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1.0  Background 
 
The Toronto Transit Commission (TTC) is proceeding with Individual Environmental 
Assessment (IEA) Studies to identify the transit improvements required to support planned 
development in the Eastern Waterfront.  These studies are being undertaken in cooperation 
with the Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation (TWRC) and the City of Toronto.  
The result of the EA Studies will be the selection of a preferred alternative to provide an 
effective transit network to serve the new waterfront communities comprised of the West 
Don Lands, East Bayfront and Port Lands precincts. Given the overall problem statement, 
network considerations and overall planning process will be similar for the three IEA’s, three 
similar EA Terms of Reference (ToR) documents have been prepared. 
 
This report identifies the consultation activities undertaken during the Terms of Reference 
stage.  It is important to understand that the Terms of Reference step was added to 
Ontario’s environmental assessment process in 1996 because:  important issues were 
sometimes not being identified and studied during the Environmental Assessment and the 
relevant members of the public were either not consulted or were not being properly 
consulted.   
 
To address this, the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act now requires early consultation 
with potentially affected stakeholders to assist in scoping the issues and developing the 
process to generate and evaluate alternatives in the EA process.  The Terms of Reference 
also provides the proponent with greater certainty during the preparation of the 
Environmental Assessment, as the proponent is not obligated to study matters that are not 
in the approved ToR.   
 
1.1 Overview of the Public Consultation Process 
 
Public consultation during the ‘scoping’ stage of the Environmental Assessment needs to be 
thorough.  Several key questions need to be addressed: 
 

• How is the proponent proposing to consult with the public and stakeholders during 
the Environmental Assessment study? 

 
• Is the proposed public consultation process generally acceptable to members of the 

public and stakeholders? 
 

• What is the best way to obtain comments from members of the public, stakeholders 
and the Ministry of the Environment during the Terms of Reference stage to ensure 
that the proposed process to be followed during the Environmental Assessment 
study is acceptable? 

 
• Once the public consultation process is complete, how can we show that the process 

was meaningful? 
 
Under Section 6 (3) of the Environmental Assessment Act, the proponent needs to submit a 
record of how various stakeholders were consulted during the preparation of the Terms of 
Reference. This document is intended for that record.  
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1.2 Consultation: Importance to the Terms of Reference 
 
The objectives of consultation during the preparation of the EA Terms of Reference were 
to:  

(a) Provide input on how the Project Team has defined the problem/opportunity, study 
areas,  projected routes and service types during the Individual EAs; 

(b) Comment on the proposed alternatives the Project Team is proposing to study and 
technical studies proposed to be conducted; 

(c) Comment on the proposed EA evaluation methodology; 

(d) Discuss and obtain input on how the public and stakeholders are to be consulted 
during the Environmental Assessment; 

(e) Obtain comments from the public and stakeholders on the proposed content of the 
environmental assessment studies to ensure that the proposed processes to be 
followed during each Environmental Assessment study is acceptable;  

(f) Review and recommend additional evaluation criteria; and 

(g) Provide input on the draft Terms of Reference report. 
 
2.0 Consultation Activities Undertaken 
 
Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited was retained to provide neutral facilitation services 
for the consultation process. The consultation process was all-inclusive and included the 
participation of several individuals and groups and the undertaking of multiple consultation 
activities. The consultation program included two interactive public workshops, five 
meetings with two advisory committees, discussions with First Nations representatives, a site 
walk with a community group, a meeting with a local councillor and ongoing open dialogue 
with residents through e-mail, fax or other means of communication. 
 
These consultation activities were further enhanced by a project Web site, Frequently Asked 
Questions (FAQs) and newspaper notices. 
 
In general, the consultation activities undertaken during the Terms of Reference were not 
developed to depend solely on the public workshops, as there were other public consultation 
tools that were better employed to engage the public. The focus was on assisting the Project 
Team to obtain constructive engagement with the members of the public, community 
associations, transit organizations, technical advisors and stakeholders.  The Terms of 
Reference engagement process utilized appropriate public consultation mechanisms through 
a series of steps:  connecting, scoping, focusing, integrating, reviewing, and confirming.   
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2.1 Advisory Committees 
 
Four (4) meetings were held during the spring of 2006 with the Community Liaison 
Committee and one (1) meeting with the Technical Advisory Committee. 
 
The Community Liaison Committee (CLC) comprised of representatives of community 
associations, transit specific interest groups, environmental organizations and other 
interested parties; the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) comprised of technical staff 
from local agencies including the City of Toronto Planning Department, City of Toronto 
Public Works Department, Toronto Transit Commission, GO Transit, Toronto Economic 
Development Corporation, and the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority. 
 
Community Liaison Committee and Technical Advisory Committee members were 
responsible for reviewing all relevant project materials; attending and participating in 
committee meetings during the development of the ToR; attending and participating public 
workshops and providing input on information relevant to the project.   
The committees assisted the project team by:  
 

• Defining the problem/opportunity, study area, service area, potential alignments and 
service types for the East Bayfront, West Don Lands and Port Lands;   

• Identifying proposed alternatives to be studied, technical studies to be conducted, 
and proposed consultation activities to undertake for the Individual EAs;   

• Identifying EA methodology; 
• Recommending additional evaluation criteria; and  
• Reviewing the draft Terms of Reference report. 

 

Participating Committee Scheduled 
Meeting Dates 

Meeting Objectives 

Community Liaison Committee March 21, 2006 Introduce the Project Team; discuss the 
elements of the Terms of Reference 

Technical Advisory Committee March 21, 2006 Introduce the Project Team; discuss the 
elements of the Terms of Reference 

Community Liaison Committee May 9, 2006 Discuss the results of the first public workshop; 
review the proposed process to generate and 
evaluate alternatives 

Community Liaison Committee May 25, 2006 Discuss previously circulated evaluation criteria;  

Community Liaison Committee June 13, 2006 Discuss the Draft Terms of Reference Report; 
review the next steps in the planning process 

 
Appendix A identifies the organizations originally invited to participate on the Community 
Liaison Committee. It should be noted that several additional groups were added to the CLC 
after project initiation. Appendix B encompasses the notes from each of the four CLC 
meetings. Appendix C identifies the organizations originally invited to participate on the 
Technical Advisory Committee. TAC members felt that one TAC meeting would be 
appropriate. Appendix D includes the notes from the TAC meeting. 
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2.2 Public Workshops 
 
Two public workshops were scheduled during the Terms of Reference. 
 
The purpose of the first public workshop, held on April 5, 2006 was to: 
 

• Introduce the project team undertaking the EA studies;  
• Provide an overview of the background to the EA studies;  
• Clarify the EA study process;  
• Discuss the Terms of Reference (define what a Terms of Reference is); and 
• Invite participants to share ideas on purpose statement, study area, proposed 

consultation activities, potential service types (i.e., technologies) and potential 
alignments.  

 
Sixty (60) people attended the first workshop. 
 
The purpose of the second public workshop, held on June 13, 2006, was to: 
 

• Update the progress of the Terms of Reference since the first workshop; 
• Review and recommend additional draft evaluation criteria developed by the Project 

Team, in consultation with the Community Liaison Committee; and  
• Distribute the draft Terms of Reference document and questionnaire with an 

invitation for participants to comment prior to final submittal. 
 
Thirty-five (35) people attended the second workshop.   
 
The first workshop was advertised as part of the Notice of Commencement in the Toronto 
Star and in The Bulletin (see Appendix E).  The second workshop was advertised in the 
Toronto Star (see Appendix F).  For both workshops, invitations were distributed to over 
3,000 individuals and organizations in the TWRC’s contact list.   
 
Please see Appendix G for a summary of each public workshop and materials designed to 
engage participants. 
 
During the second public workshop, the project team received a petition (Appendix H) 
containing the following statement: 
 
“The undersigned are in favor of fuel cell buses (as distinct from diesel or other buses) being expressly 
referenced in the Terms of Reference as an alternative to be assessed according to criteria set out for the 
Environmental Assessment". 
 
This petition was considered by the project team in the development of the Terms of 
Reference. 
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2.3 First Nations Consultation 
 
The 1991 Statement of Political Relationship with First Nations of Ontario confirmed the 
right of First Nations in Canada to have an inherent right to self-government.  While the 
study areas are urbanized and disturbed, they encompass lands related to Lake Ontario and 
the mouth of the Don River.  The Don River and associated tributaries and ravines 
functioned as major portage and transportation routes up until the late 18th century.  The 
Lake Ontario shoreline functioned as a source of fishing, area of aboriginal occupation and 
transportation routes.  In addition, the study area may have been an area of traditional land 
use. 
 
