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Public Comments 
Comment # Comment Response 

DP1 My suggestion is create a larger beach instead of a walkway by replacing the stones that were 
taken from the lake resulting in the erosion to bluffs many years ago. 

As noted in Chapter 6 of the EA a larger beach will be created at 
Bluffer’s Park and the existing sandy shoreline will be maintained 
from Grey Abbey Ravine eastward.  Unfortunately, simply 
replacing the stones in the lake will not address the need to 
provide sufficient space for a safe trail at the bottom of the bluffs.  
Please see Chapter 5 of the EA. 

DP2 Will any new greenery be added/restored? Trees, Solar Panels...  Please see section 6.2.2 for a detailed description of the 
naturalization that will occur as part of the SWP.  Also note that 
Table 7-5 details the net gains and losses with respect to 
habitat.  Solar panels are not part of this project. 

DP3 This is to acknowledge receipt of your email with respect to the notice of submission of the Draft 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for public review and comment from August 17, 2017 to October 
2, 2017.  Having read the (latest) Draft EA at www.trca.ca/swp, I can assure you that my husband 
and I most decidedly do not share your “pleasure”.  It is incredible that your team – and 
presumably your management, advisors, political associates, etc. – would be so arrogant as to yet 
again propose using Morningside and Galloway as the approved access route for the construction 
trucks.  For many more years than we care to remember, the homeowners and residents along 
these same two major rights-of-way have already had to deal with the noise, vibration, dust, and 
general disruption to normal life that such construction traffic inflicts, while the TRCA constructed 
the Initial [Meadowcliffe] Phase of the SWP.  Several years ago, I sent written notice to the TRCA 
recording the damage caused to our property’s interior by the heavily-laden trucks (carrying 
everything from massive stone boulders to landfill and equipment) as they proceeded along 
Guildwood Parkway (in both directions) between Morningside and the Navarre Crescent access 
road to the lakefront.   
To our dismay, we have been unable to make arrangements for the repair of said damage during 
the recent (temporary) hiatus in the SWP, since the same route has been used for construction 
traffic involved in the Guild Inn refurbishment.  And now you have the utter gall to glibly advise that 
we must put up with the same nonsense for a FURTHER 12 YEARS! 
Moreover, I would direct your attention to the appended Metrolinx planning notice, regarding which 
no mention whatsoever is made in your EA.   
Metrolinx Regional Transit Planning 
Metrolinx made a presentation at this meeting regarding their plans to add a third track between 
the Guildwood and Pickering stations. A 3rd track is needed in anticipation of introducing all-day 
15 minute GO service and electrifying the trains.  The project is being assessed under the Transit 
Project Assessment Process (TPAP). TPAP is an expedited Environmental Assessment (EA) 
process involving a pre-consultation phase followed by a regulated 120-day phase that examines 
potential environmental effects from the project and how to address or mitigate potential impacts.  
The Guildwood to Pickering project will require two bridges and three grade separations. Bridges 
will be required over Highland Creek and the Rouge River, and grade separations are 
contemplated on Scarborough Golf Club Rd., Morningside Ave., and Galloway Rd.  Construction 
is tentatively scheduled to start in 2017 and be completed by 2023. 
It is clear that the TRCA staff, various members of which have been working on the SWP for more 

With respect to construction traffic TRCA acknowledges in 
Section 7.3.4.1 that construction traffic associated with SWP is a 
negative effect to the Guildwood neighbourhood residents.  Other 
access routes were considered; however, they would have 
significantly more impact.  TRCA will work with Metrolinx and the 
City of Toronto to ensure effects are minimized to the extent 
possible.  With respect to the Metrolinx proposal, TRCA is aware 
of the project and participates in regular meetings.  The Metrolinx 
project is referenced in Sections 2.2, 3.3, 5.4.4 and 7.3.4.  
Section 10.6.3.4 details meetings held with Metrolinx.  Please 
note that the SWP EA was commenced in 2014 not 1990 as you 
have indicated. 
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than 27 years (at least since the spring of 1990 when we attended the first public meeting 
regarding the project), are anxious to retain their well-paid employment, and thus are ignoring all 
efforts to bring about an end to this massive outpouring of money – funded, at least in part, by 
revenue from Toronto Water, billed to consumers.  
Absolutely NOTHING in the latest version of the EA can bring any comfort or consolation to 
residents of the eastern portion of Guildwood Parkway. 

DP6 I fully support the project. The trail will be an awesome amenity for 
the city. 

 Comment noted 

DP7 Further to the message I sent a few minutes ago I should add that I agree with the preferred 
alternatives, though all alternatives except for "do nothing" are acceptable. 
I fully support the project. The trail will be an awesome amenity for the city. 

 Comment noted 

DP8 I would like to submit a couple of suggestions in regards to the Scarborough Waterfront Project, 
and specifically the Bluffers Park section.  My suggestions and requests are the following: 

1) The most pressing issue is the access to the Bluffers Park via/along the Brimley Road.  We
desperately need a PEDESTRIAN/CYCLING access along the Brimley Road from Kingston
Road going South (down the hill) towards the Bluffers Park.  As a long term resident, I have
observed (and utilized myself) a shoulder of Brimley Road, but it is not very safe.  For the
past several years I walked, cycled, and even walked my kayak down and back up the
Brimley Road, and though most of drivers are attentive to the pedestrians, it is at times
horrific to feel cars going by so close.  Perhaps, we could consider adding a lane for
pedestrians and cyclists just along one side of the road (that can be utilized in both
directions), or build an elevated boardwalk-type paralleling the Brimley Road?

2) I completely disagree that we need to build a multi-level parking garage for vehicles at the
Bluffers Park.  In my eight years as a local resident, not once I saw a parking lot completely
full (perhaps, big holidays are exceptions).  Do not waste the resources on building multilevel
parking lots here - it is a nature park, not a shopping mall!  If anything, add a frequent shuttle
connecting Kingston Road and Bluffers Park (perhaps, similar to the shuttle used at
Broadview station connecting Brickworks).

3) At the Bluffers Park, please consider adding several launching and re-entry points for
kayakers.  Currently, kayaks have to be pushed off the boulders, which is not the easiest.

4) Please require "dogs on leashes" policy - running dogs along the shoreline represent a
danger to a local fauna.  If necessary, have the "off-the-leash areas", but the Bluffers Park
and Waterfront project should be about connecting with the nature, not destroying it.
Please do not hesitate to contact me via this email if I may be of any further assistance.
Thank you for passing my suggestions to the appropriate entity.  If possible, I would like to
be kept updated on the status of the above.

Section 6.2.4.1 of the EA details the changes to Brimley Road to 
provide enhanced pedestrian/cycling access.   
Multi-level parking garages are not part of the SWP.  

In 2017 a fishing node and launch for kayaks and canoes was 
constructed in Bluffer’s Park by the City of Toronto as part of their 
gathering node initiative.   
Policies with respect to dogs is a City of Toronto responsibility, 
this comment will be passed to them. 

DP9 How and when can I formally submit my feedback about this project? Commenter was provided link to SWP website for information 
and details on how to respond. 
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DP10 I left a voicemail message for you this afternoon regarding a notice that I received in my postal 

mailbox during the last week or so.  The notice is titled, "NOTICE OF SUBMISSION OF DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) FOR THE SCARBOROUGH WATERFRONT PROJECT 
TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION."   
Below are a few concerns that I have about the notice.  As I noted in my voicemail message, I had 
wanted to reveal my concerns to you/the TRCA last week, but I unfortunately was not able to do 
so at that time.  At your earliest convenience, could you please address in red or blue my 
concerns below? 
I thank you kindly for your time, and I look forward to your response. CONCERNS 
1. The first sentence in the first paragraph of the notice states, "The TRCA has completed the 

Scarborough Waterfront Project."  In the context of the other information in the notice, should 
the first sentence instead read, "The TRCA (and/or the Scarborough Waterfront Project) has 
completed the Draft Environmental Assessment" or something to that effect?  I ask that 
question because the first sentence led me to believe that the Scarborough Waterfront Project 
has already been completed when in fact it is in process vis-à-vis the Draft EA and other 
determinants, yes?   

2. The second page of the notice (overleaf) reveals various locations where individuals can 
review a hard copy of the Draft EA.  Related addresses and telephone numbers appear below 
each of the locations.  Beneath the location of Morningside Library is the address of 4279 
Lawrence Avenue West.  In fact, Morningside Library is located at 4279 Lawrence Avenue 
East.  I should note that although the address for Morningside Library is not correct in the 
notice, it is correct in the following TRCA website that I visited today: trca.ca//wp-
content/uploads/2017/08/SWPDraftEASubmissionNotice_updated.pdf 
Do you know why the incorrect address for Morningside Library appears in the hard 
copy/paper version of the notice but the correct address for Morningside Library appears 
online--i.e., Do you know why that error occurred? 

3. The second page of the notice (overleaf) states, "If you have any questions or need further 
information about this Project, please contact the Scarborough Waterfront Project Team."  The 
statement does not provide specific contact information (e.g., a physical address, an e-mail 
address, a telephone number) for the Scarborough Waterfront Project Team.  Is there specific 
contact information for the Scarborough Waterfront Project Team and should the notice reveal 
that information?   

4. I should note that a statement in French appears directly below the statement in English that I 
noted above.  The statement in French states, "Pour recevoir ces renseignements en français, 
veuillez communiquer avec nous à l'addresse suivante:  waterfront@trca.on.ca."  I believe that 
the statement in French translates into the following statement in English:  "To receive this 
information in French, please contact us at the following address:  waterfront@trca.on.ca." 
As you can see, the statement in French reveals the e-mail address of waterfront@trca.on.ca.  Is 
the e-mail address of waterfront@trca.on.ca the e-mail address of the Scarborough Waterfront 
Project Team?  If so, and as aforementioned, it does not appear in the statement in English that I 
noted above.  Should the e-mail address of waterfront@trca.on.ca appear in the statement in 
English as a contact, or one of the contacts, for the Scarborough Waterfront Project Team?   

We are aware of the discrepancies you pointed out in the 
Notice.  All efforts were made to correct these discrepancies prior 
to distribution, unfortunately some were missed.  You are correct 
that while the Draft EA for the Scarborough Waterfront Project is 
complete there a still a number of approval steps to get 
through.  You will note that the information on the website is the 
corrected information.  As noted on the Notice, below the 
addresses, all comments should be sent to Nancy Gaffney 
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 101 Exchange 
Avenue, Vaughan, Ontario L4K 5R6 waterfront@trca.on.ca 
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5. I should note that your contact information in the notice reveals the e-mail address of 

waterfront@trca.on.ca whereas the statement in English that I noted above does not reveal 
specific contact information for the Scarborough Waterfront Project Team.  Is the e-mail 
address of waterfront@trca.on.ca that appears in your contact information the same e-mail 
address at which individuals may contact you AND the Scarborough Waterfront Project Team?  
If so, I think that information should be clarified. 

6. Will the items that I noted above be corrected/edited and will a revised edition of the notice be 
distributed?  Perhaps not, but I thought that I should bring these matters to your attention. 

DP11 I am concerned about one section of your waterfront plan along the east beach of Bluffers Park. 
Your plan shows a road or path along the bottom of the bluffs that connect under Cudia Park. This 
is the only source of new sand/gravel/clay that is falling into the waters of Lake Ontario. All other 
sources have been eliminated by TRCA’s plan of armor stoning the shoreline. The beach will stop 
forming and will start eroding away down the lake west? This needs more researching, we could 
end up with no beach in the future!  Next is the existing maintenance issues with what’s already 
been done. Armour stone has been lifted by ice in the winter and will never stop a winter storm 
from breeching the wall. The maintenance cost must be included in the cost of future repairs 
which as a Taxpayer It will be a burden on the future citizens.  The road down Brimley is not big 
enough for the traffic and pedestrians and bikes. An accident waiting to happen, very unsafe. The 
Parking lots are not big enough for the crowds you are attracting to the park and it’s only going to 
get worst. My final thought is the city should finish what’s already been started. Don’t go any 
further with development until we see the Armor stone fixed on the headlands they have already 
created, the Brimley Road is modernized and the parking problem is solved. Also let’s see how 
Guildwood is finished off. There is a lot of work to do in this section of waterfront. Trees, road, soil 
and repair the slides that happened this year. Stop this future project, save Tax payers money!   

Cudia Bluffs are not the only source of sand/clay; the shoreline 
and bluffs at East Point Park and river mouths are also significant 
sources.  Please see Appendix C.  The SWP will ensure the long-
term buildup of the beach at Bluffer’s Park and will not impact the 
beaches to the west. 
Maintenance/renewal costs have been accounted for in the EA, 
please see section 7.3.5.  It is noted that some shoreline works 
you refer to have been in place for more 25 years and that 
maintenance/ renewal at this point, particularly given the high 
water in the Spring of 2017, is normal.   
Please see section 6.2.4.1 for improvements to Brimley Road.  
Parking issues at Bluffer’s Park are being addressed by the City 
of Toronto.  

DP12 Thanks for the clarification. I suppose the main question that remains then is how this proposed 
access will only be used by emergency vehicles and not serve as additional informal pedestrian 
access in the interim in a high-geohazard (i.e., slump/slope failure prone) area. Something for you 
to consider as you move forward.  [Further to ongoing conversation started in July 2017 with 
regards to temporary groyne and EMS access between east Bluffers and Meadowcliffe]. 

As detailed in Section 6.2.3 of the Draft EA a multi-use trail will be 
located outside the risk line to permit access by 
pedestrians/cyclists and emergency vehicles once implemented. 

DP13 Received Voice Message on August 25, 2017 at 11:15am noting that she sent an email to Nancy 
Gaffney on August 22, 2017 regarding the SWP notification she received in the mail. In her 
voicemail, noted that she has concerns about the errors in the submission and that the email she 
received as a response did not address the concerns expressed to Nancy in her original email. 
Asked if Nancy or someone in the Department will be addressing her concerns. 

See response to comment DP10 

DP15 Thank you for responding to my voicemail that I left for Celine, Assistant to Nancy Gaffney, last 
Friday morning.  I appreciate your prompt reply and your clarification on the e-mail that I sent Ms. 
Gaffney on August 22, 2017.  I also appreciate your confirmation that the Draft Environmental 
Assessment (EA) for the Scarborough Waterfront Project is complete, but that additional steps 
must be taken/completed before the Scarborough Waterfront Project is finally approved.  At least 
that is my understanding based on your response of last Friday.  
Could you please confirm if the e-mail address for The Scarborough Waterfront Project Team is 

The e-mail address waterfront@trca.on.ca is the e-mail for the 
Project Team, which includes Nancy Gaffney.  The team and 
Nancy are one in the same as it relates to the Scarborough 
Waterfront Project.  
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wfront@trca.on.ca whereas the e-mail address for Nancy Gaffney is waterfront@trca.on.ca?  If so, 
will that information be clarified for the public so they are aware of, and have access to, each e-
mail address?  As I noted in my previous messages, the recent "NOTICE OF SUBMISSION OF 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) FOR THE SCARBOROUGH WATERFRONT 
PROJECT" contains the e-mail address of Ms. Gaffney, but it does not specify nor contain an e-
mail address for The Scarborough Waterfront Project Team.  

DP59 Thank you for confirming that waterfront@trca.on.ca is the e-mail address for both Nancy Gaffney 
and the project team.  I appreciate your clarification.  My confusion arose in part from the e-mail 
address of wfront@trca.on.ca and the related message that I received from The Scarborough 
Waterfront Project Team.  Does the e-mail address of wfront@trca.on.ca likewise apply to both 
Nancy Gaffney and the project team?  I assume so, but I would welcome your clarification. 

For contact of the waterfront team as identified, including Nancy, 
please use waterfront@trca.on.ca.   

DP14 I've recently visited the Cliffcrest Library to view the Scarborough Waterfront Project binder. I have 
a question in regards to contacting who's responsible for taking any photographs. I'm inquiring if 
there is a photographer that can take any pictures of potential damage that can occur from any 
future work. If you can provide this information, or a contact phone number to me for who can 
attend to this concern, that will be greatly appreciated. 

If the SWP proceeds to construction, all monitoring will be performed 
in accordance with the terms and conditions of the environmental 
approvals.  Monitoring typically includes photographs which are 
typically taken by TRCA personnel, contractors and regulatory 
agencies.  To this end we are unable to provide a contact name and 
number for who will be taking these photos. 

DP17 As a long-time Scarborough resident (Guildwood for the past nine years), I have been following 
the debate over the East Point / Grey Abbey Shoreline and am a proponent of retaining a 
naturalized beach. While I was unable to attend the July 28th meeting of the TRCA Board, the 
decision to proceed with this project was disappointing. Would you be able to provide insight on 
the following? 
− While many shoreline hardening projects supported by the TRCA have been approved to 

mitigate erosion, the rainy season has shown that engineering solutions have virtually no 
impact on preventing erosion to the bluffs. This Aug. 18th local community article states that 
there have been more than 70 landslides along the Scarborough Bluffs this year due to rain 
events. Does TRCA have any research which suggests that hardscaping, for example, has 
had a mitigating effect on erosion? If there is no conclusive evidence, will TRCA be 
transparent about this and change course? 

− If TRCA acknowledges and recognizes the benefits of conserving the natural shoreline [see 
Minutes 06-17, correspondence 8.1], why does the organization support shoreline hardening, 
ostensibly in contravention to its mandate? 

− The lack of naturally occurring erosion will continue to have detrimental effects on the 
deposition of sandy material further east (this action is how the Leslie St. spit and the Toronto 
islands were formed). Has TRCA done any research on potential long-term impacts of the loss 
of soil erosion on the future of the Toronto islands, for example?  

− The works done along the shoreline west of Doris McCarthy trail and leading to Bluffers Park 
have already begun to destroy the integrity of the bluffs along this section south of the 
Cliffcrest neighbourhood). Has your team done an evaluation of these bluffs yet? (at a 
minimum, the perpendicular nature of the bluffs is being lost). (I mentioned this to students 
who were conducting surveys at the foot of the Guild Inn road path, but these observations 

Brian Denney has asked me to provide you with some additional 
information regarding the concerns/questions you have raised 
regarding the Scarborough Waterfront Project. 
The Draft SWP EA is currently available for public review at 
https://trca.ca/conservation/green-infrastructure/scarborough-
waterfront-project/draft-environmental-assessment/ and detailed 
answers to your questions are provided in the document. 
However, I have provided some brief responses to the questions 
you have raised including references to appropriate section of the 
draft EA are provided below: 
− The erosion processes along the Bluffs are complex and related 

to the nature of the soil types in contact with the lake and both 
wave conditions and water levels. Please see the Draft SWP EA 
currently available for review for a detailed discussion of the 
erosion processes acting on the Bluffs and the rationale for 
requiring toe protection (Sections 2.5 and 3.1) and the references 
to supporting evidence. Once toe protection, or hardening as you 
have referred to it, is in place crest migration (the erosion of the 
top of the bluff) can occur for decades until a stable slope 
inclination is reached. All of the landslides that occurred this 
spring are in areas which are continuing to experience crest 
migration and were anticipated to occur. 

− The Scarborough Bluffs in a complex situation where 
conservation of natural heritage values must be balanced with 
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were not incorporated into the reports. I even explained the Coriolis Effect to help them 
understand the above point re. Tor. islands). 

− Will the TRCA update its cost projections to address landslides which could cover portions of 
the trail, if built? 

− https://www.insidetoronto.com/community-story/7509670-paths-down-to-scarborough-
shoreline-below-bluffs-to-reopen-trca-says/ 

− https://www.insidetoronto.com/community-story/7476985-toronto-s-conservation-authority-
passes-scarborough-waterfront-project/ 

While I recognize the benefits of a trail along the shoreline, there are also many advantages to 
maintaining a beach in its natural state. There are pleasant walking and biking trails north of the 
Guildwood GO station through Morningside Park which lead to the Port Union trail, as well as low 
traffic connecting roads east of Morningside Road. Full connectivity does not need to be an 
overriding objective and I think that even former Royal Commission head David Crombie would 
concur with this point. 

the protection of public property and infrastructure from 
erosion and the demands for recreational access (Section 
2.5) . The Scarborough Waterfront Project is seeking to find a 
balance between these complex interests recognizing that 
informal recreational access is damaging the sensitive bluff 
ecosystems and there is public infrastructure at risk from 
erosion that needs to be protected. Upon review of the Draft 
SWP EA you will note that the project once implemented will 
result in a gain for the natural heritage system when 
compared to continuing  with the status quo which is 
consistent with TRCA’s mandate (Chapters 7 and 11). 

− Erosion and resultant sediment transport along this part of the 
shoreline influences the beach at Bluffer’s Park and the 
entrance to the boat basin. The supply of sediment to the 
Toronto Islands has been interrupted by the Leslie Street Spit. 

− As noted above, in areas along the Scarborough Bluffs, such 
as the area west of Doris McCarthy trail noted in your email, 
toe protection works were put in place to eventually create a 
stable slope and halt crest migration. While it is noted that this 
will change the perpendicular nature of the bluffs in some 
areas, it is necessary to protect property and infrastructure. 
You will note that the toe protection at Bluffer’s Park has been 
in place since the mid-seventies and many areas are 
becoming stable but some areas of the bluffs continue to have 
a perpendicular nature. 

− The planning for the SWP has been based on ensuring the trail 
at the toe of the bluffs is lakeward of the risk line, that is the 
area likely to be covered in the event of a landslide. This spring 
many of the landslides extended further due to the high water 
content of the soils. The cost estimates for operations and 
maintenance includes costs associated with these events. 

− Trail connections to the east of Morningside Road are likely to be 
constrained by the Metrolinx Lakeshore East Rail Corridor 
expansion. The existing off-road trail connection through Grey 
Abbey ravine was washed out this spring and the route along the 
south edge of the rail corridor is anticipated to be narrowed by 
the rail corridor expansion which may preclude it’s use for a multi-
use trail. Furthermore, Metrolinx is moving towards service every 
7 minutes along this corridor which will make at grade rail trail 
crossings difficult to navigate. TRCA acknowledges the 
complexity of issues and trade-offs in this area of the project.  

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have additional questions. 
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DP17 Thanks for the explanation you have provided to the points raised in my email message to Brian of 

a week ago. During my call with Brian on Aug. 25th, I promised to provide photos of the current 
shoreline west of the Doris McCarthy sculpture. The attached photos were all taken on Mon. Aug. 
28th at approx. 7:30 p.m. While the Bluffs are still remain impressive along this section, prior to the 
earth works being done the bluffs descended right to the water’s edge. There was a very small 
beach at the base of the bluffs. Unfortunately, the dramatic nature of the bluffs has been negated 
by the earth works (I have photos from previous years which provide a time lapse of sorts, if you 
are interested). Has your team done an evaluation of these section yet? For example, while not 
shown in these photos, drainage at the base of the bluffs has been impeded by the huge mound. 
If this project is finished to Bluffers Park, what are the long-term implications?  
While I appreciate the complex nature of these policy decisions pertaining to the creation of 
waterfront trails, if a decision to proceed with the current project is made we will have lost the 
natural character of this section forever. As the bluffs gently descend going east, the case for  
erosion control is not as critical. 
I will more carefully review the draft EA document, but look forward to discussing with you at a 
later date. 

 

DP17 Staff at TRCA appear to be intent on proceeding with a path along the Grey Abbey/East Point 
shoreline despite the many alternatives that there are to connect between Morningside Ave. and 
the existing waterfront trail at the foot of Beechgrove Dr. While I am a proponent of increasing 
biking and pedestrian trails across the City, my objective in writing to you is to preserve the natural 
beach shoreline in the vicinity of East Point and Grey Abbey. In addition, the current price tag of 
$170 million is a steep price to pay for a non-essential connection when there are other viable 
options along the existing, low volume street network in this neighbourhood (see attachment, Part 
1). Note that the distance along the shoreline from the foot of Morningside Ave. to where the path 
extending from Beechgrove Dr. is approx. 1.2 km (depending on where the project dimensions are 
measured, there is no denying that the cost per km is high).  
Copperfield Road on the south side of the rail way corridor, for example, has a rural character and 
is a most pleasant route for cyclists to take (East Point Park is primarily a green corridor with a 
softball complex and the Horgan water treatment plant).  
As you can see from the attached map (Part 1), there is an existing off-road path on the south side 
of the rail way tracks which leads to Grey Abbey Park (and to Grey Abbey Trail). While the RR 
section of the path can get muddy after a heavy rain, it would be far more cost effective to put in a 
paved trail along this east-west section between the park and Copperfield Rd. Encouraging people 
to take this path will have an added benefit of promoting the wonderful playground facilities which 
were constructed a few years ago (these are underutilized now).  
Due to the low density of the area bounded by Manse Rd, Coronation Dr, Copperfield Rd and 
Beechgrove Dr, the existing street network has little traffic. Coronation Dr., for example, is a very 
wide arterial road and painting white lines to denote bike lane could be done at minimal expense. 
While many shoreline hardening projects supported by the TRCA have been approved to mitigate 
erosion, the rainy spring and summer season has shown that engineering solutions have virtually 
no impact on preventing erosion to the bluffs, along the face or at the crest. In fact, a Scarborough 

[same as DP above] DP17 
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Mirror story of Aug. 18th stated that there have been more than 70 landslides along the 
Scarborough Bluffs this year due to rain events. No amount of shoreline hardening or “toe 
protection” (to use the TRCA phrase) will lessen the erosion at the crest.  
In an email to Brian Denney on Aug. 23rd I asked whether TRCA would “update its cost projections 
to address landslides which could cover portions of the trail, if built.” In a response by Nancy 
Gaffney on Aug. 30th she stated that the shoreline trail is planned to be past the “risk line” but 
admitted that “this spring many of the landslides extended further due to the high water content of 
the soils.” She added that “the cost estimates for operations and maintenance includes costs 
associated with these events.” This is a nebulous answer. As there appears to be more severe 
weather events, it would be prudent to request that TRCA provide updated cost estimates to 
consider the probability of more frequent landslides.  
 While the purpose of the shoreline trail has been touted as improving public access to the 
waterfront, even David Crombie as chair of the Royal Commission on the Future of the Toronto 
Waterfront, never advocated for a continuous trail along the Lake Ontario shoreline. In fact, if one 
wanted to take an essentially continuous trip which is close to water, there is an existing trail 
system through the Morningside and Highland Creek parks – from the Guild Inn the total distance 
is just over 4 km (see attachment, part 2). Most cyclist I know want to extend their journey and I 
have even seen Brad Duguid on this trail. Furthermore, taxpayers should not be responsible for 
providing expensive mitigative engineering solutions for homeowners who choose to purchase a 
home at the top of the bluffs. Anyone knows that there is a real risk of erosion when deciding to 
live in this location.  
 While a decision was made to proceed with the trail during the July 28th TRCA meeting, it would 
be useful for Toronto Council to reconsider. My impression is that the TRCA has invested 
considerable effort in preparing a draft Scarborough Waterfront Project EA and, even in the face 
of evidence that the capital and operating costs of the trail are high at $170 million (plus?), is 
unwilling to make a course correction or make alternate recommendations to its plan. This is 
unfortunate as an agency that has conservation in its DNA seems to be willing to sacrifice one of 
the last vestiges of natural beauty of this area forever, yet touts that it is somehow “protecting a 
natural wonder on Toronto’s doorstep.” In conclusion, please preserve the natural shoreline for 
walkers and others to enjoy in perpetuity. 

DP21 Can you tell me how the existing dinners flow fits into the new project for the bluffs ? The Dunker's flow at Bluffer's Park is not proposed to change as 
a result of the Scarborough Waterfront Project. 

DP22 I support the TRCA's plans for the Bluffs waterfront. As I understand it, we are keeping the East 
Point Beach intact and natural for residents like me, while the rest of the waterfront from Bluffers 
to the Guild and beyond will get support and paving so that all of Toronto can enjoy it.  

 Comment noted 

DP23 I'm writing a short note as part of the public consultation for the Environmental Assessment 
process for the Scarborough Waterfront Project. I'm appreciative of the excellent work TRCA does 
and this is an exciting project for the entire city. Having said that, I'd like to express my concern 
around the plan for the natural shoreline at Greyabbey Beach. 
If my understanding of the description of the preferred alternative is correct, it appears the 
beautiful natural sandy section of Greyabbey Beach is going to be filled in and paved. My concern 

Currently the sandy shoreline at Grey Abbey is not accessible 
without trespassing across private property.  The SWP will 
provide access to an area of the shoreline where access does not 
exist today.  The existing shoreline from Grey Abbey Ravine to 
the east will continue in its existing state. 
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is direct access to the lake in this stretch will no longer exist if the beach is replaced by 
pavement/cobble beach. It would be wonderful if access to this existing stretch of beach could be 
improved for more residents to enjoy without forever altering its natural character.  

DP24 I say, leave Bluffer’s Park as is. Why spend all that money on something that will only destroy the 
natural beauty that is already there. People at the public meeting let you know that we don’t want 
it. Listen to the people and rethink your project. The 170 million can be better spent….help 
homeless people for one. 

Comment noted. Section 5.3.1 evaluated doing nothing against 
the Project Alternatives.  Do nothing was not chosen as it had 
higher impacts than widening the beach. 

DP25 A great deal of money has gone into this study including public and staff time. In examining the 
study area, the one portion that has direct consequence to the  people in the area is the Brimley 
Dump.  How convenient, that although part of the study area, it takes the most minor part of the 
study. Witnessed by many over the years, this dump received a wide array of toxic chemicals and 
the like.   The controls on dumping were basically non-existent during its operation.  Covering it up 
with a road, vents to let out the gases, grasses and tress does not disguise it for what it is.   
Remember they build house over love canel but that did not work either.   The tailing ponds at the 
bottom do little for toxic waste from old batteries etc. I will remind all that the Brimley dump feeds 
into our water supply. How convenient this grandeous study makes little mention of the existing 
real danger.  It is our opinion that this study is a total failure and a  very sad dog and pony show.   
Very disappointed tax payers. 

The former landfill on Brimley Road is the responsibility of the 
City of Toronto.  There are no tailings ponds at the bottom 
associated with the landfill.  The landfill has been taken into 
consideration with proposed Brimley road improvements detailed 
in 6.2.4.1 

DP26 I've been a part of the Surfing Community in the GTA since 2012, and I would like to submit a few 
comments on the Draft EA that has been released.  First of all, I work as a conservation 
researcher at the Toronto Zoo, and am very familiar with some of the practices required with 
procedures such as an environmental assessment.  I respect what the TRCA is doing to enhance 
the natural systems of the Bluffs while ensuring safety for the public among the erosion that is 
taking place.  However, I'm in a tough situation because I also love to surf at the Bluffs! You can 
see my dilemma here...I'm torn between my passion to improve the environment and my love of 
the sport.  With all being said and done, I found out about this project and its effects on the surf 
break a little later than I would have hoped.  Too late in fact. If I had known earlier, I would have 
voice my opinion before final decision on the Alternatives were made, an opinion that is shared 
with many members of my community. 
All in all, it seems like we don't have much leverage in terms of removing the West Headland to 
preserve our surf, but please, please keep us in the loop when it comes to the Detailed Design 
portion of this project.  If we can somehow alter the headland to include a sand bar or something 
that maintains those southwesterly waves, that would be wonderful.   
I understand you have scientists and researchers who know best how to approach this situation 
from a natural perspective, but I implore you to listen to those who like to just play in the waves. 
That's it really.  Great report.  

 Comment noted 
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DP27 The sad and ironic reality these days is that people drive to their exercise/recreation destinations.  

No expansion or enhancements should be done unless parking, trash and noise can be 
addressed to the satisfaction of the residents in the immediate vicinity.  In the past it was a nice, 
small and relatively inaccessible trail, and there is nothing wrong with having a few of those when 
there are other, more accessible, facilities around, particularly when it is clear that the immediate 
surrounding neighbourhood cannot support an influx of visitors. 
Options that make much more sense include: making part of Sylvan Park a parking lot; using the 
undeveloped property at Markham and Hill Cr. as a trailhead; and enhancing the park at 
Meadowcliffe. 

If the EA is approved the City of Toronto and TRCA will develop 
an operations and maintenance plan for the newly constructed 
areas which will address trash, noise and parking demand. 

DP28 I wish to provide my support for the SWP . 
I believe it is a great plan and will provide access to the beautiful resource we have, Lake Ontario 
shore line. I have always felt that Toronto was really missing a great opportunity to enjoy the 
shoreline because of poor access or no access.  
I live in the Guildwood neighbourhood for 20+ years and have often enjoyed a walked along the 
construction road below the bluffs. I feel it is sad that those who live in the area in  Apartments 
and those who have no backyards cannot enjoy the area because of poor access.  
I have also worried about the safety of our young people who tend to go too close to the bluff edge 
not understanding the danger they are putting themselves in and those who will ultimately have to 
rescue them  if they should fall. 
I am also a boat owner and member of  Highland Yacht club in Bluffers park . I have seen 
firsthand the enthusiasm of people trying to get to the beaches and park at the bottom of Bellamy 
Rd south.  
I fully support the development of a better means for people to walk and ride bicycles down the 
hill. The current state is just too dangerous and someone will be seriously hurt if not remedied.  
Please do not let the loud voices of a few sway your decision on the plan. It is well thought out and 
very inclusive. I believe the few would like to have this great resource to them self, not 
understanding it is there for all to enjoy. It is all of Toronto's Lakefront and must be shared. 

Comment noted. 

DP29 I travel down and up Brimley road south of Kingston Rd. most days of the year. Since the city 
does an excellent job of clearing the road in winter, it is much safer to travel that road in the winter 
than it is on a warm summer weekend. The road is fairly narrow with one lane each way. There 
must be hundreds of people of all ages walking up and down the hill. I have seen people carrying 
full size BBQ’s and 20 pound gas cylinders, coolers, tents, you name it and its been carried up 
and down that hill and there are no sidewalks. Cyclists are another thing, once I counted forty 
racing down the hill taking up both lanes. If a car was to come around a corner going up the hill a 
lot of lives would be lost. One time I was doing the speed limit 40km and a bike passed me. 
The proposed spit extension to the entrance to Bluffers Park Basin would save the city a fortune in 
the long run as it would eliminate the need to dredge the entrance each year. 

Please see section 6.2.4.1 for proposed improvements to Brimley 
Road.    
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DP30 Where do I send my submission, regarding TRCA's proposed "Preferred Alternative"? To you? 

The minister? Someone else? 
I noticed that your website said I should send my submission to: 
Nancy Gaffney 
Toronto and Region Conservation 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, Ontario L4K 5R6 
waterfront@trca.on.ca 
Is there anyone/any place else? 

All comments shall be submitted by email to: 
waterfront@trca.on.ca or by mail to: Toronto and Region 
Conservation Authority 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, Ontario 
L4K 5R6  ATTN: Nancy Gaffney 
 

DP31 I see many suggesting a shuttle/taxi/bus up and down Brimley. And another suggestion for an 
impact assessment on increased vehicle and foot traffic on the adjacent neighbourhoods (only see 
guildwood neighborhood mentioned in draft?) I live close to Barkdene Hills and I'd appreciate if 
any of these discussions on the above were open to the public also.  
1. which specific roads would a shuttle /taxi uber / bus use to get to designated pickup or drop off 
locations? Where would the locations of pickup/dropoff be? I suggest enforcement of routes of 
these vehicles to stay on the main roads (Brimley and Kingston) and out of the nieghborhood 
streets. While I don't oppose parking in our neighbourhood, it's the garbage thrown around and 
ringing doorbell to ask "Is my car ok where I parked?" or "How to find unofficial trail down the 
bluffs?" that is disrespectful and inconsiderate. Not to mention the motorbikes and cars that use 
Barkdene Hill as a racetrack and drivers honking loudly up and down Barkdene Hills. 
2. For the safety of our neighbourhood, kids and noise reduction, plan use traffic calming on 
Barkdene Hill and connecting streets, eg. speed bumps, etc. And continued enforcement of no 
turn on  Barkdene Hill off brimley.  
3. There should be policies and signs made to warn anyone who gets stuck on the bluffs (using 
"unofficial" trails down), they should be charged the fees for calling in rescuers. And not the 
nieghborhood residents who called for the help to come.  
4. Keep and maintain sandy beach area. Improve washroom facilities.  

The City of Toronto is undertaking a number of pilot studies in 
2017 and 2018 looking to address the issues you have raised.  If 
the EA is approved the City of Toronto and TRCA will develop an 
operations and maintenance plan for the newly constructed areas 
which will address trash, noise and parking demand.  

DP32 This letter is a response to your invitation to comment on the Draft Environmental Assessment that 
has been completed for the Scarborough Waterfront Project. 
I have lived in the Guildwood community for 36 years, and four of those were in a townhouse at 
[address]. This townhouse was located on the edge of the Scarborough Bluffs. This means that I 
am quite familiar with the central portion of the study area. Also, I have attended the public 
consultation meetings on the Scarborough Waterfront Project. 
The proposed plan has taken into account the reasonable suggestions that, in my mind, were 
made during the public consultations, and the additional meetings with stakeholders and 
community groups. This has been a good process. Chapter 10 of the EA documents not only the 
voluminous two-way communication that the TRCA has had on this project, but this chapter also 
demonstrates that changes to the plan have been made at the suggestion of groups and 
individuals that have been involved in the process. That is the way that a consultation process 
ought to work. 
The proposed plan is one that I am eager to support because it will help to overcome the limited 
public access to the public space along the waterfront of Lake Ontario. The plan has a balance of 

Comment noted. 
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maintenance / restoration of “natural” areas along with increased public access to Lake Ontario. 
One must recognize that the study area is similar to the area of the Rouge National Urban Park in 
that none of the waterfront is “natural”, or “pristine”. All of it has been changed, and will continue to 
be changed, by the impact of human activities. 
This plan acknowledges the current pressures for additional recreational space at Bluffers Park, 
and proposes means of providing safer access to that park. The provisions for access by bicycle 
riders, for example, is a definite plus in this EA.  
These pressures for additional access to the waterfront, due to both increased population and 
increased population density, are another reason for providing additional access to the waterfront 
between Brimley Road and East Point Park. We who live here in the Guildwood community are 
currently experiencing these pressures for waterfront access. What will it be like by the time that 
the construction work envisaged by this plan is complete? 
As a person who enjoys using the Waterfront Trail, usually from the estuary of the Rouge River to 
the Highland Creek Treatment Plant, I would love to see this Trail extended along the lakefront to 
Brimley Road, and beyond. Currently, it is hardly a “waterfront trail” when it follows Coronation 
Drive, for example. At the intersection of Coronation and Morningside the “Waterfront Trail” is 
more than one kilometre from the edge of the Scarborough Bluffs. Implementation of the proposed 
Scarborough Waterfront Project would correct this situation. Having recently vacationed in 
Chicago, and having witnessed the benefits of public access to Lake Michigan in that city, I know 
that there are non-monetary benefits to the community as a whole from the provision of greater 
public access to water. 
I hope that the plan proposed in the Scarborough Waterfront Project EA will come to fruition. We 
as a community will all be beneficiaries. 

DP33 I enclose some photos which demonstrate the unspoiled beauty of East Point Park from 
Beechgrove Drive to Morningside Avenue, predominantly the part from Beechgrove to Manse 
Road. 
When I came to Toronto from Caracas, Venezuela six year ago I was extremely depressed and 
could find no help from doctors who claim to care about mental health but know nothing about it 
and frequently can´t be bothered with depressed people. 
I studied Google maps to find ways to get down to the lake in areas where there seemed to be few 
houses, little urban development and were accessible by public transport plus walking. I 
discovered the Dora McCarthy trail (which has now been domesticated), the beach accessible 
from the Guild and finally East Point Park, the beach there and the area along the bluffs. It was 
what kept me sane. I could go there enjoy the unspoiled nature, photograph the birds and other 
animals and generally renew my spirits. I grew up in the country and always seek out areas 
unspoiled my human hand. 
There are plenty of areas where the public can have access to the lake below the bluffs and which 
are not difficult to reach: the Beach, Bluffer´s Park  and Bluffer´s beach, the trail levelled and paved 
with gravel that run´s from the Dora McCarthy trail to the Guild, the whole length of Rouge Hill. 
East Point Park is home to so much wildlife, birds,(cardinals, baltimore orioles, hawks, blue jays , 
cliff swallows etc), deer, coyotes, beavers, squirrels, field mice,moles, foxes etc and a many 

Please see Section 7.3.1 which documents the detailed 
assessment of the effects the construction and operation of the 
SWP will have on the ecological system.  This assessment was 
undertaken by qualified biologists and ecologists and reviewed by 
the Provincial government.  Overall the SWP will provide net 
benefit to the ecological system and the creatures who live there. 
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species of insects and reptiles. The area is also rich in plant life and at this time of year is 
extremely beautiful because it is full of wild flowers 
If the TRCA trucks in piles of rubble to make hard surfaced trails making the area more "user 
friendly" many of these creatures will be driven out. I am sure the TRCA thinks coyotes are 
dangerous to families with small children and will kill them. More people , more vehicles, more 
tucks with more rubble will destroy this area, an area that heals and soothes many thus saving the 
health services thousands. 
When I wrote to you once before I sent a poem my Gerard Manley Hopkins Inversnaid the 
relevant verse of which (for the TRCA, the whole poem is beautiful) is:  
What would the world be, once bereft 
Of wet and of wildness? Let them be left, 
O let them be left, wildness and wet; 
Long live the weeds and the wilderness yet. 
When I visited the area on Friday, the poem that sprung to mind was the Lake Isle of Innisfree 
"And live alone in the bee-loud glade". This was because the Micheal mass daisies and golden 
rod were filled with buzzing bees of all shapes and sizes and many, many Monarch butterflies. 
Your plan would ruin all this and drive away the flowers, bees and butterflies. Please, please do 
not implement it. Leave the weeds, wildness, wet and wilderness. We have so little and it does so 
much good. 
I enclose just a few photos I have many more 

DP34 The only other issue that I wanted to mention was the inclusion of an enclosed dog park 
somewhere in this new design.  I had submitted a request to the City (DOLA - Parks) as per 
regulations and process and procedures.  It was something that I wanted to mention during the 
meetings under the title 'accessibility'.  This is part of the full accessibility profile and not just grade 
product, slopes, ramps, etc.  Cliffcrest is an area with a very high number of service dogs, and we 
congregate at the waterfront at Bluffers Beach regularly.  A formalized area where we can take 
our service dogs would greatly assist us. 

The designation of an enclosed dog park is the responsibility of 
the City of Toronto.  This comment will be passed to the City. 

DP37 I would like to suggest that the first priority is improving Brimley Road. I think it is very unsafe as it 
is and it would only get more use if the walking trail was to continue past the end of the beach. 
There is overcrowding on the weekends and the beach is completely trashed with garbage left 
behind on the sand. 
I would like to suggest a shuttle bus on the weekends from Kingston Road to the park and beach. 

Please see Section 6.2.4.1 for improvement to Brimley Road. The 
City of Toronto is undertaking a number of pilot studies in 2017 
and 2018 looking to address the parking and access issues you 
have raised.   
If the EA is approved the City of Toronto and TRCA will develop 
an operations and maintenance plan for the newly constructed 
areas which will address trash, noise and parking demand. 

