@ Park, facing Lake Ontari{ around the outfall. Metal fence on top with armourstoneto help prevent future| Iron, Zinc
Between sections 25 of the shoring wall. erosion
Cliffside Ravine Outfall (located 70 cm diameter corrugated metal pipe | N/Ag- Trickling Erosiomobserved at the bottom of the | N/A*

approximately at the middle of
Cliffside Ravine, Southeast of
Cliffside Public School)

within concrete culvert, supported by
concrete bricks and metal fence.
Secondary concrete pipe approximately
2 m east.

flow, unable to
measure.

ravine. Metal fences and bricks were
damaged from fallen vegetation. A
stream was observed along the ravine.
Futureerosionexpected from the slopes

and along the stream within the ravine.
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Cliffside Ravine Outfall (located on | 90 cm diameter corrugated steel pipe. | N/A¢- Trickling Erosiombserved around the outfall. N/A*
slope toe at the northeast end of flow, unable to Vegetation cover around the outfall.

Cliffside Ravine, west of Cliffside measure Corrosion observed inside the pipe.

Public School)

N/A*: Not sampled due to insufficient water.
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5.3.2.3 Community Facilitieand Services

Community facilities and services in and around the Project Study Area include schools, places of worship,
emergency management services (such as police and fire), community centres and recreational facilities.
The community facilities and services witbinadjacent to the Project Study Area are listed below:

Places of Worship:
Fallingbrook Presbyterian Church: 31 Wood Glen Road
Immaculate Heart of Mary Church: 131 Birchmount Road
St. Nicholas Birch Cliff Anglican Chufddi2 Kingston Road
Scarborough Baptist Churctb97 Kingston Road
St. Theresa ParisB559 Kingston Road
Emergency Management Services:
Ambulance Station 42535 Kingston Road
Community Centres and Recreational Facilities
Birchmount Community Centr83 Birchmount Road
Taylor Memorial Library1440 Kingston Road
Scarborough Bluffs Tennis Cl@hCecil Crescent
Variety Village3701 Danforth Avenue
Balmy Beach CluB60 Lake Front
Toronto HuntClub:1355 Kingstoioad
Silver Birch Boabuse: Balmy Beach Park
Social Services
Feed Scarborough Cliffside Food B&#69 Kingston Road
Senior Services
Abbeyfield House Lakeside Aven@8 Lakeside Avenue
Retirement Suites by the Lak&l21 Kingston Road
Leisureworld Caregiving Centd30 Midland Avenue
Midland Gardens Seniors Apartments Retires Residdi3eMidland Avenue
Youth and Childcare Centres
Lullaboo Nursery and Childcare Cen2316 Queen Street East
Boys and Girls Club of West Scarboroudl® Fallingbrook Road
Better Beginnings Nursery School and Kindergat2A8 Kingston Road
Broad View French Montessori School 2 Limiféd86 Kingston Road
Little Bugs Nursery Corporatioi448 Kingston Road
Mon Petit Univers1578 Kingston Road
Aspiring Academics Prescho2B872 Kingston Road
Schools
Courcelette Public Schodl00 Fallingbrook Road
Birch Cliff Public Schodl650 Kingston Road
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Birchmount Park Collegiate Institute663 Danforth Avenue

Cliffside Public Schad7 East Haven Drive

Chine Drive Public SchoblL Chine Drive

Immaculate Heart of Mary Catholic Schdd1 Birchmount Road

Neil McNeil High Schadl27 Victoria Park Avenue

{Gd 1 dzAdzAGAYSQa {SYAYINEB 2F ¢2NRBYyG2Y HccMm YA
St. Theresa Shrine Catholic Elementary Sc2665 Kingston Road

St. John Henry Newman Catholic High ScHd@dl Brimley Road South

5.3.24 Parksand Recreation

Several waterfront parks and open space araasdentified in the Project Study Area at thap and toe

of the Bluffs as well as within residential areas. These areas are used by residents for leisurely pastimes
such as dog walking, bird watching, sports, and enjoying the view of the Bluffs. Parks identified within the
Project Study Area include Balmy Beach Park, Saarpb Heights Park, the Rosetta McClain Gardens,
Harrison PropertiesScarboro Crescent Padnd smaller residential parks including &rentwood Park,
Harding Parkette, Lyndale Parkette, Cliffside Ravine Park, and Midland Raviri@oRa#dctions between

parks and along thiop and toe of the Bluffare limited. Therés informal acces® the shoreline scattered
throughout theProject StudyArea. These accesses are not officially managed by the city but indicate a
desire for access to the shoreline.

Parks that will be influenced by tl&B8WProject are discussed belamd shown irFigure5-15.
P dZFFSNDRA tF N

fdZFFSNRA tFEN] A& Ay (GKS Stoadi theByffR The parkiskv8ll koM@ 2 S O (i
with excellent views up to the Bluffs and along the shoreline from the beach and other areas of the park.
The park also provides a scenic drive down to the shoreline and ofdtedlagBeachthat is well used.

The Blue Flag is flown at beaches that meet high standards for water quality, environmental management,
environmental education, and safety.

A portion of theapprovedSWP has completedhe detaikd design phase and includes the Brimley Road

South Multf &S ¢NIF Af t NR2SOG OGKIFIG LINPOARSEA LISRSAUGNAIY |
Road from Barkdene Hills to the Bluffich isexpectedto commence construction in fall 202Betailed

designhas also been completefbr the West Segment Shoreline and Multiruse Trail Projectwhich

includes expansion ofi KS KSIF Rf I yR&a (2 GKS ma&k8dach Fuidihg or 3G 2 7F
implementaion has been secured, andis workwill expand the beaclhreaover time and permit trail

connections behind the beach and to the east.

.fdzZFFSNRAE tFN] A& ¢Sff dzaASRI LI NIAOdzZ NI & 2y &dzy
conflicts with off leash dogs (City of Toronto, 2022). Significant traffic issues and parking conflicts occur
throughout the day as users become frustratey their inability to access the parking lots and are forced

to find parking elsewhere and walk down Brimley Road to the park. This is confirmed by parking
complaints. Changes have been made to the local road network to address these challenges and area
neighbours indicate that noise, use of neighbourhoods by those seeking access, litter and congestion are
on-going issues (TRCA, 2018).
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Figure5-15: Parks andRecreational Spacegthin the Project Study Area
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