Respecting this, First Nations were invited to participate on the Community Liaison 
Committee and public workshops, and were asked to comment on a draft copy of the Terms 
of Reference (see Appendix I).  Follow up calls were made to each First Nation for their 
comments on the Terms of Reference.  The Iroquois and Allied First Nation participated in 
the second workshop and were invited to attend a meeting that would discuss the IEAs and 
preferred consultation methods.  Other First Nations were invited to attend, including: 
 
§ Alderville First Nation 
§ Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation 
§ Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
§ Six Nations of the Grand Territory 
§ Hurons-Wendat First Nation 
§ Metis Nation 
§ Beausoliel First Nation 
§ Chippewas of Georgina Island 
§ Chippewas of Rama 
§ Curve Lake First Nation 
§ Hiawatha First Nation. 

 
Discussions with First Nations will occur from the outset of the Individual Environmental 
Assessments and continue in a manner appropriate to them.  Consultation activities will be 
adjusted during the Individual EAs to meet particular needs of specific First Nations as 
those needs are made apparent. As a minimum, each First Nation will be asked to comment 
at each benchmark, before decisions are made pertaining to planning and design alternatives.  
Because of cumulative effects and implications of EA studies underway, a joint meeting 
between EA Teams and all First Nations is envisioned. 
 
 
2.4 Consultation with Other Stakeholders 
 
During the first Community Liaison Meeting on March 21, the project team proposed to 
meet with individuals or organizations separately to discuss elements of the Terms of 
Reference and IEA study process. Two meetings were arranged including: 
 
§ A meeting with Toronto City Councillor Paula Fletcher (Ward 30) on April 6, 2006 

to exchange information about the Terms of Reference; 



 9 

 
§ A walking tour of the study area with residents of the Central Waterfront 

Neighbourhood Association, the Community Liaison Committee, and other 
members of the public.     

 
Please see Appendix J for a summary of each individual meeting. 
 
 
2.5 Other Methods of Communications 
 
2.5.1 Project Web Site 
 
The TWRC established a Web page to disseminate information more broadly to the public. 
The Web page contained relevant project information including: 
 
§ Project background; 
§ Study area; 
§ Notice of commencement and public workshops, workshop presentations and 

summary notes; 
§ Draft evaluation criteria; 
§ Summary notes of CLC and TAC meetings; and 
§ A copy of the draft Terms of Reference and questionnaire to obtain input. 

 
The Web page also encouraged interested individuals to submit questions and comments 
through a project e-mail address: transit@towaterfront.ca. 
 
See Appendix K for a visual of the Web site. 
 
 
2.5.2 Newsletter  
 
The TWRC produces a monthly newsletter that is e-mailed to over 3,000 individuals and 
organizations on the TWRC’s contact list.  The Corporation’s March newsletter included an 
article about the Waterfront Transit EAs study and Terms of Reference and a notice for the 
first public workshop held on April 5.  
 
Please see Appendix L for a visual of the newsletter article. 
 
 
2.5.3 Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) 
 
The project team developed a list of key questions and responses detailing the Terms of 
Reference, Environmental Assessment study process and other information relevant to the 
project. The FAQs were posted on the project Web page and were distributed to public 
workshop attendees, CLC and TAC members. The questions and responses were updated 
regularly throughout the Terms of Reference.  Please see Appendix M for a copy of the 
initial FAQs. 
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3.0 Consultation Enhances Study Process 
 
An extensive amount of public consultation was undertaken even before the official kick-off 
of the TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit EA Terms of Reference. In addition to the 
comments recorded at all Community Liaison Committee meetings, the Technical Advisory 
Committee meeting and both public workshops, the project team maintained and 
documented all comments received from interested residents and groups via e-mail, fax or 
phone calls as displayed in Appendix N.  All documents and materials received from 
members of the public, the Community Liaison Committee and Technical Advisory 
Committee were reviewed by project team members and were documented for the Terms of 
Reference (see Appendix O).  

 

Excellent public consultation processes are principled processes.  As described above, the 
Terms of Reference engagement process utilized appropriate public consultation 
mechanisms through a series of steps:  connecting, scoping, focusing, integrating, reviewing, and 
confirming.   In keeping with this process, the following public consultation program 
principles were applied to this Terms of Reference: 

 
The results of the public consultation process demonstrated that the comments received 
from the Community Liaison Committee meetings, the Technical Advisory Committee 
meeting, and both public workshops helped shape the draft Terms of Reference through 
emerging themes, notably:  
 
 

♦ Transparency The public saw how decisions were being made. 

♦ Traceability The public understood and traced how their input was used (or not 
used) in project decision making. 

♦ Feedback Project team members responded to public comments. 

♦ Horizontal 
and Vertical 
Liaison 

Stakeholders across government departments and agencies were 
consulted (horizontal liaison).  Stakeholders above and below 
project decision makers were consulted, such as agencies, local 
politicians or unionized workers (vertical liaison).  

♦ Timeliness Members of the public were asked for their opinions before the 
project team made key decision.  The public was involved early.  
There was a timely distribution of materials. 

♦ Inclusiveness All people who should be consulted were consulted. 

♦ Accountability Members of the public involved in the public consultation process 
knew who was making the decision. 

♦ Clarity For each meeting and public consultation event, the project team 
was clear about why they were asking the public to participate. 
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• Members of the Community Liaison Committee, the Technical Advisory 
Committee and participants of the first public workshop refined the purpose 
of the TTC-TWRC Transit Environmental Assessment Studies; 

 
• Participants of the first public workshop overwhelmingly identified the 

importance of having transit vehicles and waterfront facilities that are fully 
accessible; 

 
• Members of the Community Liaison Committee and participants at the first 

public workshop recognized the need for “Green” transit vehicles that are 
environmentally friendly; 

 
• Members of the Community Liaison Committee and participants at the first 

public workshop were favourable of assessing right-of-way widths during the 
development and evaluation of “design alternatives”; 

 
• Participants at the first public workshop identified the importance of having an 

integrated transit plan that connects with adjacent communities; 
  
• Members of the Community Liaison Committee, the Technical Advisory 

Committee and participants of the first public workshop provided additional 
network planning alternatives; 

 
• Members of the Community Liaison Committee suggested a range of bus 

propulsion alternatives; 
 
• Members of the Community Liaison Committee and participants at the first 

public workshop recognized the need to consider wildlife habitat 
improvement opportunities; 

 
• Members of the Community Liaison Committee, the Technical Advisory 

Committee and participants of the first public workshop recognized the need 
for meaningful and effective public consultation.   

 
4.0 Consultation on Draft Terms of Reference 
 
The draft Terms of Reference was unveiled to the public on June 5, 2006. Community 
Liaison Committee members provided input on the draft document at the fourth committee 
meeting; Technical Advisory Committee members were e-mailed the draft Terms of 
reference and were asked to comment; residents who attended the second public workshop 
were provided a copy of the draft document as well as a questionnaire to elicit input. 
Comments received by the project team addressing the draft Terms of Reference are 
displayed in Appendix P. 
 
The draft Terms of Reference was presented to both the Toronto Transit Commission and 
the City of Toronto’s Planning and Transportation Committee, on June 21st, and July 4th, 
respectively.  At its June 21, 2006 meeting the Commission approved recommendations to 
submit the Terms of References (ToRs) for Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments 
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(EA) to the Ministry of Environment (MOE) and forward the report to the Planning and 
Transportation Committee of the City of Toronto for their consideration.  At its meeting of 
July 4, 2006 the Planning and Transportation Committee of the City of Toronto approved 
the recommendation to endorse submission of the Terms of Reference (ToR) for the 
Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments to the Ministry of the Environment.  See 
Appendix Q for the Toronto Transit Commission Staff Report and Appendix R for the 
City of Toronto Staff Report.   
 
5.0 Next Steps 
 
Upon receiving public comments, a final Terms of Reference documents will be completed 
and submitted to the Ontario Ministry of Environment during the summer of 2006. Should 
the Terms of Reference receive approval from the Ministry, the project team will proceed 
with IEA studies for both the East Bayfront and West Don Lands precincts.  
 