DP39 Please add the following comments to the review of the Western section of the Bluffers park water 
development. 
I have been involved through the Bluffers park Boating federation with the development and 
building of Bluffers Park since 1976. The whole set up is fantastic and has been a real asset for 
the greater boating community and sailing community. The only problem with the design has been 
the silting of the entrance. When we started in 1977 and 1978 the depth was around 20 feet or 
more and lately we have been looking at 7 feet or less. Your plans for preventing the silting is 

 Comment noted 
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what this site needs and will guarantee safe boating for years to come. I have not spoken to a 
single boater that is against this proposal. 
I was however surprised to hear that a group of surfers feels that their views should have priority 
over the safety of all the boaters at this site. In my odd 40 years of sailing at this park I have twice 
seen a small group of 3 to 4 surfers at the eastern parking lot. Who are these people and where 
do they come from and who is behind this. I have never seen a group of 60 surfers at this site or 
on the parking lots but now they can come to a meeting with that number. The yacht clubs in 
Bluffers Park number 500 members alone not counting family or other members and the marina 
has around 400 paying members as well. The boaters in Bluffers Park far outnumber the surfers 
and use the waters nonstop on a daily basis and have far more at stake in this development. At 
present the entrance is not safe and I have on more than one occasion run aground. Also the 
shallow entrance with an easterly wind or storm creates high waves and an undertow that at best 
is dangerous to navigate. 
It is imperative that this extension of the eastern headland with the light house proceeds and the 
entrance be brought back to safe depths 

DP40 I am writing to make sure that the views of the boating federation at Bluffers Park are heard during 
the ongoing waterfront project planning. As a longtime member of a self-help club in the basin I 
know the time, money, and commitment that goes into building and running a sailing club in the 
basin. We are not simply people who show up a few times of the year to take advantage of 
favourable waves, we have put over 30 years of blood sweat and tears into the ground, basin and 
the waters around Bluffers Park.  
Being able to reliably enter and exit the gap is not only something import to the viability of the 
clubs in the gaps as well as the marina, it is essential to the basic responsibility to provide safe 
harbour to shipping both small commercial as well as private vessels.  
A plan that does not actively take into account the needs of providing a safe harbour also puts at 
risk the financial viability of the clubs. The clubs currently provide free maintenance of the land 
and grounds owned by the city, to the city, as well as paying significant taxes. Undermining the 
club's ability to operate in the long run will put the city, province and federal government in the 
position to try and reclaim infill land and clean up the site left by bankrupt non-profits.  
We look forward to a more permanent solution to the management and water levels for the basin 
so the clubs can plan and commit to their longevity as well. Thank you, 

 Comment noted 

DP41 I hike the bluffs every day and have personally seen two huge landslides this year, one came 
within 25 meters of where I was, and it happened so fast I had nowhere to go. As a resident and 
user of the trail I am very aware of the dangers and use the trail at my own risk. But as a 
governing body I'm not sure how you can in all good faith advocate to expanding the use of this 
area to unsuspecting Children and Family's in essence knowing that you are putting them in 
harms way. Have you considered what will happen if you open this area to more public use and 
you have hundreds or even a thousand souls at the bottom on the path and there is a slide the 
size I have personally witnessed. The head lines in the NEWS may read Hundreds Killed at 
Toronto's waterfront. Not great for tourism or your conscience. 

Please see Section 3.1.10 and 5.3 of the Draft EA.  The SWP has 
been planned to address the risk of landslides and to locate trails 
in areas outside of those risks. 
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DP42 I have been a keelboater in the Bluffers basin since the 1992. On many walks with my dog along 

the Bluffs I have frequently noticed evidence in the water of the erosion. I could see a distinct 
sandy plume extending one hundred yards or more offshore, particularly after a rain storm. It was 
also evident that this discoloured water was being pushed into the entrance to the basin by the 
prevailing westerly winds. It was therefore no surprise when in later years reports of the shrinking 
depth in this gap were being reported. I believe the original depth upon the opening of the basin in 
the 1980's was 22 feet. 
The depth in the harbour entrance gradually diminished until it became necessary for the fairly 
extensive keelboat community in the basin to appeal to the government for assistance in this 
matter. Apart from their use of it, Bluffers Park is visited by hundreds of recreational vessels during 
the course of each sailing season. Lake Ontario can become violent very quickly and the old 
nautical comment of "Any port in a storm" becomes a reality for the hundreds of recreational 
vessels that use it each year.  
In recent years it has not been uncommon for vessels to go aground in the gap, particularly 
towards the end of the season when water levels drop, necessitating them being towed off the 
bar. 
A community of house boats have appeared in the commercial marina over the years. With there 
being only one road access, for emergency vehicles, particularly fire fighting equipment, it was a 
concern that the TFD fire boat, having a draft of 12 feet would be unable to get into the harbour in 
the event of a major fire. 
From my perspective on the Bluffs I often thought that the designer of the harbour should have 
extended the eastern arm of the entrance further out into the lake to deflect the sediment away 
from the entrance. It was therefore a pleasant surprise when the recent proposal was made to 
extend it further into the lake. 
I therefore request that you extend this arm as far as possible to deflect the westerly flow of 
sediment into deeper water. This would hopefully do much to alleviate the sediment buildup in the 
harbour entrance and subsequent expensive dredging operations. 

 Comment noted 

DP46 I am writing to express my main concerns about the draft environment assessment for the 
Scarborough Waterfront Project.  I generally oppose the $120+M massive construction plan for 12 
years along the waterfront, the dumping of infill into Lake Ontario and the paving of beaches, 
waterfront and natural paths to make the waterfront more "accessible" and "prevent" further 
erosion of the bluffs.  Specifically my issues with the content of the EA and preferred alternative 
are; 
1.  There is not enough concern for specific safe access to touch or access the water within the 
current "path" plan and armor walls to supposedly protect the bluffs from erosion.  Viewing the 
water is not enough for people in a major city.  We need to be able to get into the water safely to 
swim.  The future health and wellbeing of individuals who swim and conduct activities in the water 
will be affected.     
2.  The bluffs do not touch the water in many of the areas designated to be addressed in the plan, 
yet the EA focused on that as a major issue requiring a solution across the board to address 
erosion.  Lake water is not causing most of the erosion along the shore - only small parts of the 
almost 12 km stretch. 

The SWP will not prevent people from touching the water or 
entering the water to swim at their risk.  Access is possible from 
the proposed cobble beaches.  Currently the sandy shoreline at 
Grey Abbey is not accessible without trespassing across private 
property.  The SWP will provide access to an area of the 
shoreline where access does not exist today.  The shoreline from 
Grey Abbey Ravine to the east will continue in its existing state. 
Please see Section 3.1.8 and 3.1.10.  Waves are the major driver 
of shoreline erosion and while water may not touch the bluffs 
during low water levels, waves associated with storms still drive 
erosion. Please note that once shoreline protection is in place it 
takes decades for the Bluffs to reach a stable slope and for 
erosion to subside.   
TRCA staff and contractors preparing the report have visited the 
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3.  The bluffs have eroded more where there is already an armor wall, path and TRCA service 
road and has been preserved BEST where there nature bluffs and the lake and beaches have 
been untouched.  This was not highlighted in the report.    
4.  Very few pictures of the current areas at ground level looking at the bluffs were provided to the 
decision makers in the report.  Mostly arial views are contained which make it hard to understand 
the terrain if you have never seen it.  Most people preparing the EA report and voting on the report 
had never been to the affected areas.  Or, if they went to 1 area (i.e. Bluffer's Park or East Point), 
they represented that as what the entire 12km stretch is like.  The middle is vast, long and as I 
describe in #2 and 3.    
5.  Access up/down to the waterfront when the new trails are made is a major oversight in the 
report.  New roads will need to be built, parking structures and a structural series of entry/exit 
points.  This will all add further destruction to the surrounding areas and additional construction for 
years to come.   Community safety will also become more of an issue with more people parking in 
the residential areas and accessing the waterfront along the 12 km stretch via the approved and 
unapproved paths. 

shoreline where public access is possible, viewed inaccessible 
areas from the lake in addition to analyzing aerial and drone 
photos.   
Shoreline access routes are detailed in Section 6.2.4 of the Draft 
EA.  No new roads or parking structures are proposed as part of 
the SWP. 

DP47 I oppose TRCA's present unfair plus misleading Environmental Assessment submission - the 
so- called, “Preferred Alternative”, for Scarborough's Waterfront. 
The mostly neglected and artificial East Point Park should be separated, from the proposal, and 
properly dealt with, on an individual basis - which would likely take years and, understandably, 
result in the Community preferring something radically-different! 
Frankly and as I have tried to make clear, in earlier literature, as-is, the frequently-hazardous so- 
called East Point Park is a lousy excuse, for a “park”. 
Moreover, largely due to decades of outrageous misconduct, by certain TRCA bureaucrats, 
politicians, on the agency’s governing committee, plus the park’s immediate neighbouring 
community have, essentially, been ‘kept in the dark’ regarding important East Point Park 
information. Also, those staff members have been maintaining obviously-unsafe conditions, at the 
‘park’. 
In 1989, The Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto (Metro) adopted a wonderful Master Plan, for 
East Point Park (see above) - which called, for, among other things, the creation of a boating 
marina, hundreds of parking spaces, sports facilities, and a family-friendly picnic area. 
Yet, right from the start, unelected TRCA bureaucrats opposed it - despite the Charter, 
democracy, fairness, sensibility, public safety and the will of taxpayers. 
So, from then on, those TRCA staff members sought to coverup the truth, from the public and their 
political masters - despite, by 1996, the Master Plan had been approved by the duly-elected Metro 
Government 3 times! 
Frankly, I think the main reason why those TRCA staff members opposed the 1989 master plan, 
for East Point Park, was greed; the less money they had to spend on big projects - like the 1989 
plan - then the more money they would have for spending on themselves. 
So, I am reminded of earlier apparent TRCA malfeasance. 
In circa 1998, for example, TRCA bureaucrats were seemingly misusing public funds that were in 
an account which was designated “for programs deemed of general benefit”. Yet, apparently, 

The original 1989 plan which you continuously reference, was 
never approved and funded for implementation by any agency.  
Since 1989 a number of initiatives including the Crombie 
Commission on Future of Toronto Waterfront, amalgamation of 
the City of Toronto and the promotion of ecologically based for 
planning all altered both existing shoreline plans and how we do 
shoreline planning.  At various points in time the plans for East 
Point Park have been revisited and at each point proposals for 
East Point Park have been scaled back.  As further studies have 
been completed it has become clear that the shoreline the foot of 
Beechgrove Drive extension is very shallow and extensive lake fill 
would be required to achieve safe navigable depths.  The 
benefits of providing a safe navigable harbour do not outweigh 
the impacts and there is significant demand to maintain the 
existing shoreline. The current Draft EA for SWP recognizes the 
need for a management plan for East Point Park, however it does 
not support proceeding with any portion of the master plan from 
1989. 
Section 3.1.11 of the Draft EA Report recognizes both historic 
contamination and the remediation efforts to date for East Point 
Park.  Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry and City of 
Toronto designated parts of East Point Park both an ANSI and 
ESA in accordance with appropriate criteria.  It is suggested you 
contact them for a rationale for these designations. East Point 
Park has been designated by the City of Toronto as a bird 
sanctuary.  While you may disagree with the designations, they 
exist and must be respected by the work being done on the SWP.   
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instead, those TRCA employees were spending the cash, on cars. 
So, I complained to my current MPP, Steve Gilchrist, who got the Harris Government to decrease 
TRCA’s next-year budget, by $10 million. This was an effort to force those bureaucrats to come up 
with the seemingly-misused cash. 
Yet, frankly, now, I think, at least, some of those TRCA employees - who seem to be up to their 
old 
‘tricks’ - actually need to do jail time! 
Along a similar vein, for example, I recently learned that one or more dishonest TRCA bureaucrats 
were peddling the same disinformation which was being passed around, by TRCA staff 
members, in 1996! 
In mid-September 2017, for instance, residents of the neighbourhood, immediatelynext to East 
Point Park, reported that TRCA employees were implying that nothing should still be done, to the 
place, because it was “environmentally-sensitive”. 
Did you get that? 
The claim that the former: 

i) chemical dump; 
ii) solid-waste dump; 
iii) boat launch; 
iv) farm; and, 
v) 9-hole golf course, 

was “environmentally-sensitive” had been appropriately-dispelled, in 1996 (Iwas there and took 
part in the arguments)! 
Yet, in 2017 (21 years later), TRCA was still flogging that ‘dead horse’! Shame! 
Rather than finally do the right thing, by, at least, educating the public about the 1989 East Point 
Master Plan, TRCA was still keeping it a secret and praying on the ignorant plus gullible by falsely 
claiming the ‘park’ was ‘magically’ “environmentally-sensitive”! 
So, stay off the dump’s plastic that is still sticking up out of the ground, along some of the park’s 
worn neglected unsafe paths, folks! 
According to TRCA, it is “environmentally-sensitive”! 
Moreover, according to TRCA, it was that “environmentally-sensitive” plastic - and not the park’s 
hazards - we should all be concerned about! 
Similarly, if you uncover some of the park’s chemical waste, then stay away from that, because, 
according to TRCA, it, too, is “environmentally-sensitive”! 
Find one of the park’s various old car tires? 
Then WATCH OUT! 
TRCA says that will also be “environmentally-sensitive”! Same goes for the former boat launch! 
...And how about that 9-hole golf course? 
The  largely-incompetent  TRCA  bureaucrats  would  like   us  to  believe  that  nothing       says 

 
With respect to your comments on traffic concerns and Metrolinx, 
these issues are detailed in Chapter 7 of the Draft EA.  TRCA 
sought locations for public open houses throughout the SWP 
study area, unfortunately no venues in the vicinity of East Point 
Park were large enough or available during the times required.  
Finally, there is no misconduct or misleading information being 
presented.  Planning has evolved over time to address changing 
needs of the city and our changing understanding of the 
environment.   
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“environmentally-sensitive” like a 9-hole golf course! Nonsense! 
TRCA was also still saying that the mostly-overgrown plus obviously-hazardous East Point Park 
was a “bird sanctuary” - despite it was not. 
Such, though, reminded me of the TRCA bureaucrat who said he was going to plant marshes, in 
the area’s man-made settling pond, for waste water. The guy repeatedly claimed: “I’m going to 
make people think this is real!” He also spent much time, there, playing recorded bird songs and 
trying to convince other people that the place was natural. 
TRCA staff members were also still making the laughable claiming that “rare vegetation” was 
growing, in East Point Park. So, implicit, again, was that nothing else had better happen, there! 
I remember TRCA staff members spreading the same disinformation, in 1996, and wondering, 
even at that time, why the expensive bureaucrats’ political masters were tolerating such 
nonsense! 
Although “rare”, in East Point Park, those plants were NOT rare elsewhere; their seeds had, 
however, merely blown off passing train cars. 
So,  for  the  past  21  years,  it  looks  like  taxpayers  have  been  funding  a  dishonest   political 
party/lobbying group rather than an agency of competent environmental  stewards. 
THE QUESTIONABLE TRCA AGENTS CAN’T EVEN GET THEIR LIE STRAIGHT! 
When I complained about TRCA still hiding the Master Plan, during that agency’s numerous 
Scarborough waterfront trail meetings - which, incidentally, were being held miles away from 
the community which would have been directly effected by what when on, at East Point 
Park 
-TRCA staff members were repeatedly demonstrating my point by being evasive and oppressive. 
Instead of just showing the public this Master Plan (which TRCA admitted it had helped to create), 
the attending staff kept explaining that they had talked to managers of existing marinas and, 
thereby, discovered that those facilities still had “1 or 2 empty boat slips”. So, from this, those 
TRCA employees concluded that - despite the many complaints about Bluffers Park’s congestion - 
East Point Park still did not need the 1989 Master Plan implemented. Moreover, from that, they 
also concluded there was no need to even show the Public that  diagram. 
When I raised the issue, again, during TRCA’s June 28, 2017 public meeting, in Scarborough’s 
Ward 36, a TRCA manager chuckled in response to my insistence that he was one of the people 
who had been hiding the significant 28 year-old document. Yet, eventually, even TRCA’s 
attending consultant admitted that her firm had not also being told about the 1989 Master   Plan. 
Later, during the July 28, 2017 meeting, of TRCA’s governing committee, in Vaughan, I had a 
copy of the Master Plan distributed to the politicians and I gave a 5 minute speech, in support of 
the concept plus the public’s right to know. 
Well, shortly afterward, those politicians acted as if, prior to my efforts, they had never seen nor 
heard anything about the plan. 
Moreover, clearly ambushed by my distribution and presentation, the senior advisory TRCA staff 
members appeared caught off-guard and ill-prepared. 
Paraphrasing one of the flustered staff, the 1989 Master Plan, for East Point Park, was just a 
single incident of various master plans which had been appropriately “rejected”. At the same 
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event, too, his female associate repeatedly insisted that all of TRCA’s meetings were being 
conducted in an honest manner. 
Yet, as I suspected, Toronto’s City Hall, did not support the two bureaucrat’s claims. According to 
the Municipality: 
“We completed an initial review of our internal files today and have not found any additional  
master  plans  completed  for  East  Point  Park  since   amalgamation(1998).” 1 
 “We have looked into this further and have reached out to the TRCA. We do not have any 
additional information to share. It appears that no other master plans for East Point Park have 
been completed since amalgamation.” 2 
So, clearly, for years, the TRCA bureaucratic ‘tail’ has been wagging the agency’s apparently- 
incompetent governing ‘dog’ - despite such makes each seem dishonest and foolish! 
So, when are TRCA, The City of Toronto, Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change plus/or 
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry going to put an end to it? 
Taxpayers plus voters, in general, and the community immediately next to East Point Park 
deserve better! 
When is TRCA going to, at least, fire its APPARENTLY-BAD staff members? 
When is TRCA going to put the checks and balances in place which will hold the agency’s 
remaining bureaucrats accountable? 
When is TRCA going to separate East Point Park, from the EA, and, finally, treat the surrounding 
community with the respect it deserves? 
Recent discussions I had, with some of that neighbourhood’s residents, revealed that two 
important areas needed consideration and resolution. 
First, it is believed that when Metrolinx constructs additional train tracks, along the local CNR line, 
trains will be passing East Point Park, every 5 minutes. 
So, the firm is going to have to do something to mitigate this problem, for pedestrians and slow- 
moving vehicular traffic which, without serious intervention, will have to cross those tracks in order 
to gain access to the park plus nearby industrial facilities. 
Secondly, it is felt that residents who live along the neighbouring Beechgrove Drive will oppose an 
increase in traffic that the 1989 Master Plan might bring. 
The Community members to which I spoke, for example, pointed to the serious traffic congestion 
problems, at plus close to Bluffer’s Park, and said the Beechgrove folk - who have 
alreadyrepeatedly complained about existing traffic, on their street - would probably not want 
similar shortcomings, in their area. 
Frankly, I think both matters could be resolved by closing East Point Park’s Beechgrove Drive 
entrance, to all but pedestrian and bicycle traffic. Then cars, trucks and like can use the 
entrance/exit located, at the south end of Manse Road (at Copperfield Road). 
Obvious signs should also be posted, in highly-visible places, directing East Point Park-related 
traffic away, from Beechgrove Drive, and over to the Manse Road-Copperfield Road entrance. 
Metrolinx would, I think, need to construct an appropriate underpass there to provide the slower 
unpredictable pedestrians, trucks and the like with safe passage to plus from the area. 
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Other local parks - like the nearby Colonel Danforth Park and Rouge Park, for example - have just 
one entrance/exit, for cars, etcetera, and they work fine. 
In addition, though, public meetings should be conducted, at the local Huron Park - given that the 
neighbourhood, there, was never told about 1989 Master Plan and related options. So, the 
residents, there, have a lot to consider! 
In addition, decisions should not be made, regarding East Point Park, without first fully-informing 
that community - which, necessarily, would be directly effected by what goes on, at the park. 
Similarly, the neighbourhood’s members should be given a reasonable chance to respond! 
Recently, local MPP, Mitzie Hunter, agreed to help me arrange an informational meeting, at the 
Huron Park recreation centre, regarding the 1989 Master Plan. 
Metrolinx has not, yet, provided me with a firm commitment, on the Manse Road-Copperfield Road 
matter - despite recently saying that it would do so. 
“Due to the nature of your inquiry, I will require some additional time to investigate. I appreciate 
your patience and I will follow up with you by Tuesday, September 27th.” 3 
 “Since it’s Tuesday, I was wondering if you had an answer, for me, regarding my initial inquiry.” 4 
 “I am still awaiting an answer from our team and am reaching out to them for an update. I will be 
in touch with you by Friday at the latest.” 5 
 “Since it's Friday, do you have a response to my initial email, yet?” 6 
So, although I am working as fast as possible, on this issue, I plus the Community, still need 
more time. 
So, again, East Point Park should be separated from TRCA’s present EA and “Preferred 
Alternative”. Clearly, it is NOT the East Point Park neighbouring community’s “Preferred 
Alternative”!  

DP48 As a Guildwood resident living on the Bluffs for 50 years, I am an involved stakeholder and a 
conservation advocate who appreciates all aspects of the Scarborough Bluffs as a spectacular 
part of Toronto’s eastern beachfront. 

1. As president of “Save Greyabbey Beach” and an active member of “Friends of the Bluffs” 
my comments reflect and are supported by over 1,000 petitioners, the “Wild Bluffs” 
organization, “Ontario Waterkeeper”, “Toronto Jets”, the Toronto Surfers group and many 
informed individuals. 

2. Our mandate, as should be with the TRCA, is to preserve Toronto’s last priceless natural 
shoreline.  The 700 m. shoreline of most concern now under threat is in the eastern 
sector of the SWP.  In its natural state, the 12,000 year old shoreline is a tremendous 
asset for education, recreation, heritage, and is an established habitat to hundreds of 
local and migrating species.  The value of this area will be devastated and irrevocably 
impaired if the “preferred option” to “hardscape” the shoreline is realized.  A hardened 
waterfront is composed of rocks, rubble and armourstone that renders the priceless Lake 
Ontario waterfront both hazardous and useless for the public and boaters to access the 
water. 

3. We agree with the vision and objectives in the E.A. report as it offers a golden 
opportunity to provide a fully considered development plan to enjoy all the opportunities 

Please note that while TRCA is aware of the petition it has not 
been delivered to TRCA. We have no correspondence from Wild 
Bluffs, Ontario Waterkeeper, Toronto Jets, Toronto Surfers or 
others indicating that you speak on their behalf. 
The Draft EA assesses the effect of the preferred alternative on 
the aquatic and terrestrial ecology of the project area and the 
effect on how people use the waterfront. As documented in 
Chapter 7 of the Draft EA, the implementation of the preferred 
alternative will result in a positive benefit to the ecology and to 
how people use the waterfront. One benefit is the transformation 
of the currently publicly inaccessible Grey Abbey Beach to a 
publicly accessible shoreline. 
See Chapter 7 of the Draft EA; the implementation of the 
preferred alternative opens more of the shoreline to safe access 
for recreational users. None of the uses you have mentioned will 
be precluded by this project, in fact, some will be enhanced. 
Plan 2 was assessed and the results are presented in Section 5.5 
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that this fresh water lake has to offer i.e. access to the water for the enjoyment of 
recreational activities, for surfers, swimmers, hikers, boaters and all sandy beach uses.  
Unfortunately, the “preferred option” plan detailed in the E.A. report fails on all the 
potential opportunities as mentioned. 

4. To achieve a fully considered waterfront plan, please review and compare the attached 
two options for your consideration TRCA’s options (Plan 1) and our alternate option (Plan 
2).   
Plan 1 – proposed by TRCA is the corporate’s “preferred option”.  Please note that the 
attached concept plan reflects the “preferred option” as presented at the PIC2 meeting.  
The updated “preferred option” is detailed in the E.A. report showing an eastern access 
path via a corkscrew construction at the Greyabbey Park ravine.  The updated proposed 
bike trail from Greyabbey Park ravine to Beachgrove will require a paved 6 m. wide 
service road along the crest of the cliff.  This environmentally unfriendly plan will destroy 
a significant area of the forest floor including sensitive meadows of fauna and flora 
through to and including the East Point bird sanctuary. 
Our alternate Plan 2 proposes the use of Copperfield Road.  A sparsely used service 
road running parallel to and just several meters from the crest of the cliff directly 
connecting to the waterfront trail at Beachgrove.  This unofficial waterfront trail bike route 
is currently used by many cyclists and would not require the proposed additional paved 
service road/bike trail. 
Plan 2 proposed by “Friends of the Bluffs” is the result of research, input from community 
leaders, input from the public’s sentiments expressed at the PIC 1 and PIC 2 meetings 
and complies with the Royal Commission Report, the Toronto Waterfront Report and the 
TRCA’s environmental recommendations report (Scarborough Shoreline-Terrestrial 
Biological Inventory and Assessment February 2012) not to harden this specific 
shoreline. 
Our concept plan includes a headland beach development at the Guild Park waterfront 
that would provide safe public access to the water. 
The headland will also provide a safe docking facility for boats of any type to visit this 
destination park.  This water access facility would complement the new Guild Inn 
restaurant development and Guild Park gardens for visiting boaters to enjoy lunch. 
Our Plan 2 concept option has been presented to TRCA’s coastal engineer who 
confirmed that a reclaimed sandy beach along the harden shoreline is feasible and our 
headland concept would not negatively affect the Blue Flag sandy beach east at Bluffers 
Park. 
Our alternate plan to develop a recreationally useful water park facility was presented to 
Councillor Glenn De Baeremaeker.  He supported the idea and proposed a motion to the 
TRCA Board to both save 650 meters of the Greyabbey beach and also approved the 
headland concept for a reclaimed sandy beach along the hardened shoreline. 

5. TRCA’s SWP team has been given 3 years and over $2,000,000 to produce an 
impressive E.A. document to secure funding for the corporation’s 12 year works program. 
The draft E.A. pronounces that the hardened waterfront will be a benefit to the natural 
environment “to enhance terrestrial and aquatic habitats”.  This could not be further from 

and Appendix G of the Draft EA. Your description of Plan 1 is 
inaccurate, see Section 6.2.3.3, the trail through East Point Park 
will be approximately 3 m wide not 6 m. The effects of 
construction and operation of this trail were assessed by qualified 
ecologists and biologists and presented in Sections 7.3.1. Overall 
the SWP creates a net benefit for the ecological system. As 
discussed on several occasions, Copperfield Road is not a 
desired location for the Waterfront Trail as it is constrained by the 
Metrolinx Lakeshore East rail corridor expansion and there is 
insufficient width given the right of way and ecological constraints 
to site the trail along the road. 
A number of alternatives developed with public and agency input 
were considered and are discussed in Chapter 5 of the EA. All of 
the alternatives considered had to address public safety and 
public property risk from erosion as discussed in the project 
objectives and in Section 5.3 of the EA. 
All comments received during the EA planning process were 
included in Appendix L8 of the EA. Note that many stakeholders 
in support of the project did not feel comfortable speaking out at 
Stakeholder meetings and PIC’s as they did not feel the meeting 
environment was conducive to expressing support of the project. 
However, they felt compelled to send comments by email and 
letter to express support. An EA is not a referendum and while we 
note there is opposition to the project, there is also a great deal of 
support, as documented in Chapter 10 and Appendix L8 of the 
EA. TRCA staff and contractors preparing the report have visited 
the shoreline where public access is possible and where private 
landowners have permitted access, viewed inaccessible areas 
from the lake and analyzed aerial and drone photos. 
As noted above all comments received during the EA planning 
process are included in Appendix L8 of the Draft EA and are thus 
available for MOECC review. 
The SWP EA is in compliance with all applicable laws, 
regulations and best practices. 
The Grey Abbey shoreline (~700 m) you reference in your 
comments is currently inaccessible without trespassing on private 
property and ~490 m of this shoreline has already been modified 
for erosion protection by private landowners and the City of 
Toronto. The SWP will provide access to an area of the shoreline 
where access does not exist today. Based on submissions from 
yourself and others with concerns about saving Grey Abbey 
shoreline, we note that all of these people are currently 
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the truth.  No environmental report would ever suggest that replacing a natural healthy 
ecosystem with urbanized artificial structures would be preferable. 
TRCA’s long term agenda of developing a hardened waterfront roadway was previously 
justified as an erosion control project.  TRCA’s determination to continue with the roadway 
east can no long be justified based on their controversial argument of erosion control. 
The E.A. report promoting the “preferred option” is a cleaver deception to the uninformed 
and trusting public. 
a) The “preferred option” is the corporate’s senior management preference.  The inference 

that the public had any involvement is a deception.  Options presented by the TRCA 
included a “do nothing” option and a completely paved waterfront roadway option. 

b) No option was presented to reclaim a beach that could provide safe public access to 
enjoy the water nor was an option offered for a docking facility for the boating 
community to enjoy. 

6. The E.A. draft does not mention the overwhelming public’s disapproval to destroy a 
natural sandy beach.  This sentiment was clearly expressed at PIC 1, PIC2, PIC 3 
meetings and also the stakeholder meeting that we attended.  None of the PIC meetings 
were recorded; therefore, the legal process to hold PIC meetings was accomplished 
regardless of the overwhelming public disapproval to the “preferred option”. 
Jane Fairburn, the critically acclaimed author of “Along the Shore –discovering Toronto”s 
waterfront heritage”, whose passion and expert in depth knowledge of this coastline, 
disputes the whole shoreline hardening concept.  She questioned the expertise of 
TRCA’s paid consultant who is a leading spokesperson for the SWP team who admitted 
that she has never been along the historical shoreline that she is promoting to destroy in 
favour of a waterfront roadway extension. 

7. The E.A. draft mentions the 2,400 public comments and 400 submissions.  We would like 
transparency to view these comments.  The MOECC must have access to review all 
these submissions to diligently justify their conclusions. 

8. The E.A. draft brings to light legal questions that include TRCA’s overt dismissal to 
uphold environmental laws, policies, regulations and best practices according to 
constitutionally mandated documents such as complies to ESA, ANSI and the 2012 
Environmental Recommendations. 

The draft E.A. authored by the senior management of TRCA to promote their “preferred option” is 
cause for complaint as follows: 
Complaint Arguments 

a) Destruction of an historic and significant shoreline:   
Sandy beach natural coastlines anywhere in the world are acknowledged as valued 
assets to be protected as precious commodities.  Only under extreme necessity or vital 
commercial interests would a beach be considered for development.  The Bluffs are not 
only historic and significant; they have value in their intrinsic purpose and archeological 
aspects.  They do not require to be altered for the stated SWP objectives; alternative 
options can achieve an environmentally friendly and publically useful SWP plan.  Friends 
of the Bluffs contend that TRCA’s self serving premise or notion of a continuous 

trespassing to use this inaccessible section of sandy shoreline 
and are referencing its use by others which supports the need to 
provide formal, public access. 
In 1971, TRCA was designated the implementing authority for the 
1967 Waterfront Plan, and by virtue of this, is responsible for the 
safe access to recreational spaces along the waterfront. In 
accordance with Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act, 
TRCA regulates development, interference and alterations in or 
near valleys, streams, wetlands and along the Lake Ontario 
shoreline. TRCA also has a delegated responsibility, as a 
Conservation Authority, to represent the provincial interest in 
natural hazards as described in Section 3.1 of the Provincial 
Policy Statement (PPS). TRCA provides technical advice to 
assist our public agency partners in implementing the natural 
hazard, natural heritage and water management sections of the 
PPS from a science-based, watershed perspective. With respect 
to the SWP, TRCA has a role in safeguarding terrestrial and 
aquatic habitats, managing shoreline flood and erosion risk, and 
providing safe access to public recreational spaces.  
The SWP preferred alternative, including hardening the shoreline, 
balances management of the ecological system with 
management of public safety and public property risk from 
erosion and the provision of recreational spaces. While the 
implementation of the project requires access for construction 
vehicles, once construction is complete, this access will transition 
to a multiuse trail in accordance with City of Toronto policies.      
Throughout SWP EA planning, the public has been encouraged 
to submit their comments and questions. The ‘deadlines’ 
referenced in your comment were with respect to inclusion of 
comments in any summaries of the PIC meetings. All comments 
received at any time with respect to the project have been 
entered into the comment record and considered by the SWP 
team. The consultation undertaken for the SWP is consistent with 
the Code of Practice for Consultation in Ontario’s EA Process 
and best practices. As noted above, an EA is not a referendum 
and projects may proceed despite opposition. As you are not a 
member of the Stakeholder Committee, it is unclear what 
pertinent information you reference was denied to Stakeholder 
Committee members. 
The funding for the EA has been approved by both Toronto City 
Council and the TRCA board. There has been no 
misappropriation of public funding or wasteful spending and no 

L12-22



  

Public Comments 

   

Comment # Comment Response 
waterfront trail can be achieved only in areas that make environmental and economic 
sense. For example, the connecting waterfront trail from Beechgrove to Frenchman’s Bay 
is a sensible compromise of waterfront and public roadways.  It makes no sense for the 
SWP to destroy a priceless waterfront feature such as a sandy beach, the most desirable 
attraction of any waterfront anywhere in the world.  It is unreasonable to eliminate the 
Greyabbey Park beachfront when better alternate SWP options are available.   

b) Public Breach of Trust by misrepresentation of the “conservation” mandate. 
The TRCA has deceptively initiated their SWP road building venture to the public in the 
guise of park development and enhanced green spaces.  
A “Conservation Authority” formed by Provincial Legislation is the governing authority 
empowered for the enforcement of environmental protection.  The TRCA corporation is 
the regional governing body entrusted by the public to exercise in good faith their 
environmental mandate.  TRCA’s responsibilities include recognizing, protecting and 
maintaining vulnerable environments as specifically identified by ESA, ANSI and 
environmental report recommendations.  TRCA has been an acting autonomous 
corporation managing waterfront roadway construction as an optional method of erosion 
control along the Scarborough Bluffs for over 40 years.  To date, over 6 km. of natural 
sandy shoreline has been hardened with a service roadway.   “Friends of the Bluffs” 
contends that any new proposed SWP waterfront trail development requiring the 
diminishing of sandy beach shorelines is unacceptable. 
 
The SWP plan presented at the public information centre meetings revealed the 
corporate and political agenda.  A SWP was introduced to the public as a waterfront park 
development with objectives defined that appeared to be in good faith by offering the 
public a waterfront destination park with better access to the waterfront.  Several options 
were proposed to disguise and mislead the public and the selected stakeholder 
committee to believe their input could influence the final planning of the SWP.   
The deceptive tactic to conceal the road building agenda successfully misguided many to 
believe that TRCA’s “preferred option” was a sincere shoreline development balancing 
environmental concerns while providing access to a destination waterfront park trail. 
At the second PIC meeting, the public presented a petition of over 500 names to protest 
the destruction of the Greyabbey Park beach.  As a resolution for an acceptable SWP 
plan, “Friends of the Bluffs” on behalf of the public presented TRCA with a thoughtfully 
considered and feasible alternate SWP plan.  TRCA rejected our feasible plan based on 
the corporate interpretation of the SWP objectives. 
TRCA’s preplanned service road agenda precludes interest in neither what the public 
wants, nor the environmental degradation effects to the natural shoreline.  The 10-15 
year road building agenda appears to be TRCA’s top works priority calculated to serve 
the corporate and political special interests.  Therefore, TRCA’s “preferred option” is a 
breach of public trust. 

c) Environmental Assessment process errors. 
TRCA has failed to follow correct procedure during the PIC meetings.  A clear deadline 

basis for such allegations. 
Accessibility is a desired where possible and articulated in both 
Provincial legislation (Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities 
Act [AODA]), and Toronto’s Official Plan. The SWP has tried to 
accommodate AODA requirements where possible and has also 
applied the City of Toronto’s Multi-use Trail guidelines to ensure 
that the trail can be safely used by both pedestrians and cyclists. 
Many members of the public have expressed a desire for safe 
access for people of all abilities. 
Your proposed Plan 2 has been assessed in Section 5.5 and 
Appendix G of the EA but does not achieve the project objectives 
and has the potential for more negative effects than the preferred 
alternative. 
TRCA has committed to continue to work with the surfing 
community during detailed design to try to address their concerns 
with respect to the lighthouse surf break in the expansion of the 
new headland. It should be noted that no comments were 
received with respect to surfing during the Draft EA review period, 
however, the boating community sent in comments supporting 
the project and the process and highlighting the importance of the 
expanded headland to the safe operation of the boat basin. 
As discussed in Section 3.1.10.2 and Appendix B of the Draft EA, 
the erosion hazard limit (referred to in the EA as the top-of-bluffs 
risk line) and calculation of the 60 year risk at Greyabbey Trail is 
based on the MNRF’s Understanding Natural Hazards: Great 
Lakes – St. Lawrence River System and large inland lakes, river 
and stream systems and hazardous sites (MNR, 2001).  
In order to calculate where a slope is at risk, first the erosion rate 
is applied for 100 years, assuming no toe protection is in place. 
The resultant line is referred to as the erosion allowance line. 
Second, from the erosion allowance line, a stable slope 
allowance is calculated based on the geotechnical conditions of 
the slope (e.g., soil and ground water conditions, topography, 
etc.). The stable slope allowance also considers the Factor of 
Safety (FoS) which is driven by the dominant land use of an area 
(MNR, 2001). Finally, a 10 m allowance is applied as per TRCA’s 
The Living City Policies for Planning and Development in the 
Watersheds of the Toronto region Conservation Authority (2014). 
It should be noted that this 10 m allowance is not always applied 
within TRCA’s jurisdiction, but was considered as part of this 
evaluation to provide a conservative estimate within the context 
of the EA. These factors taken together determine when public 
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date was announced for the public to submit comments as a record for public input in 
preparing the Environmental Assessment report.  The date was extended without proper 
public notification.  Not being advised of the extension date the growing numbers of the 
public who disagree with the “road building option” did not submit their comments 
therefore distorting the recorded comments for consideration.  No formal public 
announcements to rectify this mistake has been adequately communicated.  Stakeholder 
committee members have requested and have been denied pertinent information.  The 
January 2017 stakeholders meeting clearly revealed the E.A. requirement process to 
include stakeholders input, was a complete failure.  None of the stakeholders in 
attendance agreed with the destructive shoreline plan. 

d) Misappropriation of public funding and wasteful spending. 
a) Funding an unnecessary waterfront roadway extension to benefit TRCA’s corporate 

works program is wasteful. 
b) A levy on the public’s water bill was approved to fund the $1-3 million dollar cost to 

prepare an Environmental Assessment Report for the proposed SWP.  The public 
deserves and expects an honourable EA report based on a well planned SWP that 
best reflects environmental recommendations and the public’s waterfront interests.  
TRCA’s SWP plan for EA approval appears to be a blatant disguise of a waterfront 
development to advance TRCA’s long term self serving road building agenda.  The 
plan is environmentally destructive and contrary to all environmental report 
recommendations.  The sandy beachfront enjoyed all summer with multi use water 
activity usage will be destroyed and no new waterfront beach for the public to enjoy 
along the Guild Park waterfront has been offered.  The EA report to approve TRCA’s 
disguised road building works program could be considered a fraudulent misuse of 
public funds. 

c)  “Inaccessible due to private property” is a misleading argument in the EA draft. Mixed 
waterfront property ownerships along the Greyabbey area shoreline have served to 
save the natural shoreline from unwanted corporate, industrial and commercial 
development.   Corporate (TRCA) construction development requires expropriations 
that are hostile takeovers requiring property acquisitions that triple the legal costs of 
negotiations.  The public is not informed of this costly real estate injustice that the 
public must fund.  The power to expropriate is intended for use only where there is no 
other option.  One of TRCA’s initial options was to leave as is (do nothing) thereby 
saving the sandy beach.  The “Friends of the Bluffs” SWP option presented to TRCA 
does not require expropriations. Therefore, TRCA is abusing their statutory powers of 
authority by irresponsibly adding substantial public costs unnecessarily to the project.  
Recreational public usage of the beach has never been a problem.  Trespassing is 
only an issue when people climb the cliff trying to find a path to the tableland. 

d) Costly erosion control headlands constructed in 2006 and 2016 would be wastefully 
destroyed to accommodate TRCA’S proposed waterfront roadway.  The five 
armourstone headlands, constructed at substantial costs, successfully protect, 
collect, and maintain the sandy beaches at Morningside.  TRCA fails to mention this 
costly headland destruction in the E.A. draft. 

infrastructure is at risk.  
The 60 year risk timeframe for Greyabbey Trail results from the 
application of the 10 m allowance from the southern edge of 
road’s legal right-of-way. From there, the stable slope allowance 
was determined based on a Provincial FoS of 1.5 (as prescribed 
for public lands with infrastructure). In order to achieve a FoS of 
1.5, a stable slope inclination of 1.8H:1V was applied. The 
remaining horizontal distance between the edge of the stable 
slope allowance line and the toe of bank is divided by the 0.3 
m/year erosion rate measured for the site. Based on this, it has 
been determined that it will take approximately 60 years for 
Greyabbey Trail (the road and associated infrastructure) to 
become at risk. For this reason the shoreline protection works are 
proposed to extend to the east side of Grey Abbey Ravine. 
Infrastructure to the east of the ravine is not currently at risk 
within the MNRF’s required 100-year planning horizon, as it is set 
back further from the bluff face. Therefore, TRCA is proposing to 
leave the sand shoreline at east of Grey Abbey Ravine in its 
current state, maintaining its accessibility for informal use. 
In 1971, TRCA was designated the implementing authority for the 
1967 Waterfront Plan, and by virtue of this, is responsible for the 
safe access to recreational spaces along the waterfront. In 
accordance with Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act, 
TRCA regulates development, interference and alterations in or 
near valleys, streams, wetlands and along the Lake Ontario 
shoreline. TRCA also has a delegated responsibility, as a 
conservation authority, to represent the provincial interest in 
natural hazards as described in section 3.1 of the Provincial 
Policy Statement (PPS). TRCA provides technical advice to 
assist our public agency partners in implementing the natural 
hazard, natural heritage and water management sections of the 
PPS from a science-based, watershed perspective. With respect 
to the SWP, TRCA has a role in safeguarding terrestrial and 
aquatic habitats, managing shoreline flood and erosion risk, and 
providing safe access to public recreational spaces. As detailed 
in Section 5.5 of the EA and Appendix G, Plan B which you have 
presented to TRCA and as represented by Councilor Glenn 
DeBaeremaeker’s motion is not feasible and will create more 
negative impacts than the current preferred alternative. 
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9. Provide shoreline access to users of all abilities is a controversial argument. 

The public can currently access the natural shoreline and enjoy the many pleasures of a 
safe sandy beach waterfront experience.  Paving over the sandy shoreline to 
accommodate wheelchair accessibility is unreasonable since it will deny 100% of the 
public from ever enjoying a sandy beach shoreline with water accessibility. 
Facts - It is impossible (therefore unreasonable) to apply the Provincial standards of a 6 
m. wide paved path where there is no room along the narrow sandy beach coastline for 
accommodation.  Nor is it possible or reasonable to level the near vertical 30-100 m. 
steep cliffs to accommodate a 5-7 degree slope. 
Access for the disabled to enjoy a Scarborough Bluffs beach experience is available at 
Bluffers Park, the Rouge River, Port Union and can be made accessible at Beachgrove. 

10. A similar draft E.A. report could have been prepared for our alternate Plan 2.  The 
objectives are clear and similar but specific. 
a) Provide an environmentally friendly SWP development that respects ESA and ANSI 

policies that will retain the 12,000 year old natural shoreline in perpetuity, and 
b) Provide a multi-use, recreationally useful waterfront park and trail to safely meet the 

diverse water activity interests of the public. 
11. The surfers association gave strong arguments against the “preferred options” along the 

western sector development at Bluffers Park that would destroy their water recreation 
activities.  There are over 1,000 surfer members in Toronto some with Olympic 
aspirations that TRCA had not considered in their “preferred option” plan.  The unique 
naturalized surfing conditions would be destroyed and would impact serious safety issues 
to the surfers. 

12. The notion that a “Danger zone” parameter, to mitigate future episodic cliff face failures 
along the Greyabbey Beach is completely misleading, it is modeled on academic 
speculation and is in conflict with their recorded .3 m a year rate of erosion.  The report 
claims that erosion will be a problem within a 60 year time period, this is false 
information.  It would take 175 years not 60 years before erosion may be an issue.  
TRCA’s Geotech expert from Terraprobe confirmed to us that erosion could be stopped 
anytime using an engineered approved method of top filling that has been successfully 
applied along the bluffs.  Furthermore, misleading erosion information was displayed on 
the picture panels at the PIC3.  A photo of a major landslide slump that occurred west of 
Morningside had a caption “Greyabbey Park land slide”.  Greyabbey Park is east of 
Morningside where no landslides have occurred along the natural shoreline.  All major 
and minor slumps have occurred west of Morningside where TRCA erosion works have 
been completed. 

In conclusion, the professional E.A. draft is an impressive document that can convince a trusting 
public, government agencies and influential politicians who have never visited or experienced the 
sandy shoreline at Greyabbey Park.  Not unlike TRCA, they may consider the natural shoreline to 
be a disposable commodity of little value.  Unfortunately, TRCA whose mandate is to protect 
waterways and sensitive eco systems has considered the option to eliminate the entire natural 
shoreline.  This fact alone should remind MOECC that corporate interests are always prioritized. 
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Preserving 700 meters of natural beaches and adding a new reclaimed sandy beachhead along 
the 6 km. of hardened waterfront is a reasonable expectation with a $170 million budget.  We 
suggest that MOECC recommend that TRCA adopt Councilor Glenn DeBaeremaeker’s motion.  
To paraphrase “That TRCA staff aim to, during the detailed design process, examine ways and 
means to provide a short stay boat docking facility and a sandy beach at the Guild Park location 
as well as resting, picnic and play areas along the entire length of the waterfront trail”. 
We are formally requesting a meeting with MOECC to discuss the aforementioned concerns and 
present our researched information.  We should all agree that a fully considered waterfront plan is 
critical at this stage of development. 

DP48 I am requesting your assistance in regard to the rates of erosion that TRCA has recorded in the 
Grey Abbey Park tableland location over the last 10 or 20 years.  The E.A. draft report only gives 
erosion mention to “up to .3 m per year”.  This cliff face over the last decade is now almost totally 
covered with vegetation.  My weekly, monthly and annual observations of erosion along Grey 
Abbey Park is much less than the .3 m per year as TRCA has suggested.  Your records are 
important to this “erosion” issue since it is now the key argument for TRCA to justify hardening the 
shoreline. 

 
 

DP48  left a voice message for Alexandra Papaiconomou [TRCA] on October 16, 2017 
asking whether Alexandra [TRCA] had received the letter he sent regarding erosion rates at Grey 
Abbey Park.  noted the email response he received did not do him any good because the 
draft Environmental Assessment was not available to check. Requested return call. 

We received your voicemail on October 16, 2017 and wanted to 
inform you that the Scarborough Waterfront Project Draft EA 
Report and Appendices are still available on the website at 
https://trca.ca/conservation/green-infrastructure/scarborough-
waterfront-project/draft-environmental-assessment/.  If you are 
having difficulties downloading Appendix B, please reply to this e-
mail and we can make arrangements to get a printed version 
available to you. 

DP48 I cannot download Appendix B-Geotechnical Report.  A printed version that you suggested would 
be appreciated but an e-mail sent to me of the specific information that I requested would be 
preferred. 

 

DP48 The SWP team offered to send me the information that I requested regarding TRCA’s record of 
tableland erosion along the Grey Abbey Park area.  In reference to our recent e-mails, I 
specifically asked for your recorded measurements of the last 10-20 year period.  I was advised 
that this information was available on Appendix B of the Draft E.A.  Since we could not download 
this information, TRCA offered to mail me a paper copy that I accepted but I would prefer a simple 
e-mail copy.  Please release this information asap prior to submitting the final Environmental 
Assessment for review by MOECC. 
Thank you for attending to this pertinent detail. 

Appendix B in its entirety is very large and my server will not send 
it.  I have attached the page of the document with Section 3.6  for 
your reference.   Within the Study Area, the monitoring data 
relevant to public property pertains to Greyabbey Trail. 
Terraprobe conducted an analysis of the crest recession rates 
measured by the TRCA.  Just in case you want something more 
within Appendix B, I have also saved it to a Drop Box.  
Please see link below. 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/5cqicthuwlsddcp/Appendix%20B%20-
%20Geotech_secured.pdf?dl=0.  This Appendix is also available 
on our web page if you have trouble with the dropbox.  Please let 
me know if you have any other questions or require additional 
information. 
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DP48 Re:  Response letters sent to “Friends of the Bluffs” 

As required by MOECC and for the record, I received your response letter to my detailed SWP 
concerns and I am privy to the similar response letters you sent to others in our group. 
We remain in disagreement to your response arguments that appear to be biased, subjective and 
based on interpretation.  The unnecessary destruction of a 12,000 year old beach at Grey Abbey 
Park cannot be justified with contrived and controversial arguments when other SWP options are 
available that could save and reclaim sandy beaches.  It is the public’s inherent right to have and 
to continue to have access to the fresh water lake for enjoyment of all water recreational activities.   
“Friends of the Bluffs” will insist on a public hearing at City Council and at MOECC for 
amendments to TRCA’s “preferred options”. 

 

DP49 To put it bluntly, this project proposes to redo and enlarge the scope of what shoreline hardening 
that has already taken place in the past, effectively turning the shoreline into one vast construction 
zone.  Millions of tons of construction waste will be dumped into the lake and all plant and wildlife 
in the area will be destroyed.  Those animals spared in the initial onslaught of direct clearance by 
construction will permanently be cut off from the lake, thus making their survival doubtful.  The 
contents of the construction waste, and all gasoline/oil spillage from construction machinery and 
vehicles will find there way into our drinking water.   The eastern portion of the plan also involves 
paving over 1-1.5 km of untouched natural shoreline at the foot of Grey Abby Park.  In a time 
when we are becoming increasingly aware of the permanent loss of our natural environment to 
“progress”, here is an opportunity to say no to this proposal.   This area represents the last 
significant stretch of natural shoreline in the GTA.  It would be a reckless environmental decision 
to have this natural area gone forever - for all future generations of enjoy and cherish.  Contrary to 
what has been said, the vast majority of people I’ve talked to do not want to see this natural 
shoreline destroyed under the guise of shift and trumped up reasons.  People are enjoying the 
area already for what it is, and animals are living their lives out as they’ve been for thousands of 
years. Please stop this insanity of destroying the world you live in.  Your Scarborough Waterfront 
Project will extinguish all hope that these last areas of natural shoreline will remain for the our 
children. 

All lake fill materials will need to meet MOECC Fill Quality Guide 
and Good Management Practices for Shore Infilling in Ontario.  
Section 6.5 details mitigation for risks associated with equipment 
fueling and spills. 
Your suggestion that the plan involves paving over 1-1.5km of 
natural untouched shoreline is incorrect, the SWP includes 
replacement of 1,250 m (or 1,100 linear metres) of sandy 
shoreline with headland beach system of which 100% is currently 
publicly inaccessible, and ~490 m has been previously modified.  
Taking into consideration the expansion of the beach at Bluffer’s 
Park there will be a net loss of only 200 m of sandy shoreline  
across the entire SWP. 
Note that many stakeholders in support of the project did not 
speak out in Stakeholder meetings and PIC’s as they were 
uncomfortable and did not feel the meeting environment was 
conducive to making support of the project known. However, they 
felt compelled to send comments by email and letter to express 
support. An EA is not a referendum and while we note there is 
opposition to the project there is also a great deal of support, as 
documented in Chapter 10 and Appendix L8 of the Draft EA. 

DP50  When I first had heard that the TRCA was planning a large scale waterfront project, I was not 
surprised.  Even though I had recently moved to the Scarborough Bluffs, I was seeing small scale 
projects going on, and it seemed obvious to me that the long term goal was to connect these 
smaller projects into one continuous shoreline project.  I attended the first public meeting for the 
SWP, and immediately applied to be on the Stakeholder Committee, representing myself and the 
members of our local conservation group, The Wild Bluffs.  I was initially declined entrance onto 
the committee on three separate occasions, for various reasons.  I was later contacted by Nancy 
Gaffney who asked us to join the Committee, with myself as the representative of The Wild Bluffs.  
The initial meetings seemed civil enough, with much conversation going back and forth.  As time 
wore on, and the Stakeholders and the public became more aware of the intentions and scope of 
the project, they became increasingly more opposed to it.  At one point, in a Stakeholder meeting, 

All comments received during the EA planning process were 
included in Appendix L8 of the Draft EA.  Note that many 
stakeholders in support of the project did not speak out in 
Stakeholder meetings and PIC’s as they were uncomfortable and 
did not feel the meeting environment was conducive to making 
support of the project known. However, they felt compelled to 
send comments by email and letter to express support.  An EA is 
not a referendum and while we note there is opposition to the 
project there is also a great deal of support, as documented in 
Chapter 10 and Appendix L8 of the Draft EA. 
The tasks undertaken by the Stakeholder Committee were 

L12-27



  

Public Comments 

   

Comment # Comment Response 
the Stakeholders were nearly unanimous in their opposition to one particular section of the 
project…the controversial decision to pave an area of natural shoreline, which is already an 
informal beach that many naturalists, photographers, hikers and outdoors people enjoy.  It is my 
belief that the opposition to this project outweighs the support the project has.  The community, 
especially the area directly around the proposed development, is generally opposed to the project.  
Most of the comments gathered were either negative or neutral, only a small percentage were 
enthusiastically in support of the project by the culmination of the public meetings. 
The Stakeholders were mostly asked to perform light marketing duties, polishing up slides and 
content for public consumption.  Imagine our surprise when at the very last meeting, the sketch 
with the “corkscrew” staircase was introduced to us as a potential go, when a construction of this 
magnitude and impact was never previously discussed with us.  There always seemed to be a 
general confidence that the EA would stand, regardless of what anyone thought about it. 
Then there’s the little problem of over 20 animals on the Species at Risk act who use the area as 
habitat….whether migratory or permanently.  These animals are habitat cut-off from The Rouge, 
or any other points of exit where they could retreat during a long, drawn-out construction 
period…which is now estimated at 12 years.  Habitat loss remains the number one reason that 
species are going extinct globally.  We will have lost around 70% of all wildlife by 2020…..that’s in 
3 years.  Projects like the SWP that serve no purpose other than human recreation do not deserve 
to be approved in the light of the mass-extinction that is currently taking place.  Future generations 
will look back on these times as some of the darkest.  When, we have had all the information we 
needed to make sustainable and responsible decisions, but yet we still did all the wrong things.   
This SWP is the wrong project at the wrong time.  We have much better information about habitat 
restoration and eco-tourism than we do at any other point in time.  Other conservation projects 
have successfully integrated limited human activity in environmentally sensitive areas…but, by 
having an entirely different focus and purpose.  The historic geology, the wonderful natural 
shorelines and beaches, and the rare plants and animals that inhabit the Scarborough Bluffs 
deserve far, far better treatment than this proposal.  This place is a sacred space, a place for 
people mired in City life to come and feel the wildness of nature for an afternoon.  There are very 
little to no opportunities left in the GTA for people to do this.  There is a way to improve this area 
and enjoy it for generations to come….the SWP is not that way. 

consistent with the Terms of Reference for the Committee set in 
place early in the process.  At no time was the Stakeholder 
Committee to function as a decision-making body; their purpose 
was to provide advice on consultation materials and community 
issues  
Please see Section 3.2.3 for a list of the species at risk in the 
project study area.  Also see Section 7.3.1 for a summary of the 
effects and benefits to these species as a result of SWP 
construction and operation.  Please note that SWP provides an 
overall benefit to the ecological system.  

DP51 Cutting to the chase - I quickly reviewed the exec summary and wanted to raise the consideration 
for a canoe or kayak launching facility, or   failing that, a locker installation for same along the 
shoreline somewhere in the eastern end of the project in the vicinity of East Point Park, to further 
public enjoyment of the shoreline.  There is no launch facility between Bluffers Park and Rouge 
Beach and to get a canoe or kayak into the lake anywhere between those two locales involves a 
fair bit of effort and risk.   

In 2017 a fishing node and launch for kayaks and canoes was 
constructed by the City of Toronto as part of their gathering node 
initiative.   
 

DP52 I would like to submit some comments on the Draft EA Report regarding the Waterfront Project 
from the Guild Inn to East Point Park. I know you state that public consultation is an integral part 
of the Environmental Process and that you would like feedback. I am hoping that this is not just a 
motion of going ‘through the process’ and that I, as well as others are not futilely making our 
viewpoints known. 
Section 2.3.2, Policy 6 states that increased public enjoyment and use of lands along the water’s 

Throughout SWP EA planning, the public has been encouraged 
to submit their comments and questions, and we have received 
several hundred comments at key decision making points which 
have greatly assisted in making the project planning process 
robust. All comments received with respect to the project have 
been entered into the comment record and reviewed and 
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edge will be promoted. Is MTRCA asking people why they want to come to the water’s edge? 
There is NOTHING that talks about promoting the publics’ enjoyment of a pristine natural beach 
and access INTO the water. I feel that this element should be promoted to the utmost. This is a 
precious resource that Toronto owns. Why destroy it? Bluffer’s Park Beach is overcrowded in the 
summers as is Ashbridges Bay. Further east, Frenchman’s Bay is also being overrun with beach 
lovers. We need to preserve this beach and promote the use of the BEACH and it’s shoreline.  
Section 2.3.2, Policy 6, Objective A) , you say you will minimize the physical and visual barriers 
between the City and Lake Ontario. Do you not wish to minimize the physical and visual barriers 
that stone armor and headlands will project? Would you not rather maintain a natural sandy 
shoreline that boast elegance and beauty beside the majestic Scarborough Bluffs? In my mind 
those headlands are far from natural, they impede access into the water, and are void of any 
vegetation or trees that could possible blend them a little nicer into the environment. Those 
headlands are as user unfriendly as the cobblestone beaches with their ankle twisting boulders. 
Section 2.3.2, Policy 6, Objective B), you say you want to increase and improve public access to 
lands along the water’s edge and between parts of the waterfront. I am asking why you don’t state 
that you want to increase and improve public access to and into the BEACH? Toronto’s families, I 
assure you, would LOVE to see access to a BEACH not a hardened shoreline. The 2-3 km stretch 
from Guild Inn to East Point Park has many access points to see the water.  We also have 
Greyabbey Park and East Point Park that have stunning views of Lake Ontario. These parks run 
along the exact coast line that MTRCA proposes to harden. What is the point of getting people to 
the ‘water’s edge’ and wasting millions, when they can get an astounding view from above? Leave 
the sandy shoreline for beach enthusiasts. There are enough cycling trails for avid cyclists but 
NOT enough pristine shorelines for the evergrowing populace of Toronto. The cyclists can use the 
Guildwood Parkway, Greyabbey Park, Copperfield Rd., Morningside Ave. and Coronation Avenue 
to access East Point Park going east.  
Section 2.3.2, Policy 6, Objective C), you state that you want to improve water quality and quality 
of beaches. That is absurd! How does the water quality improve when you bring in truckloads of 
debris (probably full of contaminants and chemicals) to dump along the water’s edge? How does 
hardening a sand beach improve the quality of that beach??? It would completely obliterate that 
it!! 
Section 2.3.2, Policy 6, Objective D), you say you wish to protect, improve, and extend a 
continuous waterfront route for cyclists, pedestrians, and people with disabilities. Why are only 
these people mentioned??  What happened to people who love to picnic on a beach? Children 
who want to play frisbee in the water? Kayakers or canoers who wish to pull up on a sandy 
beach? Paddleboarders? Windsurfers? People who want to stroll along a beach feeling the sand 
under their feet? You are omitting a host of people who enjoy the beach and beachfront 
activities.  Sure it is great to cycle or walk along the water’s edge. I am not in opposition to this. 
But let’s not eliminate the endless recreational possibilities a true sand beach offers. Why on earth 
does this route have to be continuous??? You need to SEGMENT your continuous route and 
BYPASS the serene, unspoiled beaches most of us treasure.  Nature has already created a 
spectacular sandy shoreline, one that is indeed a rare commodity for a city! Let’s make a bypass 
for the cyclists, pedestrians and wheelchairs! 

considered by the SWP team. The consultation undertaken for 
the SWP is consistent with the Code of Practice for Consultation 
in Ontario’s EA Process and best practices. An EA is not a 
referendum and while we note there is opposition to the project 
there is also a great deal of support, as documented in Chapter 
10 and Appendix L8 of the Draft EA. 
The section numbers and policy you are referring to are not 
specific to the EA, but rather are the sections and policy numbers 
of the approved City of Toronto Official Plan. While these 
sections are relevant as the policy basis for the SWP, project 
specific objectives are outlined in Section 1.2 of the EA and how 
the project meets these objectives is documented in Chapter 7. 
The evaluation of alternatives documented in Chapter 5 and the 
detailed assessment of the preferred alternative documented in 
Chapter 7 describe and assess the changes to the “waterfront 
experience”. Various criteria and indicators measure how the 
shoreline can be used and how that use may change as a result 
of implementation of the SWP. 
Comment noted. As detailed in Chapter 5, shoreline protection 
works are required to permit safe access to more of the shoreline. 
The SWP includes replacement of 1,250 m (or 1,100 linear 
metres) of currently 100% publicly inaccessible sandy shoreline 
with headland beach system of which ~490 m has been 
previously modified. Taking into consideration the expansion of 
the beach at Bluffer’s Park there will be a net loss of only 200 m 
of sandy shoreline across the entire SWP. As discussed in 
Section 3.1.10.2 and Appendix B of the Draft EA, Greyabbey Trail 
(the road and associated infrastructure) is at risk of erosion within 
60 years and needs to be protected from that risk. For this 
reason, the shoreline protection works are proposed to extend to 
the east side of Grey Abbey Ravine. Infrastructure to the east of 
the ravine is not currently at risk as it is set back further from the 
bluff face. Therefore, TRCA is leaving the sandy shoreline at East 
Point Park in its current state and accessible for informal use. 
As part of the EA, changes to water quality across the entire 
shoreline were considered and assessed and the SWP results in 
no changes to water quality. All lakefill materials are required to 
meet MOECC Fill Quality Guide and Good Management 
Practices for Shore Infilling in Ontario. 
None of the uses you have mentioned will be precluded by the 
project, in fact, some will be enhanced. See Section 7.3.3 for 
details as to how the SWP benefits the waterfront experience. 
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Section 2.3.2, Policy 6, Objective E), you want to maintain and enhance the natural heritage of 
lands near or along the water’s edge by protecting existing habitat. In my opinion, the first step in 
protecting existing habitat is to respect the natural heritage of our land.  By hardening the 
shoreline, you would be demeaning one of our iconic treasures. The majestic beauty of the 
Scarborough Bluffs go hand in hand with the natural beauty of the sandy shorelines. You would be 
degrading our natural habitat and our natural heritage, not enhancing it. 
I am on board for creating a waterfront trail however, I am vehemently opposed to ANY hardening 
of the shoreline where a natural sandy beach exists. 
Please find an alternative path for bikers, cyclists, wheelchairs. Keep the beaches as Mother 
Nature intended them to be.  Our natural heritage needs to be preserved.   

Note that the SWP includes replacement of 1,250 m (or 1,100 
linear metres) of currently 100% publicly inaccessible sandy 
shoreline with headland beach system of which ~490 m has been 
previously modified. Taking into consideration the expansion of 
the beach at Bluffer’s Park there will be a net loss of only 200 m 
of sandy shoreline across the entire SWP. TRCA is leaving the 
sandy shoreline at East Point Park in its current state and 
accessible for informal use. However, those on bikes and those 
with disabilities will have great difficulty using this area. 
Please review Sections 2.5.3 and 3.2.1 of the Draft EA which 
document the negative effects inappropriate access paths and 
uses are currently causing to the sensitive vegetation 
communities along the face of the bluffs. As documented in 
Section 7.3.1 the SWP results in an overall benefit for the natural 
heritage system along the shoreline, by managing these 
inappropriate uses and decommissioning informal trails. 

DP53 I am directly opposed to the destruction of Greyabbey Beach as proposed by the Scarborough 
Waterfront Project. The reasons put forth by the TRCA for going through with this project are 
illogical. The project is laying the path for a road that will destroy existing natural habitats and end 
the wide diversification of currently enjoyed recreational activities along the existing beach. 
Toronto is a growing city with an urban population that is becoming increasingly interested in 
water based recreational activities. What Toronto needs is more beaches, not less. It is illogical to 
construct an asphalt road in place of the current beach and natural shoreline. 
Greyabbey Beach is a unique shoreline with informal access from the Guild service road and 
formal access at East Point Park. Water levels change through the season, though regardless the 
time of year, this 4 km shoreline from Guildwood to Highland Creek is Toronto’s longest natural 
beach. When water levels are low, this is a place where you can walk along the water’s edge, 
uninterrupted by development, and enjoy the sound of waves rolling along the beach beside you. 
Walking the shore has a coastal feel and is a rare experience in a large urban city. The sand 
shore has accumulated over time and works in harmony with the surrounding landscape, 
providing an essential aspect of the near and off-shore ecosystem.  
The TRCA claims that informal access is part of the problem. Currently there are a couple of 
residential properties and one industrial company that have riparian rights so technically, small 
sections of this shoreline are considered private land. Though ironically, it is because of these 
property owners that the shoreline has remained natural and undeveloped over the years.  
The majority of the shoreline is public and people that access the shoreline know that the beauty 
of the area is there to be enjoyed by all. The property owners are aware that people walk the 
beach and they have no issue with this. My initial reason for exploring the full length of Greyabbey 
Beach was to see the area when I first heard about the Scarborough Waterfront Project. I wanted 
to see what was at stake and what would be lost if the beach was destroyed.  
In the past two years since first hearing about the TRCA’s plans to destroy this beach, I have 
encountered hundreds of respectable community members that have been walking this shoreline 

Please see Section 7.3.1 of the Draft EA; the SWP will result in a 
positive benefit to the terrestrial and aquatic ecology of the area. 
Section 7.3.3 details the positive changes to the waterfront 
experience. 
The sandy shoreline at Greyabbey is not publicly accessible, 
access from the west requires trespass on several private 
properties and access from the east requires trespass across City 
of Toronto restricted access property and Rohm and Haas private 
property. SWP makes accessible 1,100 m of currently publicly 
inaccessible shoreline, of which ~490 m has been previously 
modified by private landowners and City of Toronto to slow 
erosion. As noted in Section 7.3.3, approximately 2,560 m of 
existing informally accessible sandy shoreline within East Point 
Park will continue to be available. Contrary to your submission, 
property owners have raised concern to TRCA with regards to 
public access across their property. 
With respect to ESAs, ANSIs and Species at Risk, appropriate 
development (such as trails) are permitted in these areas 
providing appropriate studies are undertaken and impacts are 
well understood. The SWP is consistent with the requirements for 
protection of these significant areas. Furthermore, with respect to 
Bank Swallows, they are resilient to human disturbance and 
impacts to any Bank Swallow habitat in this area have been 
assessed and determined to be negligible, please see Section 
7.3.1. 
Sand from the Scarborough shoreline is not a main source of 
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for years. Many local people live in this area because of this shoreline and I have also met people 
that travel from downtown Toronto and from across the city as far as Mississauga, Etobicoke, 
Vaughan, Ajax and Pickering. They come here because they love the beach. I have learned that 
this shoreline is a hidden gem in the city. I have encountered professionals, families, children and 
people from all walks of life enjoying this beach.  
How interesting that we have this area along the Scarborough Bluffs that people are so interested 
in that they will go to such lengths so that they can enjoy this natural connection to the water. This 
is very telling of the interest people have in connecting with nature in an authentic way. People 
willingly walk, swim and hike along this remarkable shoreline, knowing that it is not a formal public 
beach. This alone is a very strong statement of desire from the public: we love this beach and 
want to see it preserved.  
Greyabbey has some other unique features that will be destroyed if this project goes through as 
planned. The land along the table of the bluffs links up with East Point and is a combined natural 
corridor of over 60 hectares of land. The area is designated an Environmentally Significant Area 
and an Area of Natural and Scientific Interest. There is a large ravine that is a geological treasure 
with a gulley of over 700 ft long exposing open clay. The edges of this gulley are an important 
home for wildlife. Most notable on the west edge is a large clay pinnacle that is an active nesting 
site for bank swallows. For the past couple of years I have been observing hundreds of bank 
swallows nesting in the area. Considering the bank swallow is a provincially and federally 
recognized species at risk, it is not even legal to alter this environment. My understanding of 
species at risk, is that their habitat is supposed to be automatically protected. The bank swallow 
population has decreased by over 90% in the past 30 years so surely it would be unwise to 
destroy this area.   
In addition to the bank swallow, it has been noted by local residences that coyotes have dens 
along the east side of this gully. I believe that the wildlife along this shoreline deserves protection 
and as a conservation authority, the TRCA should be setting a higher standard of environmental 
protection.  
As most people may know, one of Greyabbey's greatest assets is its natural sand shoreline. As 
one of Toronto's longest remaining natural beaches, it is important to point out that the sand along 
the Scarborough shoreline is one of the main sources of renewal for the Toronto Islands. This is a 
serious concern that needs to be taken into consideration. No one knows for certain what the long 
term impact will be if the sand beach of Greyabbey is destroyed. Perhaps we should keep this in 
mind especially considering the sand beaches of the Toronto Island have been rapidly eroding 
over the past few years. 
Greyabbey Beach and the natural environment along the Scarborough shoreline is a place worth 
preserving. Let’s find a way to allow for public enjoyment of this treasured place that does not 
involve altering it to the point of destruction. Surely we can work in harmony with nature. Let’s 
celebrate the Scarborough shoreline with the wildlife that make this place their home and lets 
preserve the natural beach for the enjoyment of all. 

renewal for the Toronto Islands and has not been since the 
1950’s. 
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DP54 When I first wrote to Mayor Tory’s office, to express my deep concern about the Waterfront Trail, I 

did not expect that correspondence would lead to me being offered a spot on the TRCA 
Stakeholders’ Committee with, in my naïve mind, the prospect of making a difference.  I was 
excited, and saw it as a way to influence the project and hopefully mitigate any damage to the 
natural area – i.e. stop the project and save the natural environment of the Bluffs that is home to 
so many animals (a fair number of those animals well known to be on the Species at Risk 
list).   When I attended my first few meetings, I saw that most of the Stakeholders that were from 
the general public were of the same mindset as me – opposed to development and hardened 
trails along the waterfront, opposed to any construction at all, opposed to causing harm to the 
natural landscape and the birds and animals.  I thought that your organization would understand 
that this project is not what the community wants, and would drop the project.  However, as time 
wore on, and a few years passed, meeting after meeting proved just the opposite – that the TRCA 
was going to plough ahead with this project no matter what opposition they received from the 
public, from stakeholders, and that they in fact only wanted our input as to how to make the 
project more marketable to the public for the public meetings.   
I attended most of the public meetings to see what people thought, and heard a sometimes angry 
crowd of community members who were definitely opposed to the project.  I saw petitions 
circulated with hundreds of names on them, opposing the trail and SWP, and websites started by 
people in the hopes of letting the wider public know of the sacrilege that was about to be 
committed on this rare piece of land.  Still, whenever I went to the TRCA meetings, you persisted, 
Nancy, in telling us that most people were in favour of the project.  When some people on the 
committee asked who was in favour – you said the public.  We said, “but the public has expressed 
their disapproval vehemently”.  You avoided these point blank questions and really never did 
elaborate on this and tell us who these faceless people were that were in favour of the project.   I 
now understand it is your own organization, some groups hidden from us with hidden agendas, 
and likely many individuals not on the Stakeholder Committee who have something monetary to 
gain from development/developers in this area, and who will benefit from the $170 Million (very 
low end estimate) that will be spent on the project.  I find it ironic that the city would spend this 
massive amount of money to ruin a natural wonder, when it could go to so many noble, 
honourable, and necessary projects and initiatives. 
I find it very disappointing, sad, and depressing that in our current times of dire environmental 
crises, the TRCA still plans to motor ahead with a project that will definitely cause harm to all the 
animals in the area.  You can’t argue that 12 years of construction, man-made inaccessibility to 
the lake front (from hardened trails and armour stone), and hugely increased human presence and 
activity won’t harm the wildlife – not only the wildlife that lives there but the migratory wildlife that 
depends upon the Bluffs for food and rest when it travels through the area every year.  Why would 
any group with the word “Conservation” in their name go ahead with a project that would directly 
harm wildlife if not for the sake of money?  I am profoundly at a loss and unable to come up with a 
different motive. 
The headlines in the media are numerous and telling.  It takes ignorance of unspeakable volumes 
not to understand what is happening right now on earth because of man. According to WWF “We 
have lost one half of the animal population and knowing this is driven by human consumption, this 

All comments received during the EA planning process were 
included in Appendix L8 of the Draft EA. Throughout project 
planning we have received several hundred comments at key 
decision making points which have greatly assisted in making the 
project planning process robust. Note that many stakeholders 
that were in support of the project did not speak out in 
Stakeholder meetings and PIC’s as they were uncomfortable 
doing so and did not feel the meeting environment was conducive 
to indicating support for the project. However, they felt compelled 
to send comments by email and letter to express support. An EA 
is not a referendum and while we note there is opposition to the 
project there is also a great deal of support, as documented in 
Chapter 10 and Appendix L8 of the Draft EA. The Stakeholder 
Committee was formed to provide advice and for consultation, not 
to take on a decision-making role. The role of the Stakeholder 
Committee was to fulfill the following objectives as outlined in the 
Committee’s Terms of Reference:  
− Identify opportunities and items of public concern related to 

the Scarborough Waterfront Project;  
− Explore opportunities and offer potential advice or solutions to 

resolve these concerns;  
− Engage in collaborative discussion to increase project 

understanding;  
− Represent diverse perspectives and interests from their 

organization/community;  
− Provide input and insight at various stages of the process;  
− Review materials and provide feedback on matters brought to 

the Stakeholder Committee for comment;  
− Communicate project information back to their 

organization/community; and;  
− Participate in Public Information Centres for the project  

Your suggestion that this project is being driven by hidden 
agendas is incorrect and unsubstantiated. The EA provides 
transparent documentation of the planning process undertaken. 
See Section 7.3.1 for a summary of the effects and benefits to the 
ecological system as a result of SWP construction and operation. 
Please note that SWP provides an overall benefit to the 
ecological system. 
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is clearly a call to arms and we must act now,” said Mike Barratt, director of science and policy at 
WWF. He said more of the Earth must be protected from development and deforestation, while 
food and energy has to be produced sustainably.  
Our own past mayor David Miller says “In order to stop this terrible wildlife loss, we need to act 
now: Individually; in our communities; at work; and through our governments”. Report after report 
tells us the same thing – humans have got to change their ways and end the destruction of natural 
habitat for their own gain or it will catch up with us and pay us back negatively in spades. 
Everyone should be doing their utmost to preserve and protect this last “wild little place beside the 
big city”.  It is a rare treasure, a jewel to be cherished, not trashed and discarded and ruined for 
future generations.  When I was a child I got to enjoy all the waterfront in this area with the 
shoreline being largely undeveloped, and certainly there were no hard paths or trails.  It was a joy 
to be there so close to the city with surroundings in this natural state!  I weep for the children of 
the future who will go there and see a spoiled paradise – ruined by man, with hard paths, water 
cut off from animals and people, looking like a man-made park, devoid of most wildlife.   
It doesn’t have to be this way.  It is not too late to do the right thing and make this area a true 
conservation area, like Algonquin Park or Lynde Shores Conservation Area in Whitby, with natural 
trails that don’t harm nature, and with park staff to monitor and protect the wildlife and natural 
environment.  Think what a boon that would be for the city to have a natural wildlife park to boast 
of within the GTA!   
I truly wish that you Nancy, and the rest of the team will be struck by extreme guilt and shame at 
what you are about to do to a truly unique and increasingly rare piece of land, and are inspired to 
change your minds and do the right thing.  You have the power to make all the difference, a good 
difference, to live up to the word “conservation” in your name “TRCA”.  You can still preserve what 
is left of this natural urban paradise for your children and other future children.  It takes individuals 
and small groups to step up and do the right thing to make a difference in this world, to set 
humankind on a better path than the one they have thus far chosen.  I truly hope you choose to 
take that better path. 

DP55 I hope that you people have the wisdom to see, that any hardening that you are planning for our 
water front in Scarborough would be an environmental tragedy and would ruin are beautiful natural 
playground in perpetuity.  I am in total opposition to any hardening.  You talk about the detrimental 
human activities impacting aquatic habitats within the near shore and you talk about impacts to 
terrestrial communities due to trampling and fragmentation as a result of informal access.  
What about your detrimental activities of hardening the shoreline?? I think this is a thousand fold 
worse. You will basically be dismantling our sandy beach and dumping tons of dirty debris into the 
lake.  You say the hardening is required to prevent erosion. However the shoreline west of The 
Guild Inn has already been hardened, and we can see that there has been a huge amount of 
erosion, to the point of losing tennis courts and parking lots at the top of Livingston Road.  You 
talk about a safe "Water's Edge" Public Access connecting Bluffers Park with Meadow Cliff 
Shoreline section. 
This is an absolutely stunning and magnificent walkway and there has never been any injury or 
fatality along this route. To create a new trail along here would be absolutely unnecessary and 
diminish the beauty of this area.  You don't need it!  You talk about the safety of the public from 

Grey Abbey shoreline is not publicly accessible; access from the 
west requires trespass on several private properties and access 
from the east requires trespass across City of Toronto restricted 
access property and Rohm and Haas private property.  SWP 
makes accessible 1,100m of currently publicly inaccessible 
shoreline, of which ~490m has been previously modified by 
private landowners and City of Toronto.  As noted in Section 
7.3.3 approximately 2,560m of sandy shoreline within East Point 
Park will continue to be available for informal use.   
See Section 7.3.1 for a summary of the effects and benefits to the 
ecological system as a result of SWP construction and operation.  
Please note that SWP provides an overall benefit to the 
ecological system. 
There is no walkway between Bluffer’s Park and Meadowcliffe 
Shoreline and that this area is at risk for erosion and has 
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the top and bottom of the Bluffs.  You can probably count on your hands the amount of incidents 
that have occurred, from wreck less people.  You will never prevent people from scaling the Bluffs. 
You don't need to spend millions for the irresponsible actions of a few.  There are plenty of 
alternative routes that you could use instead of hardening the shoreline along the Scarborough 
Bluffs. If you need to take a few side roads, then so be it. Copperfield road would be one example. 
From this road, you could create several access points to the lake.   You don't need to waste millions 
of our taxpayers dollars especially when we are not in agreement for this project. And don't forget, 
you will be spending millions in maintenance.   So, PLEASE, leave our beach alone. There are not 
enough sandy shorelines like this in the world, nevermind in the cities. Beach enthusiasts abound in 
Toronto. How can you ignore their wishes??  I am sure that cyclists and handicapped persons, 
would thoroughly enjoy any views to the water from the top. Hardening the shoreline will not allow 
them or anyone else, access into the water.  By hardening our shore line you will permanently erase 
any beauty that ever existed and would make the beach permanently user-unfriendly. It would be 
very arrogant of anyone to think that they could make it more beautiful and natural than it is. 

experienced numerous landslides in 2017. Once shoreline 
protection is in place it takes decades for the Bluffs to reach a 
stable slope and for erosion to subside. Copperfield Road has 
been reviewed and is not a viable option for a multi-use trail due 
to the expansion of the Metrolinx corridor and ecological 
constraints. 

DP56 My family moved to this area in 1949…I have lived most of the last more than 65 years in this 
area.  Thus, my comments are as a Stakeholder Committee Member (representing Centennial 
College where I teach Engineering Technology courses) and a resident of the area now living just 
East of Brimley Road and south of Kingston Rd. on .   
I have watched this area grow and change over my life time, and this project makes me feel very 
proud of the work being done in this initial project.  I found the Vision and the Process to be very 
thorough with great consideration given to all aspects of it.  It was a pleasure to see both social 
and evidence-based (scientific) elements reflected in the report. 
In my view, ongoing considerations of the Project must continue to give the highest of priorities to: 
Water Quality Control and Improvement including 

• Monitoring of Marina areas 
• Wetland enhancement 
• Stormwater outfall monitoring over time 
• Bank groundwater seepage at depth 
• Continued enhancement of the Dunkers Flow Balancing System  
• Monitoring of any Plume movement within the Fill Areas of Brimley Road 

Care should be given to ensure the highest possible materials (structure and visual) are used as 
fill because the waterfront should speak well of the City of Toronto and the TRCA. 
Ongoing enhancements to the Scarborough Waterfront should encourage Community 
Involvement through: 

• Plantings/Cleanups/Citizen Scientists 
• Education and Community Groups 

My initial experience and involvement with the planning groups has been encouraging and 
hopeful.  I thank the group for their work to date and look forward to supporting the work everyone 
is doing through the next steps.  
I feel proud to be a Scarborough citizen at this time!!! 

Comment noted 
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DP57 Please note the following comments as a reply to the Draft EA your Scarborough Waterfront Team 

has developed recently. Of the most contentious with the public, as you know, is the paving or 
hard scaping, or hardening, of Grey Abbey Beach, one of the last remaining natural historic 
beaches in the GTA. 
POINTS: 
At the highly contentious and publicly attended TRCA Board meeting to approve or not, the SW 
Trail Plan, Councillor DeBaeremaker presented amendments to the motion to approve, which 
included: better washroom facilities at Bluffer’s Park Beach, more consultation with Surfing Groups 
of Toronto/Ontario, and among others, a moratorium on hardening the beach, at Grey Abbey. 
Here are notes from a draft letter following that meeting on July 28th. 
Dear TRCA Board Chair, Maria Augimeiri, Board, and Mayor John Tory, TRCA Board and 
interested parties 
Without Prejudice 
 We wish to express our profound disappointment with the TRCA board meeting on July 28th, 
2017, in the matter of the Decision to approve or disallow the Scarborough Waterfront Trail plan.  
Many of us were stakeholders, or fairly substantial interested parties, having attended numerous 
consultations of various kinds, also with Technical Staff. While we appreciate the volume of 
consultation, at every turn the team continued to express that THEIR view was preferred, and that 
was in direct contradiction to us of how the meetings evolved, and the feedback, and there was 
never a U-turn or implementation of the public’s views and contributions. Many of the public 
offered constructive solutions to the deadlock in viewpoints, and these also were never considered 
or incorporated. 
At the TRCA Board meeting, important points of information provided to the Board by the Team 
and EA Consultant, Anneleise Grieve, were to our collective understanding, misleading and/or 
patently false.  The Board had before it a motion of importance, and voted to approve the existing 
"preferred" plan, only preferred by the team, based on a series of misleading statements. It was 
never the public’s “preferred” option, and we assure you that public pressure in this important 
matter is progressing as more and more every day it knows about the idea. 
 We respectfully request access to all the information provided to the Board by the Waterfront 
development team, Nancy Gaffney and team, used to prepare the "preferred" proposal, and 
access to all the consultation comments, individual, not lumped in groupings, which Ms. Gaffney 
purports were evenly split. Several times we were promised access to these, under the EA, which 
we understand is not quite finished. We also understood that this matter would not be before the 
TRCA Board until the EA was completed. Clarification on these matters would be appreciated. 
The presented information about the equal proportions of those in favor and those opposed to the 
format of the design, is not anything near our recollection. 98% or more in opposition at every 
instance, and in the last PIC 3, 100%, were in direct and very strong opposition to the "preferred 
plan," with numerous politicians from every level in attendance, and there was no acceptance by 
the Development Team of these profound concerns, as mentioned, nor of the positive suggestions 
and therefore zero resolution. There are thousands in our circles who have voiced opposition to 
paving the last remaining natural beach in the GTA: a beach that is 13,000 years old, and a 

[EMAIL RESPONSE:] 
Thank you for your comments on the Scarborough Waterfront 
Project Draft Environmental Assessment Report.  Your comments 
have been received and recorded.  We would like to point out that 
all comments received during the EA planning process were 
included in Appendix L8 of the Draft EA and that your submission 
is incorrect in suggesting otherwise. As discussed on several 
occasions the comments in L8 do not include names and 
addresses in compliance with privacy rules and regulations. 
Again as discussed on several occasions, an EA is not a 
referendum and while we note there is opposition to the project 
there is also a great deal of support, as you will see if you take 
the time to read Chapter 10 and Appendix L8 of the Draft EA.  
Furthermore a number of comments have been received on the 
Draft EA supporting the preferred alternative and the process 
taken to achieve it. 
Please note that all comments will be documented and 
responded to in the Final Environmental Assessment Report. 
 
[LETTER RESPONSE:] 
The draft letter referenced above has never been received. A 
number of points in the letter are inaccurate. The TRCA Board 
made a decision with respect to the SWP on July 28, 2017 to 
endorse the preferred alternative and we note that you disagree 
with that decision. 
All comments received during the EA planning process were 
included in Appendix L8 of the Draft EA. As discussed on several 
occasions the comments in L8 do not include names and 
addresses in compliance with privacy rules and regulations.  
Note that many stakeholders in support of the project did not 
make their views known in Stakeholder meetings and PIC’s as 
they did not feel the meeting environment was conducive to 
expressing support for the project. However, they felt compelled 
to send comments by email and letter to express support. TRCA 
is aware of the petition however the petition has never been 
formally submitted to the TRCA as part of comments on the EA. 
An EA is not a referendum and while we note there is opposition 
to the project there is also a great deal of support. 
As noted above, the TRCA Board made a decision with respect 
to the SWP on July 28, 2017 and we note that you disagree with 
that decision. 
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remnant of the last ice age retreat. This area has been several times targeted to become a 
UNESCO World Heritage Site, as one Board member noted. One petition alone has gathered 
about 1000 signatures.  
There has been continued confusion about erosion, rates of erosion, access (there is already 
access) and other vague and to some, grossly inaccurate, arguments that are being used by the 
development team to explain its plan to the public and to the Board. These arguments continued 
at the Board meeting. The misrepresentations were to our view outlandish.  At one point deputant 
Mrs. Jane Fairburn, author and historian, having received wide recognition for her study of the 
shores of the Lakes in “Along the Shore,” felt it important to break order twice with her objections.  
Councillor Glenn DeBaeremaker, supported by Councillor Michael Ford, made effective changes 
in motions to amend the plan, which were supported by the groups and deputants who had seen 
them, and he articulated the deficiencies in the preferred plan, and also reflected on the deep 
dissatisfaction of the public in this matter, a plan which as MPP Mitzie Hunter expressed, cannot 
be changed, once done. These amendments were designed to mitigate various concerns that had 
come to him during meetings with several of the deputants.  Acceptance of the motion would 
easily have quelled the virtual storm of dissention, and allowed the plan to continue with public 
support. While some on the Board considered some of the amendments too particular, too 
detailed, we assure you that the devil is often in the details, and that those details in the 
amendments of Councillor DeBaeremaker, were essential to working towards an agreement with 
the public. 
We would ask the City of Toronto to consider that Bill 139 has passed first reading: This bill is 
designed to require Conservation Authorities to be more accountable, and to also solicit and 
encourage and adapt to public views on matters of common concern. Perhaps our City leaders 
might be proactive and adopt immediately these principles which are certain to become law shortly 
in Ontario. For example, in anticipation of the new legislation, The Niagara Peninsula 
Conservation Authority has already begun to live stream its monthly meetings. 
The province passed first reading of Bill 139, the Building Better Communities and Conserving 
Watersheds Act, an 81-page document, introduced May 30 by Municipal Affairs Minister Bill 
Mauro, that McGarry and other provincial officials say will strengthen the oversight and 
accountability of conservation authorities, provide clarity for conservation authorities’ roles and 
responsibilities, encourage public engagement and modernize funding mechanisms. 
No one in the world is paving a sandy beach. They are precious living ribbons of life, that we most 
certainly should be preserving.  In general, more erosion control is effected by leaving the beach 
to filter and flow and receive impacts and disperse them, than hardening, or paving, or throwing 
tons of C and D (Construction and Demolition) rubble at the shores. These are well known facts in 
shoreline mitigation and control. We would lose this Beach forever as well as the vitality of 
lifeforms, some endangered, rare, if the TRCA plan moves forward. 
It appears that the Board has been substantially misguided in these important decisions, and that 
the impacts for the possible implementation of this for Toronto and the shore, potentially long term 
and profound, and the process involved, appear lacking merit for the general improvement of the 
Toronto Waterfront.  
Of equal concern is the fact that the Councillor closest to the beach in question, Mr. Ainslie, 

We respectfully disagree that there are questions around the 
erosion rates. Appendix B of the Draft EA is the Geotechnical 
report which includes the monitored erosion data for Grey Abbey 
Park over several decades. This report has been prepared by 
qualified experts. 
The EA indicates in several locations that fill material will meet 
the MOECC Fill Quality Guide and Good Management Practices 
for Shore Infilling in Ontario, as such it does not pose a risk to 
water quality or the environment. The SWP EA does not propose 
filling within ANSIs or ESAs. Approximately 490 metres of the 
sandy shoreline at below Grey Abbey Park and Guildwood 
Parkway has already been altered by private landowners and the 
City of Toronto to control erosion. The Grey Abbey shoreline you 
reference in your comments is currently inaccessible without 
trespassing on private property. The SWP will provide access to 
an area of the shoreline where access does not exist today. 
The EA indicates in several locations that fill material will meet 
the MOECC Fill Quality Guide and Good Management Practices 
for Shore Infilling in Ontario, as such it does not pose a risk to 
water quality or the environment. 
Your comments pertain to the Provincial Policy Statements, 
rather than the Planning Act. If you review the definitions of 
Development and Site Alteration in your linked document, you will 
note that the section you have referenced does not apply to a 
multi-use trail. Furthermore, the TRCA Living City Policies 
Section 3.2 articulates TRCA’s roles and responsibilities under 
the Planning Act. The SWP EA provides the technical analysis 
which has determined that there are no negative impacts to 
ANSI’s as a result of the SWP. At no time has TRCA 
misrepresented information with respect to the SWP and all 
information used to support the SWP EA has been collected and 
reviewed by qualified technical experts. 
 