Questions or comments about this report may be forwarded to: 
 
Bill Dawson, Project Manager 
Toronto Transit Commission 
1900 Yonge Street 
Toronto, Canada M4S 1Z2 
Phone: 416-393-4490 
Fax: 416-535-1391 
E-mail: bill.dawson@ttc.ca 
 
 
 
 



Appendix A: Organizations Invited to Participate on the Community Liaison Committee 
 

 Better Transportation Coalition 
 Cabbagetown South 
 Central Waterfront Neighbourhood Association 
 Citizens for the Old Town 
 City Pedestrian Committee 
 Corktown Residents & Businesses Association 
 Councillor Pam McConnell's Office 
 Councillor Paula Fletcher's Office 
 Distillery District 
 Enoch Turner Schoolhouse 
 Gooderham & Worts Neighbourhood Association 
 Green Tourism Association 
 Inglenook Community School 
 Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation 
 Moving the Economy 
 Neighbourhood Representation from Central Harbourfront 
 Port Lands Action Committee 
 Riverdale Community Development Corporation 
 Rocket Riders 
 South East Downtown Economic Revitalization Initiative 
 South Riverdale Community Health Centre 
 South Riverdale Revitalization Project 
 St. Lawrence and Market BIA 
 St. Lawrence Neighbourhood Association 
 Task Force to Bring Back the Don 
 Toronto Bicycling Network 
 Toronto Environmental Alliance 
 Toronto Island  
 TRCA 
 West Don Lands Committee 
 Corktown Residents & Businesses Association 
 Waterfront Action 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Appendix B 

 
Community Liaison Committee Meeting Notes 
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COMMUNITY LIAISON COMMITTEE 
MEETING NOTES 

 
Meeting:  CLC Meeting No. 1 
 
Project:  TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments 
 
Date:   March 21, 2006 
 
Time:   6:30 to 9:00 p.m. 
 
Location:  Room 307, Metro Hall, 55 John Street, Toronto 

 
Attendees:  CLC Members: 

 John Wilson, Task Force to Bring Back the Don 
 David Jackson, Distillery District 
 Cynthia Wilkey, West Don Lands Committee 
 Julie Beddoes, Gooderham & Worts Neighbourhood Association 
 David Fisher, Rocket Riders 
 Dennis Findlay, Port Lands Action Committee 
 David White, Waterfront Action 
 Steve Munro, Transit Advocate 
 Margaret Samuel, Central Waterfront Neighbourhood Association 
     

  Project Team: 
  Bill Dawson, Toronto Transit Commission 
  Dennis Callan, P.Eng., McCormick Rankin Corporation 
  Mike Bricks, Ecoplans Limited 
  Pino DiMascio, Urban Strategies Inc. 
  Kristy Findlay, Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation   
  Tim Laspa, City of Toronto 
  Alun Lloyd, BA Group 
 

Facilitator: 
Dave Hardy, Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited  
 
Notes: 
Sari Liem, Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited 
 

Distribution:  Regrets: 
   Kristin Jenkins, Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation 
  Shirley Hartt, Enoch Turner Schoolhouse 
  Briana Illingworth, Moving the Economy 
  Michael Comstock, St. Lawrence and Market BIA 
  Rollo Myers, Citizens for the Old Town 
   
  Copied: 
  Ronny Yaron, St. Lawrence Neighbourhood Association 
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Item     
 
1. Introductions 
 
Bill Dawson welcomed participants to the first 
Community Liaison Committee meeting, and introduced 
the project team and any other City staff present.   
 
Committee members introduced themselves.  
 
Pino DiMascio welcomed Committee members on behalf 
of Kristin Jenkins, TWRC who was unable to attend the 
meeting. Pino informed CLC members that the 
Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments is a joint 
exercise between the Toronto Transit Commission 
(TTC), the City of Toronto, and Toronto Waterfront 
Revitalization Corporation (TWRC).   
 
Bill Dawson provided a brief statement of the purpose of 
the project and meeting and oriented CLC members to 
the air photo image.    

 
2. Present Terms of Reference for Community Liaison 

Committee (CLC) 
 

Dave Hardy introduced himself as meeting facilitator and 
introduced Sari Liem, who will be taking notes of the 
meeting.  Dave identified the purpose of the meeting and 
informed CLC members that three meetings and two 
workshops have been planned during the Terms of 
Reference phase of the project.  He also informed CLC 
members they are encouraged to present ideas and 
comments to the project team in between meetings.   
 
Dave Hardy presented the draft Terms of Reference for 
the CLC.  He asked if committee members have any 
questions about the Terms of Reference or the mandate 
of the CLC.     
 
No questions or comments were received.   

 
3. Presentation of Individual EA Process (Terms of 

Reference Stage and Individual EA Stage). 
 

Mike Bricks provided an overview of the Ontario EA Act 
and Individual EA Process.  He also described the 
Terms of Reference stage and the Individual EA stage of 
the Environmental Assessment.   
 
Dave Hardy asked CLC members if they have been 
involved in an individual Environmental Assessment 

ToR 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Design 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment 
Noted 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



      
 

TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments  3 
March 2006 

before and asked if they have questions regarding the 
Terms of Reference or Individual EA.  
 
 A committee member asked if the project will be 

subject to a federal Environmental Assessment 
(CEAA).  Mike Bricks responded that the project 
team does not anticipate that an environmental 
assessment is required under CEAA.  Mike 
explained that CEAA is only triggered if the project 
affects federal lands, utilizes funding from the federal 
government, or requires federal permit.  He also 
informed the committee that the project team held 
discussions with the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Agency, who will be monitoring the 
Technical Advisory Committee.   

 
4. Presentation of Elements of the Draft Terms of 

Reference for the TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit 
Environmental Assessment process. 

 
Dennis Callan presented the preliminary schedule of the 
Terms of Reference and Individual Environmental 
Assessments.   
 
 A committee member asked the project team to 

identify contact names and organizations 
represented by the Technical Advisory Committee.  
Dennis Callan responded that the Technical Advisory 
Committee includes representatives from 
government agencies.  Dennis added that the project 
team will provide the list of TAC members to the 
CLC. 

 
 A committee member commented that the project 

team’s schedule is ambitious.  Pino DiMascio 
explained that it is important to maintain the 
schedule in order to start the Environmental 
Assessments in the fall.   

 
Dave Hardy informed CLC members about upcoming 
consultation activities and asked the committee if they 
have any suggestions for including more people in the 
current consultation on the Terms of Reference and on 
ways of consulting with the public during the Individual 
EA consultation process. 

 
 A committee member responded that information 

about the project should be posted on a website.  
Dave Hardy responded that information about the 
project, workshop notices and meeting minutes will 
be posted on the TWRC website. 
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 A committee member asked when alternative 
solutions will be identified.  Dennis Callan responded 
that the range and types of alternatives will be 
identified during the preparation of the ToR but will 
be assessed once the ToR has been approved.  He 
also explained that new alternatives can be added 
during the individual EAs.   

 A committee member stated that there has been a 
lot of interest in the project from residents in her 
neighbourhood.  

 Another committee member informed the project 
team that he will inform the rest of his organization 
about upcoming workshops and will distribute flyers 
and information articles to his community. 

 One committee member stated that meetings should 
be held on Queens Quay as more residents are 
affected in that area.  

 A committee member suggested that the project 
team consider a third public workshop.  She 
explained that extra public meetings were needed 
during precinct planning process.   

 Two committee members stated a desire for a 
walkabout, which would educate the public about the 
project.    

 A committee member stated that photographs should 
be taken of corridors and intersections to compare 
before and after affects of the project.   

 
 

Dave Hardy asked committee members for their 
suggestions on how the project team can best facilitate 
meaningful consultation during the Individual EA.   

 
 A committee member stated that the public needs 

more information about the process in order to 
understand the issues.  They also need to be 
inspired by alternative solutions.   

 Another committee member stated that it is important 
to listen to the public and to ensure their opinions 
make a contribution to the project.  The public were 
satisfied with the consultation process during the 
development of the precinct plans because it was 
transparent, traceable, and participants were 
provided thorough feedback on the ideas that they 
presented. 

 A committee member commented that this project 
will affect the entire City and the project team should 
contact and consider the opinions of residents 
outside of the study area.  Another committee 
member added that TTC, TWRC, the City and 
community groups should collaborate and offer 
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presentations at community centres about the 
waterfront and other redevelopment initiatives to 
educate the general public. 

 Another committee member stated that public transit 
must be pedestrian friendly.   

 A committee member stated that the project team 
should establish a long term vision for Queens Quay 
during the development of the Terms of Reference.   