All comments received during the EA planning process were 
included in Appendix L8 of the Draft EA. As discussed on several 
occasions the comments in L8 do not include names and 
addresses in compliance with privacy rules and regulations. Many 
stakeholders in support of the project did not speak out in 
Stakeholder meetings and PIC’s as they did not feel the meeting 
environment was conducive to expressing support of the project. 
However, they felt compelled to send comments by email and 
letter to express support. An EA is not a referendum and while we 
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repeatedly refused to meet with residents who disagreed with his views. At this TRCA Board 
meeting, he voted to pave and harden this beach despite the many, overwhelmingly many, in the 
public attempting to alert him that they did not agree with the TRCA Trail Plan. He additionally 
informed several in the community who contacted him, that “the issue was resolved,” some 
supposed to suppress more inquiry. It was NOT resolved. He told one resident: “there has been 
too much objection and it is now resolved.” This comment was about a month ago. 
None of this is unacceptable, and not in our view conforming to the required code of behavior by 
an elected official. An atmosphere of hostility pervaded the Board meeting, and was not corrected 
by the Chair. No one thanked the efforts of the deputants, some having invested tens of hours, or 
more, for their presentations. 
The following groups and individuals have voiced opposition to the Trail plan from across Toronto. 
GROUPS WHICH HAVE PROFESSED PROFOUND DISAPPOINTMENT AND DISAGREEMENT 
WITH THE IDEA OF PAVING THE BEACH, and who have variously offered suggestions for 
refinements of the Plan. 
APESA (Association for the Protection of Environmentally Significant Areas) 
Wild Bluffs 
Toronto Natural Shorelines  
No Jets 
Friends of the Bluffs 
Toronto Wind Action 
Surfers groups and individuals, etc. 
Friends of Etobicoke Creek 
POINT TWO 
We have not at any point, seen the comments in the EA, nor when requested in meetings with the 
Scarborough Waterfront Team. In mindfulness of full transparency, please provide these to the 
public in FULL, not in partial amended forms, and not in gatherings of similar comments with 
numbers. We emphasize that at the meetings attended by ourselves, and in consultation with 
communities around this area, we could not find a single person or group who indicated support 
for paving, or hardening, the beach at Grey Abbey. 
The groups mentioned in opposition to the paving of the beach have variously small and large 
memberships, some, in the thousands. 
POINT THREE 
The BOARD Rejected a reasonable and accepted series of amendments: (Councillor Glen 
DeBaeremaker) These, accepted, would have ended the gridlock between the Waterfront team’s 
“preferred” plan, and the public’s rejection of the plan without these, mainly the preservation of 
Grey Abbey Beach. 

“Move the adoption of staff recommendations with the following amendments 
1.) adding the following clause to recommendation #1: "with a refinement to the trail so that the 
trail continues on its east/west route along the top of the bluffs from the Down Chemical site, 

note there is opposition to the project there is also a great deal of 
support. The consultation undertaken for the SWP is consistent 
with the Code of Practice for Consultation in Ontario’s EA 
Process and best practices. 
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using a span bridge over the Grey Abbey ravine and then continuing along the top of the bluffs 
through Grey Abbey Park to approximately 220 Grey Abbey Trail, before rejoining the lakefront 
trail at the waters edge and continuing west to Bluffers Park, in order to protect an additional 
estimated 600 metres of sandy shoreline in the Grey Abbey area. 
2.) That TRCA staff aim to maximize the creation of new sandy beaches during the detailed 
design process along the entire length of the Scarborough Waterfront Trail including the goal 
of creating a minimum of 400 metres of new sandy beach. 
 3.) That TRCA staff continue to maximize the protection of existing waves and creation of new 
waves for the windsurfing community during the detailed design process, including a $500,000 
allocation to create a new underwater shoal that maximizes both surfing opportunities and 
fisheries habitat with the goal of providing a net benefit to the surfing community. 
…and further that TRCA staff work with the windsurfing community and local waterfront 
municipalities to acknowledge, support and enhance windsurfing opportunities across the 
Toronto Region. 
 4.) That TRCA request the City of Toronto to consider: 
 a) ways to increase parking at the base of the bluffs, including creating two or three storey 
parking structures within the footprint of the existing 200 stall parking lots. 
 b) ways to significantly increase the supply of washroom facilities at Bluffers Park and at other 
locations along the 11 kilometre waterfront trail. 
 5.) That staff examine ways and means, during the detailed design process, to create a boat 
dock and blue flag beach at the Guild Inn location as well as resting, picnic and play areas 
along the entire length of the waterfront trail. 
6.) That TRCA staff work with City of Toronto staff and the family of the late Councillor Ron 
Moeser, to consider naming a part of the waterfront trail in his honour.” 

POINT FOUR 
The reasons put forth by the Waterfront Team for the “development” or paving of the natural 
beach are incorrect, conjecture, and misleading.  Complete access to natural wonders cannot be 
achieved, nor should it be mandated to this extent that a sacrifice of a natural beach of historic 
meaning, an ANSI and ESA, would be entwined in it. Other persons with disabilities or challenges 
have agreed in writing, verbally, and in the newspapers, that they themselves would never ask for 
the degradation of such a natural wonder as this beach. It is frankly, ludicrous.  A better solution is 
to provide look out points for those who cannot safely navigate the slope to the Beach. Many 
Councillors have agreed.  
The contentious issue of Climate Change, Global Warming, was also used as a reason to pave 
the beach. Again, as Councillor DeBaeremaker suggested at the July 28th Board Meeting, policy 
and planning cannot see into the future of the ‘weather’, and this argumentation should not be 
allowed, as a possible reason for paving a natural beach. Additionally, the argument of future 
erosion was hotly contended by various groups and individuals over time, over many meetings. 
We do not know which areas will degrade and at which rate. One long time resident suggested 
that very little erosion has occurred at this location over 50 years, and again, that paving, will not 
mitigate the natural forces, but rather as many observed, may augment the process, as it never 
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stops, it merely moves along to some other place. Hardscaping is now seen as an engineered 
solution to erosion that does not work, and it is being often removed. 

A CASE AGAINST HARDENING 
A case against hardening the last remaining natural beach in Toronto, Scarborough: TRCA 
proposed “preferred” trail option must be adjusted to reflect world level understanding against 
hardening: the best practice for Toronto’s shorelines is to maintain them as natural, which is 
the best resource against erosion. Under serious threat of hardening by the TRCA proposal, is 
the beach at the Scarborough Bluffs (East Point and Grey Abbey). Say No.  
 World wide coastal events, erosion, ever growing human impacts such as coastal tourism and 
wetlands disruption for cultivation of social, prime building purposes, are providing deepening 
concern for lost coastal and lakefront habitats, and deeper understanding of natural processes 
that accompany “hardening,” of our highly valued coastal areas, salt and fresh water. The 
result of years of painful and expensive results of processes that have proven expensive and 
ultimately with unintended negative consequences, leads us to the following facts. The world 
community of coastal experts as below, is calling for strong environmental caution, and an end 
to hardening; even in cases, a removal of existing hardening.  

POINT FIVE 
There is no possible good reason for paving a natural beach. We collectively and individually have 
respectfully objected. This beach is attended from visitors around the world, for the view of the 
Bluffs from above and below; for the natural formations, and wildlife and birds and bats, and 
molluscs in the shelf areas.  The proposal that the dumping of C and D (Construction and 
Demolition) materials for 12 plus years, is never going to be accepted by the public. The beach is 
a treasure for all of Toronto, Ontario, and beyond. It is a Canadian beach with a unique natural 
heritage, 13,000 years old, the remnant of the last ice age. People around the world would truly 
find it bizarre and laughable and of course tragic, that we could consider such an activity of 
hostility to Nature. 
Please note that residents are not prepared for TWELVE years of dumping of C and D on a 
pristine beach, for any reason whatsoever. Demolition waste is often contaminated with “paints, 
fasteners, asbestos, adhesives, wall covering materials, insulation, and dirt.” Often these cannot 
be separated out during the sorting process. It is completely unacceptable that this ANSI and ESA 
would be considered for such additional dumping along the shore, destroying it forever. 
POINT SIX 
Please view our documents on the Leslie Spit where C and D has been dumped to create an 
accidental park, as they call it, but which is to this day, toxic. 
Points of contamination at the Spit also include: 

Plastics  
“Although plastics typically represent just 1% of total construction and demolition waste, their 
environmental impact can be significant once they are disposed of (Assessing the Potential of 
Plastics Recycling in the Construction and Demolition Activities (APPRICOD), 2004). Plastics 
can take centuries to biodegrade, and the chemicals contained within them are serious threats 
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to air and water quality when plastic waste is incinerated or landfilled. In addition, the use of 
plastics in the construction industry continues to increase. (Our emphasis)  While a wide 
variety of plastics are manufactured worldwide, polyvinyl chloride (PVC) is the most commonly 
used plastic in the construction industry today. According to APPRICOD (2004), PVC  
accounted for 47% of all plastics used in the construction industry in Western Europe in 2002. 
PVC is now commonly used for manufacturing pipes and ducts, door and window frames and 
vinyl flooring (APPRICOD, 2004). High density and low density polyethylene are used as well 
for the production of plastic piping. The plastics EPS (expanded polystyrene), XPS (extruded 
polystyrene) and PU (polyurethane) are also frequently used to manufacture insulation 
materials and made up 18% of the construction industry’s plastics consumption in Western 
Europe in 2002 (APPRICOD, 2004). 
Fiberglass, polystyrene board, paper cellulose 
A final subject which is worth our attention is insulation materials. Currently, several different 
types of insulation material are commonly used. The most frequently used products are 
polystyrene board, fiberglass and paper cellulose. Paper cellulose insulation is often itself a 
recycled product with approximately 80% being made from recycled newspaper (Winkler, 
2010).  

Do not allow this beach to become another Leslie Spit. 
POINT SEVEN 
Under the Planning Act of 2014, please note the following: 
2.1.5 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in:  

 a) significant wetlands in the Canadian Shield north of Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E1; b) 
significant woodlands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron and the St. 
Marys River)1; c) significant valleylands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake 
Huron and the St. Marys River)1; d) significant wildlife habitat; e) significant areas of natural 
and scientific interest; and f) coastal wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E1 that are not 
subject to policy 2.1.4(b)  
 unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features 
or their ecological functions. (Our emphasis) 

It is ironic and not lost on residents that this ANSI (Are of Natural and Scientific Interest) and ESA 
(Environmental Significant Area), full of rare plans and wildlife, migration route and tip of the 
unique habitat of the Carolinian Forest band, has already been desecrated with the destruction of 
the forest area, purportedly because of damage from the Emerald Ash Borer. 2600 trees that 
according to independently hired consultants from out of area, should not have been removed 
from this forest area, which provided erosion control and protection for the perimeter of the Bluffs. 
Each tree removal has resulted in 100 gallons less per day consumed, so imagine the result of the 
wetland area impacts here, and the inevitable result on Bluffs top erosion. Additionally, wetland 
areas, vernal pools in the spring, where dragon flies, salamanders, frogs lay offspring, were simply 
bulldozed in preparation for the development of Dynamic, the banquet hall facility.  
It appears to us that the Planning Act’s intention and fulfillment, is not being followed. 
Please deny approval of the DRAFT EA SWP.  Please note the errors, omissions, and 
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assumptions that are incorrect or misinformed. While we are not anti development, and not anti 
Trails Improvements, we cannot accept this Draft EA as noted, because of the most serious 
inevitable impact to a pristine beach.  There are other improvements that in our view could and 
need to be made to this Trail Plan as well. Many of these reasonable improvements and 
enhancements to the plan, have been noted along the consultation path, and are recorded. We 
cannot see that any of the public’s views on this Plan have been incorporated. 
Thanks for pointing me to the pages outlining comments. As we have witnessed many EA's now 
with respect to other environmentally sensitive projects, it is our impression that the comments 
sections do not always reflect the full sentiment of opposition, nor the detailed, 
knowledgeable, and cogent reasons. Respectfully, these EAs are sometimes more promotional 
prop ups, than sensitive and sincere reflections of public sentiment.  
Chapter 10, page 37 for us sums it up, pretty much. 
"Consider that the public does not want this project."    Comment noted. 
To our view, having heard a few of these comments evolve, the vast majority of comments to pave 
the beach were firmly negative. Firmly. I think most of us reflect on the gathered knowledge 
throughout the consultation period, which seemed to be cumulative in the last meeting at Cardinal 
Newman HS. We cannot recall much support.  Person after person rose to speak in opposition. 
Some were cut off because time had run out. The final comments of a lady were, "Now that you 
have heard us for so many sessions, and this evening, why are you still considering this?"  
This was such an important meeting. Where were the supporters? Why were they not at the 
microphone? 
There has been and is vehement opposition to this project.  Since this is a DRAFT EA, we hope 
you will amend to save Grey Abbey Beach at minimum. 

DP58 The majority of my remarks in relation to the above-noted Scarborough Waterfront Draft EA may 
be found in the PavedParadise2_July 18_2.pdf document (below). I originally referred to this 
document at the TRCA Board meeting on July 28, 2017. It addresses the TRCA’s key objectives, 
now outlined in the Draft EA, with regard to the Preferred Alternative for the East Segment at 
Greyabbey Beach, the elimination of the ability to swim in the water, and the egregious obliteration 
of habitat for the threatened bank swallow, along with many other species of flora and fauna. For 
all this destruction the public gets an “access” road, multiple Hummers wide, at the waters’ edge, 
otherwise known as the waterfront “trail”. It is of note that this trail already exists on the headland, 
above the beach. 
A large portion of my remarks in the document are also applicable to the TRCA’s Preferred 
Alternative at Bluffer’s Beach in the West Segment, which, if approved, will eliminate the most 
significant surfing area along the Toronto shore. You will recall at the PIC#3 meeting, held on 
June 28, 2017, that the problem was acknowledged by the TRCA (I believe by you) but that no 
solution was proffered. See: https://www.thestar.com/news/gta/2017/06/07/toronto-surfers-protest-
waterfront-project-that-could-ruin-magical-lake-ontario-surf-spot.html 
It is my firm position that the objectives in the Draft Report have not been met by the TRCA, and 
that the Preferred Alternatives for the East and West Segments of the project, in their current form, 
are an aberration of the principles upon which the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority was 

Please see Chapter 7 of the EA for a full discussion of how the 
SWP preferred alternative meets the Vision and Objectives for 
the project. The SWP does not eliminate the ability of the public 
to swim along the Grey Abbey sandy shoreline but it does make it 
possible to access this currently inaccessible reach of shoreline. 
Access from the west requires trespass on private properties and 
access from the east requires trespass across City of Toronto 
restricted access property and Rohm and Haas private property. 
SWP makes accessible 1,100 m of currently publicly inaccessible 
shoreline, of which approximately 490 m has been previously 
modified by private landowners and City of Toronto. Please see 
Section 7.3.3 of the EA which details changes and benefits to the 
waterfront experience. As noted in Section 7.3.3 approximately 
2,560m of existing informally accessible sandy shoreline within 
East Point Park will continue to be available. The implementation 
of the preferred alternative provides access to currently 
inaccessible areas of the shoreline while providing benefits to the 
aquatic and terrestrial ecology of the area. Habitat for Bank 
Swallows and other flora and fauna will not be obliterated by the 
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founded. Swimming, surfing and playing in the water is a right, not a privilege for Torontonians. 
Despite overwhelming public concern about the project, and a flawed consultation process, the 
TRCA continues to address the problem of erosion control on the Scarborough waterfront with a 
blunt instrument. A sledge hammer approach to erosion control at the shore, when other less 
intrusive, effective measures exist, is untenable. Torontonians deserve better. 
FURTHER COMMENTS 
1. ILLOGICAL APPROACH TO SHORELINE PRESERVATION AND SHORELINE REMOVAL 
AT GREYABBEY BEACH 
The TRCA asserts that erosion control is one of the primary reasons for the destruction of 
approximately one third of Greyabbey Beach. It is of note that the TRCA initially put forward a plan 
whereby a much larger portion of the beach would be covered in concrete. The only logical 
inference from the new plan to pave a smaller section of the beach is that the other two thirds of 
the beach are safe enough to not require removal. At the PIC#3 meeting, the TRCA Engineer was 
unable to explain why the most westerly section of the beach needed to be destroyed to prevent 
erosion, while the other two thirds of the beach could be saved. 
It is illogical for the TRCA to assert that a third of the 3 km beach is unsafe (requiring an “access” 
road) while the other portion of the beach is safe (not requiring an “access” road). It is also 
significant that the portion of the beach the TRCA proposes to preserve is more negatively affected 
by erosion than the portion of the beach they propose to destroy. It goes without saying that the least 
intrusive measure must be taken to control erosion, especially in environmentally sensitive areas 
such as the Greyabbey Ravine. The TRCA has proposed and implemented innovative approaches 
to erosion control that do not involve extensive shoreline hardening in other areas of the Toronto 
waterfront, including at Toronto Island and previously building Bluffers Beach. The TRCA has not 
made a logical or valid case for the destruction of the shore at Greyabbey, given other innovative 
measures available to control erosion. See: https://trca.ca/conservation/green-
infrastructure/gibraltar-point-erosioncontrol-project/, and https://trca.ca/conservation/green-
infrastructure/gibraltar-point-erosion-control-project/. 
One has to wonder: are the children who live in Scarborough’s rough and ready neighbourhoods 
north of Greyabbey Beach any less deserving of their waterfront than the throngs of Torontonians 
and tourists who flock to the Island? Anyone who suggested that the Island’s beaches be paved 
as a means to control erosion would be considered to have taken leave of their senses. Not so, it 
appears in Scarborough, not so. 
2. RESULTS OF PUBLIC CONSULTATION  
Ms. Gaffney, you indicated at the July 28, 2017 TRCA Board meeting that the comments for and 
against the SWP Preferred Alternatives were “50-50” and that there was “balanced support” for 
the project. With respect, I do not believe this to be an accurate representation of the public 
comment on the SWP. The TRCA has been asked repeatedly by the public to produce the 
comments for and against the project, yet no comments have ever been made available. My view 
is that all of the comments should be produced by the TRCA in a timely fashion for public 
dissemination, prior to the Draft EA moving forward. What we do know about public comment at 
this stage is the following: 
An online petition that decries the environmentally disastrous practice of unecessary shoreline 

SWP as you have suggested; rather, the SWP will manage 
access to the shoreline such that informal trails which trample 
and fragment sensitive vegetation can be decommissioned 
creating an overall benefit. While there is opposition to aspects of 
the SWP, there is also a great deal of support for both the 
preferred alternative and the process. Many of the comments 
received have supported the consultation process and 
congratulated TRCA on the meetings held and opportunities to 
communicate with the SWP team. The approach to erosion 
control proposed addresses the on-going risks to public safety 
and public property while providing safe access along the water’s 
edge. 
As discussed at PIC #3 and in response to questions raised at 
the TRCA Board Meeting July 28 2017, the area west of Grey 
Abbey Ravine requires shoreline protection as Greyabbey Trail 
(road and associated infrastructure) is at risk from erosion within 
60 years. In  
the area east of Grey Abbey Ravine no public infrastructure is at 
risk for over one hundred years. The erosion rates to the west 
and east of Grey Abbey Ravine are different and, in response to 
public comments, the SWP team took a more detailed look at 
erosion risk to public property and determined that protection 
west of the ravine was needed now but protection east of the 
ravine could wait. The derivation of the erosion hazard limit 
(referred to in the EA as the top-of-bluffs risk line) and calculation 
of the 60 year risk at Greyabbey Trail is based on the MNRF’s 
Understanding Natural Hazards: Great Lakes – St. Lawrence 
River System and large inland lakes, river and stream systems 
and hazardous sites (MNR, 2001).  
As noted in Section 7.3.3 approximately 2,560m of existing 
informally accessible sandy shoreline within East Point Park will 
continue to be available. 
All comments received during the EA planning process were 
included in Appendix L8 of the Draft EA. Note that many 
stakeholders in support of the project did not wish to speak out in 
Stakeholder meetings and PIC’s as they indicated that they were 
uncomfortable and did not feel the meeting environment was 
conducive to expressing support for the project. However, they 
felt compelled to send comments by email and letter to express 
support. TRCA is aware of the petition however the petition has 
never been formally submitted to the TRCA as part of comments 
on the EA. In addition, TRCA is also in receipt of a petition 
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hardening at Greyabbey and Bluffer’s Beach, begun by  of Natural Shorelines 
(https://www.torontonaturalshorelines.ca/about-tns), has garnered in excess of 1,000 signatures 
(many more, if hand written signatures are counted). See: https://www.change.org/p/east-point-
shoreline-and-bluffer-s-beach-keep-our-shorelines-natural-waterfront-trca-on-ca 
The Public Consultation meetings were overwhelmingly filled with Torontonians who opposed the 
TRCA’s plan to pave the shore at Greyabbey Beach and destroy the surf conditions at Bluffer’s Beach. 
Despite the overwhelming dissent at the meetings, you on more than one occasion made thinly veiled 
suggestions that most of the opposition comes from local residents who want the beach for themselves. 
As a long-time Scarborough Bluffs resident, I can assure you that nothing is further from the truth in 
regards to my own position on the issue — I fully support increased access to the shore, but it must be 
meaningful access that responds to the unique features of the site. The SWP should not, in fulfilling its 
mandate, destroy the very reason for going down to the shore in the first place.  
Mark Mattson, Founder and President of Lake Ontario Waterkeeper, when speaking of positive 
change that has recently come to the Great Lakes, had this to say about the SWP: "even recent 
projects like the Ontario Place Park and Scarborough Waterfront Project (SWP) seem dated; 
missing out on great opportunities to fulfill the public’s increasing desire to experience the lake.” 
See:  http://www.waterkeeper.ca/blog/2017/8/1/change-is-coming-to-great-lakes-restoration 
3. FLAWED CONSULTATION PROCESS 
The TRCA’s manner of seeking input on their ill-conceived scheme should concern anyone who is 
interested in the health and preservation of our democratic process. Suffice it to say that legitimate 
public consultation on the taxpayers’ dime should not resemble a series of bad Monty Python out 
takes. For more information on the subject, see: http://janefairburn.com/reflections-on-the-shore-
deconstructing-the-trcas-paved-paradise-at-east-point/ 
4. COUNCILLOR GLENN DE BAEREMAEKER’S MOTION PUT FORWARD AT THE JULY 28, 
2017 TRCA BOARD MEETING 
It is very important to note that dissenting opinion was evident at the Board table prior to the 
approval of the Draft EA. Councillor Glenn De Baeremaeker put forward an enlightened plan for 
Scarborough waterfront development. In essence, De Baeremaeker’s plan called for the vast 
majority of Greyabbey Beach to be saved, the preservation and improvement of the waterfront 
trail, maximized surfing opportunities at Bluffer’s Beach, and an additional 400 meters of new, 
sandy beach along the Scarborough Shore. The motion, put forward as a series of amendments 
to the Draft EA, was supported by Councillor Michael Ford and a few other Board members. It 
failed to pass, but the vision is compelling. See: https://trca.ca/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/06-17-
Report-Package-Authority_Jul28_2017-1.pdf 
What amazes me is the gobsmacking audacity and lacklustre vision of the approved Draft EA. 
With a little creativity, we could do so much better for the generations to come, and the 
environment which they will inherit. 
Paved Paradise: Why Destroying Grey Abbey Beach is Contrary to TRCA Objectives in the 
Scarborough Waterfront Project (SWP) 

TRCA Objective Response 
Background The preferred alternative of the TRCA is to harden the shore of Grey 

supporting the extension of the trail along the shoreline for the full 
project extent to Beechgrove Drive. TRCA has acknowledged the 
opposition to the project and has made efforts to address 
concerns raised. For example, the extent of lakefill and trail 
development in the east segment has been reduced in response 
to comments. An EA is not a referendum and while we note there 
is opposition to the project, there is also a great deal of support. 
The consultation undertaken in support of the SWP is consistent 
with the MOECC Code of Practice for Consultation for EAs and 
best practices. 
The Authority Board undertook a democratic vote. We 
understand you disagree with that result. 
The SWP includes replacement of 1,250 m (or 1,100 linear 
metres) of sandy shoreline with headland beach system of which 
100% is currently publicly inaccessible, and ~490 m has been 
previously modified. Taking into consideration the expansion of 
the beach at Bluffer’s Park there will be a net loss of only 200 m 
of sandy shoreline across the entire SWP. Please see Section 
7.3.1 which documents the detailed assessment of the effects the 
construction and operation of the SWP will have on the ecological 
system. This assessment was undertaken by qualified biologists 
and ecologists and reviewed by the Provincial government. 
Overall the SWP will provide net benefit to the ecological system.  
Please see Section 7.3.1 which documents the detailed 
assessment of the effects the construction and operation of the 
SWP will have on the ecological system. This assessment was 
undertaken by qualified biologists and ecologists and reviewed by 
the Provincial government. Overall the SWP will provide net 
benefit to the ecological system.  
 See Section 7.3.5 for how the SWP meets this objective. TRCA 
will be exploring all opportunities available including funding from 
all levels of government and nontraditional sources to fund the 
implementation of the project.  
The EA indicates in several locations that fill material will meet 
the MOECC Fill Quality Guide and Good Management Practices 
for Shore Infilling in Ontario, and, as such, does not pose a risk to 
water quality or the environment and the material used will not be 
“construction garbage” as suggested by your comment.  
As discussed at PIC #3 and in response to questions raised at 
the TRCA Board Meeting July 28 2017, the area west of Grey 
Abbey Ravine requires shoreline protection as Greyabbey Trail 
(road and associated infrastructure) is at risk from erosion within 
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Abbey Beach, in the vicinity of East Point Park, by building a raised 
road and headlands, comprised of construction debris (otherwise 
known as “clean fill”). This landfill project will obliterate approximately 
a third of the 3 kilometre natural beach in the Scarborough Waterfront 
Project’s (SWP’s) East Segment. The 3 km area is bounded by the 
western most portion of the Segment to the access point to the beach 
at Beechgrove Drive. Environmental degradation is also anticipated in 
the sensitive Grey Abbey Ravine, where a virtually unstudied 
“tableland trail transition” area has been recently proposed. The Grey 
Abbey Ravine is home to the Bank Swallow, a listed, threatened 
species in Ontario. See: https://youtu.be/3Jl2EyYSViI 

1. Protect and enhance terrestrial and aquatic natural features and linkages 
 Shoreline hardening is well recognized as one of the worst threats to the stability and health 

of the Great Lakes system. Shoreline hardening obliterates the connections between 
terrestrial and water species and destroys near- shore animal, bird, plant and fish habitat. 
See: http://www.greatlakesmapping.org/lake-stressors and 
https://media.wix.com/ugd/7335b9_28acee24aa7540409ab0b2f9f305ef0c.pdf 

 The TRCA acknowledges in its 2012 Scarborough Shoreline: Terrestrial Biological Inventory 
and Assessment that East Point Park and vicinity is at risk due to shoreline hardening. It 
recommends that natural shoreline conditions and beach habitats should be maintained at 
East Point Park and vicinity, see: 5.2(1)(c), Site Recommendations, pp. 28 and 29. In its 
2012 report, the TRCA notes the significance of rare species at East Point Park, including 
prairie and coastal vegetation, p. 27. ESA (City of Toronto) and ANSI (Province of Ontario) 
designations apply to the East Segment. The entire coastal area is home to the Bank 
Swallow, which is now listed as a threatened species in Ontario, see: 
https://www.ontario.ca/page/bank-swallow. 

2. Achieve value for cost 
 Saving Grey Abbey Beach costs the taxpayer nothing. The TRCA has not provided costing 

to date for the destruction of the shore at Grey Abbey Beach, though requested to do so. 
The TRCA estimates the entire project to be $170 million with a 50% contingency, and 
acknowledges that 12 years of construction disturbance will be endured by affected 
residential communities if the project goes ahead. The TRCA indicates that costs for the 
destruction of the beach may be offset by tipping fees, paid to construction companies, 
which will dump construction garbage (“clean fill”) on the beach and in the lake, to fill the 
shore. See: “Scarborough Waterfront Project: Finding a Balance”. 

3. Manage public safety and property risk 
 The TRCA’s preferred alternative to manage public safety and property risk is to build an 

“access” road over the beach and thereby also control erosion. 
 It is illogical for the TRCA to claim that safety in nature may be achieved by obliterating the 

very thing they are attempting to protect. 
 It is also illogical for the TRCA to assert that a third of the 3 km beach is unsafe (requiring an 

60 years. East of Grey Abbey Ravine no public infrastructure is at 
risk for over one hundred years. The erosion rates to the west 
and east of Grey Abbey Ravine are different. In response to 
public comments, the SWP team took a more detailed look at 
erosion risk to public property and determined that protection 
west of the ravine was needed now but protection east of the 
ravine could wait. The derivation of the erosion hazard limit 
(referred to in the EA as the top-of-bluffs risk line) and calculation 
of the 60-year risk at Greyabbey Trail is based on the MNRF’s 
Understanding Natural Hazards: Great Lakes – St. Lawrence 
River System and large inland lakes, river and stream systems 
and hazardous sites (MNR, 2001). The approach to erosion 
control addresses both the need for erosion control and the 
desire for safe public access and to meet both of these objectives 
softer approaches were not feasible. TRCA has not asserted that 
City of Toronto policy supports shoreline hardening but rather that 
City policies support public access along the water for 
pedestrians and cyclists including AODA requirements where 
possible which leads us to the headland beach system proposed.  
The Waterfront Trail exists as an off-road segment in the vicinity 
of Grey Abbey Ravine however, as discussed throughout the EA 
and at the PICs, this segment of the Waterfront Trail will be 
constrained by the expansion of the Metrolinx Lakeshore East rail 
corridor expansion and will likely not remain in this area. 
Furthermore, portions of this off-road trail were destroyed by 
erosion in the summer of 2017.  
Please see section 7.3.3 of the EA for a discussion of how the 
SWP creates overall benefit with respect to an enjoyable 
waterfront experience. None of the uses you have mentioned will 
be precluded by this project, in fact, some will be enhanced.  
The petition discussed in the amendment to these comments has 
never been formally sent to or received by TRCA. TRCA is aware 
of it and it will be discussed in Chapter 10 of the Final EA. As you 
note, the SWP should not be approved by way of a popularity 
contest and as noted previously an EA is not a referendum. 
TRCA recognizes that there is both opposition and support for the 
project. 
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“access” road) while the other portion of the beach is safe (not requiring an “access” road). It 
is also significant that the portion of the beach the TRCA proposes to preserve is more 
negatively affected by erosion than the portion of the beach they propose to destroy. 

 It goes without saying that the least intrusive measure must be taken to control erosion, 
especially in environmentally sensitive areas such as the Grey Abbey Ravine. The TRCA 
has proposed and implemented innovative approaches to erosion control that do not involve 
extensive shoreline hardening in other areas of the Toronto waterfront, including at Toronto 
Island and previously building Bluffers Beach. The TRCA has not made a logical or valid 
case for the destruction of the shore at Grey Abbey, given other innovative measures 
available to control erosion. See: https://trca.ca/conservation/green-infrastructure/gibraltar-
point-erosion- control-project/ 

 The TRCA has asserted in stakeholder meetings that City of Toronto policy directs them to 
deploy shoreline hardening when developing the waterfront at Grey Abbey Beach. A detailed 
examination of the Toronto Official Plan and other documents and policy papers upon which 
the TRCA relies reveals just the opposite: that the TRCA is mandated to preserve and 
protect Grey Abbey Beach and prevent further shoreline hardening from occurring. (Refer to 
bibliography on page 2 for many of the pertinent documents and policy papers). If a policy or 
document exists that directs the TRCA to destroy the shore and near-shore areas at Grey 
Abbey Beach, they should produce it for review, as previously requested. The TRCA should 
not slavishly rely on outdated, destructive policy, if such policy exists. 

4. Consistency and coordination with other initiatives 
 The Great Lakes Waterfront Trail already exists on the headland, above Grey Abbey Beach. 

The Waterfront Trail’s location on the headland is appropriate, given the ecological and 
cultural sensitivity of Grey Abbey Beach and vicinity. See: Regeneration, Toronto’s 
Waterfront and the Sustainable City: Final Report, 

 The Waterfront Trail: First Steps from Concept to Reality, and Integrated Shoreline 
Management Plan (ISMP). (For further information, see page 2.) 

5. Provide an enjoyable waterfront experience 
 The current preferred alternative deeply denigrates the rich social, environmental and 

cultural significance of Grey Abbey Beach and vicinity. The connection to the lake, the ability 
to walk on the shore and swim in the water, and the legacy that offers to future generations 
will be lost forever. And what is gained in its stead? What the TRCA now correctly calls a 
“service road” (also referred to as a waterfront “trail”). Water recreation for the well-
established community of paddleboarders, surfers and kayakers at Grey Abbey, who require 
gradual, sandy access to the lake, will effectively be denied. 
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DP105 Please consider the comments below (dated October 5) as an addendum to my earlier remarks 

dated October 2, 2017.  
REPRESENTATIONS MADE AT THE BOARD MEETING, JULY 28, 2017  
Item 2 of my earlier remarks relates to your inaccurate representation of the comments in regard 
to public consultation for the SWP. I have now spent several hours reviewing Appendix L.8, Public 
Comments, in the Draft EA. I reiterate that you indicated at the TRCA Board meeting on July 28, 
2017 that the comments for and against the SWP Preferred Alternatives were “50-50” and that 
there was “balanced support” for the project. After reviewing the comments in the Appendix, that is 
clearly not the case. The comments are overwhelmingly in support of the preservation of Grey 
Abbey Beach in entirety. Furthermore, I do not see any reference whatsoever in the document to 
the over 1,000 signatures on the East Point Shoreline and Bluffer’s Beach — Keep Our Shorelines 
Natural Petition, see:https://www.change.org/p/east-point-shoreline-and-bluffer-s-beach-keep-our-
shorelines-natural-waterfront-trca-on-ca. You are named as the recipient of the petition, as is the 
TRCA. If those over 1,000 comments are noted in Appendix L.8, I would appreciate it if you would 
point me to the references. Finally, the comments you have provided are grouped into categories 
that are in many cases misleading. For example, many comments that express concerns about 
destroying the beach are simply labelled as “Beach” or “Ecology”, rather than as comments that 
specifically apply to the (Preferred)Alternatives.  
I want you to know that I also stand by my much earlier comment that the SWP should not be 
approved by way of a popularity contest, but by what is right. Ms. Gaffney, as I have said before, 
you know well what is right. You know that the TRCA’s  Scarborough Shoreline: Terrestrial 
Biological Inventory and Assessment calls for the preservation of East Point Beach. I am 
highlighting your representation of the public comments because the Board relied on your 
statements in making their decision to approve the SWP. Clearly, a complete audit of the 
comments is required at this stage, before the Draft EA moves forward. 

The petition discussed in the amendment to these comments has 
never been formally sent to and received by TRCA. TRCA is 
aware of it and it is discussed in Chapter 10 of the Final EA.  
Please see Chapter 6 of the EA, East Point Beach will not be 
altered by the SWP east of Grey Abbey Ravine. 
 

DP106 Response to/Complaint About TRCA Email, Dated October 3, 2017, & EA Submission 
Summary: 

i) APPARENTLY, TRCA IS DANGEROUS/EVIL AND NEEDS TO BE STOPPED! 
ii) Regarding East Point Park, MTRCA/TRCA has lost its way and, so, among other things, is 

in need of a forensic accounting. 
• In its 2017 Environmental Assessment (EA) submission, TRCA admits that, in its present 

state, East Point Park’s bluff represents an “unacceptable risk to public safety”, but falsely 
claims the risk should be maintained, because “major stakeholders” demand such. 

• In addition to the foregoing, evidence suggests that, at TRCA, there has been a long-
running conspiracy to defraud the Public and such conspiracy might be linked to a multi-
million dollar “reserve fund”. 

• Furthermore, despite it has been around, for many decades, now, the “authority” still 
does not appear to be carrying out its legislated mandate. 

iii) TRCA seems to be largely out-of-control and covering-up about 28 years-worth of 
malfeasance. So, the agency appears to require a thorough review/investigation, 
meaningful penalties plus appropriate checks and balances. 

The SWP EA addresses issues of risk from erosion to both public 
property and public safety as articulated in Objective 2 in Section 
1.2 of the EA. This is further described in Section 3.1.10 in the 
discussion of existing conditions and the identification of the risk 
line in accordance with technical guidance provided by MNRF. 
The Preferred Alternative as described in Chapter 6 of the EA 
addresses risk to public property and public safety risk in those 
areas where public access is being provided or encouraged. At 
East Point Park, the multi-use trail will be located landward of the 
risk line at the top of the bluffs to keep users away from the bluff 
face. Appropriate signage and screening will be used as 
necessary to further deter users from approaching the edge of 
the bluffs. No formal access or trail development will occur along 
the shoreline of East Point Park. If, despite all of these efforts, the 
public chooses to access the shoreline or leave the trail at the top 
of the bluffs they do so at their own risk, but the preferred 
alternative does not represent an “unacceptable risk to public 
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iv) Jail time, for some, at the “authority”, might also be warranted. 

TRCA’s 2017 EA submission is misleading and largely unreliable. So, it should be rejected! 
i) Metro’s 1989 Master Plan, for East Point Park, would, essentially, eliminate the worst parts 

of the park and provide needed protection, for the best part - namely the area’s portion of 
the Scarborough Bluffs. 

ii) So, Metro’s 1989 Master Plan is the logical choice, for East Point Park, because it will likely 
eliminate that “unacceptable risk to public safety” - despite TRCA opposes the plan. 

iii) Nothing in TRCA’s largely-deceptive emailed reply, dated October 3, 2017, changes the fact 
that Scarborough’s roughly 72 * hectare East Point Park should be separated, from the 
agency’s misleading EA submission and so-called “Preferred Alternative”. 

iv) The park’s future, however, should be considered along with Metro’s 1989 Master Plan plus 
related Community concerns plus options. 

v) A public meeting, regarding the Metro plan plus other pertinent information, should be 
conducted, in the neighbourhood that would be directly effected by what went on, at East 
Point Park, asap. (Which, incidentally, should have happened 28 years ago!) 

vi) Metro’s 1989 Master Plan, for East Point Park, should be carried out asap. 
 Text box #2 * Note: Depending on the source, East Point Park might be 55 hectares, 72 

hectares or 55 acres, in size. Even TRCA is inconsistent! See, for example: i) 
https://trca.ca/news/highland-creek-trail-walk-morningside-park-to-east-point-park/ , and then ii) 
https://trca.ca/conservation/green-infrastructure/scarborough-waterfront-project/resources/ . So, 
who really knows what is the true size? This essay, though, is using the 72 hectares figure, 
because TRCA employed that number in one of its recent emails - which is quoted. 

Introduction 
On October 1, 2017, I submitted, to TRCA, et al., a complaint which contained numerous 
significant concerns. 
In response, on October 3, 2017, TRCA’s largely mysterious “Scarborough Waterfront Project 
Team” responded. This group, for instance, sent a selective and deceptive email to myself, plus 
everyone else who had received my complaint. 
The team, however, probably did not want anyone snooping around further, regarding the issues I 
raised, because my concerns suggested major problems were occurring, at both East Point Park 
and MTRCA/TRCA. So, the relatively-short October 3, 2017 response was likelydesigned to lull 
readers into a false sense of security. 
Thus, the document started off with the disarming plus friendly-sounding greeting: “Hi ,...” 
Numerous unnecessarily-long sentences were packed together to form a few congested-looking 
paragraphs, apparently in an effort to make the job of reading them looker harder than it actually 
was! 
Reference to a boring-sounding “Section 3.1.11 of the Draft EAReport” was prominently-
displayed. Implicit, then, was that readers would, at minimum, have to go to all the hard work of 
looking up, that section, if they wanted to be able to understand, at least, some of the document 
and, hey: 

safety”.  
The SWP EA is not misleading nor is it unreliable and there is no 
basis for these allegations. The scientific and engineering studies 
undertaken in support of the EA have been done by qualified 
experts in accordance with Provincial technical guidelines and 
standards. The Province has reviewed the Draft EA and has not 
found any major deficiencies. Although you express 
disagreement with much of the policy and science underlying the 
SWP, in the absence of evidence from qualified experts, this 
disagreement does not render the EA “misleading or unreliable”.  
We would like to take the opportunity to clarify the definitions of 
rare and exotic plants. Rare plants are those that occur in a few 
number of locations in TRCA’s jurisdiction and usually in small 
numbers. As such, rare flora are susceptible to becoming at risk 
of decline due to human impacts and/or natural events. Exotic 
plants are species occurring out of their native ranges in a given 
place as a result of action by humans, otherwise known as non-
native species. Exotic species within East Point Park may be 
present because of past agricultural activities or may be non-
native species associated with other past land uses. TRCA 
undertakes management of natural areas and ecological 
restoration to try to maintain the appropriate species within the 
ecological system. TRCA has no information regarding the 
context of the specific incidents you mention in your submission 
but in general TRCA planting activities are carried out as part of 
ecological restoration efforts.  
 
As discussed on several occasions and in our October 3 email to 
you, the 1989 Master Plan was never approved or funded for 
implementation. While the Master Plan was completed in 1989, 
completion does not imply approval nor funding for 
implementation. The Crombie Commission as part of their 
activities, declared a moratorium on all lakefill projects pending 
completion of the Integrated Shoreline Management Plans. Once 
the ISMP was completed for the Scarborough shoreline, plans for 
East Point Park were revisited and the amount of lakefill 
necessary to create a safe harbour was too great given the 
limited benefits that would be achieved. The bathymetry in the 
area is very shallow and a great deal of lakefill would be needed 
to get the harbour out into deep enough waters. While you 
suggest in your submission that the lake bottom could be 
dredged for depth, this would have significant impacts on the 
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“Who wants that? 
This is going to be unimportant and dull! 
...You know ! 
He’s just gotten himself a little confused, again, but there’s no actual cause for alarm, because - 
as you can see, by our congested short document - everything has been taken care of - and 
it....Ha! Ha!...really wasn’t much! 
So, as per usual, there’s nothing to see here!” 
Yet, reality was that the Team’s response omitted addressing many of the serious issues 
contained, in my complaint and much of the existing reply was misleading. 
Unbeknown to me, at the time, too, was that TRCA was hiding an apparent terrible scheme - 
which I only uncovered while researching my next reply. 
So, following is my enlightened response to TRCA’s October 3, 2017 email. 
My Response 
1. Buried deep and scattered inside TRCA’s so-called “Preferred Alternative” (i.e. the agency’s 

present Environmental Assessment (EA)) submission, was the following IMPORTANT related 
information. 