 
Dave Hardy encouraged committee members to 
advertise the April 5th ToR workshop in their 
communities.   

 
 A committee member stated that she enjoys the 

TWRC method of consultation and informed the 
project team that participants of past workshops 
have received a workbook and in-depth information.  
She stated that the project team should provide 
information at the same level of depth to participants 
at upcoming workshops.  She also stated that she is 
interested in providing comments to the project team 
on the draft workbook. 

 
Dave encouraged committee members to email the 
project team their ideas for the workshop.   

 
Dennis Callan asked committee members what they 
would like to see at workshops.   

 
 A committee member suggested handouts of: maps; 

a chart showing the EA process, timelines; purpose 
of the EA; design issues for each of the three study 
areas; and  3D graphics of the study areas.   

 Another committee member suggested that a 
walkabout be undertaken in between the first 
workshop on April 5th and the next CLC meeting on 
May 9th.  She also stated that sufficient information 
should be provided in order for the public to present 
meaningful ideas.  Bill Dawson replied that it would 
be better to undertake the walkabout during the 
Individual EA.   

 A committee member stated that street cars have 
been depicted in most of the photos presented in the 
meeting.   

 Another committee member stated that the April 5th 
workshop should focus on broader issues.   

 
 
 
 

Dennis Callan presented the purpose statement, project, 
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justification, need and opportunity.   
 

Dave Hardy asked committee members if the purpose 
statement, project, justification, need and opportunity 
were clearly defined. 

 
 A committee member asked how frequent and at 

what speed the vehicles will travel. Another 
committee member stated that vehicles should arrive 
within seven minutes.  Bill Dawson responded that 
vehicles will be reliable and arrive frequently to 
ensure quality of service.  

 Another committee member stated that the City’s 
mandate should be a “transit city”.  

 One committee member stated that the purpose 
statement needs to be more comprehensive and 
make reference to streets as “places”.  Mike Bricks 
responded that the project team can elaborate 
“objectives for land use, design and environmental 
excellence”.   

 Another committee member asked if a connection to 
GO Train at Cherry Street is part of the study.  Bill 
Dawson replied that the study team will examine the 
connection as part of the EA.   

 A committee member stated that access to and use 
of the water should be referred to in the purpose 
statement. 

 Another committee member asked how the projected 
peak travel compares to that of the King or Queen 
Street streetcar.  Dennis Callan responded that the 
peak travel demand is similar to that of two Spadina 
LRTs.  Bill Dawson added that the Spadina streetcar 
is the busiest in Toronto and that the projected peak 
travel is equivalent to two Spadina streetcars.  

 A committee member asked if the projected peak 
travel takes into consideration residents who do not 
use streetcars.  Dennis Callan responded that it does 
consider those who do not use streetcars. 
A committee member asked how the EA affects the 
2015 Expo Bid.  Bill Dawson responded that there 
are ongoing discussions with the Expo Bid 
organization, and at this point the plan is to proceed 
with the proposed transit EA project and adjust the 
project scope and schedule later, as required, if 
Council agrees to proceed with a formal bid.  

 
Dennis Callan presented the study areas, through the 
use of display board maps and aerial photographs.   
 
Dave Hardy asked CLC members to comment if the 
proposed study areas address the issues described in 
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the proposed problem statement, and if the boundaries 
need to be modified to ensure that certain parts of the 
natural and social environment are examined.  

 
 A committee member asked why Lakeshore Blvd is 

not part of the study area.  Dennis Callan responded 
that a link cannot be established to the existing 
harbourfront streetcar line.   

 Committee members stated that Queens Quay 
should be redesigned to be a pedestrian friendly 
street and that heavy truck traffic should be directed 
onto Lakeshore Blvd.  Alan Lloyd responded that the 
character of Queens Quay will change as East 
Bayfront redevelops.   

 A committee member asked why the study area 
does not include: Parliament Street; the area 
between Cherry Street and Leslie Street; and a 
connection to Broadview Avenue.  Pino DiMascio 
responded that the display boards are more accurate 
than the aerial photograph in the PowerPoint 
presentation and shows a connection to Broadview 
Avenue.  

 Another committee member stated that there should 
be connections to the Bloor subway line.   

 
Dennis Callan presented potential service types, potential 
routes and proposed alternatives to be studied in the 
Individual EA for East Bayfront and the Queens Quay.   
 
Dave Hardy asked committee members if the purpose 
statement, project, justification, need and opportunity were 
clearly defined. 
 

 A committee member suggested that the project 
team should examine other types of vehicles such as 
hydrogen fuel and electric buses.   

 Another committee member would like to see 
measures that limit vehicle traffic on Queens Quay.   

 Committee members stated that flexibility that does 
not limit transit to be provided in a dedicated transit 
way.  

 A committee member stated the need to address 
underground terminal capacity at Union Station. Bill 
Dawson replied that TTC developed a concept for 
underground expansion of a streetcar terminal to 
handle high volumes of traffic, and that this will be 
addressed in the EA.   

 Another committee member stated underground 
stations need to make a positive impression.   
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Dennis Callan presented potential service types, 
potential routes and proposed alternatives to be studied 
for West Don Lands.   

 
Dave Hardy asked committee members if the purpose 
statement, project, justification, need and opportunity 
were clearly defined. 

 
 A committee member asked the project team to 

consider the possibility of a pedestrian mall.   
 Another committee member stated that the streetcar 

should have a larger turning radius to minimize noise 
impacts.   

 A committee member asked why a connection on 
Parliament Street from Queens Quay north is not 
under consideration.  Bill Dawson explained that 
travel demand forecasts at the time did not show a 
high demand from East Bayfront to West Don Lands 
to subway.   

 Committee members stated that a Parliament Street 
connection can serve more commuters to the Bloor 
subway line.  This would serve Regent Park, whose 
community composition may change over time.    

 
Dennis Callan presented the potential service types, 
potential routes and proposed alternatives to be studied 
for Port Lands.   

 
Dave Hardy asked committee members to provide 
comments and if there are other issues that should be 
examined.  

 
 A committee member suggested that a north-south 

connection should be established along Carlaw 
Avenue from Queen Street and into the Port Lands.   

 Another committee member suggested that 
consideration be given to extending the proposed 
waterfront streetcar services further east on Kingston 
Road 

 
Dennis Callan informed CLC members about other 
adjacent studies, including East of Parliament Precinct 
Plan and Road EA, Mouth of the Don EA, and the 
Central Waterfront Esplanade Boulevard Design 
Competition. 

 
 A committee member asked if a precinct plan is 

being undertaken for the area west of Jarvis Street.  
Pino DiMascio responded that a detailed planning 
study is being undertaken for the area. 
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Dave Hardy asked committee members if they have 
other ideas to share. 

 
 A committee member commented that the Gardiner 

Expressway will be top of mind with the public and 
asked how the study will address it.  Bill Dawson 
responded that the project team will be undertaking 
the EAs based on the Gardiner remaining in place.  
Bill also added that the study team will respond 
accordingly if plans for the Gardiner change.   

 A committee suggested that the project team look 
into alternative energy sources to power transit 
vehicles.   

 Another committee member asked about the 
possibility of introducing a monorail and whether this 
will be an alternative solution.  Pino DiMascio 
responded that the project team has thought of that 
option.   

 
5. Schedule of Upcoming Meetings 
 
Dennis Callan discussed the schedule of upcoming 
meetings and workshops.    

 
6. Invitation to visit individual groups 
 
Bill Dawson offered to undertake presentations to 
individual groups. 
 
7. Adjourn 

 
Bill Dawson closed the meeting and thanked participants 
for attending the first CLC meeting.     

 
 
Attachment: Committee Liaison Committee Meeting #1 
PowerPoint Presentation 
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COMMUNITY LIAISON COMMITTEE 
MEETING NOTES* 

 
 
Meeting:  CLC Meeting No. 2 
 
Project:  TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments 
 
Date:   May 9, 2006 
 
Time:   6:30 to 8:30 p.m. 
 