“there is an unacceptable risk to public safety due to slope failure (and talus accumulation) and 
crest migration. There is still some risk to users outside the risk lines - i.e., the risk line is meant to 
mitigate, not eliminate risk to the public.” 1  [Emphasis added.] 
Figure 1 Source: Scarborough Waterfront Project: from Bluffer's Park to East Point Park in the City 
of Toronto; August 2017; draft; TRCA; p. 5-86 (Acrobat Reader = p. 306). 
Figure 2 Source: Scarborough Waterfront Project: from Bluffer's Park to East Point Park in the City 
of Toronto; August 2017; draft; TRCA; p. 6-13.  (Acrobat Reader = p. 320). 
Figure 3 Above: A blow up of a pertinent part of TRCA’s map, on page 320, of the agency’s draft 
EA/“Preferred Alternative” submission clearly shows that the so-called conservation authority 
wants to “risk” losing East Point Park’s important bluffs. Source: Scarborough Waterfront Project: 
from Bluffer's Park to East Point Park in the City of Toronto; August 2017; draft; TRCA; p. 6-13.  
(Acrobat Reader = p. 320). 
Astonishingly and despite the “unacceptable risk to public safety” awareness, TRCA, essentially, said 
that placing people in this DANGER should still happen, because that was what the Public wanted. 
“Risk line indicates at what point risk to public safety is determined to be acceptable by major 
stakeholders. Therefore, the area from the risk line to the feature (bottom or top of Bluff slope) or 
land side of the line estimates where the potential for risk to public safety is unacceptable. It 
should be noted that there is still some risk to users beyond the risk line, such as during periods of 
intense rainfall which would cause longer runouts of talus from crest migration events.” 2 
Yet, such was nonsense! 
Reasonable people - particularly those who are raising and protecting their family members - do 
not ask or demand to have themselves plus those members placed, in harm’s way! 
TRCA’s SUGGESTED CRAZINESS JUST DOES NOT HAPPEN - despite the 

aquatic environment and could not be permitted. TRCA notes 
your disappointment that the 1989 Master Plan has never been 
implemented.  
The consultation notifications for the SWP were distributed 
throughout the Project Study Area including the neighbourhoods 
in the vicinity of East Point Park. Residents in these 
neighbourhoods were invited to participate in meetings and SWP 
team members visited local neighbourhood associations when 
requested to discuss the project. As previously noted, Public 
Information Centres for the SWP could not be held near East 
Point Park as suitable venues were not available on the days 
requested or were not sufficiently sized to accommodate the 
anticipated attendance. The option to include a sheltered harbour 
was discussed at the second SWP Public Information Centre and 
rejected due to associated impacts. Your reference on page 36 of 
your submission to Consultation materials in Appendix C is 
incorrect. The consultation materials are in Appendix L and it is 
unclear from where you have sourced the material you have 
placed in the box.  
Other than yourself, very few people have expressed an interest 
in the 1989 Master Plan or a sheltered harbour at East Point 
Park. Please see Appendix L8 of the EA for a comprehensive list 
of all public comments received by TRCA during the EA phase of 
the Project. Your claim that residents in these areas were denied 
an opportunity to participate in project planning is inaccurate. 
TRCA notes that our discussion of the ANSI referenced in your 
submission has been taken out of context. The quote makes 
reference to “early successional forested areas” which are areas 
that are becoming forests rather than mature forests you seem to 
be referencing. As noted in the EA, TRCA recognizes that East 
Point Park had a number of former land uses and as such is a 
remediated brownfield site and additionally, it has been 
designated as an ANSI by MNRF and an ESA and Bird 
Sanctuary by the City of Toronto. The history of the site and 
these designations can co-exist contrary to your submission. 
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agency’s apparent wishful thinking! 
Furthermore, I attended all of the related waterfront trail meetings and, at no time, did  any TRCA  
employee mention  that  maintaining East  Point  Park’s shoreline represented an  “unacceptable 
risk to public safety”! 
Even implicit in Appendix C of the Scarborough Waterfront Project: Environment Assessment from 
Bluffer's Park to East Point Park in the City of Toronto submitted by TRCA, circa October 3, 2017, 
was that the issue of “unacceptable risk to public safety” was not properly explained, at any of the 
agency’s public meetings. According to the appendix, the public response was merely: 
M “Should be a level of “use at own risk””; 
M“Can’t we just warm [sic] people of the dangers?”; and, 
M “What is low risk? What is acceptable risk?” 3 
Similarly, the City never said it would accept the related and predictable unlimited liability - despite 
a local councillor had a representative, at one of those meetings, in 2016! 
In fact, during those events, the attending TRCA employees seemed to encourage and side with 
members of the Public who wanted to maintain East Point Park’s beach. Moreover, I, who did 
point out that there appeared to be a danger, from erosion, was openly and repeatedly ignored 
plus criticized. I was frequently made to feel as if I was being unreasonable and, so, I was the real 
plus only significant problem. At NO time did ANY TRCA members support my suspicion about 
there being a danger! 
Underscoring the matter, too, I pointed out TRCA’s apparent hypocrisy, by criticising how the 
agency placed numerous warning signs, along the top of the bluff, but none along the shoreline. 
Similarly, in my Complaint, dated July 7, 2016, I raised the same issue to the City of Toronto, 
Mayor John Tory, Ontario’s Minister of the Environment and Climate Change plus TRCA. 
“Similar signs, for instance, were not posted at the bottom of the bluff, to warn people on the 
beach....” 4 
Another problem that I raised was that the several apparently-generic warning signs TRCA 
erected were misleading and, so, not suited, for East Point Park. The hazard shown, for instance, 
did not actually exist there! So, anyone who figured this out - and judging from all the well-worn 
paths frequently scaring the Bluff’s face, there were a lot of people who caught on - learned not to 
trust the signs! 
The sign (below), for example, shows someone standing too close to a cliff’s unsecured edge and, 
thereby, making it break away. As can be seen, the person then falls to his injury/death. 
Figure 4 The above pic was shot, by , on July 4, 2016. 
Figure 5 Above: One of TRCA’s few generic signs which were posted, at East Point  Park.  
NOTHING ABOUT AN  “UNACCEPTABLE  RISK  TO  PUBLIC 
SAFETY”, HERE! Not even the words: “unacceptable risk to public safety” are mentioned! Note: 
The image was shot, by , on July 4, 2016. 
Figure 6 Above: One of East Point Park’s rare overhangs, but not a steep drop! At most places 
along the bluff’s face, the slope was shallow enough to allow pedestrians to walk up and down it, 
without an aid. By way of demonstration, when I took this photo, I was standing well outside 
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TRCA’s fence and on the bluff’s face. Clearly, then, on the surface, ‘one size did not fit all’; 
TRCA’s generic warning sign 
- which was posted in various parks and whether or not it accurately portrayed the danger, at hand 
- exaggerated the hazard, at East Point Park. Not: The above image was shot, by  

, on July 4, 2016. 
Yet, nothing was done about the problem! 
Even today, there are no signs posted on East Point Park’s beach warning the public - especially 
those who bring their children there to play in the water 5 - of the present “unacceptable risk to 
public safety”! 
No. 
Instead and as strongly implied, that “unacceptable risk to public safety” is mostly a TRCA secret 
which is buried deep in the agency’s 2017 EA submission. 
Yet, implicit by an Ontario Government webpage, by defending and/or maintaining an 
“unacceptable risk to public safety”, TRCA was violating the Scarborough Waterfront 
Project’s/EA’s “Terms of Reference” - which require the agency to do the opposite! 
“The plan will be created through the EA process, which will be used to identify vulnerable sites to 
minimize risk to public safety and public property,...” 
Demonstrating that the EA submission was done, in bad faith, was that despite burying and 
scattering the “unacceptable” risk’s information, in the documentation, TRCA’s website plus EA 
submission said the opposite was happening, by largely repeating the term of reference instead of 
pointing out that the agency supported maintenance of the “unacceptable risk”. 
“The Project will strategically identify areas for...and address erosion prone sites to minimize risk 
to public safety and property, along the Scarborough Bluffs.”  
“The SWP supports and advances the City of Toronto policies laid out in the Official Plan and 
TRCA's The Living City Policies by addressing the existing risk to public safety and public 
infrastructure due to erosion along the shoreline,...” Text Box #3....ANOTHER TRCA LIE? So, the 
City’s policy is to create and maintain “unacceptable risk to public safety”? Nonsense! 
As pointed out elsewhere in this document, TRCA addresses “the existing risk to public safety” by, 
essentially and falsely, claiming: “The Public asked for it!” SHAME! Source: ; Scarborough 
Waterfront Project: Environment Assessment from Bluffer's Park to East Point Park in the City of 
Toronto; draft; circa October 3, 2017; TRCA; p. 1-3 (Acrobat Reader: p. 65) 
Also, apparently, the apparently EVIL agency felt that, if the Public ever found out about the 
“unacceptable risk to public safety”, then TRCA would be forced to do something it did not want; in 
particular, the seemingly DANGEROUS “authority” would probably have to take drastic steps - 
such as implement Metro’s 1989 Master Plan - to eliminate the HIGHLY-SERIOUS PROBLEM! 
So, again, I am not denying that there is an erosion danger, at East Point Park’s bluff face. 
I am, however, pointing out that TRCA has not been forthright and obvious about it. 
As shown above, for instance, the agency’s posted warnings signs say nothing about an 
“unacceptable risk to public safety” and there are no warning signs posted, at the bottom of the 
bluff! 

L12-50



  

Public Comments 

   

Comment # Comment Response 
Moreover, TRCA did not even mention the phrase “unacceptable risk to public safety” until well-
inside its 2017 EA submission. In fact, the words only first appear on page 3-41 - that is 139 
pages into the document! So, clearly, the issue is NOT a priority, for the agency! 
Along a similar vein, the word “unacceptable” only appears twice - that is all of just 2 times, in 507 
pages! 
So, again, “unacceptable risk to public safety” is not a priority, for TRCA! 
...AND  THAT  SHOULD  BE  UNACCEPTABLE  -  especially,  since  TRCA 
believes there is an “unacceptable risk to public safety” all along East Point Park’s bluff! 
Furthermore, it was deceptive for TRCA to claim that “major stakeholders” were present, at the 
meetings, because, as I repeatedly pointed out elsewhere in this plus other complaints, THOSE 
EVENTS WERE ALL CONDUCTED MILES AWAY FROM THE COMMUNITY WHICH WOULD 
HAVE BEEN DIRECTLY EFFECTED BY WHAT WENT ON, AT EAST POINT PARK! 
“Risk line indicates at what point risk to public safety is determined to be acceptable by major 
stakeholders.” 8 
Thus, the conservation authority’s so-called “Preferred Alternative” and EA submission is largely 
nothing more than DISINFORMATION plus DANGEROUS/UNWISE advice! 
So, TRCA already knows that its “Preferred Alternative” is, to a big degree, NO GOOD. So, 
plainly, obviously and foreseeably, then, TRCA is apparentlyacting with HIGHLY-HAZARDOUS 
criminal malice and that should be IMMEDIATELY STOPPED! 
Furthermore, for years, TRCA has been working on its “Preferred Alternative”/EA. In addition, the 
document has been available online, now, for months. 
Yet, nobody - like,...oh,...say, the many highly-paid politicians on that agency’s governing 
committee - picked up, on the clear problem? 
Similarly, where is the highly-paid councillor, for Toronto’s Ward 44 - the territory in which East 
Point Park is located? 
He wanted the job. So, why has he not been doing it? Why has he not, yet, sounded the alarm 
about seemingly-BAD TRCA and the largely-hidden “unacceptable risk to public safety”? 
Apparently, TRCA wants to place men, women and children in “UNACCEPTABLE” DANGER, but, 
no one other than me - a volunteer - has tried to do something to prevent the predictable tragedy! 
SHAME! 
2. TRCA’s 2017 EA submission makes a big deal about how the Project Area is largely and 

‘conveniently’ characterized, by both “rare” and “exotic” plants. 
So, implicit is the message that nothing should be done to significantly improve the territory - like 
at East Point Park, etcetera! 
Moreover, the Ontario Government suggests that it would protect the habitat of “rare” vegetation. 
Figure 7 Source: https://www.ontario.ca/page/dense-blazing-star 
YET, SOMEONE, AT THE CITY OF TORONTO, CAUGHT TRCA IN THE ACT OF ACTUALLY 
PLANTING SO-CALLED “RARE” PLANTS, AT EAST 
POINT PARK - and these were not old “rare” plants that were inadvertently uprooted and, so, 
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replanted, again (you know, as part of a Left-wing ‘fairness’ thingy!). 
No. 
These were new “rare” plants which the agency brought with it, into the park! 
“The prairie remnants located along the train tracks contain some locally rare species. Adding to 
the species are some plantings of big bluestem and other tallgrass prairie species by the TRCA.” 9 
Now, that ‘spilling the beans’ kind of stuff is not mentioned anywhere in the EA! (I looked!) 
No sir! 
When TRCA wrote about its planting activities, the agency claimed it was only dealing with “native 
species”. 
There was 1 mention of when the agency planted “rare” plants, but that was only after they were 
temporarily removed, for construction and then re-planted. Also, this was likely done far away from 
East Point Park, because most of this type of plant was reportedly found, at Bluffer’s Park 10 - 
although some was also located, between East Point Park and Grey Abbey! 
“One existing provincially rare vegetation community, See Rocket Open Sand Beach (BBO1-1-1) will 
be impacted by construction activities, with approximately 1.8 ha anticipated to be affected. Mitigation 
measures include plant salvage, where appropriate. Past salvage experience, where the sea rocket 
was removed and then replanted following construction, has proven successful for this species.” 11 
Along a similar vein, the EA does say that TRCA will “salvage” rare plants whenever possible. 
Figure 8 Source: ; Scarborough Waterfront Project: Environment Assessment from Bluffer's Park 
to East Point Park in the City of Toronto; draft; circa October 3, 2017; TRCA; p. 7-14 (Acrobat 
Reader: p. 358) 
Yet, when TRCA mentioned the tallgrass, in the EA, it sounded as if the agency was surprised to 
find the vegetation. 
“Local Meadow and Prairie communities, particularly one jurisdictionally rare prairie community, 
Fresh Moist Tall Grass Prairie (TPO2-1)(L1) (found north of Copperfield Road), support a small 
number of prairie species that are unusual for TRCA jurisdiction.” 12  [See? No mention of how it 
got there!] 
As shown, TRCA even had the gall to call the grass “unusual”! 
Yet, of course, the tallgrass was “found north of Copperfield Road”, BECAUSE THAT WAS 
EXACTLY WHERE TRCA HAD PLANTED IT! 
Yet, the agency does not mention the fact that it had planted the so-called  “rare” weeds! 
So, knowing that this much was FAKED, in an EA, etcetera, by the so-called ‘honest’ conservation 
authority, then how can anything else the agency says - especially when it comes to “rare” and 
“exotic” plants - be trusted? 
Although, it seems reasonable to expect that some of the so-called ‘rare’ plants were not actually 
rare elsewhere and fell off passing train cars, as seeds, before taking root, the fact that TRCA 
planted rare species in East Point Park and, then, essentially, denied  it,  automatically  and  
necessarily  throws  all  the  related  accounts   into question/disrepute. 
Furthermore, given that TRCA was instrumental in PLANTING, at least, some of the park’s so-
called related “rare” vegetation - likely in an effort to make it seem more significant than it actually 
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was - then these artificial instances of “rare” plants should not be seriously considered, in the EA 
and East Point’s future plans. The agency’s apparently-fraudulent efforts can, essentially, be 
reproduced, anywhere and at any time! Also, all TRCA employees who had a hand in this 
seeming deception, should, in my opinion, be, at minimum, fired! 
Taxpayers and voters deserve honesty, from government employees! 
Literally, MTRCA/TRCA did have decades in which to plant the “exotic” vegetation and, for many 
years, the agency was expressing opposition to substantially- improving, at least, East Point Park. 
Along a similar vein, generally, the vegetation, inside the Project Area, should reflect that which is 
nearby, at least. Yet, such did not happen. TRCA only mentioned that plants outside the Project 
Area were the vague “non-native” - which sounded different from “rare” and “exotic”. 
“The forests in the Project Area are similar to those in other urbanized areas in that they contain a 
significant component of non-native vegetation.” 13 
So, if TRCA was not planting “rare” and “exotic” species, inside that Project Study Area, then how 
else could an “extremely abundant” amount of “exotic” plants find its way into this territory - 
especially, at this point, in time? 
“Exotic species are extremely abundant in the Project Study Area, comprising up to 45% of 
recorded plant species (TRCA, 2012).” 14 
How did so many “exotic” plants get there and, yet, still be “exotic”? Obviously, they were 
‘parachuted’ in, somehow! 
So, who did it? 
The apparently-deceptive TRCA does not say. 
So, are we to swallow the idea that barbers and plumbers - or how about ‘know-next- to-nothing’ 
children - planted them? 
How about doctors and lawyers? No. 
Chances were good that the job called for plant experts - such as the kind that worked, at TRCA! 
The plants needed to be singled out, among the many others, transported to the Project Area and 
then properly planted plus nurtured by people who knew what they were doing. 
...After all, who else other than employees, at TRCA, had the know-how, means and plenty of 
opportunity? 
The percentage of “exotic” plants is too high and too politically-convenient, for the ‘expert’ 
opponents of the 1989 Master Plan, for it all to be just innocent and a “freak of nature”! 
If all that vegetation was natural, then it would have been in ‘extreme  abundance’ elsewhere, 
nearby, too - like just outside the Project Area! Yet, as already mentioned, such did not happen! 
After all, this vegetation was “rare” and “exotic” - not just the vague “non-native”! 
Readers were supposed to just accept TRCA’s implied explanation that ‘everything’ 
magicallyor naturallystopped, at the Project Area’s artificially-designed boundaries! Nonsense! 
In my opinion, at this point, there is already sufficient reason for concluding that TRCA has no 
credibility and, so, its 2017 EA plus opposition to Metro’s 1989 Master Plan, should, now, be 
rejected!  
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TRCA does not appear to be carrying out its legislated mandate. 
Figure 9 Source: Conservation Authorities Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. C.27; see: 
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90c27#BK19 
Despite having plenty of time, the agency still does not seem to have “a program designed to 
further the conservation, restoration, development and management of natural resources” within 
the authority’s jurisdiction. 
“Since 1898, there has been no record of the Lake Ontario Atlantic Salmon population.” 15 
Instead, data used appears limited to recent observations and largely-collected from dubious 
sources. 
So, intentionally, it seems, TRCA has no memory! 
Apparently, this is why the agency is at a loss to explain many significant things! 
The so-called “authority” has not been taking meaningful annual inventories of wildlife, within its 
jurisdiction, and comparing them. 
So, what has TRCA been doing, for the past several decades? 
Has it all just been one ‘big holiday’, for the agency’s expensive employees? 
This apparent serious problem seems to, at least, be the fault of poor management/oversight! 
Yet, taxpayers deserve better! 
In its October 3, 2017 email, TRCA’s statement: “The original 1989 plan which you continuously 
reference, was never approved and funded for implementation by anyagency” was largely false. 
i. During the current ISMP meeting, in 1995, I asked Metro Councillor Ken Morrish how many 

times the Metro Government (Metro) had approved of the 1989 Master Plan and, looking me 
square in the eye, he said “3 times”. 
Ken told me that same information, on other occasions. His Executive Assistant, Jack 
Douglas, confirmed it. 
The reason why I asked Ken that question was because I wanted to make certain that I heard 
him correctly when he was trying to convince uncooperative MTRCA employees that they 
should comply with the plan. 
Moreover, experience has taught me that Ken, a former Scarborough mayor, plus Jack, were 
much more trustworthy than frequently misleading and uncooperative MTRCA/TRCA staff. 
So, Metro, an “agency” did approve of the 1989 Master Plan, for East Point Park - at 
minimum, 3 times! 

ii. In its recent emails, to me, the City of Toronto indicated that the 1989 Master Plan, for East 
Point Park, had been approved by all the relevant agencies. 
“We completed an initial review of our internal files today and have not found any additional 
master plans completed for East Point Park since amalgamation (1998).” 16 
*** 
“We have looked into this further and have reached out to the TRCA. We do not have any 
additional information to share. It appears that no other master plans for East Point Park have 
been completed since amalgamation.” 17 
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So, in addition to reporting that the 1989 Master Plan was still the only one, ‘on the books’, for 
East Point Park, Toronto pointed out that the plan was also “completed”. Moreover, in case 
anyone missed it the first time, the City said twice that the plan had been “completed”! 
So, what part of “completed” does expensive out-of-touch and, apparently, out-of- control plus 
hostile and misleading TRCA not get? 
I think even a 4 year-old would have found the word understandable! In addition, however, 
the City added: 
“I have been unable to find any further information related to the Metro approval of the 1989 
Master Plan for East Point Park.” 18 
So, no “further” related information - like other plans, etcetera - was located. So, what part of 
“further” does TRCA not get? 
Again, I suspect that even a 4 year-old could have quickly figured it out! 

iii. Similarly, in January 2017, Ontario’s Minister of Natural Resources and Forestry, Kathryn 
McGarry, strongly implied that the 1989 Master Plan, for East Point Park, was still viable. In 
her email, she said: 
“Thank you for your email regarding the Toronto Region Conservation Authority’s (TRCA) 
compliance with the Conservation Authorities Act and TRCA’s role in relation to a proposed 
marina development in Scarborough’s East Point Park.” - Kathryn McGarry (January 2017) 

iv. If the 1989 Master Plan, for East Point Park, was never “approved” by any agency, then why 
did the TRCA staff members - who were running the waterfront- related meetings - over the 
past several years, not say so? 
Were they not given enough time for uttering those few words? 
During many of those events, I repeatedlyasked those people to disseminate the 1989plan’s 
drawing, but, instead, they kept coming up with long convoluted stories about travelling 
around Ontario - as though they were engaging in a weird unnecessary search that nobody 
requested - talking to managers of existing marinas, inspecting those sites, noticing that they 
still had “1 or 2 empty boat slips” and, then concluding, from that,...well...there was no need 
for East Point to have its own marina. Furthermore, from that, those staff members also 
determined that I could be ignored and that there was not even any need for showing Metro’s 
concept to the Public - despite myrepeated reasonable requests and predictable growing 
frustration! 
Yet, when a member of TRCA’s governing committee asked about the 1989 Master Plan, 
during the June 28, 2017 meeting, in Vaughan, the agency’s CEO and Secretary-Treasurer, 
Brian Denney, did not mention anything about the concept “never” being “approved”. 
He did not even talk about other marinas, venturing around Ontario and how staff had noticed 
“1 or 2 empty boat slips”. 
No. 
Instead, during this incident - which suggested the politicians had never been told about the 
plan - [paraphrasing] Brian claimed the 1989 Master Plan was just one of many which had 
been appropriately “rejected”. So, implicit was that, according to him, the plan might have 
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been approved before, later, being “rejected”! 
So, as per usual, TRCA’s story regarding the 1989 Master Plan, for East Point Park, is 
changing. So, clearly, TRCA staff members have not even been able to get their LIE straight! 
Moreover, it is as if by LYING, TRCA bureaucrats are not only repeatedly fabricating, as they 
go along, but also, essentially, they are ‘throwing everything at the wall to see what, if 
anything, sticks’! 
How unprofessional! 
Shame! 
I prefer the truth! 
So, what is it? 
Why has TRCA’s account of Metro’s 1989 Master Plan been changing? 
Amazingly, in addition to the foregoing, the agency’s story has changed, again! 
Now the agency is trying to confuse readers by making the remarkable claim that the 1989 
Master Plan was part of an unapproved “drafted” Environmental Assessment (EA) which was, 
somehow, forgotten or otherwise abandoned. 
“The 1989 East Point Park Master Plan/EA was drafted but never submitted for approval due 
to changing policies.” 19 
Really? 
So, TRCA is, now, claiming that smart guys, such as former Scarborough Mayor, Metro 
Councillor and self-made millionaire, Ken Morrish, plus his politically-astute Executive 
Assistant, Jack Douglas, were, for many years, just stupidly fighting for an unapproved EA 
draft? 
Really? 
...And nobody else - like nobody, at the Metro Government or anywhere else - notice it, either 
- not even Ken’s many clever political competitors? 
Not one - including everyone, at MTRCA/TRCA? 
The agency, after all, attached its logo to the 1989 Master Plan drawing and then gave it, to 
Metro, for distribution. 
So, why would MTRCA do that, if the plan was nothing more than an unapproved EA draft? 
Moreover, the concept’s illustration did not say “draft”. Would the drawing not say “draft”, if it 
was? 
Also, nobody, at MTRCA/TRCA, thought to mention that Metro’s 1989 Master Plan, for East 
Point Park, was nothing more than an unapproved “drafted” EA, until now? 
It took MTRCA/TRCA 28 years to come up, with that doubtful piece of supposed ‘insight’? 
RIDICULOUS! 
What is the real story behind MTRCA’s/TRCA’s resistance to the 1989 Master Plan? 
Incidentally, when I was explaining, to someone else, the situation, regarding Metro’s 1989 
Master Plan and certain TRCA employees, she blurted: “Why doesn’t somebody do 
something about this? It sounds like they’re as crooked as hell!” 
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v. Despite what TRCA’s statement implied, the agency was well aware that, rather than putting 

the proverbial ‘cart before the horse’, agreements to build usually preceded funding 
arrangements. 
So, since MTRCA/TRCA refused to cooperate with Metro, then, of course, there was no need 
for the government to secure the necessary funding, for implementation of the 1989 Master 
Plan. 
So, why the disinformation? 

3. TRCA’s grammatically-challenged and questionable phrase: “Since 1989 a number of 
initiatives including the Crombie Commission on Future of Toronto Waterfront, amalgamation 
of the City of Toronto and the promotion of ecologically based for planning all altered both 
existing shoreline plans and how we do shoreline planning” was misleading. 

i. Toronto’s amalgamation happened, in 1998. Not 1989. 
So, unelected bureaucrats, at MTRCA, had been uncooperative with the duly-elected Metro 
Government, for 9 years, by the time Amalgamation happened! 

ii. The Crombie Commission commenced, in 1988 20  . Again, not 1989. 
So, since the Crombie Commission started a year prior to completion of Metro’s 1989 Master 
Plan, then it is reasonable to believe that the concept did reflect all the “ecologically” 
important concerns, for East Point Park. 
Otherwise and as TRCA’s October 3, 2017 email alluded to, the Commission would likely 
have killed the plan. 
Yet, such cancellation/rejection did not happen! 
The Commission did not even comment on the plan! So, the proposed undertaking did not 
raise ANY ecological ‘red flags’! 
In addition to the foregoing and keeping with TRCA’s disinformation theme, I mentioned, in 
my email (attachment), dated October 1, 2017, that TRCA employees were still suggesting 
that nothing substantial should be done, in East Point Park, because: “rare plants were 
growing there - and, hey! Everybody likes rare plants!...Right?” 
Figure 10 Source: ; email (attachment); October 1, 2017; p. 6. 
As already pointed out, though, TRCA PLANTED many of those so-called “rare” 
weeds. 
Furthermore, according to a TRCA webpage, the plants were native to the Prairie provinces! 
21 
In 1996, MTRCA was informed, by Metro, that the current instances of so-called “rare” 
vegetation, at East Point Park, had just fallen from passing train cars, as seeds. Moreover, 
the agency was told and agreed that those resultant “weeds” were not rare elsewhere. So, in 
that respect, they were not actually “rare”, at East Point Park, either! 
Yet, 21 years after the agreement and being proven wrong, TRCA employees are, 
nevertheless, still flogging the “rare plants” ‘dead horse’ - despite beleaguered taxpayers 
deserve much better conduct! 
Have those staff members not got more important things, to do? 
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No? 
Then why have they not been laid off or fired? 
If a private firm did not have work, for 21 years, then it would not keep expensive 
unproductive employees, on the payroll! 
So, why are hard-earned scarce tax dollars still being wasted on deception? 
At this point, it seems appropriate to remind readers of what someone said when I was 
explaining, to her, the situation regarding Metro’s 1989 Master Plan and certain TRCA 
employees. She blurted: “Why doesn’t somebody do something about this? It sounds like 
they’re as crooked as hell!” 

iii. In addition to the foregoing and just like in 1996, however, over the past few years, I heard 
TRCA staff members erroneously claiming that East Point Park was “the last natural green 
space, in all of Toronto” - despite there was an actual mostly- natural large green space 
almost immediately beside East Point. 
Recall the big Colonel Danforth Park? 
Not too far from that, of course, was another huge largely-natural green space called“Rouge 
National Urban Park”. 
...and how about Morningside Park, High Park, Don River Valley Park 22 , or many of the 
other more than 1,500 23  parks, in Toronto? 
About 13% of the City’s landmass is characterized as parkland and those areas contain 
roughly 40% of Toronto’s “natural” locations. 24 
So, why would MTRCA/TRCA be clinging onto East Point Park’s old: 

a) chemical waste dump; 
b) solid waste dump; 
c) farm; 
d) boat launch; and, 
e) 9-hole golf course, 

as if, instead, they were the epitome of “natural”? 
What is wrong with those so-called MTRCA/TRCA ‘experts’? 
Why the fixation on maintaining the fiction that all of those man-made potentially- hazardous 
items, listed above, somehow meant they transformed East Point into “the last natural green 
space, in all of Toronto”? 
If the so-called “park” did not already consist of many serious dangers, then that statement, 
by TRCA employees, would be laughable! 
So, again, what is the real reason for that agency departing from reality and, apparently, 
repeatedly misleading the Public plus elected officials, regarding East Point Park? 
What are the TRCA employees withholding? 
...Or, perhaps, more-appropriately: “What BAD information are they covering up?” 
Obviously, East Point Park is not “the last natural green space, in all of Toronto”! It is not even 
close to being that! 
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Claiming otherwise seems to be, at minimum, incompetent - and, yet, it appears reasonable 
to expect that TRCA does not hire people, for incompetence! (At least, I hope not!) 
The City does not even mention the park as one of the “Top Ten Natural Areas in Toronto”! 
25 
Also and as already alluded to, human security should not be sacrificed at the alter of an 
illusion - no matter the reason! 
6. TRCA’s next comment: “At various points in time the plans for East Point Park have been 
revisited and at each point proposals for East Point Park have been scaled back” was 
deceptive. 
For example, “scaled back”? By whom? 
Clearly, it was not by METRO! 
Furthermore, given that the plan was “scaled back” instead of just flatly-“rejected”, then, 
obviously, such was not done for environmental/ecological reasons! 
Yet, as already mentioned, during the TRCA governing committee’s June 28, 2017 meeting, 
in Vaughan, the agency’s CEO and Secretary-Treasurer, Brian Denney, did tell the politicians, 
et al., that the plan had been “rejected”. Like I pointed out, [paraphrasing], Brian said that the 
1989 Mater Plan was one of many which were appropriately “rejected” - not repeatedly 
“scaled back”! 
So, is the Scarborough Waterfront Project Team calling him untruthful? 
Again, it seems that TRCA employees cannot get their LIE straight! 
Furthermore, given that the 1989 Master Plan is still the only one, ‘on the books’, for East 
Point Park, then which unelected bureaucrat, at MTRCA/TRCA, has over- ridden the duly-
elected officials, at the Metro Government? 
Years ago, when I asked a similar question of a TRCA employee, he pointed to a woman who 
also worked, at the agency. 
So, who violated the Charter, by denying Canadian voters their democracy? Exactly who 
“revisited and...scaled back” the 1989 Master Plan? 
Also, when did this happen? 
In addition, given such individual(s) would have been unelected, then why would anyone else, 
at TRCA comply? 
Why did no one ‘blow the whistle’? 
Even intuitively, TRCA’s grammatically-challenged claim: “As further studies have be 
completed it has become clear that the shoreline the foot of Beechgrove   Drive extension is 
very shallow and extensive lake fill would be required to achieve safe navigable depths” 
sounds wrong! 
If the shoreline was “very shallow”, then little fill - not an “extensive” amount   - 
“would be required to achieve safe” elevated dry land, for the marina! Hello? 
A “very shallow” shoreline would mean that much dredging “would be required to achieve 
safe navigable depths”. 
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Hello? 
...And the authors of TRCA’s October 3, 2017 email are supposed to be the so-called 
“authority’s” “Scarborough Waterfront Project Team”? Yikes! 
Fortunately, though, I doubt that such “very shallow” shoreline scenario is the case, because, 
in 1996, both Metro and MTRCA agreed that East Point Park was deep enough, for a marina. 
Otherwise and in addition to the foregoing, why did MTRCA create the Plan’s drawing and 
include in it, a marina? 
Also, in 1995 and 1996, Metro and MTRCA agree that Chesterton Shores 26 was deep 
enough, but, oddly (from a historical perspective), Port Union - which did have a port, in the 
past - was found to be too shallow! 
So, yes, we already tackled this issue 21 and 22 years ago! So, there is no need, for trickery, 
now! 
In addition, looks like those supposed “further studies” were a waste of time and money - 
although, given everything else, so far, I am not surprised! 
TRCA’s next remark: “The benefits of providing a safe navigable harbour do not out weigh the 
impacts and there is significant demand tomaintain the existing shoreline” was misleading, 
too! 
Although TRCA’s sentence (above) implied that all the East Point Park stakeholders were 
consulted, truth was that the “demand” mentioned (above) shamefully excluded the 
community which would have been directly effected by what went on, at East Point Park! This 
was because neither TRCA nor its predecessor, MTRCA, told that neighbourhood anything 
about the 1989 Master Plan and related options - not once, over the last 28 years! [This issue 
will be further addressed, again, later in this document!] 
Moreover, TRCA’s “The benefits...do not outweigh the impacts” line supports my assertion 
that the agency wants to maintain East Point Park’s “unacceptable risk to public safety”; 
essentially, the so-called conservation authority was saying that the benefits of Metro’s 1989 
Master Plan do not outweigh “unacceptable risk to public safety”. So, according to TRCA, 
“unacceptable risk to public safety” was better than the benefits of Metro’s 1989 Master Plan - 
which, from a Public point of view, is absurd! 
So, what was MTRCA/TRCA hiding? 
What, to the bureaucrats, was worth “unacceptable risk to public safety”? 
Apparently, MTRCA/TRCA employees were hiding something and, so, keeping the 
neighbourhood ‘in the dark’, by withholding the truth and disseminating years of self-serving 
disinformation, was called for. 
Yet, as someone remarked when I was explaining the situation, to her, regarding Metro’s 
1989 Master Plan and certain TRCA employees, she blurted: “Why doesn’t somebody do 
something about this? It sounds like they’re as crooked as hell!” 
So, understandably, given the 1989 plan, its actual implications and surroundings, the 
neighbouring community’s existing traffic concerns and perhaps more, those residents have a 
lot to consider! 
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Also, despite MTRCA’s/TRCA’s ‘secret’, the beleaguered tax-paying public has a right to 
know the truth! 
EVERYONE deserves to know the truth! 
So, that community - plus anyone else who wants the facts - should, at least, be told about 
the Master Plan plus other pertinent material, at a related public meeting, in that 
neighbourhood! 
TRCA’s statement about: “Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry and City of Toronto 
designated parts of East Point Park both an ANSI and ESA in accordance with appropriate 
criteria” is misleading, too! 
Part I 
“ANSI” means “Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest” and, according to TRCA, this pertains 
to: “areas of land and water containing unique natural landscapes or features”. Moreover, the 
designation is made by Ontario’s Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF). 27 
Furthermore, according to TRCA, ANSI means: “These features have been scientifically 
identified as having life or earth science values related to protection, scientific study or 
education.” 28 
Fine. 
Yet, although, attaching the MNRF ANSI label to East Point’s portion of the Scarborough 
bluffs seemed reasonable - and, according to a TRCA webpage 29 , the designation was 
called “East Point Bluffs Life Science ANSI (regionally significant)” 30 - much of the rest of the 
page implied otherwise was true. Suggested, for example, was that, instead, the designation 
pertained to the park’s “old fields and early successional forested areas”! 
“The East Point Bluffs Life Science ANSI (regionally significant) is approximately 72 ha in size 
and is described as mainly old fields and early successional forested areas with prairie 
vegetation along the rail corridor and vegetated stream gullies.” 31 
Yet, those “old fields” are, in actuality, a big brownfield. This is, because and as already 
mentioned, the place is a former: 
a) chemical waste dump; 
b) solid waste dump; 
c) farm; 
d) boat launch; and, 
e) 9-hole golf course. 
“Brownfield sites are located within the East Segment of the Project Study Area. In the East 
Point Park area a number of historical industrial uses have been recorded. These have 
previously included chemical storage, processing, and manufacturing operations, as well as 
water/sewage treatment plants.” 32 
Also, what forest? 
I could never see a forest, while on the ground, at East Point Park. 
Similarly, historical aerial photos do NOT show a forest, there. So, why are TRCA’s so-called 
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‘experts’ claiming otherwise? 
There is NO forest presently at East Point Park! 
There might have been a forest there, 200, 300 or 400 years ago, but not anymore. So, at 
minimum, there has not been one, in East Point Park, for a long time! 
That is a matter of fact. 
As already alluded to, above, East Point Park is a largely-neglected over-grown brownfield! 
Moreover and predictably, the place is over-grown with weeds - not a forest! 
Along a similar vein, “forested areas”? Where? 
How small is too small, for a “forested area”? Can 1 leftover tree constitute a “forested area”? 
Apparently, for misleading TRCA, there is no size limitation. 
In addition, from where did the trees in the so-called “forested areas” come? It seems that and 
as already alluded to, the agency does not know! 
So, would trees arbitrarily-planted by the farmer, decades ago, constitute a “forested area” 
worthy of protection, today? 
If ‘yes’, then why? 
How about trees which took root after being crapped-out, from birds, as undigested seeds? 
Implied by TRCA, there are “large numbers” of birds using the park! 
So, are we supposed to sacrifice human safety, for, essentially, bird crap? If ‘yes’, then why? 
Why would seeds that fall off passing train cars and take root be worthy of saving? 
Part II 
Regarding the so-called “ESA” designation, as the letters suggest, “ESA” means the 
potentially politically-charged label “Environmentally Significant Area” - which is not the same 
as the largely-scientific term “Environmentally Sensitive Area”. 
Yet, what TRCA failed to mention, in its October 3, 2017 email, was that the agency, a few 
consultants and the City just made up the “ESA” designation! 
“In order to ensure transparency and consistency in application of the four ESA 
characteristics (hereafter referred to as criteria), interpretation guidelines for the criteria were 
developed at the outset of this study with input from various members of the study team, the 
TRCA and the City.” 33 
So, the “ESA” designation does not mean anything outside the City of Toronto! It is not, for 
instance, a scientific status that is recognized around the world. 
The City’s thinking, underlying the ESA designation, even deviated from that of TRCA! 
“The trail system needs to be managed with consideration of constructing paved trails in order 
to prevent erosion and the formation of more ad hoc trails.” 34 
Yet, what erosion? In its 2017 EA submission, TRCA repeatedly highlighted the erosion 
happening along the Bluffs’ face. Moreover, numerous times, the agency pointed out that 
such erosion was likely to continue due to wave action plus superficial water (rain) run-off. 
So, how was a pave trail, on top of the park’s tableland, going to prevent that erosion? 
The City’s so-called “Fact Sheet”, on East Point Park - which the government sent, to me, in 
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response to my 35 inquiries about the place, did not explain! 
Nor did the document explain how the City opposed “erosion”, at East Point Park, but TRCA’s 
EA submission suggested that, like the agency, this municipalitywanted to keep things, at the 
highly-hazardous so-called “park”, as-is. 36 
Moreover, the City cherry picks when ‘science’ and the accompanying ‘objectivity’ will prevail. 
So, despite the appearance of subjectiveness/politics and hypocrisy, implied by the so-called 
“Fact Sheet”, was that not all“rare” plants were created equal; some, for example, were 
‘desired’ while others were...well...‘undesired’. The sheet did not explain who/what decided 
which was which. Yet, despite ‘rarity’ and hype about the importance of preserving ‘rare’ 
plants, in East Point Park, the ‘undesired’ ones would be removed. 
“Implementation of an invasive species management program could help to prevent the 
further spread of invasive species such as dog strangling vine.” 37 
Yet, as already alluded to by TRCA’s EA submission, the City supported maintaining the 
“unacceptable risk” plus other status quo conditions, at East Point Park! 
So, which organization is telling the truth? Which would prevail? 
Along a similar vein, the present conditions, at East Point Park, according to the City of 
Toronto’s “ESA” designation, was not rigid. 
So, oddly, although the City insisted: 
“Environmentally Significant Areas contain forests, meadows, wetlands and landforms, 
support an extraordinary variety of plant and animal life, and provide opportunities for people 
to experience wilderness in the city.” 38 
...the classification “ESA” appears to also pertain to East Point Park’s baseball diamonds! 
“This area qualifies as an ESA. The field at the west end of the site is included within the ESA 
because though cultural,...” 39 
Part III 
An interactive map, at the City’s website does indicate that East Point Park has been 
designated as an ESA. 40 
So and as already alluded to, on October 9, 2017 I sent to the City an email  titled: 
“Request For Proof” 41 . 
I reasonably assumed that, since the City designated East Point Park as an ESA, then the 
municipality should be able to explain why it did so. 
In response and as already alluded to, again, though, the City sent to me a questionable 
“Fact Sheet”. 
So, judging from that plus related documents, there appears to be NOTHING to the City’s 
designation, but a logical fallacy, because, in a circular argument, when asked about its ESA 
label, the government, essentially, just points a finger, at TRCA, and says something like:“The 
park must be environmentally significant, because TRCA says so!” Yet, paraphrasing TRCA, 
the agency has been claiming that: “The park must be environmentally significant, because 
the City says so!” 
Figure 11 As shown above, the “ESA” classification, for East Point Park, was a 
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MTRCA/TRCA invention - which, apparently started, in 1982! Source: City of Toronto “Fact 
Sheet”, for East Point Park; p. 1. 
“...City of Toronto designated...East Point Park...an...ESA in accordance with appropriate 
criteria. It is suggested you contact them for a rationale for the designations....While you may 
disagree with the designation...,...[it] exist[s] and must be respected by the work being done 
on the SWP [(Scarborough Waterfront Project)].” [Explanation added.]  42  - TRCA (2017) 
 “It has been noted that habitat loss is the single biggest threat to bird populations worldwide 
(City of Toronto, 2011).” 43  - TRCA (2017) 
Although deemed by courts to be an “expert”, it seems reasonable to expect that the City of 
Toronto is more of a political source than authority, on wildlife. Although the municipality might 
hire experts, for a study on birds, fish or the like, the result would probably be politically-
tainted than entirely environmentally-accurate. So, for ecologically-related information, it 
would seem reasonable to expect that those hired experts - and not the City - would be a 
more valuable and reliable source. The decades-old conservation authority - which, in the 
past, has dealt with lots of experts in addition to the often left-wing Toronto - should have 
known this! 
If one is also political, though, then knowing another’s politics might be advantageous! 
So, after much research, on this plus related issues, a ‘nasty’ ‘picture’ emerged. Thus, I think I 
finally know what has been going on, regarding MTRCA/TRCA and East Point Park! 
One conclusion is probably the obvious one: “Like its forerunner, MTRCA, TRCA is ‘anti-
Metro’s 1989 Master Plan.” 
Moreover, the so-called conservation agency is so opposed to the plan that - like what 
happened under MTRCA - TRCA employees are striving to preserve the worst parts of the 
park while they risk losing the best part - namely the area’s section of the Scarborough Bluffs. 
As can be seen, in the diagram, below, however, Metro’s 1989 Master Plan would eliminate 
those worst sections and provide long-overdue protection for that best part. 
Moreover, the following excerpts plus pics show that TRCA knows the plan would be 
beneficial. 
Figure 13 Source: Appendix C: Consultation Materials (Re: Scarborough Waterfront Project: 
Environment Assessment from Bluffer's Park to East Point Park in the City of Toronto); draft; 
circa October 3, 2017; TRCA; p. 163. 
“For example, bluff erosion at Bluffer's Park has stopped because the sand beach retained by 
the arm or stone headlands has halted down cutting of the near shore profile in front of those 
Bluffs.” 44 
“Erosion protection structures have protected much of the lakeshore within the SWP Area...so 
coastal processes are generally restricted to the unprotected reaches of shore and the 
nearshore lakebed fronting the structures.” 45 
 “Without toe erosion protection, talus is removed from the base of the slope by wave action, 
as is the case with much of East Segment. Through the use of toe erosion protection, the 
talus is allowed to accumulate and the over steepened a slope eventually reaches a stable 
inclination, and re-vegetates naturally. Such is the case for much of the Bluffer's Park slope 
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face, which has toe protection (the marina) and which is now self-stabilized and fully re-
vegetated as a result.” 46 
 “Freeze-thaw    cycles    contribute    significantly    to   superficialinstabilities across much of 
the bluffs. This is been reported extensively by Geocon and by Taraprobe at various over 
steepened locations across the project study area. Loss of ground (i.e., slope failure) is 
frequently observed during spring thaw periods, when typical spring-time melt water and 
rainwater seep into the ground and elevate the groundwater table in the upper sands units. 
As the slope face remains frozen during these melt periods, access water pressure from the 
elevated seasonal seepage may build up behind the still-frozen slope face. This extra “freeze-
thaw”water pressure, in combination with an already over steepened slope profile, produces 
failures in the forms of blocks and wages calving off the slope face during these melt periods. 
When this type of failure occurs, up to 3 m of tableland can be lost in a single event. These 
failures typically stop once a long-term stable slope has been reached, as the flatter slope 
has dead weight to resist these pressures.” 47 
 “Where no toe protection exist, further toe erosion and crest migration is expected to be 
ongoing and relatively constant. In these areas (e.g., East Point Park), the amount of crest 
migration anticipated is approximately the same as the amount of total erosion expected. Toe 
erosion rates are themselves variable and depend on coastal processes.” 48 
 “In consideration of the current state of the Bluffs, the primary factor in ongoing slope crest 
migration is total erosion caused by wave action, which has created the over steepened 
landform and slope that exist today. Total erosion continues in areas where the slope toe is 
unprotected from wave action...” 49 
 “Erosion from wind, waves and water level fluctuations formed theShoreline zone that exist 
today.” 50 
 “The sand beach at Bluffer's Park meets the MNRF definition of a dynamic beach.... 
While sandy shorelines exist elsewhere within the project study area, they are not wide 
enough or deep enough to eliminate the erosion of the underlying cohesive substrate or the 
bluff behind the beach.” 51 
 “The unprotected sections include Cudia Park, Grey Abbey Park, and East Point Park,... For 
the unprotected sections of the shoreline, the character of the nearshore substrate 
determines the rate of downcutting of the nearshore bottom that then influences the shoreline 
erosion rate....Further to the east, where the beach is narrow, it has reduced but not 
eliminated down cutting and bluff erosion. A greater concentration of boulders and cobbles in 
the till at East Point Park produced a nearshore pavement that reduced erosion to the extent 
that the point formed.” 52 
 “East point Park is an unprotected shoreline, with a narrow subaerial stretch of sand that 
exists along the toe of the bluff at average water levels.” 53 
 “Where no toe erosion protection exist, this process is ongoing and constantly 
oversteepened state is maintained, whether or not vegetation  has  established  on  the  slope  
face.  This  condition is observed, for example, in the numerous erosion features and failures 
observed at East Point Park, where the slope toe is unprotected, the slope face supports 
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vegetation in many places, but failures are ongoing since slope conditions are only marginally 
stable in this area.” 54 
 “Based on historical data, when toe protection is provided, the eventual natural self-
stabilization of the Bluffs occurs over the course of decades. In general, the majority of the 
self-stabilization occurs over the first couple of decades, and starts to slow once the 
inclination of the Bluffs has reachedan approximately 1.2 Horizontal to 1 Vertical slope 
inclination (1.2H:1V; around 40 degrees). The final inclination of an approximately 1.3-
1.5H:1V slope inclination(around 33-38 degrees) occurs over the subsequent decades. Once 
the slope has self-stabilized (i.e., after toe protection has existed for decades), slope failures 
are less likely to occur (although they are not impossible) and the crest migration rate is 
effectively reduced to zero, provided the slope establishes and maintains a vegetative cover 
and erosive conditions do not significantly affect the slope.” 55 
 “The loss of land at the top of the Bluffs is a risk...The loss of land implies a hazard to users 
near the top of Bluffs, and soil following toward the base of the slope, which in turn puts users 
along the waterfront at risk.” 56 
Figure 14 Source: ; Scarborough Waterfront Project: Environment Assessment from Bluffer's 
Park to East Point Park in the City of Toronto; draft; circa October 3, 2017; TRCA; p. 3-38 
(Acrobat Reader: p. 136). 
Figure 15 Source: ; Scarborough Waterfront Project: Environment Assessment from Bluffer's 
Park to East Point Park in the City of Toronto; draft; circa October 3, 2017; TRCA; p. 3-39 
(Acrobat Reader: p. 137). 
“The Bluffs, now over steepened primarily through the process of toe erosion as described 
above, are eroding naturally as a result of both superficial runoff and slope instability acting 
on the over steepened slope. These processes drive crest migration, which is the continuous 
landward movement of the crest position due to slope instability. The soil that erodes off the 
slope face as a result of these natural processes, then falls to the base of the slope in a loose 
and highly disturbed state, where it accumulates as talus.” 
Yet, as can be seen in TRCA’s so-called “Preferred Alternative”, the so-called “conservation 
authority” wanted to leave East Point Park’s bluff face exposed to predictably-damaging wave 
erosion. 
Figure 16 Source: Scarborough Waterfront Project: from Bluffer's Park to East Point Park in 
the City of Toronto; August 2017; draft; TRCA; p. 6-13.  (Acrobat Reader = p. 320). 
“The erosion process along the Bluffs is complex and is related to both wave conditions and 
water levels. When water levels are high, waves attack the vertical face of the toe of the bluff, 
causing the toe to recede horizontally, which in turn steepens the bluff face and leads to slope 
failures and subsequent crest migration.” 
 “This site should be considered especially significant as it demonstrates the maintenance of 
bluff forms due to erosion at the toe of slope by Lake Ontario waters.” 
Part IV 
As already mentioned, the City’s questionable “Fact Sheet” was short, on actual facts! 
“Please see the attached Fact Sheet which supports the ESA designation of East Point park. 
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The area identified as an ESA meets all four of the Official Plan ESA criteria.” 60 
The sheet, for instance, did not even acknowledge much of East Point Park’s real plus 
significant history. For example, nowhere did the document say anything about the park being a: 

a. chemical waste dump; 
b. solid waste dump; 
c. farm; 
d. boat launch; and, 
e. 9-hole golf course, 

despite those were major characteristics! 
So, the sheet reflected a highly-sanitized version of the park’s history! 
So, when the sheet claimed that East Point Park met “all four of the Official Plan ESA criteria”, 
such was within the erroneous context that the place had never been a: 

a. chemical waste dump; 
b. solid waste dump; 
c. farm; 
d. boat launch; and, 
e. 9-hole golf course! 