Location: Room 309, Metro Hall, 55 John Street, Toronto 
 
Attendees:   CLC Members: 

 
Julie Beddoes, Gooderham and Worts Neighbourhood Association 
Michael Comstock, St. Lawrence and Market BIA 
Dennis Findlay, Port Lands Action Committee 
David Fisher, Rocket Riders 
Leila Gary, Air Pollution Coalition 
David Jackson, Distillery District   
Sharon Poitras, Gooderham and Worts Neighbourhood Association 
Margaret Samuel, Central Waterfront Neighbourhood Association 
G. Rymal Smith, Fuel Cells Canada Hydrogen Village 
David White, Waterfront Action 
Cynthia Wilkey, West Don Lands Committee 
John Wilson, Task Force to Bring Back the Don 

 
Project Team: 
 
Bill Dawson, Toronto Transit Commission 
Mike Ronson, Toronto Transit Commission 
Dennis Callan, McCormick Rankin Corporation 
Mike Bricks, Ecoplans Limited 
Pino DiMascio, Urban Strategies Inc. 
Kristy Findlay, Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation 
Tim Laspa, City of Toronto 
John Kelly, City of Toronto, Transportation Services 
Scott Thorburn, URS 
Alun Lloyd, BA Consulting Group 

 
Facilitator:     Dave Hardy, Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited 
 
Notes:             Pam Foster, Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited 
 
Distribution:  Regrets:  
   

Kristin Jenkins, Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation 
  Shirley Hartt, Enoch Turner Schoolhouse 
  Briana Illingworth, Moving the Economy 
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Rollo Myers, Citizens for the Old Town 
Steve Munro, Transit Advocate 

 
Copied:  
Ronny Yaron, St. Lawrence Neighbourhood Association 

 
ToR EA Design Comment 

Noted 
    

r 1. Introductions      

    
 Hardy welcomed participants to the second meeting of 
the Community Liaison Committee.  Project team 
members and members of the CLC all introduced 
themselves.  Dave explained that the primary focus of 
this meeting was to obtain input on the different 
alternatives and the evaluation criteria proposed to be 
used to make decisions about alternatives during the 
Environmental Assessment Stage.   

    

     
2. Review of March 21 CLC Meeting Notes     
     
Dave reviewed the notes from the first CLC meeting.  A 
Committee member clarified if issues arise during the 
project, there should be additional CLC meetings.   

    

     
3. Discuss Results of First Public Workshop and 
Transit System Plan 

    

     
Since the last workshop Bill led a walkabout along 
Queen’s Quay on April 8.  Several key themes came out 
of the first workshop, including access and the use of 
‘green’ technologies. 

    

     
Bill noted that accessibility is being addressed by the 
TTC on a city-wide basis.  Since 1994, everything the 
TTC has built or purchased is fully accessible.  By 2011 
the entire bus system will be fully accessible.  The TTC 
is also moving as quickly as possible to provide ‘green’ 
TTC vehicles, including vehicles with low emissions, and 
those using renewable energy resources.  All waterfront 
transit vehicles will use the greenest technology that is 
available to TTC.   

    

     
Bill showed a map of transit corridors showing a broader 
integrated plan for the city.  The plan outlines higher 
order transit for the next 20-30 years, which includes 
waterfront linkages.   He reminded CLC members that 
the waterfront connection is just one part of this overall 
plan.  The basis for the Transit EA is an integrated 
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ToR EA Design Comment 
Noted 

network of TTC services connecting to waterfront/port 
area.  Bill provided data on the busiest bus, streetcar 
and subway routes, and provided projections of future 
transit on Queen’s Quay.    
     

• A Committee member stated that she would like 
more information on the transit forecasts 
provided.  She said that the numbers for Queen’s 
Quay seemed high.  Pino DiMascio stated the 
project team would be pleased to show CLC 
members how the forecasting models are done.   

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

 
 
 
  

 
 
 

X 

     
• Another Committee member asked to date the 

projection data.  Bill responded that the 
projection showed at Queen’s Quay is for full 
build-out.   

  
 

X 

 
 

 

 
 

 

     
• A Committee member noted that the forecasts 

showed the only additional route is on Queen’s 
Quay.  If the Queen’s Quay is to carry volume 
from the Port Lands in the future, then volume 
numbers will be affected.  The committee 
member said that transit ridership originating 
from Queen’s Quay and the Port Lands should 
be shown separately in projection numbers.  Bill 
said the EA Study will address this issue.  

 
 
 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

X 

     
• A Committee member expressed concern that 

many assumptions were being packed into the 
Terms of Reference and that the assumptions 
should be explored now, instead of waiting for 
the EA to begin.  It was agreed that an additional 
CLC would be arranged for May 25, 2006 to 
review the ridership projections in greater detail. 

 
 

X 

 
 

X 

  
 

X 

     
Bill continued his presentation and reviewed the purpose 
of the EA study.  He noted that only the construction of 
transit facilities requires an EA.  Providing additional 
service on existing roads does not require an EA.   The 
base network does include assumptions of 
improvements outside of the study area.  Some transit 
connections, such as the waterfront west connection and 
the Bayview connection, are included in this EA study, 
while others are beyond the scope of the current study.   

    

     
• A Committee member stated that the gap 

between this EA and the Don Mills study is a 
concern and that a connection from Bloor Street 
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ToR EA Design Comment 
Noted 

to the waterfront should be included in this EA.  
Bill replied that there was a Transportation 
Master Plan done for the Don Valley corridor.  As 
the first step of that plan, the city has now 
initiated an EA for the corridor between Bloor 
Street and Sheppard Avenue.   

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
X 

     
Process to Generate and Evaluate Alternatives and 
Evaluation Criteria 

    

     
Dennis Callan outlined the progress of the study, 
showing a preliminary project schedule.  He spoke about 
evaluation criteria and methods to be included in the 
Terms of Reference.   

    

     
Dennis discussed the proposed method of evaluating 
alternatives for the three project sites.  He stated that 
there will be two types of alternatives; planning 
alternatives and design alternatives.  There are also two 
types of evaluation criteria; screening and long list 
criteria.   
 
Dennis presented East Bayfront corridor options, 
including the Lakeshore and Queen’s Quay.  He stated 
that it is difficult for subway riders to access the 
Lakeshore, and there is a natural connection to Union 
Station from Queen’s Quay.  Dennis provided two 
examples to show the corridor option design process.  
He said the same process is used for selecting 
technologies.  The merits of buses and streetcars will be 
compared.  Once a corridor and technology are 
selected, then the project team will look at design issues.  

    

     
Dennis then showed West Don Lands corridor options, 
including Cherry Street to the King streetcar, Parliament 
Street to the King streetcar, and Cherry/Front Streets to 
the King streetcar.  He stated that the study team will 
consider buses and streetcars.  Once a corridor and 
technology are decided, then design issues will be 
evaluated.     

    

     
Dennis indicated that the Port Lands study area is not as 
defined as the other two areas.  The project team will 
consider all of the transit requirements and possible 
connections north.  The system could be a streetcar or 
bus.  The EA for the Port Lands will start later than the 
other two studies.  The project team will be looking at 
both east-west and north-south connections.   
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ToR EA Design Comment 
Noted 

• A Committee member suggested that a Carlaw 
north-south connection be included in the Port 
Lands. 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

     
• A Committee member asked if the EA process 

considers the process of phasing in alternatives 
over time.  Dennis replied that the EA is 
developed for the long term and that the 
City/TTC/Waterfront would decide on the 
timing/staging of construction. An EA does not 
approve staging.   

 
 
 
 

 

 
 

X 

 
 

X 

 
 
 

 

     
• Another Committee member noted that there are 

a lot of assumptions behind what has been 
presented.  It would be helpful if the CLC 
members could review this material at leisure.  
The possibility of car-free zones should be more 
strongly portrayed.  Design alternatives for the 
Queen’s Quay central waterfront design 
competition should be considered.   

 
 

 
X 

   
 
 

X 

     
• A Committee member asked if options could be 

put on the table during the EA study.  Dennis 
responded that options could be added during 
the EA.  The Terms of Reference outlines 
minimum requirements.  However, it would be 
desirable to attempt to identify most reasonable 
alternatives during the preparation of the Terms 
of Reference.   

 
 

 
X 

   
 

 
X 

     
• Some CLC members advocated options on 

Parliament Street— to be seen as an addition 
to— not an alternative to Cherry Street.  It should 
be an extension of the Harbourfront LRT, and 
extend past Regent Park to the Bloor subway 
line.   

 
 
 

X 

 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

X 

     
• A Committee member said the idea of a Don 

Mills and Parliament Street streetcar was to 
increase connectivity to the north-south subway 
line.  Bill said the scope of this study was to 
serve the developments for the three new areas 
and service on Parliament Street will be dealt 
with in this context.  There may be potential for 
streetcars to serve developments further north on 
Parliament Street but this would require separate 
study. 