The claim was also within the fiction that the place was pristine instead of being a big largely-
neglected brownfield. 
Figure 17 Above: Out of Context! Toronto ESA Study: East Point a.k.a. Environmentally 
Significant Areas (ESAs) In The City Of Toronto; June 2012, omitted mach of the park’s 
hazardous background. No mention of the place’s chemical waste dump, solid waste dump, 
farm, boat launch and 9-hole golf course, here! 
The “Fact Sheet” resulted from a June 2012 study called: Environmentally Significant Areas 
(ESAs) In The City Of Toronto which, unfortunately, relied largely on TRCA, for information. 
“The Study Team wishes to thank Toronto and Region Conservation Authority for supplying 
data and advice for this project.”  
The sheet says a reason for the ESA designation was because TRCA reported that, out of 
198 flora species identified, in East Point Park, 53 ranged, from “L1” to “L3”. 
Similarly, out of 43 species of fauna, 21 were ranked, from “L1” to “L4”.  
Wow!...That sounded scientific!...Right? 
Turns out, however, the “L1”, “L2”, “L3”, “L4”, “L5” and “L+” classifications are nothing more 
than TRCA inventions, where “L” is just a convenient way of saying “Local” - except that 
“local” is not actually “local”. Instead, it is “regional” 
- and that does not mean geographically or ecologically regional, but politically- regional. 
“All flora and fauna species, as well as vegetation communities, are assigned a local rank 
from L1 to L5,...”  
In other words, TRCA’s “L” meant local to the agency’s legal boundaries! 
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“TRCA's Terrestrial Natural Heritage System Strategy provides a ranking system consisting of 
five ranks - L1 to L5 - where each rank reflects a level of conservation concern and status of a 
given vegetation community, flora or fauna species in TRCA's jurisdiction...Vegetation 
communities and species ranked L1 to L3 are considered to be of regional conservation 
concern...Vegetation communities and species that are ranked L4 are considered to be of 
urban concern, while vegetation communities and species that are ranked L5 are considered 
to be generally secure. A sixth rank exists - L+ - which denotes vegetation communities 
dominated by non--native species, or indicates a species non-native in origin.”  
Yet, since everything was local, then the “L” designation was redundant. 
Moreover, on its webpage, TRCA said that the L1 through L5 rankings were based on vague-
sounding “ecological criteria”. 
“All flora and fauna species, as well as vegetation communities, are assigned a local rank 
from L1 to L5, based on ecological criteria collected by TRCA and other agencies.”  
Yet, as can be seen, by the quote (above), according to the agency’s EA submission, the 
classifications were actually just reflecting subjective “conservation concern” or 
opinion/politics/spin! 
All  flora  and  fauna  species,  within  TRCA’s  legal  jurisdiction,  however,   are classified, 
from “L1” to “L5” and most are said to be, “Regional Species of Conservation Concern” or 
from “L1” to “L3”.  
Furthermore, the 1-5 designation does not signify something practical and measurable - like, 
say, actual scarcity - but “risk...over the long term” - whatever that means! 
“That is, they are flagged as being at risk within the entire TRCA jurisdiction over the long term.”  
 “These species may not currently be rare, but they are highly sensitive to habitat loss and 
disturbances associated with changes in the surrounding landscape.”  
So, according to TRCA, there might be plenty of something, but it could still be labelled as 
“L1”, because, inside the agency’s jurisdiction plus mindset, the item was “highly sensitive to 
habitat loss and disturbances associated with changes in the surrounding landscape” - 
which,...if we are honest about it...sounds like...every living thing - ‘rare’ and otherwise! 
So, there is nothing scientific about the L1-L5 and “L+” rankings; they are largely subjective 
and, therefore, political. 
Moreover, TRCA’s method of classification is so unreliable and unscientific that nobody else 
uses it! 
“Toronto and Region Conservation’s (TRCA) Environmental Monitoring team has a unique 
approach to the protection of natural heritage within its regional watersheds.”  
In the agency’s 2017 EA submission, though, TRCA does not admit such! Of what value, 
then, is the ESA designation? 
Of what value is TRCA? 
It is interesting that, for an expensive so-called “conservation authority” which is supposed to 
be championing wildlife and the like, as a policy, TRCA, does not even identify endangered 
species, under the Endangered Species Act (2007).  
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Part V 
TRCA’s apparent flip-flopping make the agency seem more like a political party than 
conservation authority! 
On one hand, for instance, the agency exhibits an anti-human bias, by apparently blaming the 
loss of wildlife, at East Point Park and elsewhere, on humans. 
“Unfortunately, many corridors within the Project Area experience direct and indirect impacts 
from human use. Ravines are impacted by increased overland flow and storm sewer 
discharges associated with extensive urbanization. In combination with trampling from 
informal public use, ravine ecosystems are becoming degraded through vegetation loss and 
subsequent slope erosion. Informal public use also impacts the shoreline corridors and 
tablelands.”  
 “It has been noted that habitat loss is the single biggest threat to bird populations worldwide 
(City of Toronto, 2011). Habitat loss can occur for a variety of reasons, but the majority results 
from human activities, such as habitat removal for development or fragmentation through 
continued informal use. Constant habitat disturbance and/or degradation has the potential to 
reduce bird populations or result in local extirpation, particularly for bird species that have 
specific habitat requirements.” 
“Humandisturbances related to off-trail uses are evident where there is reduced regeneration 
and forest understory structure. Informal trails lead to vegetation trampling, increased native 
communities' susceptibility to invasive species spread, and damage sensitive soils through 
compaction and erosion. Soil compaction and erosion is especially pronounced in those 
areas along the Bluffs which are informally used by the public to access the base of 
Bluffs/shoreline from the tablelands and vice versa. Bluffer's Park and East Point Park exhibit 
the highest levels of trampling, while areas with access limitations such as fencing (e.g., at 
Guild Park and Gardens) have no to low levels of trampling.”  
 “[Some plant species were threatened by]...public use through trampling and removal, 
enabled by a network of informal trails through many sensitive areas, such as several ravines 
and East Point Park.”  
“These informal trails are impacting the sensitive vegetation communities contributing to 
degradation of the natural environment, particularly through East Point Park.”  
 “East Point Park contains some of the most significant habitat within the Study Area; 
however, a network of approximately 8 km of informal trails has resulted in habitat 
fragmentation. These informal trails will be decommissioned using techniques such as 
installation of habitat piles and block access, installation of native plants such as wild Rose, 
Hawthorne and raspberries and signage.” 
So, implied by the conservation authority, was that humans were ‘the bane of all evil’....Right? 
Yet, TRCA admitted that not all species were important. 
“A total of 16 mammal species have been recorded within the Project Area. All species 
observations, except that, are incidental...”  
...And so-called “sensitive” soil did not actually have easily-offended feelings, but was merely 
loose and, so, might have been a bad thing, anyway - especially, when it came to preserving 
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the park’s Bluff-face! 
Yet, TRCA does not point out that possibility, in its 2017 EA submission. 
Furthermore, if the areas, in question, were, instead, greatly-populated by, say, nature’s other 
relatively-large carnivores - like foxes, or wolves, etcetera - then these places would likely 
also exhibit similar losses of other animals. 
Yet, TRCA did not point out that possibility, either! 
So, the agency is selective/bias/inconsistent rather than forthright, objective and complete, 
when presenting its information. 
Along a similar vein, when it comes to East Point Park, it seems that humans are frequently 
not to blame, for a lack of wildlife, there, after all! 
“In general, the number of terrestrial vertebrate species potentially breeding in the Project 
Area is considered high for an urban area.” 
At least, in its 2017 EA submission - and beyond mentioning the fencing observation (above) 
- TRCA never provided actual evidence that humans were causing a lack of wildlife to occur. 
Nowhere, for example, does the agency compare today’s wildlife counts, in the area with 
historical data, from say, 10 or more years ago. 
Yet, TRCA existed 10 - and more - years ago! 
Figure 18 Source: Conservation Authorities Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. C.27; see: 
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90c27#BK19 
So, if the expensive so-called “conservation” agency was not routinely collecting data on its 
area’s species populations, then what was it doing, for decades? 
How could it measure success, honestly defend its positions, and carry out its legislated 
mandate? 
According to the Ontario Conservation Authorities Act, TRCA was tasked with creating: “a 
program designed to further the conservation, restoration, development and management of 
natural resources” within the agency’s jurisdiction. 
Figure 19 Source: Conservation Authorities Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. C.27; see: 
https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/90c27#BK19 
Yet, how can the so-called “authority” do that when, apparently, it has not been taking annual 
inventories, of the various species, and comparing them? 
TRCA was around when unelected employees from its predecessor, MTRCA, were, in 1995, 
battling Metro’s elected officials, over the 1989 Master Plan! I attended the 1995-1996 ISMP 
meetings, at which such arguing occurred. 
MTRCA was created, in 1957 80 , due to Hurricane Hazel striking the Toronto region, in 
October 1954.  
So, where is the historical data, in TRCA’s 2017 EA submission, which shows how quantities 
of actual species changed, over time, due to human and other impacts? 
“Since 1898, there has been no record of the Lake Ontario AtlanticSalmon population.”  
Given the agency’s positions, such material would seem meaningful! 
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Is there any verifiable historical data, to support MTRCA’s/TRCA’s position, or was the 
agency opposing Metro’s 1989 plan, for another reason? 
How can the so-called conservation “authority” defend any of its East Point Park- related 
positions when relying largely or only on questionable sources, if any? 
Apparently, despite the Act, there is still no one “program” underlying TRCA and guiding what 
the agency does! 
Thus, the so-called “authority” is largely ad hoc! 
Why should taxpayers stand for that - especially since the legislation demanded otherwise? 
In the agency’s 2017 EA submission, for instance, TRCA’s numbers, for species, seem 
recently ‘thrown together’ or made up ‘on the fly’! So, the best the ‘authority’ appears able to 
do is depend on anecdotal evidence and innuendo. 
For example, although making the implication that humans were to blame, in the EA’s section 
on birds, TRCA did not specifically blame humans, because, apparently, the agency had no 
meaningful historical data on which to base such argument. Sometimes, too, there was, 
genuinely, a different cause. 
“43 bird species have been recorded in East Segment, including the Provincially Threatened 
Bank Swallow. However, limited suitable bluff habitat likely restricts the number of Bank 
Swallow nests, as the dominant substrate in this area lacks cohesion, which is required for 
burrowing.”  
 “No  raptor species were recorded within  East Segment.  Several cavity nesting species 
recorded...”  
“A number of regional conservation concern species were also detected in the segment...” 
Similarly and as already mentioned, regarding mammals, TRCA said: 
“A total of 16 mammal species have been recorded within the Project Area. All species 
observations, except that, are incidental...”  
Not even the park’s vegetation seemed to be, at a critical or dangerous state. 
“A total of 98 distinctive vegetation communities have been recorded in the project area as of 
2011.... This is considered to be a fairly high number for an urban area;...”  
“The relatively high number of plant species found in the Project Area can be attributed to a 
range of habitats and regimes, diverse typography and variety of soil conditions.”  
So, despite the human impact, places - like East Point Park - still contained a 
“relatively high number of plant species...attributed to a range of habitats and regimes, 
diverse typography and variety of soil conditions.”  
Moreover, despite the human impact, a large portion of the area’s plant life was threatened by 
other plant life - which TRCA apparently wanted to preserve - plus deer! 
“At the same time, up to 45% of the vegetated area contains non-native or invasive species 
(TRCA, 2012). Plant species of conservation concernwithin the project areaare currently 
threatened by exotic invasive species, White-Tailed Deer browse (especially spring 
ephemeral species)...”  
Immediately after bad-mouthing humans, TRCA’s 2017 EA submission mentioned that 2 
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plants were in trouble. So, implicit was that humans caused the problem....Right? 
Two vascular plant species at risk have been located within the Project Area. Butternut 
(Juglans cinerea) (L3), which has been listed as Endangered in Ontario, has been 
encountered in all three Segments in the forested tablelands, while the provincially 
Threatened spike blazing-star (Liatris spicata) (L2), has only been observed on the tablelands 
in the East Segment. Spike blazing-star populations are particularly susceptible to habitat loss 
and/or alteration through activities such as fragmentation, which reduce habitat patch size 
and enable the establishment of invasive species, as well as natural succession.”  
Yet, a major point that was omitted, by the so-called ‘trustworthy’ conservation agency was 
that the “Butternut (Juglans cinerea) (L3)” was endangered due to an often-fatal fungal 
condition, called “canker disease” - which was “devastating” these trees.  
So, truthfully, this had nothing to do with TRCA’s favourite ‘whipping boy’, humans, after all! 
Similarly, something about the agency finding “Threatened spike blazing-star (Liatris spicata) 
(L2)” in the Project Area did not pass ‘the smell test’, either! 
According to the Province of Ontario, for instance, the plant is not indigenous to anywhere 
even near Toronto! 
Figure 20 Source: https://www.ontario.ca/page/dense-blazing-star Note: When expanded, the 
map also shows a small spot of Dense Blazing Star that is located west of Oakville, Ontario. 
So, according to the Province, that is the closest the plant gets to Toronto! So, what kind of 
trick is TRCA trying to pull? 
The so-called “experts”, at TRCA, should have known this! 
So, any Liatris spicata found in the Project Area had either blown off a passing train car, as a 
seed, and took root, or somebody - like a TRCA employee - planted it. 
So, why is TRCA - an agency which is hostile to Metro’s 1989 Master Plan - be claiming 
Liatris spicata “has only been observed on the tablelands in the East Segment”? 
...Of course! 
As already pointed out, the Government of Ontario suggested it would prevent 
implementation of Metro’s 1989 Master Plan by protecting the ‘rare’ weed! 
Figure 21 Source: https://www.ontario.ca/page/dense-blazing-star 
Figure 22 Source: https://www.ontario.ca/page/dense-blazing-star 
Yet, LIES - like the aforementioned - are the kind of unconvincing statements that happen 
when there is lots of money flying around with little or no oversight and no actual historical 
evidence to show what really happened! 
So, again, what has the expensive so-called “conservation authority” been doing, for 
decades? 
What have the responsible high-priced politicians been doing - just sleepwalking, from 
paycheque to paycheque? 
What have the beleaguered taxpayers been getting, in exchange for their hard-earned tax 
dollars? 
Part VI 
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Along a similar vein and as already pointed out, TRCA’s “L1” designation sounded like it 
could have described “every living thing”. 
People, for instance, are always “highly sensitive to habitat loss and disturbances associated 
with changes in the surrounding landscape”. 
So, are all the other animals and plants! 
So, how is the “L1” to “L5” and “L+” designation helpful or even practical? 
The labelling appears to be a convenient way, for TRCA, to play on the Public’s ignorance; it 
suggests that TRCA has been busy - and I am not disputing that the agency’s employees 
have often been busy doing something - but it does not look like they have been actually 
productive, in a meaningful way. The “L1”, “L2” and “L3”, etcetera, seems more like a 
smokescreen that has been hiding much - which is wrong! 
Taxpayers deserve better! 
Yet, largely thanks to MTRCA’s/TRCA’s years of obstructionism plus neglect, at East Point 
Park, few people actually venture into the place - especially alone - because it is highly-
unsafe. Due to that agency’s clearly-poor conduct, the so-called park, over years, has 
apparently become increasingly and noticeably unsafe. In my complaint, dated July 7, 2016 
and emailed, to Mayor John Tory, the City of Toronto (for distribution), TRCA, et al., on, I 
pointed out: 
“Despite parks are supposed to be for tax payers/people, at various times, over the 
years,...women told me they would not venture into the east half of East Point Park’s table 
land alone, because they feared the much non-essential vegetation was providing too many 
hiding places, for rapists and the like.” -  (July 7, 2016) 
Yet, the place would attract greater numbers of people, if - like in Col. Danforth Park, et al. - 
the facility was made ‘people-friendly’. 
Part VII 
The “Fact Sheet” implied that all of TRCA’s so-called “rare plants”, were either from seeds 
that fell off passing train cars and took root or was vegetation PLANTED, by TRCA. 
“Vegetation consists of...a small patch of remnant prairie along the railroad tracks at the north 
end of the site.”  
“The prairie remnants located along the train tracks contain some locally rare species. Adding to 
the species are some plantings of big bluestem and other tallgrass prairie species by the TRCA.”  
Beyond that - and like TRCA’s 2017 EA submission - the City’s “Fact Sheet” does not 
distinguish between anything else that is actually natural and something that has just blown 
off a passing train car or has been planted, by a farmer or TRCA, etcetera. 
Yet, according to TRCA’s website: “East Point Park meets four (4) ESA criteria”. 
Given that neither TRCA nor the City have been keeping track of the different species and 
TRCA planted “rare” plants plus, perhaps, others, in the place, then how does the agency - or 
even the municipality - know? 
PART VIII 
As already mentioned, the City’s “Fact Sheet” talks about so-called ‘rare’ plants being near 
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East Point Park’s neighbouring CNR line (railway tracks). 
“The prairie remnants located along the train tracks contain  some locally rare species.”  
 “Vegetation consists of...a small patch of remnant prairie along the railroad tracks at the north 
end of the site.” 
Yet, such would probably place that vegetation on the CNR’s private property and, thereby, 
out of TRCA’s legal jurisdiction. 
Moreover, when Metrolinx expands that rail corridor, then the firm will probably bulldoze over 
those ‘rare’ weeds. So, these plants should not be a deciding factor, in the EA. 
Several times, the EA submission mentioned Metrolinx’s rail expansion. So, the ‘experts’, at 
TRCA, should have known that such would likely mean destruction of the agency’s treasured 
‘rare’ vegetation! 
Part IX 
Since the big mostly-neglected brownfield, called East Point Park, has, predictably plus 
necessarily, become over-grown with weeds, largely-derelict TRCA is, now, using its 
negligence as an excuse for saying the park is “large, diverse and relatively 
undisturbed...[with] many plants...”! 
So, what a joke that is! 
For many years, numerous TRCA employees apparentlytook their paycheques while refusing 
to do their job. So, now, the agency claims that such was a good thing, because it led East 
Point Park to becoming “diverse and relatively undisturbed...[with] many plants...”! 
WHAT A JOKE! 
...And what a RIPOFF, for taxpayers! 
TRCA’s claim is, at minimum, a ‘real stretch’ of the truth! 
No appropriate approval and actual science involved! Just years of much seemingly-wrongful 
conduct! 
Part X 
According to the agency and in addition to the foregoing, East Point Park has “fauna species”. 
Okay. So, what are they? 
During 1 day, I saw 2 ducks swimming in the “park’s” large man-made waste water drainage 
ditch. 
There was, at least, 1 beaver (although, I did not see it) that turned a big part of the park’s 
east end into a huge mosquito ‘hatchery’. [Is TRCA also counting the mosquitoes?] 
“A total of 16 mammal species have been recorded within the Project Area. All species 
observations, except that, are incidental...”  
The more I delved into this topic, though, the more it became clear that TRCA knew very little 
about the wildlife, in the agency’s jurisdiction. 
So, again, what has TRCA been doing? 
Under the heading: “Wildlife Species At Risk Found In The Project Area”, in TRCA’s EA 
submission, the agency listed 8 species, but none were unique to the Project Area; in other 
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words, all of them could be found in many other places outside TRCA’s “Scarborough 
Waterfront Project Area”! (...And remember that repeatedly TRCA implied people were ‘the 
root of all evil’?) 
TRCA’s List Of “Wildlife Species At Risk Found In The Project Area”: 

1. Bank Swallow (“Threatened”) 
2. Barn Swallow (“Threatened”) 
3. Bobolink (“Threatened”) 
4. Chimney Swift (“Threatened”) 
5. Wood thrush (“Special Concern”) 
6. Little brown bat (“Endangered”) 
7. Tri-colored bat (“Endangered”) 
8. Common musk turtle (“Special Concern”)  
9. “(Eastern muck turtle or Stinkpot)” 

For the Ontario Government, on which - as in the risk list (above) - TRCA sometimes relied: 
• “Special Concern” meant “is not endangered or threatened, but may become 

threatened or endangered due to a combination of biological characteristics and 
identified threats” - which could have applied to every living thing! 

• “Threatened” meant “not endangered, but is likely to become endangered if steps are 
not taken to address factors threatening it” - whatever that meant! 

Clearly, the labelling was vague. 
So, they should not be automatically trusted! 
The two definitions, above, for instance, applied to all of Ontario - not just TRCA’s little ‘slice’ 
of it.  So, what if the above risk evaluations   significantly deviated, from the Project Area’s 
experience? 
Having no historical records, of species populations, meant that TRCA could not tell! Yet, the 
agency did not tackle this important issue - despite the ‘authority’s’ 
submitted documentation was for an “Environmental Assessment”! Oops! 
Along a similar vein, though, the Government of Ontario reported that, although TRCA listed 
the Barn Swallow: “Barn Swallows often live in close association with humans, building their 
cup-shaped mud nests almost exclusively on human-made structures such as open barns, 
under bridges and in culverts.”  
Oops, again! 
So, here was a so-called “threatened” species, ‘anti-human’ TRCA was peddling, that actually 
liked being around civilization! 
Similar could be said for the Little brown bat and the Tri-colored bat - which liked to hang out, 
in barns plus other man-made structures!  
The so-called “threatened” Bank Swallows like to nest, in sand and man-made gravel pits!  
Wood thrushes can be found “found all across southern Ontario”, but they can also be found 
in “northern Ontario”. So, problems, from humans, seems to be, at minimum, a bit of a stretch! 
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Wood thrushes, however, are largely impacted by “white-tailed deer” plus “parasites”.  
The Ontario Government - on which, as already pointed out, TRCA relies - admits that it does 
not know why the Chimney Swift has a low population and expects that it has always been 
low - although, it is believed that the species’ population grew when Europeans showed up 
and started building chimneys! 
Although the Common musk turtle appears plentiful and, so, no “action” is being taken to 
protect the species, the Ontario Government warns that: “This turtle is extremely vulnerable to 
drought and abnormally high water levels can drown eggs.” 
So, implied by the Ontario Government, was that humans were not the ‘big’ ‘bad’ 
‘boogeyman’ TRCA suggested they were! 
Oops, again! 
2 fish TRCA reported as being “at risk” were: 

• Atlantic Salmon 
• American Eel 

Yet, other than it was listed as extinct (“extirpated”) under Canada’s Species At Risk Act, 
apparently, TRCA did not know why the Atlantic Salmon should have been mentioned, at all! 
There was, after all and as already pointed out, no record of the Atlantic Salmon’s population, 
since 1898! Also, commencing in 2006, these salmon were being re-introduced to TRCA’s 
jurisdiction.  
In addition, not said in the EA submission was the fact that the Ontario Government was 
selling fishing licenses which allowed people to catch Atlantic Salmon! 
Figure 23 Source: https://dr6j45jk9xcmk.cloudfront.net/documents/5021/2017-ontario-fishing-
regulations-summary-english-1.pdf 
Furthermore - and although it, too, was not mentioned in the EA submission - the Government 
of NY State was encouraging people to fish, for Atlantic Salmon. 
“I mean, where and how do you start fishing on such a massive lake?...This article is meant to 
just give you the basics for a starting point....It's difficult to specifically target Atlantic salmon 
as they are less numerous in Lake Ontario than the other salmonids. Atlantic salmon are 
generally caught by anglers fishing for brown trout.”  
See, too? No mention of Atlantic Salmons having “Special Concern” or being “at risk”, 
“threatened” or “endangered” here! 
Just “less numerous in Lake Ontario”! Oops, again! 
So, there was no standard or common definition for terms, like: “Special Concern”, “at risk”, 
“threatened” or “endangered”! 
Oops, again! 
So, were the definitions of “at risk”, in TRCA’s jurisdiction, over-stated, conflicting or too 
vague to be actually meaningful? 
Similarly, the Government of Ontario is hard-pressed to say why the American Eel is 
“endangered” ; the fish, after all, lives in both fresh and salt water! 
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Yet, the species’ population here, is low. 
So, the Province points its ‘finger of blame’ at a few predictably-unlikely things. 
The government, for example, says Hydro electric turbines might be the cause - except that 
there are not many of those, in Ontario - especially, in the huge body of water, called “Lake 
Ontario”! 
Dams, the Province warns, might be another cause of the eel’s status - except that there are 
not many of those, in Ontario, either. 
Pollution? Maybe..., but maybe not. Over-fishing? No. 
So, when ‘all else’ failed to appear convincing, left-wing ‘know-it-alls’, at the Government of 
Ontario added fake “Climate Change”/Global Warming to the list of possible eel threats - 
despite there was absolutely no actual science supporting that laughable ‘connection’! 
So, again, it seems that the environmental warning labels applied, in TRCA’s jurisdiction,  are 
more political/fictional than scientifically-reliable! 
Along a similar vein and as already mentioned, the baseball diamonds, at East Point, seem to 
also be covered by the park’s “ESA” designation - despite being obviously man-made. So, it 
looks like the classification can be stretched to include almost anything! 
“This area qualifies as an ESA. The field at the west end of the site is included within the ESA 
because though cultural, it supports significant species of open habitats such as fringed 
gentian, and also supports breeding bobolink.” 
Sounds a lot like my lawn! 
So, what has become apparent is that the designation of “ESA” is subjective and incomplete 
rather than scientific plus supported by facts. 
So, again, TRCA seems to be more of a political party rather than actual conservation 
authority! 
Part XI 
Moreover, TRCA’s sentence: “ESAs are protected under the City of Toronto Official Plan” 
appears deceptive. 
Predictably, for instance, East Point Park is so environmentally-insignificant that it is not even 
mentioned, by name, in the City’s Official Plan. 
The park is shown, on maps #23 and #34, of that Official Plan, but the depictions seems to, at 
least, reflect a lack of interest. For example, instead of identifying all of the area, known as 
East Point Park, as a “park”, map #23 shows that only the location of the baseball diamonds 
is labelled as “parks [sic]”. Moreover, that “parks [sic]” is unnamed. The rest of the place, 
known as East Point Park, is just designated as “natural area” - whatever that is! 
On map #34, all of the area, known as East Point Park, is just ‘greyed-out’ with no description 
of land use - hardly fitting treatment for the supposed TRCA “environmentally-significant” 
‘crown jewel’! 
So, is the supposed ESA, called East Point Park, really “protected under the City of Toronto 
Official Plan”? 
Although, at least, debatable, the eventual answer is probably: “No”. 
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Figure 24 Above: Relevant part of Map #23, from Toronto’s Official Plan. 
Figure 25 Above: Relevant part of Map #34, from Toronto’s Official Plan. 

4. TRCA’s statement: “TRCA sought locations for public open houses throughout the SWP study 
area, unfortunately no venues in the vicinity of East Point Park were large enough or available 
during the times required” was also misleading. 
Clearly, the agency wants readers to believe that, every public building - that is, the local 
large recreation centre, every multi-room school plus the Highland Creek Treatment Plant 
(HCTP) - where, for decades, public meetings were occurring - “in the vicinity of East Point 
Park ” - were, during every day and night, for the last 28 years, completely jam-packed all the 
time and this prevented ‘poor-old’ ‘innocent’ ‘we’re the real victim here’ MTRCA/TRCA from 
holding as much as a single public Master Plan-related meeting, in the Community which 
would have been directly effected by what went on, at East Point Park! 
Yes. According to TRCA, that ‘bad-old’ neighbourhood was the real villain and the 
MTRCA/TRCA employees were, instead, heros! 
Nonsense! 
Yet, with chutzpah, like that, I am surprised TRCA’s email did not also recommend giving its 
offending staff members a raise! 
What nerve! 
Incidentally, when I was looking for a public meeting, at HCTP, last Spring, the facility’s large 
meeting room, was empty, and on-site employees reported that public meetings had not 
occurred there, “for a long time”! 
Moreover, if TRCA was actually trying to alert the Public about Metro’s 1989 Master Plan, for 
East Point Park, and every suitable local public building was unavailable, then why did the 
‘expert’ agency not just post the plan on the Internet? 
Was it fully-booked, too? 
Again, I am reminded of what somebody said when I was explaining, to her, the situation, 
regarding Metro’s 1989 Master Plan and certain TRCA employees. She exclaimed: “Why 
doesn’t somebody do something about this? It sounds like they’re as crooked as hell!” 
I agree. 
It is plane and obvious that something significant is wrong, at TRCA. 
Similarly, it is clear that certain members of the agency’s staff have been hiding the1989 
Master Plan - from the Public as well as their political masters. The big question is: “Why?” 
What has been going on, at TRCA? 
Moreover, why has TRCA’s high-priced governing committee members apparently not 
noticed? 
Are they blind and stupid? 
Have they, as I have already asked, in this document, just been sleepwalking, from 
paycheque to paycheque? 
Do they work, in a vacuum? 
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28 years of MTRCA’s/TRCA’s high-priced bureaucratic ‘tail’ apparently wagging the agency’s 
high-priced governing ‘dog’ - and, yet, nobody there noticed? 
Why? 
Where all of those high-priced politicians too busy to do some follow ups and verifications? 
If “yes”, then why? 
Is there no one, at the expensive TRCA actually looking out, for taxpayers and ensuring that 
they are getting good value, for their hard-earned money? 
If not - which appears to be the case - then why? 
Why are appropriate checks and balances, at TRCA, not in place to ensure that taxpayers’ 
assets are generating such value? 
TRCA’s auditing accountant, KPMG LLP, seems to hint that financial controls, at the so-called 
‘authority’, are not truly effective. 
“In making those risk assessments, we consider internal control relevant to the entity's 
preparation and fair presentation of the financial statements in order to  design  audit  
procedures  that  are appropriate in the circumstances, but not for the purpose of expressing 
an opinion on the effectiveness of the entity's internal control.” - KPMG LLP (2016) [Emphasis 
added.] 
Yet, why can the auditor not express confidence, in the “effectiveness of...TRCA’s internal 
control” ? 
If the “control” is ineffective, then the related audited financial statements ARE LIKELY 
WRONG - no matter what else is said? 
Moreover, if the auditor does not believe that TRCA’s control is effective, then why should 
taxpayers, in general? 
They do, however, deserve effectiveness! 
They do deserve to have confidence in the appropriateness of how their hard-earned tax 
dollars are being spent! 
Yet, apparently, the auditor is saying: 
“TRCA seems to be making things up as it goes along and, hey, a lot of it might be due to 
politics, baby!...You know how many times that changes things! 
Who’s politics, though? We don’t know! 
...It’s all so unreliable, man!” 
If this was not the concern, for the auditor, then he/she/it would probably not have included 
the apparent warning in his/her/its “INDEPENDENT AUDITORS' REPORT” of TRCA’s  
financial statements. 
So, again, what is going on, at TRCA? 
Why is there, apparently, at the agency, no verifiable rigid standard enforced for financial 
control? 
Why are TRCA bureaucrats seemingly given a ‘free hand’ to do whatever they want? I am 
reminded of my email, dated October 1, 2017, in which I reported realizing, in“circa 1998", 
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that TRCA employees were using much money, from a “reserve fund” earmarked: “For 
Programs Deemed Of General Benefit”, for cars - despite that, obviously, automobiles could 
not be programs deemed of general benefit. 
Yet, while writing this October 28, 2017 document, I found a 10-year old email, in which I 
complained about the same event. 
Figure 26 Source: ; email; July 12, 2007. 
So, is that sort of thing still going on, at TRCA? 
What assurance do taxpayers have that their hard-earned tax dollars are not being misspent? 
How many reserve funds are at TRCA? 
Assuming there is, at least, 1 reserve fund, how much cash is in it, today, and on what was 
the money, if any, spent? 
Has any of the reserve fund cash been used, for cars, again? 
How about for interest-free loans, vacations or some other inappropriate item? Does TRCA’s 
CEO and Secretary-Treasurer have too much power? 
Are reserve funds, at TRCA, essentially ‘slush funds’, for the agency’s apparent unchecked, 
but expensive bureaucrats? 
It seems reasonable to expect that, the less money TRCA employees are forced to spend, on 
big projects, like Metro’s 1989 Master Plan, then the more money they would have for placing 
in a reserve fund and blowing on themselves. So, is this the reason why that agency has 
been hiding Metro’s 1989 Master Plan, for 28 years, now? 
Why has TRCA’s bureaucratic ‘tail’ apparently been ‘wagging’ the agency’s governing ‘dog’, 
by seemingly keeping the member politicians ‘in the dark’ regarding Metro’s 1998 Master Plan 
and, perhaps, the reserve funds plus more? 
Why has the Authority’s expensive governing committee apparently not notice? 
Frankly, that apparent ‘tail wagging the dog’ situation makes both groups seem dishonest 
plus incompetent! 
Is there a conflict? 
Who is actually in charge, at TRCA? Taxpayers deserve to know! 
The TRCA’s claim: “Finally, there is no misconduct or misleading information being 
presented” is deceptive. 
I think this document clearly shows that certain employees, at the agency, have been 
repeatedly engaging in “misconduct” and the dissemination of “misleading information”. 
A big question, now, however, is: “Why have they apparently been doing this?” 
Another big question is: “Why have none of the high-priced politicians, on TRCA’s governing 
council, put a stop to such behaviour?” 
Also: “Who, now, will prevent such poor conduct, from continuing, and clean up the agency?” 
Taxpayers deserve to know that, too! 
TRCA’s phrase: “Planning has evolved over time to address changing needs of the city and 
our changing understanding of the environment” was also misleading. 
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That statement, for instance, does not excuse MTRCA’s/TRCA’s 28 years of repeated 
uncooperative plus unconstitutional deceptive behaviour. 
It does not justify the spending of many millions of dollars of reserve fund cash - “earmarked, 
for programs deemed of general benefit” - on cars and, perhaps, other inappropriate items. 
It does not excuse TRCA’s changing stories plus the agency’s hostility toward, even, 
disseminating copies of the 1989 Master Plan, during public waterfront-related meetings. 
It does not justify TRCA’s bureaucratic ‘tail’ apparently wagging the governing committee 
‘dog’; 
It does not excuse TRCA’s many apparent LIES, such as about: 

i) “rare plants” implying that East Point Park needs to remain hazardous to humans; 
ii) “unusual” “rare” plants the agency planted also implying that place’s clear dangers must 

be maintained; 
iii) marshes that a TRCA employee planted, in the park’s man-made waste water settling 

pond, indicating that the whole place is, therefore, “real”; 
iv) East Point Park being “the last natural green space, in all of Toronto”; 
v) how the Public - especially, the Community which will be directly effected by what goes 

on, at East Point Park - should not be told about the 1989 Master Plan plus related 
options, 

...and so on! 
I stand corrected, on one minor issue. 
In 2014, the City of Toronto did designate East Point Park as a “bird sanctuary”. 
According to the City’s related webpage, the designation was part of the arbitrary- sounding 
“Toronto Bird Flyways and Sanctuaries Project”. In addition, the page said there were: “large 
numbers of migratory birds that use the park as a migratory stopover site.” 
Yet, the page was scant on actual evidence of such. 
Nor did the page say that there were any rare or special species of birds that were unique, to 
East Point Park. 
Neither did the page explain how the “large numbers of migratory birds” was determined or 
measured. 
The page did not say what made East Point Park an essential “migratory stopover”. 
Nor did it say that East Point Park was needed, at all, as a “migratory stopover”. I guess the 
author(s) recognized the fact that there were already plenty of other places, in and around the 
big province of Ontario, that could and were being used as migratory stopovers! 
Similarly, the page did not complain about there being too few migratory stopovers! 
Nor did the page claim that Metro’s 1989 Master Plan would prevent East Point Park from 
being a “migratory stopover”. 
So, as I said: “I stand corrected, on one minor issue.” 
The page, however, did display 5 small images - which struck me as being odd, especially, for 
something that was supposed to be a highly-prized achievement! 
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Another reason why something seemed amiss, regarding the pictures, was that they were 
small. Yet, the web page could easily have accommodated much-larger images. 
So, what was going on? 
These tiny pics seemed to cry: “Don’t look, because we’re not trying to pull anything over your 
eyes, here!” 
Figure 27 ABOVE: The 5 picutrs which were at the City’s: “East Point Park Bird Sanctuary 
Construction” web page. Source: 
https://www1.toronto.ca/wps/portal/contentonly?vgnextoid=a1d6c74c457f5410VgnVCM10000
071d60f89RCRD&vgnextc hannel=55d9dada600f0410VgnVCM10000071d60f89RCRD  
The supposed photos appeared to largely emphasize ‘convenient’ passive human interaction 
and/or man-made items. 
So, where were the shots of the “large numbers of migratory birds that use the park as a 
migratory stopover site”? 
Apparently, such claim was the product of wishful or political thinking rather than actual fact. It 
seemed that this ‘inconvenient’ truth was what viewers were not supposed to figure out! 
Otherwise, it was reasonable to expect that there would have been lots of pics showing “large 
numbers of migratory birds that use the park as a migratory stopover site.” 
Yet, there were none. 
In its 2017 EA submission, TRCA engaged in more exaggeration. Implicit was that the agency 
actually had hard evidence of “large numbers of migratory birds that use the park as a 
migratory stopover site” 
“East Point Park is known to be locally significant as a migratory bird stopover location, and 
its significance for migrating birds has been acknowledged by citizen science data  collected 
from     eBird (eBird, 2015).” 
Yet, “eBird”? “Citizen science”? 
Turns out there is actually no verifiable science, involved, at eBird.org. Instead, the website 
collects data, on birds, via the “scouts’ honour” method - hardly a reliable source! 
Moreover, although there were no results available, for 2015, eBird did list Scarborough’s 
East Point Park, in 10th place, out of the site’s ‘top 100’, for Toronto, in 2017. Unfortunately, 
for all of this year, so far, that meant there were only 137 birds sited, in the entire 72 hectare 
park! 120 
Assuming the count was accurate, then it worked out to just 2.66 birds, for each day, during 
2017, to-date! 
Wow! 
A whole 2.66 birds, in the entire 72 hectare park, every day, during 2017, to-date! Wow! 
That sounds like a good use of the 72 hectares!...Right? 
So, a reason why TRCA is preventing East Point Park from becoming safe, for humans, is 
because, in its present state, the place experiences 2.66 birds, every day - and, hey! Nobody 
wants to trade that, for safety!...Right? 
Sadly, although - as I already pointed out - there were no results available, for 2015, when I 
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checked the site’s only other setting: “All years”, East Point Park dropped to 22nd  place, and 
showed there were a grand total of just 167 birds - EVER! 
So, whatever the count was, for 2015, it must have been ‘enormous’, for an expensive 
‘expert’ conservation authority, like TRCA, to declare that such  figure signified: 
“East Point Park is known to be locally significant as a migratory bird stopover location, and 
its significance for migrating birds has been acknowledged by citizen science data collected 
from eBird (eBird, 2015).”  
So, what was that, TRCA?...167 - 137 =...? 
Figure 28 Source: http://ebird.org/ebird/subnational2/CA-ON-TO/hotspots?yr=cur&m= Note: I 
captured the above image, on October 14, 2017. 
Figure 29 Source: http://ebird.org/ebird/subnational2/CA-ON-TO/hotspots?yr=cur&m= Note: I 
captured the above image, on October 14, 2017. 
Looks like TRCA’s statement: 
“East Point Park is known to be locally significant as a migratory bird stopover location, and 
its significance for migrating birds has been acknowledged by citizen science data collected 
from eBird (eBird, 2015)”, 
was just ANOTHER one of the agency’s flat-out LIES! 
Moreover, the City’s remark about there being, in East Point Park: “large numbers of 
migratory birds that use the park as a migratory stopover site” appeared to be nothing more 
than a flat-out LIE, too! 
Getting back to the City’s webpage  though, 2 of the images showed a few birds flying 
overhead, but that was all! (Apparently, too, they were bypassing the park! So, would they 
count as part of the 2.66? The City did not say!) 
I was not claiming that the place was completely void of birds - partly because the ‘incredible’ 
TRCA-endorsed “citizen science”, on eBird, reported that there were actually 2.66 birds sited, 
in East Point Park, everyday, to-date, but also because, during one day, I did, as already 
pointed out, see a couple of dumb ducks frolicking in the park’s large waste water drainage 
ditch. 
Moreover, afterward, somebody showed me a photo he had taken of the birds. 
Yet, during my many visits, I have never seen any actual evidence of “large numbers of 
migratory birds...[using] the park as a migratory stopover site.” 
Similarly,   I  have   never  seen   any   actual   evidence  of   “large   numbers  of 
...birds...[using] the park” at all! 
I remember that, when he was trying to show there were birds, at the park’s old man- made 
waste-water settling pond, the MTRCA employee, of which I mentioned, in my email, dated 
October 1, 2017, repeatedly failed. 
Figure 30 Source: ; email (attachment); October 1, 2017; p. 6. Note: 
Since the above incident occurred, in 1996, then, of course, the agency was actually MTRCA. 
The employee, however, still works, at TRCA, and has been rewarded with an expensive 
promotion, to middle-management! 
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So, on occasion, yes, birds do attend the park, but I doubt that they do so, in “large numbers”. 
There just does not appear to be any hard evidence, of such - not even, at TRCA’s revered 
eBird.org! 
Figure 31 Source: 
https://www1.toronto.ca/wps/portal/contentonly?vgnextoid=a1d6c74c457f5410V 
gnVCM10000071d60f89RCRD&vgnextchannel=55d9dada600f0410VgnVCM1 
0000071d60f89RCRD 
In addition, however, the first image (above) on the City’s webpage appeared to have 
something wrong with it. So, I was wondering if it, too, was the product of creativeness 
instead of reality. 
Foreground marshes, in the supposed photo, for instance, looked blurred or out of focus - not 
what I would have expected, from a high-definition digital camera. 
Along a similar vein, I have never seen anyone actually bird watching, at the park. 
I do, though, recall numerous women vowing to stay away from the place - and I cannot say 
that I blame them! As already mention, for example, in my related complaint, dated July 7, 
2016, I said: 
“Despite parks are supposed to be for tax payers/people, at various times, over the 
years,...women told me they would not venture into the east half of East Point Park’s table 
land alone, because they feared the much non-essential vegetation was providing too many 
hiding places, for rapists and the like.” -  (July 7, 2016) 
That complaint was emailed, to the expensive Mayor John Tory, the City of Toronto 
(for distribution), TRCA, et al., on July 7, 2016. 
Yet, still, nothing has been done to mitigate that clear and obvious problem! So, it appears to 
have been ignored! 
Along a similar vein, in my email, dated October 1, 2017, among other things, I actually 
provided a shot of a dangerous path that was so hidden and sound-muffling that it could, 
literally, become a killing site, for East Point Park visitors. 
Figure 32 Source: ; email (attachment); October 1, 2017; p. 6. 
Yet, TRCA still failed to even acknowledgement that such a hazard existed. Such a ‘blind 
eye’! 
Such apparent criminal negligence! 
So, clearly, those dangers are unimportant to TRCA, because, obviously, some influential 
employees, at the agency, have other priorities. This is why, despite their existence, those 
hazards do not get mentioned in TRCA’s deceptive narrative about ‘all is well’ and ‘nothing to 
see, here, folks’! 
Yet, why would TRCA employees place greater value on maintaining such potential dangers 
plus related liability than on public safety? 
Repeatedly, in this document, I accused certain TRCA employees of hiding Metro’s 1989 
Master Plan, from the Public - in particular, from the community which would be directly 
effected by what went on, at East Point Park. 
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When, during TRCA’s waterfront trail public meeting, on July 28, 2017, I pointed at a TRCA 
manager and loudly plus repeatedlyaccused him of hiding the plan, he did not deny it! 
In addition, in this document, I theorized that the 1989 plan was being hidden in order to help 
cover up another apparent significant TRCA wrongdoing. 
I provided evidence supporting that suspicion - such as KPMG’s 125 lack of confidence in 
TRCA’s internal control. 
I  revealed  that  TRCA  knew  the  existing  state,  of  East  Point  Park,     created 
“unacceptable risk to public safety”. 
I showed that, despite it opposed the 1989 Master Plan, TRCA knew the concept would be 
good, for the park. 
Etcetera. 
I pointed out how certain TRCA employees could not even get their LIE straight. I debunked 
the agency’s latest falsehood about the 1989 Plan not being approved by any agency. 
I showed how TRCA’s claim, about there being, everyday and night, during the last 28 years, 
no room for a Plan-related public meeting, anywhere the “vicinity” of East Point Park, was, at 
minimum, ridiculous - especially, in light of the fact that this ‘expert’ agency had lots of years 
in which to, at least, post the plan, on the Internet! 
I disproved the claim that East Point Park was too shallow. 
...And so on. 
I hope I have made it clear, too, that I am tired of all the TRCA LIES! 
Yet, how many more LIES must I and the Community, next to East Point Park, have to endure 
before being told the truth? 
It is time for TRCA to, finally, come clean about Metro’s 1989 Master Plan! 
Thus, I propose that, instead of continuing down its path of inappropriate resistence, TRCA 
staff join me in organizing and hosting a public meeting, at the Huron Park recreation centre 
or some other place nearby, for the purpose of educating local residents about the Plan plus 
related options. The event would also serve as a sounding board and collection point, for this 
Community’s concerns. No doubt, the meeting would also suggest a way forward. 
So, how about it? 
Will TRCA join me in carrying out such an undertaking? 
...Or is the agency still going to be hiding something? 
Please reply. 
Appendix A 
Following is the body of the October 9, 2017 email I sent to the City, titled: “Request For 
Proof”. So, in the email, I wrote: 
“I see that Scarborough's East Point Park has been given an ESA designation. Yet, given the 
place's history, I'm having a hard time squaring that with reality. For example, the park is a big 
largely-neglected brownfield. 
That is a matter of record. 
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East Point Park, for instance, was a: 

a) chemical waste dump; 
b) solid waste dump; 
c) farm; 
d) boat launch; and, 
e) 9-hole golf course. 