 
 
 
 

 

   
 
 
 

X 
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ToR EA Design Comment 
Noted 

• A Committee member observed that the 
modeling is based on 80,000 people using transit 
to downtown on two streetcar lines; and if Cherry 
Street and Queen’s Quay are the only 
alternatives, it seems improbable to only use 
Queen’s Quay and Cherry Street as transit 
options.  A CLC member suggested that the King 
streetcar is already packed, and does not have 
the capacity to accommodate new transit riders.  
It was pointed out that not all people are going 
downtown and not all people are travelling at the 
same time and in the same direction. There will 
also be other outlets from the Port Lands to the 
north and east. 

    
 
 
 
 

X 

     
• Tim Laspa said the City developed the Central 

Waterfront Plan, and generated background 
information that has not been discussed at public 
meetings to date.  He suggested the Project 
Team can review travel characteristics with CLC 
members if there is interest in looking at travel 
demand forecast data.  A separate presentation 
on forecasting will be arranged for those who 
want to attend. 

 
 
 

 
X 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     
• A Committee member asked if multiple routes 

can be approved for East Bayfront EA.  Pino 
DiMascio replied that more than one route could 
be approved, as could a combined option.   

 
 

X 

 
 

X 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

     
• Another Committee member said that Queen’s 

Quay should be kept a smaller, local street.  
Instead of choosing between Lakeshore and 
Queen’s Quay, the option of using both should 
be considered.   

 
 

X 

 
 

X 

 
 

X 

 
 

 

     
• A Committee member stated that it is not clear 

how the project team is integrating the higher 
order transit plan with the Official Plan.   

 
 

X 

 
 

X 

 
 
 
 

 
 

X 

     
• Another Committee member noted that higher 

order transit must be in the EA because it will 
impact the entire waterfront.  Lakeshore 
Boulevard has to be included in this study, as 
does the high capacity corridor along Cherry 
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ToR EA Design Comment 
Noted 

Street.  Carlaw Avenue must be included as well.  
     

• A Committee member stated that land 
consumption allocated to transit should be 
articulated as part of the urban plan.  The CLC 
member also asked if the EA assumes public 
transit is the primary mode of transportation or is 
planned to complement the auto.   

 
 

 
X 

 
 

 
X 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
X 

     
• A Committee member indicated that car-free 

districts mobility and connectivity with other 
modes of transportation.  

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
X 

     
• Pino DiMascio stated in the demand forecasting, 

the primary use was transit.  The goal is that 65-
70% trips will be non-auto.  The project team 
recognizes this will not be an easy goal to reach, 
but they are aiming to encourage a high level of 
transit use.   

 
 

 
X 

 
 

 
X 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

     
• A Committee member stated the Terms of 

Reference needed to recognize flexibility with 
regard to technology development.  This project 
has a 30 year build-out window, and should 
accommodate future ‘green’ and low impact 
technology developments.   

 
 

 
X 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
X 

     
• A Committee member stated that if the Queen’s 

Quay route goes into the Port Lands, there does 
not have to be major mixed traffic routes.  There 
should be a long distance fast route and a short 
distance traffic route.  Bill Dawson said that the 
purpose of this study is to serve these 
communities as best as possible.  High speed 
long distance trips are not the priority here; 
connectivity for local short transit trips is the 
primary purpose.   

    
 
 
 
 
 

X 

     
• A Committee member said that strong north-

south transit connections need to be established.  
She stated that she wants the streetcars on 
Queen’s Quay to be handicapped accessible 
when they go into service.  She asked when the 
TTC will buy accessible streetcars.  Bill Dawson 
replied that this is an important issue for the TTC 
today.  There are 250 streetcars in Toronto, and 
they are not accessible.  It will cost $1 billion to 
replace them.  When the TTC decides to buy 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

X 



      
 

TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments  17 
March 2006 

ToR EA Design Comment 
Noted 

new streetcars, they will be handicapped 
accessible.  If the Queen’s Quay route is built in 
the next four years, new accessible streetcars 
may not be available by then.  The TTC can only 
guarantee that by 2025 all streetcars will be 
accessible.   

     
Dennis Callan distributed the evaluation criteria matrix.  
Bill Dawson said the Project Team is asking CLC 
members to review and comment on the criteria.   

    

     
Scott Thorburn discussed the proposed criteria for 
assessing the planning alternatives.  Scott indicated that 
the project team will use screening evaluation criteria to 
determine whether each planning alternative gets a 
‘pass’ or ‘failing’ grade.  For those that pass, the 
evaluation criteria will help rank each option, leading to 
the selection of a preferred option.    

    

     
• A Committee member noted that streetcars might 

be chosen over buses because of current bus 
propulsion systems.  Scott Thorburn replied that 
the current comparison is diesel bus versus the 
streetcar recognizing that there are a lot of 
developments on the horizon.   Scott further 
noted that during the EA it is possible to 
acknowledge this in the evaluation of alternatives 
and reduce the importance of emission in the 
evaluation of alternative technologies. 

  
 
 
 

X 

  
 
 
 

X 

     
• A Committee member asked what 

‘accommodating through travelers’ means as an 
evaluation criterion.  Scott Thorburn said it 
means that these travelers’ origin and destination 
is not in the development area.  The study team 
needs to consider how these movements are 
going to be accommodated.   

 
 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

     
     
Dennis Callan said that the Terms of Reference is 
looking at what should be included in the EA.  This 
document explains to the Ministry of the Environment 
what the project is all about.  He indicated that the first 
draft of the Terms of Reference will come out on or 
before May 31.   

    

     
• A Committee member asked if CLC members 

could review a nearly final version of the Terms 
of Reference.  Pino DiMascio replied that the 
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ToR EA Design Comment 
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project team needs a deadline for CLC members 
to provide comments so that they can be 
included in the draft Terms of Reference.  Pino 
indicated that nearly two weeks after the public 
workshop, the project team will produce another 
version of the Terms of Reference.   

 
 

X 

 
 

X 

     
• A Committee member said she wants to 

understand the evaluation criteria better and 
does not know enough yet to respond 
thoughtfully.    It was agreed that an additional 
CLC meeting would be held on May 25, 2006. 

 
 

X 

   
 

X 

     
• A Committee member suggested a potential 

water-based corridor be considered.  This would 
involve a water vehicle transporting passengers 
and carrying large numbers of people.  It could 
be integrated with the transit system and provide 
easy transfer points.  Another CLC member 
added that similar ‘bateau’ buses are located in 
Paris.   

 
 
 
 
 

X 

 
 
 
 
 

X 

  
 
 
 
 

X 

     
• A Committee member stated that she felt the 

project team was doing four-months work in two 
months. She asked if this process was being 
driven by the upcoming municipal election.  
Dennis Callan replied that the election was not 
driving the study process but that it is important 
to get on with the actual study.  

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

 
X 

     
• Another Committee member suggested the 

project team should go back to the design 
alternatives.  She is unhappy with what has been 
presented.  It appears that there are pre-
determined outcomes.  In addition to planning 
and design criteria, there should be a category 
for selecting the propulsion technology 
alternatives. If that criterion is not added now, the 
new development will be stuck with old 
technology.   

 
 
 

 
 

X 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 

 
X 

     
• A Committee member suggested that the 

purpose of the EA is to build streetcar tracks, add 
tunnels and define how they are built.  There are 
still questions for Council on rights of ways for 
roadways, and the issue of why there are two 
directions of traffic on Queen’s Quay.  Bill 
Dawson said that that is part of the design 
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process. The plan could be designed with 
different amounts of automobile lanes.   

     
• A Committee member reminded the project team 

that he would like the CN spur taken completely 
off Queen’s Quay, and put on the north side of 
Lakeshore Boulevard.  Pino DiMascio replied that 
anything to do with the CN spur is a political 
decision.  The consultant team cannot make any 
decisions about it.  Instead, the project team will 
show a plan that works with and without a rail 
spur. 

    
 
 
 
 

X 

     
7. Next Steps     
     
Kristy Findlay said she will mail the presentation material 
to CLC members.   

    

     
8. Other Items     
     
Dave Hardy reminded the project team that CLC 
members had questions about the waterfront design 
competition.  Bill Dawson said he was optimistic that the 
design competition will reflect the evaluation criteria.  He 
hopes the competition is a positive effort to help focus on 
some of these criteria.   

    

     
9. Adjourn     
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COMMUNITY LIAISON COMMITTEE 
MEETING NOTES 

 
 
Meeting:  CLC Meeting No. 3 
 
Project:  TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments 
 
Date:   May 25, 2006 
 
Time:   6:00 to 8:00 p.m. 
 
Location: TWRC Large Boardroom 
 
Attendees:   CLC Members: 

 
Julie Beddoes, Gooderham and Worts Neighbourhood Association 
Dennis Findlay, Port Lands Action Committee 
David Jackson, Distillery District   
Sharon Poitras, Gooderham and Worts Neighbourhood Association 
Margaret Samuel, Central Waterfront Neighbourhood Association 
Sylvia Pellman, St. Lawrence Neighbourhood Association 
G. Rymal Smith, Fuel Cells Canada Hydrogen Village and Central Waterfront 
Neighbourhood Association 
David White, Waterfront Action 
Cynthia Wilkey, West Don Lands Committee 

 
Project Team: 
 
Bill Dawson, Toronto Transit Commission 
Dennis Callan, McCormick Rankin Corporation 
Mike Bricks, Ecoplans Limited 
Pino DiMascio, Urban Strategies Inc. 
Paul Croft, City of Toronto 
Scott Thorburn, URS 
Mark Nykoluk, URS 

 
Facilitator:     Dave Hardy, Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited 
 
Notes:             Sari Liem, Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited 
 
Distribution:  Regrets:  
   

Kristin Jenkins, Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation 
  Shirley Hartt, Enoch Turner Schoolhouse 
  Briana Illingworth, Moving the Economy 

Rollo Myers, Citizens for the Old Town 
Steve Munro, Transit Advocate 
Michael Comstock, St. Lawrence and Market BIA 
David Fisher, Rocket Riders 
Leila Gary, Air Pollution Coalition 



      
 

TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments  21 
March 2006 

John Wilson, Task Force to Bring Back the Don 
Mike Ronson, Toronto Transit Commission 
Tim Laspa, City of Toronto 
John Kelly, City of Toronto, Transportation Services 
Alun Lloyd, BA Consulting Group 
 
Copied:  
Ronny Yaron, St. Lawrence Neighbourhood Association 

 
ToR EA Design Comment 

Noted 
    

r 1. Introductions      

    
 Dave Hardy welcomed participants to the third 
Community Liaison Committee meeting.  Project 
team members and members of the CLC all 
introduced themselves.  Dave acknowledged 
items that were submitted by Margaret 
Samuelson, David Fisher, Leila Gary, and Julie 
Beddoes to the project team for consideration.  He 
also introduced travel demand forecasts 
developed by Tim Laspa of the City of Toronto.   
 

    

     
2.  Purpose of the Meeting     
Bill Dawson explained that the primary focus of 
this meeting is to obtain input on the development 
of evaluation criteria to go into the Terms of 
Reference.   

    

     
3.  Review of May 9 CLC Meeting Notes     
     
Dave Hardy reviewed the notes from the second 
CLC meeting.   

    

     
Bill Dawson noted comments received from CLC 
members and the public regarding network 
planning alternatives, demand forecasting and 
timing and project schedule, which will be 
incorporated into the Terms of Reference.  

    

     
• A committee member expressed a desire to 

learn more technical considerations in order to 
further understand the issues at hand.  Dave 
Hardy replied that technical briefings could be 
a part of the consultation process during the 
Individual EAs.  Pino DiMascio added that 
technical briefings could also be offered during 
the MOE review period.     

 
 
 
x 

 
 
 
x 

  
 
 
x 
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• A committee member commented that the 
study areas for the Transit EAs and the Expo 
Bid overlap and asked whether the EA would 
be expedited if the Expo Bid is approved.  
Pino Dimascio responded that the Expo Bid 
will not affect the EAs and that there will be 
opportunity for a partnership and joint 
meetings between the TTC-TWRC and Expo 
Bid EA teams.   

• A committee member noted a correction on 
page nine of CLC Meeting #2 Minutes 

 
 
 
 
 

X 
 

   
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
     
4. Discussion of previously circulated 
Evaluation Criteria Matrix 

    

     
Dennis Callan outlined planning alternatives and 
design alternatives.  He also presented 
alternatives that will be evaluated and reviewed 
criteria that could be considered.   

    

     
Scott Thorburn led committee members through 
the criteria for assessing planning and design 
alternatives.  Note: Detailed wording changes 
were recorded by project team members.  The 
original matrix and final draft incorporating 
suggestions from CLC members are provided 
under a separate attachment.  

    

     
• A committee member requested that specific 

consideration be given to hydrogen fuel cell 
buses in addition to streetcars and diesel 
buses.  Scott Thorburn replied that 
technologies can be assessed under “air 
quality”, identifying the most preferred and 
least preferred option.  Dennis Callan added 
that while EA’s don’t address types of 
propulsion, fuel sources can also be examined 
under technological considerations.   

 
 
 
 
x 

 
 
 
 
x 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
x 

     
• A committee member observed that a transit 

solution could include multiple corridor and 
design alternatives.  Bill Dawson concurred 
and replied that the project team would likely 
be assessing packages of alternatives. 

 
 
x 

 
 
x 
 

 
 

x 

 
 
x 

     
• Committee members commented that balance 

is necessary between through traffic and local 
traffic.  Further, additional criteria and its 
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corresponding “Required Minimums” and 
Planning Indicators” need to be considered 
for: local and through traffic among transit 
users; and local and through traffic among 
auto users.  Pino DiMascio added that the 
criteria will be explicit and will encourage 
through transit traffic and minimize auto traffic. 

 
 
 
x 

   
 
 
x 

     
• A committee member suggested that a 

criterion include supporting an attractive retail 
environment.   

 
x 
 

   
x 

     
• A committee member suggested that more 

references are needed for “residences”. 
x   x 

     
• A committee member suggested that planting 

be maximized for large street trees.  Pino 
DiMascio replied that this could be design 
criteria under “Effects on natural habitat”. 

 
x 

 

   
x 

     
Scott Thorburn presented Cost criteria.  Mike 
Bricks added that the project team will add high 
level cost considerations within planning 
alternatives and detailed cost considerations 
within design alternatives.   

    

     
• A committee member suggested that car free 

zones be referenced.   
x   x 

     
• Some committee members did not express 

support for on street parking.  Others 
commented that on street parking could 
provide traffic calming.  

 
 
x 

   
 
x 

     
7. Next Steps     
     
Dave Hardy informed CLC members that the 
public workshop will held on Tuesday June 6th, 
from 7:00 pm to 9:00 pm at Novotel Hotel, 
Champagne Ballroom.  He also informed CLC 
members that the next CLC meeting will be held 
on June 13th, from 6:30 pm to 8:30 pm at Metro 
Hall in Room 309.     

    

     
Bill Dawson reminded CLC members that the 
criteria for assessing planning and design 
alternatives are a work in progress and 
encouraged them to send their comments to the 
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project team.  He also added that the framework 
was seen by the Act to be a minimum requirement 
of the Terms of Reference. Other criteria could be 
added during the Individual EAs.   
     
8. Other Items     
     
Bill Dawson informed CLC members that the draft 
terms of reference will be issued before June 6th.   

    

     
9. Adjourn     
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COMMUNITY LIAISON COMMITTEE 

MEETING NOTES 
 
 
Meeting:  CLC Meeting No. 4 
 
Project:  TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments 
 
Date:   June 13, 2006 
 
Time:   6:30 to 8:30 p.m. 
 