In addition to the above, the place has a long big man-made waste water drainage ditch plus 
waste water settling pond. 
I know, first hand, that a TRCA employee planted marshes in that pond specifically for fooling 
people into thinking the place was "natural". (He repeatedly told me that this was his intent 
and the marshes appeared right where he said he was going to plant them!) 
The so-called "rare" vegetation, in East Point Park, - which was NOT rare elsewhere 
- just resulted, from seeds falling off passing train cars. 
Aerial photos do not show a forest, at East Point Park - at ANY time. 
So, there is no proof, ANYWHERE, of any part of East Point Park actually being "natural". 
Yet, the place still got the designation. 
What is going on? Just more left-wing political correctness that flies in the face of facts? 
What actual evidence did you use, for saying that East Point Park was "environmentally 
sensitive"? 126 
The whole process of awarding the City's ESA designation just appears to be mostly-
subjective and dishonest! 
Also, without referring to weeds or rodents or fantastic stories about "large numbers of birds" 
that didn't actually materialize, kindly tell me exactly were there is something natural, at East 
Point Park, that I can visit and see, for myself. (I'm looking for something that can be 
scientifically-proven so I don't have to just accept somebody else's version of reality and hope 
that it is true.) 
So, please exclude anything which could have been planted by a farmer. Furthermore, East 
Point Park contains many serious hazards, for humans. So, why is the safety of people being 
sacrificed, for an illusion? 
Please reply. 

DP106 Attached is my response to your email: 
Responses to Nancy Gaffney's Email, Dated November 27, 2017+ 
1. I am wondering why you are bothering me with your email, dated November 27, 2017, if - as 

you say: “The Province has reviewed the Draft EA and has not found any major deficiencies.” 
If things are so cozy, between the Province and TRCA, then why send to me an email, at all?  
Why write the 2-page document, if there was nothing to report? 
2 pages of nothing or another questionable and unfair attempt, by the agency, to discredit me? 

2. I can understand why some bureaucrats, at TRCA, are still going nuts over my EA Draft and 
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East Point Park-related complaint, dated October 28, 2017. The material, after all, is largely 
disturbing - but it does fit the facts! 
So, I am sure you will understand why I am not going to change anything about it!  
It is solid material that shows, among other things, TRCA has a serious problem!  
Frankly, I think that some of the agency’s employees should do jail-time! 
I was shocked! 
Yet, I did not expect anything to really happen as a result of my complaint - NO MATTER 
WHAT IT SAID - because experience taught me that NOTHING is what actually happens 
when there is a lot of money flying around uncaring politicians plus numerous unaccountable 
bureaucrats - at least, nothing, in public - except, perhaps, a cover up! 
So, I have little to no faith, in the governments associated with TRCA. 
This means that, presently, I do not ever expect to see any meaningful improvements, at the 
agency! So, again, your November 27, 2017 email seemed, at least, questionable. 
What is actually going on, Nancy? 

3. You mentioned receiving “comments/correspondence” from me, on a few dates. 
So?  Was TRCA’s incomplete record of my involvement supposed to impress or scare me? 

4. Your statement: “The scientific and engineering studies undertaken in support of the EA have 
been done by qualified experts in accordance with Provincial technical guidelines and 
standards” assumes too much. 
What if you so-called “qualified experts” are dishonest and/or incompetent? Labelling or 
employment, at TRCA, does not guarantee quality! 
Moreover, I think my submitted complaint, dated October 28, 2017, at least, provides reasons 
for questioning the work of those so-called “qualified experts”. 
For example, they heavily-relied on results, from an unreliable website, called “www.ebird.org”. 
Even those people, however, said the site was based on something vaguely-referred to as 
“citizen science”! 
Yet, what kind of actual “expert” relies on unverified and non-expert “citizen science”? None! 
So, why did TRCA rely on it? 
The reason why the agency depended on “citizen science” was because its own so-called 
“qualified experts” were not doing a competent job! 
Furthermore, Nancy: 

i) what exactly is “citizen science”; 
ii) how can anyone be certain that the voluntary information, at ebird.org - for which there 

are no quality controls - entails actual science; and, 
iii) just because TRCA has a low plus questionable standard, for proof, why should 

taxpayers have to settle for such? 
For the amount of tax dollars the agency’s employees consume every year, can they not do 
better - especially, given their legislated mandate? 
Are you saying that the Province’s “technical guidelines and standards” allow or call for “citizen 
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science”? 
Frankly, I am surprised that you are defending such ridiculousness! 
So, you and TRCA’s so-called “qualified experts” are claiming that “citizen science” is a real 
thing - like FAKE Climate Change/Global Warming?  
Really? 
Why did your so-called “qualified experts”, at TRCA, not carryout the agency’s legislated 
mandate, by doing their own bird counting, etcetera, and then rely on these results? 
On page 17 of my complaint, I asked: “Has it all just been one ‘big holiday’, for the agency’s 
expensive employees?” 
Well? 
Where were the decades of TRCA’s own species-related data? 
If the agency was carrying out its mandate, then why did it not reference more of its own work, 
in the Draft EA? 
Why did it, instead, employ the probable errors, at ebird.org? 
Similarly, what about TRCA’s ‘politically-charged’ “ESA” classification system which is so 
“unscientific” that it is not even used anywhere else, in the world? 
Or how about the heavily-relied on, but similarly-challenged, “L” ratings which nobody else 
uses, either? 
Apparently, what all or, at least, some of the “qualified experts” do much of the time, at TRCA, 
is make things up as they go along! 
Right? 
That is what the highly-questionable Draft EA suggests! 
Although the agency is called an “authority”, implicit, in the Draft EA is that the organization is 
not actually an ‘authority’ on much, if anything! 
Is there any “science” going on, at the agency, which actually has scientific merit? 
TRCA employed a lot of people, who genuinely looked busy when I attended the Vaughan 
headquarters, last July, but were they actually accomplishing anything scientific? 
Even now, I am hard-pressed to think of something which TRCA has done that I could 
honestly say is scientific. 
Political, though? Yes! Definitely! 
For example, one or some of your so-called “qualified experts” misled readers - and citizenry - 
by repeatedly implying that the source of “rare” weeds, in East Point Park, was a significant 
achievement of Nature, when, in fact, they were merely due to TRCA providing the seeds and 
then doing the planting and, thereby, FAKING the evidence! 
I can even put a date on such nonsense! 
TRCA has been faking that evidence, since, at least, 1996, because that was when the 
HONEST AND CREDIBLE current Metro Councillor plus former Scarborough Mayor Ken 
Morrish and his HIGHLY-KNOWLEDGEABLE Executive Assistant Jack Douglas first pointed 
out that CHARADE, to me! 

L12-88



  

Public Comments 

   

Comment # Comment Response 
So, for how much longer are the EXPENSIVE bureaucrats and politicians, at the agency, going 
to tolerate it? 
In addition, though, much of the information, provided by your so-called “qualified experts” was 
deceptive, because it was largely incomplete and, so, only provided one side of a ‘story’. 
...And so on! Some “experts”! 
Frankly, I would NOT trust ANYTHING that came from your so-called “qualified experts” - 
especially, since they, at least, seem INCOMPETENT AND BIASSED! 

5. Your claim: “Although you express disagreement with much of the policy and science 
underlying the SWP, in the absence of evidence from qualified experts, this disagreement 
does not render the EA “misleading or unreliable”” is deceptive, too! 
As a Specialist in Economics and Political Science, from the University of Toronto, who has 
had many years of practice identifying TRCA and associated government WRONGDOINGS, I 
AM an EXPERT on this agency et al. 
So, when I point out that TRCA’s Draft EA IS MISLEADING AND UNRELIABLE - LIKE I 
REPEATEDLY DID - THEN YOU CAN COUNT ON IT! 
I know about what I am talking! I have seen similar many times, before! 
Also, a lot of my criticisms, in the complaint I submitted, employed the evidence that was 
already provided by TRCA’s so-called “qualified experts”. Yet, despite coming from those 
people, that material could not withstand scrutiny. 
Why? 
Moreover, it was TRCA’s so-called “qualified experts” who reported that the existing situation, 
at East Point Park’s bluff face represented an “unacceptable risk to public safety”. 
Figure 1 Source: ; Response to/Complaint About TRCA Email, Dated 
October 3, 2017, & EA Submission; October 28, 2017; pp. 3-4. 
 I MERELY AGREED WITH THEM, because it was one issue on which we thought the same 

thing!  
You should review pages 3-6 of my complaint. 
Yet, now you are saying that I was wrong, for agreeing with those so-called “qualified 
experts”? So, are you, now, claiming that your so-called “qualified experts” are wrong? 
Make up your mind! 

6. Did you read the above? 
Your claim that: “the preferred alternative does not represent an “unacceptable risk to public 
safety” is a ‘stretch’ and it conflicts with what your own so-called “qualified experts” reported, in 
TRCA’s Draft EA! 
So, I will stand by what I said, in my October 28, 2017 complaint. 
You are wrong and my document is accurate! 

7. Your statement: “The SWP EA is not misleading nor is it unreliable” is another ‘stretch’. 
The SWP EA Draft IS BOTH LARGELY MISLEADING AND UNRELIABLE, to say the least! 
So, again, I will stand by what I said, in my October 28, 2017 complaint. 
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TRCA’s EA Draft SHOULD be rejected! 

8. Was your comment: “The scientific and engineering studies undertaken in support of the EA 
have been done by qualified experts in accordance with Provincial technical guidelines and 
standards” an attempt at making a joke? 
What about how the Draft EA and your so-called “qualified experts” relied on “ebird.org”, for 
information? 
Clearly, there was nothing expert about the PREDICTABLY unreliable “ebird.org”! 
As already mentioned, too, even your so-called “qualified experts” described the site’s data as 
reflecting an obscure “citizen science” - whatever that was! 
Figure 2 Source: ; Response to/Complaint About TRCA Email, Dated 
October 3, 2017, & EA Submission; October 28, 2017; pp. 73-74. 
Also and as already mentioned, what if your so-called “qualified experts” are dishonest and/or 
incompetent - which appeared to be the case in much of TRCA’s Draft EA? 
How, for example, could your so-called “qualified experts” miss much of the pertinent wildlife 
information, if they were actually competent and forthright? 
As already implied, the sometime laughable Draft EA was NOT HARD to challenge! 
I think a 4 year-old could have found serious problems, in that poorly-constructed document! 
Or how about the Draft EA’s warning regarding the miracle of “rare” weeds, at East Point Park, 
that a City record later showed TRCA planted? 
...And so on! 
Are you not tired of all the LIES, at TRCA? I am! Do you not feel foolish challenging my work, 
on the subject? Maybe you and your buddies are just living in denial? 
Or perhaps you think your boss(es) is/are so gullible that if you keep saying I was “incorrect”, 
then he/she/it/they will eventually believe you? 
I stand by my complaint and, so, I challenge you plus the rest of your so-called “qualified 
experts” to find an actual error - any error - in the literature! 
One of my neighbours, who also read the October 28, 2017 document, already phoned to tell 
me that it was “excellent!” 
Incidentally, though, Nancy, your November 27, 2017 email was the second challenge I 
received, from TRCA, regarding my October 28, 2017 complaint. The first, dated October 3, 
2017, however, was just anonymously-signed: “The Scarborough Waterfront Project Team”! 
(Talk about gutless and a joke, though!) 
So, let us see how good you folks can do, now! 
As already alluded to, in my work, an honest debate - especially, a Public one - on the related 
subjects is highly-overdue! 
So, let us further raise the ‘curtain’, on questionable TRCA! 

9. Along a similar vein, by your paragraph labelled #3, you draw a fine line - if even that - 
between “rare” and “exotic” vegetation, in a strained effort to make TRCA’s improper planting 
of such weeds, at East Point Park, sound vital, yet, at the same time, unimportant and non-
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existent. Yet, the agency should not be able to have it 3 ways! 
As mentioned in my October 28, 2017 complaint, I caught the agency in one of its MANY 
LIES. TRCA repeatedly said and implied that nothing should be done, at the park, because 
there were critical rare and/or exotic plants growing there. Yet, a Toronto report clearly showed 
that TRCA was planting them and then, essentially, ‘pulling the wool over everybody else’s 
eyes’ - which, incidentally, should be UNACCEPTABLE - especially, for “qualified experts” 
who were supposed to be people of science that were “in accordance with Provincial technical 
guidelines and standards”! 
So, I am not surprised that TRCA lacks records of such planting, because it was all supposed 
to be the agency’s ‘dirty little secret’! Nobody - especially me - was supposed to find out that 
the organization was FABRICATING EVIDENCE and then LYING about it! 
Clearly and obviously, however, the agency got careless and did some or all of the planting in 
front of a City witness or two or three, etcetera. 
Furthermore, there is no point in even trying to squirm out of this one, because I already own a 
copy of the City’s report! 

10. Along a similar vein, in your paragraph marked #4, you misstated what I really said in my 
complaint. 
I did not, for instance, “suggest...that the lake bottom could be dredged for depth”. 
Following, however, was what I ACTUALLY DID SAY: 
Figure 3 Source: ; Response to/Complaint About TRCA Email, Dated 
October 3, 2017, & EA Submission; October 28, 2017; pp. 26-27. 
Also, I said: 
Figure 4 Source: ; Response to/Complaint About TRCA Email, Dated 
October 3, 2017, & EA Submission; October 28, 2017; p. 27. 
And: 
Figure 5 Source: ; Response to/Complaint About TRCA Email, Dated 
October 3, 2017, & EA Submission; October 28, 2017; p. 18. 
So, as I already pointed out, in my complaint: “There is no need, for trickery, now!” 

11. i)  Your remarks: “Your reference on page 36 of your submission to Consultation [sic] 
materials in Appendix C is incorrect....it is unclear from where you have sourced the 
material you have placed in the box” ARE, INSTEAD, INCORRECT! 
The cited material was EXACTLY where I said it was located! [Figure 13] 
So, if you go to page 163 of Appendix C: Consultation Materials - as in: 
[Appendix C] 
you will quickly find: 
Figure 8 Above: Page 163! 
So, are you blind? 
Or did TRCA destroy the document as part of the agency’s latest cover-up? (Glad I had 
downloaded a copy!) 
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ii) You comment: “SWP team members visited local neighbourhood associations when 

requested to discuss the project” is misleading. 
The president of the local rate payers association plus his wife are long-time personal 
friends, of mine, and they repeatedly confirmed that they were never told about Metro’s 
1989 Master Plan, for East Point Park - except recently by me. In fact, the last time we 
discussed this matter was, at their, house, in about October 2017. I remember they were 
mad that no one, but me had told them about the plan. In addition, they were mad that 
Toronto’s Councilor Gary Crawford (Ward 36) flatly and repeatedly refused to help me host 
a public information meeting, at Huron Park, where the local community could learn about 
the 1989 plan. 1 
Neither the president nor his wife could understand why the City and TRCA were trying to 
keep the plan a secret, from their community. 
So, since you claimed that: “SWP team members visited local neighbourhood associations 
when requested to discuss the project”, then kindly send to me a list of those “associations” 
“SWP team members” supposedly “visited”? 
Clearly, the “SWP team members” did not visit nor inform the local rate payers 
association. 
So, why? TRCA had possession of the Master Plan, since 1989. So, what prevented the 
questionable organization from informing East Point Park’s closest rate payers 
association? 
If other “local neighbourhood associations” were asking to discuss the SWP, then they 
would first have to have been told about the scheme. So, again, given that TRCA was 
contacting them, then why did the agency not also contact the local rate payers 
association? 
43 Division is located in that “neighbourhood”. So, if TRCA had trouble finding the rate 
payers association president, then why did the “authority” not ask an officer, at 43 Division, 
for the person’s contact information? 
It is common knowledge, for example, that, for many years, the Police have been 
conducting monthly community meetings which are routinely attended by the local rate 
payer association reps. So, the cops have gotten to know these people and have attained 
their contact data. 
Moreover, I am genuinely curious as to whom SWP agents were supposedly visiting - 
especially, given they did not, as I pointed out, visit the local rate payers association! 
I will send to those friends, of mine, a copy of this email, and provide them with your 
answer, too!  
I eagerly await your reply! 

iii) In your paragraph labelled #5, implicit is that TRCA predictably felt there would be much 
local interest, in Metro’s 1989 Master Plan. 
One of your statements, for instance, said: 
“As previously noted, Public Information Centres for the SWP could not be held near East 
Point Park as suitable venues were not available on the days requested or were not 
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sufficiently sized to accommodate the anticipated attendance.” 
Given there are some large public rooms - like school gymnasiums, etcetera (where, 
incidentally, I did attend large public gatherings) - sounds like your agency knew it was 
dealing with matters that would have been of great importance and interest to the 
community which was located closest to East Point Park. 
So, then, why did TRCA not conduct any related public information meetings, in that 
community? Why was the agency not flexible regarding its schedules? 
Since TRCA was, apparently, not carrying out its legislated mandate, then it should have 
had plenty of time in which to conduct 1989 Mater Plan meetings, at the Community which 
was located closest to East Point Park! 
Moreover, why could “SWP team members visit...local neighbourhood associations when 
requested to discuss the project”, but not the public, at large? Why were the “suitable 
venues” suddenly “not available” when it came to the question of informing everyone? 
You contradicted yourself! 
As I already pointed out, in my October 28, 2017 complaint, too, TRCA had about 28 
YEARS to come clean, to the Public, about the 1989 Master Plan, but never did! Instead 
the agency fought with the current Metro councilor and repeatedly refuse to even 
disseminate the plan. For example, the “authority” rejected every one of my many requests 
to have the plan circulated at the SWP public meetings. 
So, apparently, when you mentioned that “suitable venues were not available”, such was 
reflecting ANOTHER TRCA LIE. 
LITERALLY, THE AGENCY HAD DECADES IN WHICH TO HOLD THOSE MEETINGS 
AND THE COMMUNITY CLOSEST TO EAST POINT PARK HAD LOTS OF LARGE 
ROOMS, FOR BIG PUBLIC MEETINGS! 
Similarly, TRCA had many years in which to post the 1989 plan, on the Internet, but did not 
even do that - despite I raised the issue, in my October 28, 2017 complaint! 
So, the agency is still resistant to notifying the Community, which would be directly effected 
by what happened, at East Point Park, and your account does not even come close to 
fitting the facts! 
SHAME! 
In addition, since - as you implied - the agency anticipated the SWP and related subjects, 
like the 1989 Master Plan, etcetera, would have attracted huge crowds, then would that not 
be all the more reason, for having those events? 
Please respond to the above questions! 

iv) Your comment: “Your claim that residents in these areas were denied an opportunity to 
participate in project planning is inaccurate” is, instead, inaccurate and, thus, misleading. 
For example, what “areas”? 
Repeatedly, when it came to the 1989 Master Plan and the East Point Park portion of the 
SWP, I was always specifically indicating that the Community, which was located “nearest” 
to East Point Park, should have an informed say, on the matters. (See above and below, 
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for instance!) 
Figure 9 Source: ; Response to/Complaint About TRCA Email, Dated 
October 3, 2017, & EA Submission; October 28, 2017; p. 11. 
So, it was inappropriate to suggest otherwise. 

v) Your remarks: “The consultation notifications for the SWP were distributed throughout the 
Project Study Area including the neighbourhoods in the vicinity of East Point Park. 
Residents in these neighbourhoods were invited to participate in meetings...” was 
deceptive. 
As a former stockbroker/marketer, I know that the response rate, for most ads, is low. 
Ads which are mailed, for example, usually only generate a 1% response. So, getting as 
much as 3% is ‘highly-unusual’. 
Thus, suddenly placing an occasional largely-obscured ad, somewhere, in one or two 
widely- available newspapers, will predictably get a low response, too! This, for instance, is 
a big reason why newspapers are often considered to be “a dying breed”. Even numerous 
“free”, newspapers – like 24, etcetera - recently went out of business! 
Shortly after Christmas 2017, Montreal’s 133 year-old La Presse even printed its last hard 
copy! 
So, it is not accurate to - as I suggested, above - claim that “suddenly placing an 
occasional largely- obscured ad, somewhere, in one or two widely-available newspapers,” 
will constitute an effective invitation “to participate in [East Point Park 1989 Master Plant-
related] meetings” - especially, in the relatively-small Manse Road-Beechgrove Drive et al. 
area! 
Furthermore and as you said, given TRCA “anticipated” that such events would generate 
large “attendance”, from the community which would have been directly effected by what 
when on, at East Point Park, then it seemed reasonable that the agency should have done 
more than just “suddenly placing an occasional largely-obscured ad, somewhere, in one or 
two widely-available newspapers”. 
If, for example, the Scarborough Mirror newspaper was not freely-delivered to my mailbox, 
then I would likely never have read it! 
There are other ‘local’ newspapers I do not receive and, so, do not read - despite they are 
also free. 
Similarly, I do not subscribe to any newspaper - except the Saturday edition of the Toronto 
Star - yet, that is only for the television guide - which I am seriously considering cancelling! 
Routinely and as already alluded to, I do not even read all of that newspaper! So, 
newspapers would likely not be an effective way, for contacting me! 
Why should TRCA expect different, from the Community which was located immediately 
next to East Point Park? 
Moreover, why - like Gary Crawford - has TRCA been hostile to helping me conduct a 1989 
Master Plan-related meeting, in that Community? If he did not want to personally work on 
the event, then he could have, at least, steered me in the direction of some who might 

L12-94



  

Public Comments 

   

Comment # Comment Response 
have - but he did not even do that! 
In addition, I have been asking TRCA to help me inform the area, for years. Yet, TRCA has 
always expressed disinterest - and this organization’s resistence has dated all the way 
back to 1989! 
Given, as you pointed out, now, however, that the agency expected large gatherings of 
people, at 1989 Master Plan and SWP-related events, then how about helping me to carry 
out such a meeting,...say, at Huron Park, a local school or the like? 
Again, I eagerly await your response! 

vi) Your statement: “Other than yourself, very few people have expressed an interest in the 1989 
Master Plan or a sheltered harbour at East Point Park” is misleading, in, at least, two ways! 
First, the fact that “very few people have expressed an interest” aptly-illustrates how 
effectively TRCA has been keeping the 1989 Master Plan a secret! 
Despite my many requests and as already mentioned, for instance, at SWP meetings, 
TRCA attendees kept refusing to even make the plan publically-available there! 
So, it is no wonder that “very few people have expressed an interest” in the plan. 
TRCA has been ROUTINELY-HIDING the material and I think the big question, now, is 
why? 
Especially, since the agency does not appear to be doing its real job, what is going on, at 
TRCA, that requires the 1989 Master Plan to be kept secret? 
I think we should ‘follow the money’ for an answer to that - especially, since the 
organization’s auditor did not seem to have confidence in the accuracy of this agency’s 
financial ‘books’. 
In addition, as I implied in my complaint, all ‘roads’ seemed to lead to TRCA’s current long-
time CEO and Secretary-Treasurer Brian Denney - who, following more than 40 years, at 
the job, and shortly after I submitted my complaint, retired. 
Frankly and as already alluded to, in my October 28, 2017 complaint, though, I suspect 
that, at least, some of the agency’s bureaucrats have been improperly squandering tax 
dollars, on themselves. 
The second way that your statement (above) is misleading is that is does not reflect the 
fact that many people who attended SWP meetings, were repeatedly complaining about 
congestion, at Bluffers Park. 
I remembered hearing, many times, those same complaints, which were echoed by 
numerous angry residents, at nearly every SWP meeting, during the past few years! 
To alleviate some of the congestion, Toronto Councilor Glenn De Baermaeker even 
recommended the construction of a multi-floor parking, facility, at Bluffers Park. 
So, implicit was that there would be a lot of support, for Metro’s 1989 Master Plan, if 
TRCA, finally, did the right thing by widely presenting the document, as a viable alternative 
to the present situation! 

Again, I eagerly await your response! 
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DP107 I request that TRCA's recent EA submission, regarding East Point Park be "subject to a ‘Part II 

Order’ under the Environmental Assessment Act." 
Please reply. 

We want to advise you that Part II Orders are only applicable to 
Class EA's and take a Class EA to an Individual EA.  The SWP is 
already being undertaken as an Individual EA which is the most 
in depth EA in the province. 

DP108 As members of the Buffers Park Yaught Club since 1980, both my husband and I helped build the 
original docks in the basin. At that time the water depth was 23 to 27 feet deep under our keel. 
Unfortunately whomever designed the rock headland extension did not take correct calculations of 
the littoral drift. As a result not only was the beach created but because the original did not extend 
out enough, the basin itself filled up.  
Expensive Dredging has been undertaken many times unsuccessfully. Many boats with 6 ft keel 
were not able to sail for 2 years.  
Unless the original problem of incorrect design is fixed, the problem will only get worse. 
I sincerely hope that the problem be fixed and the TRCA not take the bandage approach. 
Thanking you in advance 

The TRCA Scarborough Project Team worked with Mike Patton 
of your club this fall to provide information to be included in an 
article he composed for the clubs The Spinnaker Sheet.  I have 
attached the publication and you can find Mike's article on page 
13.  I think this article answers your questions.  We appreciate 
the ongoing support of your club.  
Additional information on the Scarborough Waterfront Project can 
be found at https://trca.ca/conservation/green-
infrastructure/scarborough-waterfront-project/  
If the attached publication and article do not answer your 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me so that we can 
discuss further. 

DP60 I have read through the entire document and I find it excellent.  Comment noted.  

DP61 I also found the document good. Comment noted. 

DP62 Informal access is a complex issue and signs will not stop people from trying to get a better view 
of the bluffs. This is more about wayfinding to get to areas where they can get a view. 

Comment noted 

DP63 There are two main areas I’m interested in: 1) East Point Park has its problems but they will have 
to be handled in implementation 2) General access to the Bluffs – What are the expected visitor 
numbers? Where are visitors going to park? In the past I suggested parking at GO Stations. I think 
we need to be very clear about this; This hasn’t been spelled out in the document. 

The City is working on a number of pilot projects to improve 
accessibility, especially at Bluffer’s Park. These projects are 
proceeding outside of the EA. The City of Toronto doesn’t have 
projected visitor numbers; however, we know that there will be 
increased numbers of people visiting the Study Area given 
population increase, densification and changes in how people are 
using recreational spaces and experience on similar projects. 

DP64 The document is missing a statement about who this Project is for, is this park for local residents 
or the City as a whole. If we don’t communicate this clearly we are going to create issues that will 
not be resolved. This will be a problem if we do not deal with this now. It might be easier to get 
buy-in from stakeholders at this stage. 

The park is a city wide resource and wording will be added to the 
EA to reflect this. 

DP65 Now that Guild Park and Gardens has been opened, we are trying to promote the park as a City of 
Toronto Park, and not just as a local Scarborough Park. We need to be prepared for the influx of 
visitors, otherwise this will become a neighbourhood issue (e.g. if the park is full due to weddings, 
then there will not be parking spots available for people wishing to access the trail). 

Comment noted. 
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DP66 Parking problems have existed at Bluffer’s Park for at least 10 years. The City has had problem 

dealing with this, and for this big project hopefully this will be dealt with now, as the City has not 
done a good job of providing access. There also isn’t enough bylaw enforcement. Unless the area 
is declared a provincial park these kinds of issues will persist. 

The City is working on pilot projects to address parking at 
Bluffer’s Park including negotiating with school boards for the use 
of parking lots.  We looked at the possibility of the Study Area 
being designated as a provincial park; however, the area does 
not meet the requirements of a provincial park. 

DP67 Look at Centre Island, 2 million people visit this area every year; this is a good number to start 
with for estimating the number of future visitors to the waterfront trail. 

Comment noted. 

DP68 High lake levels also occurred in 1993; is this reflected in the document? Yes, the water levels from 1993 have been presented. 

DP69 Has the potential for more frequent fluctuations in lake levels been taken into account? Yes, we’ve taken the effect of climate change on lake levels into 
consideration; there is an extensive body of literature that we 
have drawn upon. 

DP70 The only real concern will be the height of the lake, and the effect of waves and the storm surge. See section 3.1 of the EA 

DP71 The high lake levels we experienced were a 1-in-200-year event. The landslides this year were 
mostly not due to high water levels, so we need to be talking about the effect of surface water. I 
think that the movement of the groundwater needs to be talked about. I didn’t see much about the 
200-year rain event. 

The discussion of the effect of groundwater on erosion is within 
the geotechnical report, Appendix B of the EA. 

DP72 Who wrote section about waves? Primarily the coastal engineers working on the Project. 

DP73 With the risk line did you look at areas along the bluffs where there is more likely to be a bluff 
failure versus areas where there is unlikely to be a slide? 

We looked at all of the areas and this is reflected in the risk line.  

DP74 Calculating the risk line is a very inexact science; they said bluff recession would have affected my 
property by now; however, this hasn’t happened yet. 

The TRCA has been monitoring bluff recession for about 30 
years. 

DP75 When you refer to slope stabilization occurring over time and the impact on Bank Swallows, what 
is the timeframe you are referring to? 

It depends on the area, but generally 30 – 40 years. In some 
areas like at Bluffer’s Park, erosion has stopped, but Bank 
Swallows persist.  Outside of our Study Area, some of the biggest 
colonies of Bank Swallows exist in areas where there is a lot of 
disturbance (for example quarries operated by St. Marys 
Cement). 

DP76 A greater issue is the slopes becoming vegetated over time. Comment noted. 

DP77 Where is Stevenson Swamp in relationship to the Study Area? This area is located to the north-east of the Highland Creek 
Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

DP78 Since ward boundaries are changing, does it make sense to refer to data for specific wards in the 
EA? 

The ward boundaries are not changing until 2018. We cannot 
change this in the EA because our population data is based on 
existing wards. We can however, make a note about the 
boundaries changing in 2018. 

DP79 Regarding data for population and demographics, are we talking about the whole City of Toronto? Population data is for the wards, however some data such as 
recreational trends is based on the City of Toronto Parks Plan, 
which is City wide. 
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DP80 Is the Toronto Bike Plan included? The bike plan is discussed in Chapter 2 as a background 

document. 

DP81 Do you really need to mention the number of rescues in the EA. This number may be slanted 
because some rescues could have been undertaken in a simpler fashion, using less equipment. 

We were asked by Toronto First Responders to include this 
information. 

DP82 I think it’s a good idea to include information on the number of rescues. Comment noted 

DP83 Is there a map of cultural and archaeological sites? To ensure the preservation of these sites, we are not permitted to 
show this information. 

DP84 Can a separated trail be achieved in the Study Area? Yes, and it is our intent for one to be established. 

DP85 When referring to letters of support, are you asking about support for process or support for 
Project? 

We are referring to both; the EA process is not a referendum or a 
vote. MOECC wants to know that TRCA has undertaken the 
process fairly. 

DP86 As a resident, I feel like there are elements of the Project that are annoying, but overall I support 
the project. Not all of the members of my organization agree, but most of them will say they 
support the process. 

Comment noted. 

DP87 How will final Alternatives be implemented for areas where there is private land? TRCA will engage with landowners after and if the EA is 
approved to secure land. If they do not wish to sell their land at 
fair market value, then we look at expropriation proceedings. For 
land acquisition, all we are looking at is the riparian areas, not 
land on the tablelands. 

DP88 What kind of discussions have occurred with Rohm & Haas? We have had conversations with the plant operators, as well as 
the owners, Dow Chemical Company. While Rohm & Haas 
acknowledge the public are using existing trails much closer to 
their facility than we are proposing, they have expressed their 
concern regarding the proximity of the industrial facility to the 
proposed trail, and have noted difficulties in making trail users 
safe in the event of an upset condition. 

DP89 My concern is areas without parking; especially if you’re attracting an increased number of visitors. The City of Toronto is currently working on a number of 
opportunities to address parking issues  Following the EA, we will 
be working with the City of Toronto and further parking studies 
may occur. 

DP90 The City is looking at adding additional parking spots at Guild Park and Gardens, so other 
initiatives are underway. 

Comment noted. 

DP91 We also need to encourage increased public transit, as well as walking and cycling. The city is also looking at implementing a shuttle service. 

DP92 Will garbage collection be considered? Once the Project is approved the City and TRCA will create an 
Operations and Maintenance Plan which will include garbage. 

DP93 Was the headland at Bluffer’s Park changed as a result of the issues with the surfers? No, the headland design has not been changed. 
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DP94 Are members of the surfing community happy with the design now? TRCA has committed to work with the surfers to see if 

refinements can be made to the headland to address concerns, 
as some members of the surfing community continue to oppose 
the design. 

DP95 My organization supports the expanded headland. Comment noted. 

DP96 Do the appendices provide the sources of what determines negative or positive effects? Section 7.2 shows the definition, while table 7.3 also expands on this. 

DP97 The acronyms like Ecological Land Classification (ELCs) are confusing. Comment noted. 

DP98 Regarding the cost of the Project, is that referring to 2017 dollars? Yes, however the $170 million figure does take inflation into 
account. 

DP99 Assuming this Project will be provincially funded, when would funded be committed? We will be exploring various sources for potential funding for the 
Project. 

DP100 Regarding funding, where does Waterfront Toronto fit in? This Project falls outside of their operational area; however, we 
are proposing to use their tripartite funding model. 

DP101 Do you have to wait for the EA to be approved in order to start looking at funding? Yes, we have to have a project for them to review. 

DP102 With this process of amendment, is there a timeline? There is not a specific timeline. 

DP103 If they land is owned by the province can’t they just give the land? No, they have to sell it at the correct market value.  

DP104 What is the involvement of Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) in the Project? Through Aquatic Habitat Toronto (AHT), DFO was updated and 
provided input throughout the Project. They are primarily 
interested in fish habitat. 

DP16 What will happen to my property for this project? Will TRCA employees, contractors or workers be 
using my property as an access road to construct this project? Will I be receiving a new Access 
Agreement for this project? We had received an Access Agreement during Phase 2 of the 
Guildwood Parkway Erosion Control Project.  
I would like to ensure that I have property rights to the waterline for the duration of this project and 
after the completion of this project. 

The Scarborough Waterfront Project Environmental Assessment is 
in the draft phase.  The EA will be finalized and submitted to the 
Province for a decision before we can proceed to detailed design, 
approvals or land acquisition.  Until a decision has been made by 
the Minister of Environment and Climate Change you will NOT see 
any TRCA employees, contractors or workers accessing your 
property.  We do not anticipate a decision from the Minister until 
mid-2018.  If we do get approved by the Minister we would then 
meet with all affected land owners to start a discussion about what 
lands may be required. We will reach out to you directly to keep 
you informed as the EA planning process progresses.   

DP20 Congratulations on receiving the TRCA’s Board’s endorsement of the Refined Preferred 
Alternative and the approval to proceed to the City of Toronto.  
The WRT’s last correspondence on the Scarborough Waterfront Project stands as our statement 
of support. Please let us know if we need to resend the letter to a different organization or if you 
need something else from us.  
Thank you again for all the tremendous work done and underway to fulfill the vision for an 
accessible and regenerated Scarborough waterfront. 

Comment noted 
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DP35 We first want to thank you for all the hard work that you and your team have undertaken in 

preparing a very comprehensive draft SWP Environmental Assessment report. It is clear that a 
tremendous amount of work has been undertaken to reach this stage. Although there has been 
considerable public input and comment (both positive and negative), we do believe your proposal 
is an important step in protecting the Scarborough Waterfront for future generations while 
providing access to the public community that you serve. As has been evidenced with the 
explosion of public use of the Bluffers Park area in the past few years, there is a strong interest in 
having public access to the shoreline of Scarborough and your proposal is a strong step in that 
direction. The Bluffers Park Boating Federation (BPBF) is an association consisting of 
representatives from the 4 self‐help boating clubs in Bluffers Park‐ Cathedral Bluffs Yacht Club, 
Bluffers Park Yacht Club, Highland Yacht Club and Scarborough Bluffs Sailing Club. This 
association provides support to the boaters of these clubs and we act as a conduit with the TRCA 
and the City of Toronto in matters which impacts these basin users. The BPBF has been 
represented on your Stakeholders Committee over the past few years by , past 
Chairman of the Federation and he has done a very effective job of ensuring our voice has been 
heard during the assessment period. As an association which supports more than 600 boating 
families within the Bluffers Park basin, our voice is very important and we want it know that we are 
in total support of your plans for the West section of the SWP.  Although your report covers the 
entire Scarborough Waterfront, our comments are primarily focused on the West section of this 
project. Within your report, there are 2 key elements that we enthusiastically support. 
1) Safety of the Brimley Road access (section 4.3.1, 6.2.4.1 and table 7.7) 
We note that the TRCA is working with the City of Toronto to improve entry and exit to and from 
Bluffers Park. We believe that action needs to be taken immediately to provide improvements in 
walking and bicycling use of the Brimley Road hill. Weekend vehicular and pedestrian traffic is at a 
record high this summer and the safety of users of the hill has become a very critical issue. 
Hundreds of people are now walking or bike riding up and down the public roads when the parking 
areas are full and a serious accident is just around the corner unless immediate action is taken. 
We implore the TRCA and the City to move this to a high priority item for approval and funding. 
2) Boating access and the East ‘lighthouse’ point extension (section 5.3.1.6, 5.4.2, 6.1.1, 7.3.3.2 
and figure 5.10 and 6.1) Within the Bluffers Park basin, there are more than 1200 boaters using 
docking facilities of the four Federation clubs and Marina. In addition, more than 1000 visiting 
boating families attend the basin each summer. This means that there is heavy and constant 
activity in the ‘gap’.  Although we appreciate the efforts by the TRCA to maintain a safe depth at 
the entrance to the harbor, the constant silting in of the gap continues to be a major concern of the 
BPBF. We have had many cases where unsuspecting boaters, who could be from anywhere on 
Lake Ontario or beyond, when seeking shelter from unfavorable weather conditions have been 
shocked with a hard grounding of their vessel, inside our marked channel, creating a serious 
danger to property and possibly to life. 
Your Waterfront proposal to extend the eastern section of the gap (the lighthouse area) is 
essential to the continuation of safe water depths and this change is supported wholeheartedly by 
the Federation. However, we don’t believe that the recent reduction in the size of this extension in 
response to the input of the surfer community should be considered or adjusted beyond the 
current draft plan. While we do respect the voice of this community in wanting to protect the 

 Comment noted. 

L12-100



  

Public Comments 

   

Comment # Comment Response 
current area that they represent as being an ‘active use area’ (section 7.3.3.2), the latest size and 
configuration modifications should still permit the continuation of their use without compromise. A 
small group of occasional surfers accessing this area a couple of days per year should not 
override the needs of a much larger and more active boating community.  The thousands of 
boaters regularly using this entrance must be providing with a safe and consistent point of entry 
and exit. 
We feel it is important that the Federation continue to have a strong voice in the next steps 
(including the Detailed Design phase) and to that end we would like to discuss an active and 
continued involvement of the Federation with the TRCA and other participants at the appropriate 
time. 

DP36 I am a member of Bluffers Park Yacht Club (BPYC), one of the 4 private (membership only) sailing 
clubs inside the Bluffers Park Headland. Currently I am the Secretary on the Board of Directors for 
BPYC. All 4 of the yacht clubs operate as Non-Profit Corporations.  
First of all let me start off by giving full support for the adopted configuration shown in Fig 6.1 
Refined West Segment Preferred Alternative – Bluffer’s Park Headland. This is an excellent 
development for a beautiful area. Also, full marks to the comprehensiveness of the report which 
takes into account just about all of the major considerations of the area. 
 Speaking from the club’s point of view, the proposed extension of the headland affords more 
protection from storms on the lake which blow in a SW direction causing large waves inside the 
current headland and direct erosion of the rip rap on the spit in front of our club which faces the 
gap.  This Spring erosion was exceptionally bad. In May, serious erosion was caused by the high 
water levels and a storm which resulted in waves crashing over the spit (never been seen by 
anyone at the club before), and the washing away of the land at the west end of the spit around a 
large willow tree. Members still have serious concerns that this willow tree will survive the winter – 
hopefully this has already been reported as TRCA owns the land and the tree and some 
preventive measures are in hand.  
 I did not notice any mention of Trumpeter Swans in the report, although the marina and yacht 
club area is important for them. The area around the marina and sailing clubs has been home to a 
nesting pair for over 20 years. One of the clubs puts out a nesting platform each year for the pair, 
and myself and other individuals from BPYC have worked with the Trumpeter Swan Restoration 
Society to ensure we are doing all the right things to encourage swans to over winter in the area. 
We also allow them to access our facilities for tagging. 
https://www.thestar.com/news/insight/2015/02/20/wild-in-the-city-restoring-trumpeter-swans-in-
ontario.html  
However, regarding the Report, there was an error in section 3.3.3.4, which reported that there 
are “Approximately 53 sail boats and power boats inhabited seasonally.” This is a long way off the 
truth.  BPYC has 125 monohull sailboats, Highland Yacht Club (HYC) has close to 200 sail and 
power boats, Cathedral Bluffs Yacht Club (CBYC) have approximately 275 sail and power boats 
and Scarborough Bluffs Sailing Club (SBSC) is a ‘dry’ club with approximately 100 sail and power 
boats stored on trailers. Although all the boats are hauled out of the water in the winter all 4 clubs 
have an active social calendar and the clubhouses and grounds are used extensively by members 
in the winter. All 4 clubs participate in active cruising schedules during the summer months, as 

 Section 3.3.3.4 will be edited to clarify information.    
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well as an active racing calendar which sees races take place every Wednesday night May to 
September, and 2 races each Sunday through September.  Some of our members are the 
founding members of the clubs who built the docks and clubhouses themselves out of the landfill 
back in the mid-eighties.  
 The 4 clubs formed the Bluffers Park Boating Federation (BPBF), on which all clubs have a 
representative. My point here is that you have significant, active and highly engaged group of over 
700 individuals (double that if you include spouses) who have interest in the plan from a boating 
point of view. At the next stage when detailed plans for the West segment are developed, a 
member of the BPBF should have a seat at the table to represent the recreational boaters from 
the 4 sailing clubs. You will find our members can be very vocal, as was noticed by the Mayor on a 
recent visit with Gary Crawford (local councillor) to look at the flood damage we experienced.  
I hope that you will take this into account and allow the recreational boaters to act as stakeholders 
and have a voice in the next round of discussions. If you need to contact the BPBF you can do so 
through our club by contacting the BPYC Commodore through our Website www.bpyc.on.ca.   

DP38 As one of HUNDREDS of taxpayers (many who live in the ward) who appreciate being able to 
access the lake from one of the four boat clubs plus marina in the basin I am in favour of any 
project which extends the headland near the light and gap at Bluffers Park. In the event of 
emergency or foul weather BP is the only safe harbour along the lake between Ashbridges Bay, 
downtown Toronto, and Frenchman's Bay in Pickering. Extending the headland will improve the 
safety for boaters in the area, the parkland experience for visitors to the park, and help to divert 
silt towards deeper waters thus reducing the costly annual dredging operations for our city and 
taxpayers. Please weigh these important considerations when listening to the interests of the 
surfing community and other stakeholders. 

 Comment noted 

DP43 Section 3.3.3.4 Boat Clubs states approximately 53 sail and motor boat and inhabited seasonally. 
This is incorrect as the correct number is approx. 1000. This can be confirmed by viewing the 
basin from Google Earth. These boats make up the majority of the marine traffic using the 
entrance to the harbour.   As this is only safe harbour between Ashbrigdes Bay and Pickering you 
may want to review the navigational aids for the entrance. Gaining access to the harbour at night 
in less than optimal conditions can prove a real challenge.  

 Section 3.3.3.4 will be edited to clarify information.    

DP44 Our club, formed in 1980 has had a continuous presence in the park for nearly 40 years and 
represents more than 150 boating families. Please accept our thanks for the hard work of you and 
your team in moving this project forward. 
Background 
There are four non-profit, self help, recreational boating clubs located in Bluffer's Park in addition 
to a commercial marina which operates on a for-profit basis. The four boat clubs are located on 
the island which was created in the 1970's from land fill mostly made up of construction waste. I 
am Commodore of one of those clubs; Highland Yacht Club (HYC) and I'm writing on behalf of the 
more than one hundred and fifty families who comprise our club membership. 
First of all I would like to express our sincere thanks and appreciation for the tremendous effort 
expended to achieve a very comprehensive and extensive draft plan. It appears to be well 
balanced, thoroughly researched and professionally executed.  

Comment noted 
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While we are familiar with the entire waterfront plan, our principal interest and comments relate 
only to the western segment of the plan. HYC and the other basin clubs have been well 
represented in consultation and planning meetings as one of our members, who is also a Past 
Commodore of our club, Garry Deller, has been our stakeholder representative for several years. 
He has helped to ensure that our concerns as recreational boaters and users of the park have 
been considered and we very much appreciate having had the opportunity to have one of our 
members participate in those stakeholder meetings. 
While a significant portion of our club membership is comprised of fairly recent newcomers, many 
of our current members were present in the early years when the island was merely a pile of 
rubble and mud with no structures, docks, trees or landscape. Club members volunteered their 
time and donated money to create the facilities essential to boating in support of the community 
that exists today. They recall the time after the heavy construction equipment had departed and 
the majority of park visitors were members of the boating community.  
As the area has matured and beautiful green spaces have emerged Bluffer's Park has become a 
destination for not only local residents but also international tourists, as we have discovered when 
stopping to offer rides to people who struggle to make their way out of the park via the narrow 
access road running down the steep hill that leads into the park. As there is no public transit into 
the park and the park is often closed to vehicular traffic on busy summer weekends when parking 
lots are full, visitors have no choice but to walk into the park to enjoy it's wonderful appeal.Some 
members of our boating community also do not drive nor do they own automobiles. They walk, 
cycle, hitch rides or pay for cab rides to access Bluffer’s Park and our boating facilities. 
Comments Related to the Draft EA 
Following a review of the draft environmental assessment for the SWP and having attended a 
number of the public meetings and Public Information Centres (PIC's) associated with the 
development we offer the following comments relating to 5 aspects of the plan: 
1)  Headlands expansion, east of Harbour entrance to Bluffer's Basin.  (section 5.3.1.6, 5.4.2, 

6.1.1 and 7.3.3.2)  
− the effort to create a land feature which will aid in the reduction of silting in the gap is much 

appreciated. This will reduce the need, cost and inconvenience of frequent dredging. 
− this feature will help reduce the potential for boat groundings during periods of low lake water 

levels and will improve the safety of boaters entering the boat basin who could be injured 
due to groundings.  

− boats passing through the gap number in the thousands annually and we are concerned that 
a relatively small group of Lake Ontario surfers could effect changes through their opposition 
to the proposed headland modifications resulting in a diminished effectiveness. We respect 
the voice of the surfing community but ask that their desire for enhanced recreation does not 
override the needs for safety of the boating community. 

2)  Brimley Road South (section 4.3.1 and 6.2.4.1) 
− we applaud the proposed road improvements which includes installation of a 3.0 to 5.4 meter 

wide pedestrian and bicycle path on the east side of the road. This will definitely aid in 
removing pedestrian and bicycle traffic from the vehicular traffic to enhance public safety. 
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Comment # Comment Response 
− we are concerned that any delay in the approval and funding of the overall SWP will result in 

continued hazardous conditions for the pedestrians and cyclists that mix with road traffic to 
enter and exit the park. We strongly urge you to consider expediting and separating this 
portion of the SWP from the overall project if delays are expected in implementing the larger 
plan. 

3)  Public Transportation Services  
− the lack of public transportation services into Bluffer's Park results in increased congestion 

from vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists and reduces the opportunity for use by those people 
less physically abled.  

− we ask that TRCA ensure that public transit infrastructure be included in the plan and that 
some form of temporary interim arrangements be considered on an urgent basis. While 
comments of this nature appear in some public information gathering summaries addressing 
the concerns is not obvious. Vehicle passenger drop off and staging areas should be 
included in the road planning, as should bus passenger waiting and pick-up areas. 

4)  Construction Access and Activities (6.4, 6.4.1, 6.5, 6.5.1 and 6.5.6) 
− we recognize that there will be considerable disruption during certain construction phases of 

the project 
− it is requested that consideration be given to the fact that the boating clubs operate 

throughout the year although on a very limited basis during the off season. Excellent 
communication between the boating community (via a single contact) and the site 
superintendent or equivalent may help reduce the risk of problems. 

5)  Design Phase Meetings  
− once the environmental assessment phase is completed it has been suggested that the 

stakeholder committee be dissolved.   
− we request that consideration be given to involving the boating community via a 

representative attending design phase meetings, once the project and funding is approved. 
This will help to ensure that the needs of the local community are met.  

Submission by Highland Yacht Club (September, 2017) 

DP45 This letter is to indicate support from the five executive committees of the Community Associations 
in East Scarborough for the environmental assessment that was conducted for the Scarborough 
Waterfront Project. Our five community associations cover a large portion of Ward 43 and Ward 
44 in Scarborough. Specifically, we represent a contiguous area spanning: 

− Guildwood Village: Approximately 3000 households in the south of Ward 43 from Lake 
Ontario to Guildwood Parkway and the railway tracks. 

− Coronation Community: Approximately 3000 households in Ward 43/44 from Guildwood 
Station to Beechgrove (Highland Creek) and the railway tracks to Morningside Park. 

− Centennial Community: Approximately 4,000 households in Ward 44 from Highland Creek to 
Port Union Road and Lake Ontario to Kingston Road. 

− Highland Creek Community: Approximately 4000 households in Ward 44 from Military Trail 
and Morningside Ave. in the west to the convergence of Kingston Rd and the 401 in the east. 

 Comment noted 
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Comment # Comment Response 
− West Rouge Community: Approximately 3000 households in Ward 44 from Port Union Road 

to Rouge Park and Lake Ontario to the 401. 
We agree that the project objectives that were identified and evaluated were fair and suitable. 
These objectives were to: 

− Protect and enhance terrestrial and aquatic natural heritage features and linkages; 
− Manage public safety and property risk; 
− Provide an enjoyable waterfront experience; 
− Consistency and coordination with other initiatives; and 
− Achieve value for cost. 

We also agree that the public consultation for the environmental assessment was comprehensive. 
Member of the executives from our associations participated in the environmental assessments 
by: 

− Attending Public Information Centres (PIC); 
− Sharing information about the project in our community newsletters an encouraging 

residents to provide comment; 
− Attending presentations and a walking tour that were given to the Centennial Community & 

Recreation Association and Scarborough Community Renewal Organization. 
 (President of Guildwood Village Community Association) and  (Past- 

President of Centennial Community & Recreation Association) participated on the stakeholder 
committee.  
We support completion of the environmental assessment and its submission to the Minister of the 
Environment and Climate Change. We look forward to the proposed investment of $170 million to 
connect the waterfront trail between East Point Park and Bluffer’s park to create opportunities to 
enjoy the Lake Ontario waterfront. 
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Comment # EA Section Comment Response 
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) 

DA1 General As you are aware, MNRF staff have been involved in the review of this EA from its 
inception and many of our areas of interest remain the same.  MNRF would like to 
reiterate the following: 
− There will need to be a careful balance struck to ensure natural heritage features are 

protected.  MNRF staff would reiterate its interest in the preservation of the natural 
features and natural character of the Scarborough bluffs and Lake Ontario 
shoreline.  This will mean keeping urban infrastructure to a minimum (e.g., lighting, 
roads/paved trails, waste facilities) in favour of more passive alternatives.   

− The current proposal may result in the loss of areas designated as ANSI for the 
proposed stabilization works.  More discussion will be required on how impacts will 
be minimized. 

− There is concern that the natural erosion/deposition of Lake Ontario will have the 
potential to be disrupted through stabilization works.   

− The bluff and surrounding coastline are home to a number of Species-at-
Risk.  MNRF recommends a meeting with TRCA to ensure that Endangered Species 
Act considerations are appropriately addressed. Of note, significant and large areas 
of Bank Swallow habitat may be lost through stabilization works.   

− Some shoreline treatments, if approved, will require the disposition of Crown lake-
bed to the City and/or TRCA.  It is recommended that additional discussions 
between MNRF and TRCA/Toronto occur to explore this more fully given the 
possible financial/approval implications of this aspect of the proposal. 

Comments noted. TRCA will continue to engage with 
and consult with MNRF during the Detailed Design 
phase of the Project when additional details regarding 
design, construction and mitigation are available. 
TRCA agrees that natural heritage features should be 
protected and softer approaches, where possible, will 
be explored during Detailed Design. It should be noted 
that no servicing (e.g., lighting, washrooms) are being 
proposed as part of the Project. 
Discussions with MNRF will continue during Detailed 
Design to ensure impacts on ANSIs are minimized. 
However, ANSIs in the Project Study Area are currently 
being negatively impacted by unmanaged public use 
and fragmented by informal trails created by users 
attempting to gain access to the slope crest and 
water’s edge. Implementation of a formalized trail 
through the Project Study Area will benefit ANSIs 
through managing public use and decommissioning the 
informal trails fragmenting sensitive habitats. 
TRCA will continue to work with MNRF during Detailed 
Design to ensure that Endangered Species Act 
considerations are appropriately addressed. Impacts to 
Bank Swallows and their habitat have been considered 
and analyzed as part of the Project, and it has been 
determined the Project will have no direct impact to 
Bank Swallows or their habitat. The largest colony in 
the Project Study Area exists where shoreline 
protection works have been in place for 40+ years, and 
no servicing (i.e., lighting) is proposed as part of the 
Project. 
Additional discussions between MNRF and TRCA/City 
of Toronto will occur to explore Crown water lot 
requirements during Detailed Design, when more 
detailed design information and water lot requirements 
are known. 

Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) 
DA2 Table of Contents  The Table of Contents in the electronic version of the document follows immediately 

after the title page; however, in the printed version of the document, the Table of 
Contents is after the Executive Summary. The electronic version is the correct format so 
please ensure that all of the printed documents follow this format. 

The Final EA will use the correct format. 
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 Section 2.1 The list of background studies used to frame the problem and/or opportunity in the draft 

EA includes MOECC’s Excess Soil Management Guidelines (2016). The ministry is 
proposing new policies/regulations, consistent with the Excess Soil Management Policy 
Framework, which may be in place during the development of this undertaking. TRCA 
must ensure that all relevant policies/regulations are followed in relation to excess soil 
management. 

Comment noted. 

Section 3.1.9 Ensure that when climate change is considered and applied to the analysis of 
alternatives, that extreme weather events are considered. 

Extreme weather events were considered in the 
development and analysis of Alternatives.  This has 
been made explicit in Chapter 5 of the EA. Updates 
have also been made in Chapter 3, Section 3.1.9 to re-
iterate this consideration. 

Chapter 5 The advantages and disadvantages of each alternative must be assessed and not just 
the advantage and disadvantages of the preferred alternative as done in Section 11. In 
Section 5, specifically Tables 5-3 to 5-19 outline aspects of each alternative. Are these 
possibility advantages and disadvantages of each alternative? If so, they should be 
labelled as such and a high level narrative summary should be provided. 

Edits to the wording have been made throughout 
Chapter 5 to more clearly indicate that the advantages 
and disadvantages of each Alternative were assessed 
as part of the comparative evaluation. 

Chapter 5 Many of the colours in the figures in this section are not clear. The colours used in 
legends and on the maps should be differentiated more (for example Figure 5-2 uses 
two shades of purple for different items and in Figure 5-3 the trail segment in yellow is 
hard to see and the colours in the legend are not clear). 
Figure 5-15, 5-16 and 5-17 do not include yellow in the legend and specific to Figure 5-
15 the red circle should be labelled. 

Comment noted. Edits to the figures in Chapter 5 have 
been updated for the Final EA to reflect this. 

Section 5.3 On page 5-4, the section titled “FOURTH: Identify Alternatives for Each Segment to be 
Evaluated and Compared to Choose the Preferred Alternative” should include wording 
describing both the positive and negative environment effects, proposed mitigation, net 
effects, and the advantages and disadvantages of each alternative. 

Wording describing both the positive and negative 
environmental effects, proposed mitigation, net effects, 
and the advantages and disadvantages of each 
Alternative has been added to this section titled  
“FOURTH: Identify Alternatives for Each Segment to be 
Evaluated and Compared to Choose the Preferred 
Alternative” (see p. 5-5). 

Section 5.3 The MOECC Code of Practice for Preparing and Reviewing Environmental 
Assessments in Ontario, Section 3.1.4, states that alternatives are evaluated in light of 
their advantages and disadvantages which are developed through a net effects analysis. 
The Code of Practice also states that during the environmental assessment process, 
there are distinct points where alternatives are evaluated and the net environmental 
effects associated with any alternative; that is, the potential environmental effects after 
impact management measures have been applied, are clearly identified. 
It is not clear in this section or in the overall analysis that potential environmental effects, 
after mitigation measures have been applied, are assessed for all of the alternatives. 

Updated wording on p. 5-5, under the section titled 
“FOURTH: Identify Alternatives for Each Segment to be 
Evaluated and Compared to Choose the Preferred 
Alternative” clarifies that potential positive and negative 
environmental effects, after mitigation measures have 
been applied, were assessed for all Alternatives to 
determine the overall Preferred Alternative. 

Section 5.3.3.2 The 5.3.3.2 Section title has a few inconsistencies, specifically “Base of Bluffs” should 
have hyphens to match “Top-of-Bluffs” and it should be “headlands” not “headlines”. 

Comment noted; these edits have been made to the 
Final EA. 
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 Section 5.4 There are no page numbers on what should be pages 5-40 and 5-14. 

In Table 5-1 (the last row on page 5-42, 4th column over) the last sentence states 
“Alternatives will a small amount of or no infill will be ranked higher”. The “will” should be 
“with”. 

Comment noted; these edits have been made to the 
Final EA. 

Section 5.4.1.1 On page 5-41 the last paragraph and sentence should restate that Table 5-2 presents 
the criteria and indicates screen out by segment. Also consider changing the total of 
Table 5-2 to indicate that the purpose of the table and the information contained within is 
to screen out specific criteria and indicators originally identified in Table 5-1. 

Comment noted; these edits have been made to the 
Final EA. 

Section 5.4.1.2 It is stated in the documentation that in determining the relative rankings of the 
alternatives for each indicator mitigation was considered; however it is not clear or 
traceable as to how the mitigation measures were considered when assessing the 
alternatives. Further description as to how mitigation measures were considered is 
required and what the resulting net effects are after mitigation. 
Section 7.3 discusses construction and operation effects associated with each objective 
and the implementation of mitigation measures; however, this is only for the preferred 
alternative. 

The assessment of effects presented in Chapter 5 
assumes that standard mitigative measures have been 
applied to manage the negative effects associated with 
each Alternative. At the conceptual level of detail 
associated with the Alternatives, mitigation includes 
avoidance of effects through design, where possible. For 
the purposes of the comparative evaluation, the effects 
associated with construction (e.g., sedimentation, traffic, 
dust, noise, changes to access and use, etc.) were 
considered to be similar for each Alternative and 
generally could be mitigated using standard construction 
practices (see Appendix H of the EA). As construction 
effects and associated mitigation measures did not help 
to distinguish among the Alternatives, neither were 
included in the comparative evaluation. The wording in 
Section 5.4.1.2 has been updated to reflect this. 

Section 5.4.1.3 Indicate that each study objective is evaluated evenly when determining the overall 
preferred alternative i.e. there isn’t more weight on Protect and Enhance Terrestrial and 
Aquatic Natural Features and Linkages than Achieve Value for Cost, if this is the case. 
The term “trade-offs” is used and it is unclear what is meant by this, an example would 
be helpful. 

Section 5.4.1.3 has been updated to indicate that each 
Project Objective, and all associated Criteria and 
Indicators, are of equal importance (i.e., weighted the 
same) with respect to determining the overall Preferred 
Alternative. Section 5.4.1.3 has also been updated to 
include the description of the term “trade-offs”, which 
refers to making a rational decision to accept some 
negative effects to achieve an overall benefit. 

Section 5.4.2 The last sentence in the first paragraph of the section states that there are “nine 
alternatives plus the Do Nothing Alternative”. This statement should read “nine 
alternatives including the Do Nothing Alternative”. 

Comment noted; these edits have been made to the 
Final EA. 

Section 5.4.4 In the Overall Evaluation Results for Alternative 4B for the East Segment (see page 5-
85) states the key advantages associated with this alternative. This has been done for 
the West segment though it was referred to as “key reasons” (see page 5-62) and it was 
note done at all for the Central segment. Consistency between the segments would be 
beneficial to the clarity of the decision making process. 

Comment noted; these edits have been made to the 
Final EA. 
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Section 6.1.1 In Figure 6-2 the berm’s approximate location should be identified. Comment noted these edits have been made to the 
Final EA. 

Chapter 7 Table 7-1 has two columns associated with effects, “construction” and “establishment”. 
For the purposes of continuity with the rest of the document, “establishment” should be 
changed to “operation”. TRCA may also consider using the term 
“operation/maintenance” since the undertaking will not in fact be “operating” but rather 
ongoing maintenance will be required. 
If the term “establishment” is used elsewhere in the document, replace with the term you 
deem appropriate. 

The term “establishment” has been updated to 
“Operation/Establishment” throughout the EA 
document. 

Section 10.3.1.4 On page 10-4 the last paragraph of the section states that the Notice of Submission of 
Draft EA was circulated the week of June 19, 2017. I believe this is incorrect since all of 
the other dates in the paragraph are August 17, 2017. 
It is stated in this section that for PIC#3, an email was sent to people who had previously 
submitted comments. Was this also done for the Notice of Submission? If so, it should 
be documented, if not a reason should be provided. 

The Notice of Submission of Draft EA circulation date 
was the week of August 14, 2017; the text has been 
updated to correct this. An email regarding the Notice 
of Submission of Draft EA was sent to people who 
previously submitted comments; the text has been 
updated to clarify this. 

Section 10.4.4.1 This section regarding landowners potentially affected by the project as a result of land 
acquisition states that they were consulted but does not mentioned if they had any 
concerns and if so how they were addressed. If this information is in Appendix L, 
Consultation Activities, please also include it in this section. 

This information is presented in Table 10-12. Edits to 
the section text have been made to provide reference 
to the table and direct readers to the information. 

Chapter 12 Ensure that all works cited in the draft EA are included in Section 12 “References Works 
Cited”. 

Comment noted; TRCA has confirmed that all 
works cite are included in Section 12. 

Appendix L, 
Consultation 

Activities 

Consider including a more robust Record of Aboriginal Engagement section in either 
Appendix L 9 or Section 10.5. This section should include a summary of what 
consultation steps were done, organized by each Aboriginal community. 

MOECC has been provided with the detailed 
communication log of Aboriginal Community 
Engagement for their review. 

Appendix L 7 should provide a list of the utilities that were engaged with and any 
comments that were received. 

This information is available in Section 10.4.6. 

Appendix L 8 does not have a cover page in the printed version of the document. Commented noted; a cover page has been provided in 
the Final EA. 

General Information that missing or incomplete in your draft EA will require additional review 
when submitted as part of your formal EA. Additional comments may be provided at that 
time. In general, prior to submitting your EA, please be advised that you are required to 
provide a Record of Consultation, which should detail consultation on the EA, any 
comments recorded, and responses to any comments received from MOECC, other 
governmental agencies, Aboriginal Communities, and the public. As opposed to 
submitted this Record of Consultation as an appendix to the EA, it should be submitted 
as a separate support document. 

Chapter 10, together with Appendix L, represent the 
Record of Consultation for the EA. 
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DA3 General My comments focus on the potential water quality and water quantity issues that may 

arise in the long term as well as in the short-term during construction. 
Water Quality – The potential for the proposed alternative shoreline configurations to 
impact nearshore water quality (TP, TSS, e-coli and Cu) within the study area was 
assessed using a 3-D hydrodynamic model (MIKE-3) (report in Appendix I). Based on 
modelled scenarios, no effects to water quality are anticipated in the regional study area 
for any of the proposed alternative options.  It is indicated that the refined preferred 
alternative has in fact the potential to improve water quality in the study area due to a 
predicted decrease in E. coli levels as a result of a sheltering effect from the proposed 
headland beach system. 
Stormwater – It is indicated that the preferred alternative provides the opportunity to add 
“end-of-pipe” management of stormwater through the improvement of outfall locations 
with wet features to be constructed at two locations within the study area. This would be 
an improvement from existing conditions. Although no specific information was provided 
at this time regarding function and design of the proposed wet features, the ESR 
identifies that size and thus function of these features is limited by land at the base of 
the bluffs and the volume of water.  
Construction phase – Concerns related to potential impact to water quality during 
construction are discussed and addressed in the proposed mitigation measures section 
(Chapter 7 and Appendix H).  Sediment and erosion control measures including 
sediment control structures are to be put in place to mitigate sediment runoff during the 
construction phase. MOE Fill Quality Guide and Good Management Practices, TRCA’s 
Lakefill Quality Control Program And Ontario Regulation 153/04 will be followed in order 
to prevent potential negative impacts in the receiving environment, local soils or 
sediments. 
PTTW - Should dewatering of greater than 50,000 litres a day be necessary, a Permit to 
Take Water will be required. For a taking of greater than 50,000 litres/day, but less than 
400,000 litres/day, the permit should be obtained via the Environmental Activity and 
Sector Registry (EASR). For takings greater than 400,000 litres/day, a Permit to Take 
Water shall be required via the conventional application process. The 
proponent/contractor is advised to pre-consult with the ministry regarding the 
assessment that will be required in support of the PTTW application. The report to be 
prepared in support of the water taking application should include details on the potential 
effects of the taking and the management of the discharge water, including targets for 
pollutant concentrations (typically Total Suspended Solids), how these targets will be 
achieved, quantity controls and monitoring requirements.  

Comments noted. 

DA4 General Based on a cursory review of the Draft EA Report, the proponent has addressed the 
ToR commitments with respect to the dust control mitigation measures during 
construction activities of the proposed undertaking. However, as per Section 7.3.6 of the 
ToR, the proponent did not include a description of the current ambient air conditions of 
the study area. For the Final EA Report, it is recommended to characterize the baseline 
air quality conditions of the project area as noted in Appendix A of the ToR.   

A section discussing the current ambient air conditions 
in the Project Study Area has been added to Chapter 3 
of the Final EA (see Section 3.1.14). 
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DA5 General,
Appendix B 

1.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 
A.  Prior to construction, it should be determined if a Permit to Take Water (PTTW) is 

required for all or parts of the project. 
B.  If a PTTW is required, then a Category 3 hydrogeological assessment should be 

completed. The assessment should meet the requirements described in MOE 
(2008). A Construction Dewatering EASR may be an option for shallow excavations. 

C.  Environmental site assessments should be completed for those areas along the 
alignment where subsurface contamination may occur. 

D.  City engineering and environmental departments should be contacted to obtain 
information on possible contamination impacted sites along the area of interest. 

E.  The Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change should be contacted to  obtain 
information on known or possibly contaminated sites within or adjacent to the project 
area.  

4.0 REVIEW 
The review was limited to Terraprobe (2017) Geotechnical Engineering Report 
Scarborough Waterfront Project – East Environmental Assessment Toronto, Ontario. 
Terraprobe (2017) concentrated its study on examining and commenting upon the slope 
and stability of the Bluff within the project area. The report contains little on the 
hydrogeology of the project area though it does describe the stratigraphy of the 
overburden.  
The report did not examine the project from a hydrogeological perspective. The only 
comment made about hydrogeology is that water within the more permeable units within the 
stratigraphy if perched by underlying clays would flow to the face of the Scarborough Bluff.  
Should dewatering be required during the course of construction, then a Permit to Take 
Water (PTTW) will be required if the taking is for more than 50,000 litres per day. See 
Section 5 of this memorandum.  
5.0 PERMIT TO TAKE WATER 
Should dewatering of greater than 50,000 litres a day be necessary, a Permit to Take 
Water will be required. For a taking of greater than 50,000 litres/day, but less than 
400,000 litres/day, the Permit should be obtained via the Environmental Activity and 
Sector Registry (EASR). For takings greater than 400,000 litres/day, a Permit to Take 
Water shall be required via the conventional application process (Category 3).  
The ministry has mandatory hydrogeological assessment requirements for EASR and 
Category 3 applications. The assessment will need to be completed prior to applying for 
a PTTW. Included in the assessment is the use of site specific data.  
The requirements for an EASR application are found on the MOECC website; see 
REFERENCES. Requirements for a Category 3 PTTW hydrogeological assessment are 
found in MOE (2008). 
Options for the discharge of water taken under a PTTW or EASR will also need to be 
determined. An Environmental Compliance Approval may be required. See REFERENCES. 

Comments noted. 
The recommendations outlined will be followed, as 
required, during the Detailed Design and construction 
phases of the project. 
The hydrogeological conditions of the Project Study 
Area are detailed in Section 2.0 of Terraprobe (2017) 
(see Appendix B, p. 3 through p. 11). 
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DA6 General We have reviewed the above Report and offer the following comments: 
The Report references that the Toronto and Region Conservation (TRCA), the 
proponent, will consider the Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change's 
"Management of Excess Soil - A Guide for Best Management Practices (MOECC 
2014)", as part of the project. However; there are no details as to how these practices 
will be applied to the project. 
As such, we request that TRCA provide a copy of its soil management plan for review, 
prior to construction, which should include details on how the best management 
practices have been used. 

Comment noted. A copy of TRCA’s soil management 
plan will be provided to MOECC for its review prior to 
construction, if required. 

Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTSC) 
DA7 General The Draft EA reflects the understanding reached between TRCA and MTCS over the 

course of the project that Stage 2 archaeological fieldwork could in this instance take 
place at the detailed design stage, given that detailed design, as opposed to the 
Alternative Methods stage, is when the trail alignments will be chosen, and given 
TRCA’s commitment to avoiding terrestrial archaeological resources where possible in 
choosing these alignments. It would be helpful to explicitly lay out this rationale in the EA 
documentation.  

The wording in Section 7.3.4.1 of the EA has been 
updated to more clearly articulate this rationale (p. 7-
45). 

Chapter 5 and 
Chapter 7 

In the “Potential to impact known or potential archaeological sites” and “Potential to 
impact known built heritage sites, and cultural heritage landscapes” rows in Table 5-1, 
the definition for the “P” ranking uses the wording “Has potential to impact” where that 
for the “IP” is worded “Low potential to impact”. For all other indicators it seems that a 
“P” ranking indicates a more preferable option than the “IP” ranking, so it is unclear why 
“potential” would be ranked as more preferable than “low potential”.  
The same table is one instance in which the Draft EA refers to “built heritage sites”, 
while in other instances the document uses “built heritage resources”. For internal 
consistency and consistency with provincial cultural heritage policy, we would 
recommend the use of “built heritage resources”. 

Edits to the ranking measure wording have been made 
to indicate that “P has low potential for impact, while 
“IP” has moderate potential for impact. The term “built 
heritage sites” has also been updated to “built heritage 
resources” throughout the EA document, where 
applicable, to maintain consistency with provincial 
cultural heritage policy. 

City of Toronto 

DA8 General comments can be addressed during detailed design Comment noted. 

Section 6.2.3 Multi-Use Trail Guidelines - The minimums for Primary are 3.0m and the minimums for 
High Capacity are 3.6m. The defaults for each category are 3.6m Primary and 4.1m 
High Capacity. 

The primary and high-capacity multi-use trail minimum 
parameters have been updated for the Final EA, to 
maintain consistency with the City’s Multi-use Trail 
Guidelines (see Section 6.2.3). 

General This is a thoroughly comprehensive and well written document. Comment noted. 

Chapter 1 The first chapter documents that this study report has fulfilled the Terms of Reference, 
approved by the MOECC. I request that the writing team re-read the subsequent 
chapters to ensure that they can point out how all elements of the TOR have been 
addressed. 

Comment noted. All elements of the ToR have been 
addressed and a concordance table is provided in 
Chapter 1. 

L12-112



Agency Comments 
Comment # EA Section Comment Response 

General This study has undertaken a systems study of erosion control needs for the Scar 
Waterfront from Bluffer’s Park to East Point Park. This systems approach has been 
needed for some time. Addressing this need is well reflected in the report, such as in: 
− objective two (second sentence, page 1-5, of the paragraph beginning “manage 

public safety and property risk) 
− section 2.5 (Problem/Opportunity Statement) and 
− subsequent sections of the report 

Comment noted. 

Chapter 5 Respecting the assertion that the trail is outside the risk line, as a guiding obligatory 
criteria.  – Please check to ensure that this is well stated; my initial read suggests that 
this point is not stated that explicitly. 

Development of the risk line, and placement of the trail 
outside of the risk line, was the first step in the 
development of the Alternatives, as indicated in Section 
5.3 when the framework for the development of 
Alternatives is described. Further, as part of the 
comparative evaluation, each Alternative was 
evaluated on its ability to provide a trail lakeward of the 
risk line along the shoreline and shoreward of the risk 
line along the top of the bluffs (see Table 5-1 for the list 
of Criteria and Indicators used as part of the 
comparative evaluation). 

Chapter 5 The fact that the toe protection is needed to protect the bluffs from toe erosion to 
Greyabbey ravine from the west, is not that articulately stated. Please re – read the 
existing text and see how it can be strengthened. 

Please see Section 5.3.3.1 that indicates protection is 
needed west of Grey Abbey Ravine as Greyabbey Trail 
(the road and associated infrastructure) are at risk 
within the planning timeframe of the Project 
(approximately 60 years). 

Chapter 7 Maintenance Costs. Please revise and reword the cost of $2,500/ meter to be termed as 
a 'rehabilitation' cost, not a 'maintenance' cost, and obtain some cost estimates from 
Transportation and PFR of what they think that the annual maintenance costs would be 
(order of magnitude). One or more of the PFR Managers who has reviewed the report 
can provide these estimates to you.   
Explanation. In Asset Management Terminology. Maintenance is something that you do 
annually or more frequently, is routine, and is funding from an Operating Budget. 
Building sometime new, or replacing it, occurs at the end of the design life, and comes 
from Capital Budget. Rehabilitation is a renewal effort that occurs infrequently such as 
every 10 years or 25 years (in this case) and is likely funded from a capital budget. 

The term “maintenance”, used in this context, has been 
revised to “renewal” following discussions with a 
number of Toronto Water, Transportation Services, and 
PF&R staff. 

Executive Summary Expected the full index at the start and did not find it. Perhaps at the bottom of the index 
for the Exec Summary, indicate that the index for the EA Report follows page ES-28 of 
the Exec Summary 

Comment noted. 

Executive Summary At the June 2016 PIC ( EA Meeting Number 2), a one page table of the 5 objectives and 
the 17 criteria was provided. Providing the criteria in the Exec Summary greatly assists the 
reader in understanding the objectives. My request is to  include such a Table in the Exec 
Summary, but you only need to add one sentence about the criteria, i.e not much more. 

Comment noted. 
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Agency Comments 
Comment # EA Section Comment Response 

Chapter 6, Page 6-
35 

Second paragraph, third line. Please add a couple of words to make the phrase 
"…where necessary, the installation of needed construction- site amenities….   . 

Comment noted. 

Chapter 10, Page 
10-67 

Third line "…Secretariat and, have participated…" .   Either the 'and' is a hanging word 
and can be removed, or an additional party should be added to the list of the first two 
lines of the paragraph. 

Comment noted. 

Chapter 6, Section 
6.2.4.1 

Cyclists should be prohibited from cycling downhill on the multi use path on Brimley Rd 
S due to conflicts with high volumes of pedestrians. The wording suggests that downhill 
cyclist travel on the roadway is a signed suggestion but not a requirement. 

The text in Chapter 6, Section 6.2.4.1 has been 
updated to clarify that downhill cyclists will be required 
to use the road, and will be directed to do so through 
pavement markings and signage. 

DA9 General Important views of natural features and any impacts should be identifed. OP Map 7A 
identifies important natural features.  Views from the beach should also be considered  
https://www1.toronto.ca/wps/portal/contentonly?vgnextoid=03eda07443f36410VgnVCM
10000071d60f89RCRD 

Impacts to views have been considered and evaluated 
as part of the Detailed Effects Assessment of the 
overall Preferred Alternative. Please see Section 
7.3.3.2 (p. 7-38). 

Page 3-70 Updated wording of OP policy 3.4.13 "Development or site alterations with the exception 
of trails, where appropriate, and conservation, flood and erosion control projects, is not 
permitted on lands within the natural heritage system that exhibit any of these 
characteristics."   

The wording has been changed to reflect the updated 
OP Policy wording. 

Section 3.2.1.5 Update this section to reflect comments re: page 35 of the Natural Environment Study 
below.    

Section 3.2.1.5 was updated to reflect the comments. 

Section 3.2.1.5 Stephenson's Swamp is an ESA.  The PSW at the base of Highland Creek is the 
Highland Creek Wetland Complex PSW.   

Section 3.2.1.5 has been updated. 

Page 3-93, Section 
3.3.1 

Insert the following into the first paragraph of section 3.3.1.1 before the last sentence.  
"The shoreline and adjacent ravines and tableland natural areas are designated as 
Natural Areas with some Parks and Other Open Space Areas.  Much of these areas are 
also designated as part of the Green Space System.  The shoreline is part of the natural 
heritage system...." 

The provided text has been added to Section 3.3.1. 

Page 7-9 Third paragraph under Indicator:  Removal and disturbance of terrestrial habitat. The 
statements "the habitats are typical of urban areas" and "are generally considered to fair 
to poor habitat quality" appears to contradict the ESA designation.  Further 
clarification/verification should be provided or these statements should be deleted.   

In consultation with TRCA ecologists, it has been 
confirmed that the characterization of these terrestrial 
habitat as being typical of urban environments is 
accurate. They are generally considered to be of fair to 
poor habitat quality, relative to less urbanized areas, 
based on a combined evaluation of patch size, patch 
shape, and matrix influences. The text in Section 
7.3.1.1 (p. 7-8) has been updated to more clearly 
articulate the characterization of the terrestrial habitats 
to be affected by construction. 

Table 8-1 Where space permits, the detailed design should create opportunities for people to have 
a more natural shoreline experience by moving off the main trail to a natural surface 
walking path or boardwalk or onto a headland/node.     

The feasibility of smaller secondary trails in those areas 
where there is sufficient space will be explored during 
the detailed design phase. 
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Agency Comments 
Comment # EA Section Comment Response 

Appendix D, Natural 
Environment 

Report, Section 1.1 

Some clarification is needed regarding references to the City of Toronto Official Plan.   The 
Official Plan does not recognize public ownership of waterfront lands as a key means to 
managing natural hazards; similarly, the Official Plan does not specifically "lay out a 
framework"  as described; and section 3.4, policy 1e) reference is not correct.   When 
refering to the Official Plan, it is helpful to know that the narrative (unshaded text)  provides 
context and informs understanding of the policy (shaded text) but it is not policy.    

Comment noted.  Information has been reworded as 
per discussions with reviewer. 

Appendix D, Natural 
Environment 

Report, Page 34 

OP policy 3.4.13 was updated by OPA 262.  The quoted section was revised to state:  
Development or site alteration, with the exception of trails, where appropriate, and 
conservation, flood and erosion control projects, is not permitted on lands within the 
natural heritage system that exhibit any of these characteristics. 

Comment noted. The text has been updated to reflect 
OPA 262. 

Appendix D, Natural 
Environment 

Report, Page 35 

The criteria supporting ESA designation are not described consistently across each of 
the five ESAs.  Consider enhancing the description for each ESA (see ESA Fact 
Sheets).  Management Needs which have been identified for each of ESAs, including ad 
hoc trails and invasive species, could be mentioned.    

Section 2.2.7.2 of the Natural Heritage Technical 
Report has been updated to consistently incorporate 
information provided by the ESA Facts Sheets with 
respect to each ESAs designation criteria. The same 
updates have been made to Section 3.2.1.5.2 of the 
EA document (see Chapter 3). 

Appendix D, Natural 
Environment 

Report, Section 
2.2.7 

Stephen's Swamp ESA is 44.8 ha.  Stephenson's Swamp is an ESA.  The PSW at the 
base of Highland Creek is the Highland Creek Wetland Complex PSW.   COT study of 
PSWs indicates Highland Creek Wetland complex is 12.9 ha 

Comment noted. Edits to Sections 2.2.7.2 and 2.2.7.3 
of the Natural Heritage Technical Report have been 
made to reflect the correct information. 

Appendix D, Natural 
Environment 

Report, Page 110 

Under Indicator:  Removal and disturbance of terrestrial habitat. The statements "the 
habitats are typical of urban areas"  and "are generally considered to fair to poor habitat 
quality" appears to contradict the ESA designation.  Further clarification/verification 
should be provided or these statements should be deleted.   

In consultation with TRCA ecologists, it has been 
confirmed that the characterization of these terrestrial 
habitat as being typical of urban environments is 
accurate. They are generally considered to be of fair to 
poor habitat quality, relative to less urbanized areas, 
based on a combined evaluation of patch size, patch 
shape, and matrix influences. The text in Section 5.2.1.4 
of the Natural Heritage Technical Report has been 
updated to more clearly articulate the characterization of 
the terrestrial habitats to be affected by construction. 

DA10 Chapter 7, Page 7-9 The following comment is provided regarding the growth forecast on page 7‐19

The Growth Plan requires municipalities to have regard for the growth forecasts in Schedule 
3 of the Growth Plan which are based on forecasts prepared by Hemson Consulting Ltd.. 
These forecasts are different from the Ontario Ministry of Finance forecasts. 
To be consistent with forecasts used by City Planning, the sentence should be revised 
to read: "Given the forecasted 24.9% population increase in Toronto over the next 30 
years (from 2011 ‐ 2014) (Hemson Consulting Ltd., 2012) and the upward trend.. ."  
The full reference is: 
Hemson Consulting Ltd., Greater Golden Horseshoe Growth Forecast to 2041. Technical 
Report. November 2012 

All reference to growth forecasts in the Final EA have 
been updated to the forecasts prepared by Hemson 
Consulting Ltd., to remain consistent with the Growth 
Plan and the forecasts used by City Planning. 
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Indigenous Comments 
Comment # Comment Response 
DF1 Reponse to Notice of Submission follow up email. Outlining Hiawatha First Nation's Traditional 

Territory and treaties relevant to it. Would like to be reassured that wildlife, habitat, and water 
tributaries will be protected. Concerned about access to/use of the land/resources. States that 
infringements on Treaty Rights and inherent rights must be justified by the Crown. 

Acknowledging receipt of email. Outlined our shared 
interests/commitments and the positive impacts SWP will have on 
the natural environment. Offered to meet and discuss any 
concerns related to the project. 
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