Location: Metro Hall, Room 309 
 
Attendees:   CLC Members: 

 
Leila Gary, Air Pollution Coalition 
Julie Beddoes, Gooderham and Worts Neighbourhood Association 
Dennis Findlay, Port Lands Action Committee 
David Jackson, Distillery District   
Sharon Poitras, Gooderham and Worts Neighbourhood Association 
Margaret Samuel, Central Waterfront Neighbourhood Association 
Daniel Belanger, Central Waterfront Neighbourhood Association 
David White, Waterfront Action 
Shawni Lo, Waterfront Action 
Cynthia Wilkey, West Don Lands Committee 
Steve Munro, Transit Advocate 
David Fisher, Rocket Riders 
Helen Riley, Toronto Pedestrian Committee 
Edward Nixon, Union Station Revitalization Public Advisory Group 

 
Project Team: 
 
Bill Dawson, Toronto Transit Commission 
Dennis Callan, McCormick Rankin Corporation 
Pino DiMascio, Urban Strategies Inc. 
Scott Thorburn, URS 
Alun Lloyd, BA Consulting Group 
Tim Laspa, City of Toronto 
 

 
Facilitator:     Dave Hardy, Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited 
 
Notes:             Sari Liem, Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited 
 
Distribution:  Regrets:  
   

Kristin Jenkins, Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation 
  Shirley Hartt, Enoch Turner Schoolhouse 

Mike Bricks, Ecoplans Limited 
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  Briana Illingworth, Moving the Economy 
Rollo Myers, Citizens for the Old Town 
Michael Comstock, St. Lawrence and Market BIA 
Sylvia Pellman, St. Lawrence Neighbourhood Association 
G. Rymal Smith, Fuel Cells Canada Hydrogen Village and Central Waterfront 
Neighbourhood Association 
John Wilson, Task Force to Bring Back the Don 
Mike Ronson, Toronto Transit Commission 
John Kelly, City of Toronto, Transportation Services 
Paul Croft, City of Toronto 
Mark Nykoluk, URS 
 
 
Copied:  
Ronny Yaron, St. Lawrence Neighbourhood Association 

 
ToR EA Design Comment 

Noted 
    

r 1. Introductions      

    
 Dave Hardy welcomed participants to the fourth 
Community Liaison Committee meeting.  Project 
team members and members of the CLC all 
introduced themselves.     
 

    

     
2.  Purpose of the Meeting     
Bill Dawson explained that the primary focus of 
this meeting is to review comments provided by 
members of the CLC regarding the draft Terms of 
Reference (ToR), further obtain comments from 
the CLC on the ToR, and outline the next steps in 
the study.   

    

     
3.  Review Previous CLC Meeting Minutes     
     
Dave Hardy reviewed the notes from the previous 
CLC meetings and asked committee members if 
corrections or additions were required.   

    

     
• A committee member expressed that a 

reference to “pedestrian malls” in the May 9th 
minutes be deleted.  Instead, reference should 
be made to “Car-free districts allowing mobility 
and connectivity with other modes of 
transportation”. 

 

    

• Dave  Hardy stated he had received an e-mail 
from Michael Comstock asking the May 9th  

   X 
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minutes on page 5 to be changed to include 
his comment on the implications of 
commercial developments in the area; impact 
of large commercial clusters such as Home 
Depot; existing malls drawing people out of 
the new communities for shopping; transit 
intersections creating retail cluster 
opportunities. 

 
• A committee member noted correction on the 

spelling of her last name.   
 

   X 

• Another committee member would like more 
detailed minutes. 

   X 

     
4. Summary of Public Workshop #2     
     
Dave Hardy provided a summary of the second 
public workshop.  Dave noted that thirty-five 
people were in attendance, and about one-third 
were new to the Transit EA study.  He asked if 
Committee members have comments or 
questions regarding the second public workshop.   

    

     
5.  Discuss Draft Terms of Reference     
     
Dennis Callan reviewed comments that were 
submitted by four CLC members on the draft 
terms of reference.  He asked the four CLC 
members who provided the comments if there 
was anything they would like to add.   

    

     
Written Comments by CLC Member #1     
     
• The first CLC member added that the graph 

on page fourteen does not consider articulated 
buses.  Dennis Callan responded that the 
project team will take into account a range of 
streetcars and a range of buses, including 
articulated buses when considering bus 
capacity.    

 X   

     
• The same CLC member added that she can 

provide a more updated definition of fuel cell 
buses to the project team to include in the 
draft ToR.   

X   X 

     
Written Comments by CLC Member #2     
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Noted 

     
• The second CLC member added that a 

change will be required in reference to St. 
Lawrence service.  He also noted that the 
separate express route that is proposed to run 
along Lake Shore Boulevard has two affects: 
(a) provides an express route, and (b) reduces 
demand requirements on Queens Quay.  He 
added that there is a need to distinguish 
between the two types of service (express and 
regular). 

X    

     
• The same CLC member would like to see 

other modes of transportation such as walking 
and cycling be identified on charts on page 12 
and 13 showing travel patterns and transit 
volumes.  Identifying walking and cycling 
volumes would better illustrate transit number 
in a better context.   

   X 

     
• The same CLC member commented that a 

reference to a new criterion is required to 
identify both transit and auto travellers 
travelling through the study area.  The 
criterion would change when Queens Quay 
would no longer be a local road.   

   X 

     
• Dennis Callan recognized the CLC member’s 

comments that there is an artificial division of 
the study area into various compartments.  
These areas are linked and the project team 
would not lose sight of it.   

    

     
• Another CLC member agreed with the second 

CLC member’s comments regarding a 
reference to the different travel modes.  He 
added that a lot of people come to the 
waterfront on the weekends, would like non 
peak periods to be included in the survey 
data.   

   X 

     
• Another CLC member identified a need to 

examine bi-directional service impacts. 
   X 

     
Written Comments by CLC Member #3     
     
• Dennis Callan outlined comments provided by 

the third CLC member, who is not in 
    



      
 

TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments  29 
March 2006 

ToR EA Design Comment 
Noted 

attendance at the meeting.  He identified that 
the CLC member expressed satisfaction with 
the added options and identified the need to 
include wildlife habitat improvement 
opportunities.   

     
Written Comments by CLC Member #4     
     
• The fourth CLC member asked if the TTC will 

be continuing with the current streetcars or 
have different type of streetcars in the future. 
She also asked if the streetcars will travel at a 
faster speed.  Bill Dawson responded that 
streetcars will be replaced over the next 10 to 
15 years.  The TTC will be looking at new 
light rail low floor technologies.  He added 
that the speed of the streetcar will change 
depending on the ROW and number of stops.  

 X   

     
• If the “preferred option” is evaluated to be not 

required in an EA, what is the next step? For 
instance, if the EA identifies that there 
shouldn’t be streetcars, but fuel cell buses, 
and TTC can’t bring streetcar tracks and you 
can’t buy fuel cell buses either then would you 
would have diesel buses as a default option.  
Dennis Callan replied that recommendations 
that are beyond the scope of the EA will still 
be presented in the EA.  It will be up to TTC to 
implement them.  Pino DiMascio added that 
you can’t use the EA process to bind council.    
The study will identify a preferred alternative.   

 X   

     
• Car free zones were not identified in the draft 

ToR.  Bill Dawson replied that the project team 
added car free zones in the design 
considerations for both East Bayfront and 
West Don Lands, and in the criteria.   

x    

     
     
Other Questions or Comments on the Draft 
ToR 

    

     
• On Page 33, the text of the ToR should refer 

to entertainment districts requiring transit. 
   X 

     
• Does the EA just identify the preferred 

alternative or rank alternatives? Dennis 
 X   
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Callan responded that the EA would also rank 
alternatives and recommend those 
alternatives to Council. 

     
• A CLC members stated that some 

alternatives can be unworkable.  Depending 
on which criteria council chooses, it may or 
may not be implemented.  Dennis Callan 
stated we will recommend an alternative and 
rate them.  Council will receive the EA 
recommendations and make a decision. 

 X   

     
• If the preferred alternative cannot be funded 

by Council can you build in stages?  Dennis 
Callan stated, EAs look forward to the future 
and recommend the preferred long term 
solution.  It is up to funding authority how and 
when to build it. We can build it in stages.  
Pino DiMascio stated, this project is funded 
through TWRC and the commitment is there 
to  provide capital funding.   

   X 

     
• There should be a reference to the Union 

Station District Plan as Union Station is both 
a local hub and intercity hub.  A Union Station 
heritage plan was passed by Council. 

X    

     
• Car free zones should be added to Section 

6.5.1. and 7.5.1. 
   X 

     
• The ToR documents should address 

improvement of access to the ferry docks.  
Scott Thorburn mentioned that the tourism 
criteria would address this. 

   X 

     
• The maps on pages 12, 13 and 14 are hard to 

read and need a legend.  Exhibit 3.1 on page 
14 needs to clarify the meaning of the 
capacity numbers. 

X    

     
• Page 29 Sections’ 6.5.1. and 6.5.2. needs to 

address the implications of the design 
competition. 

   X 

     
• On page 4/5 the Sustainability Framework 

needs to be referenced.  The evaluation 
language should include references to 
opportunities to maximize environmental 

X    
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performance. 
     
• On page 31 there should be a reference to 

Parliament Street. 
X    

     
• On page 33 there needs to be a commitment 

to assess how network options may best 
connect the facilities. 

   X 

     
• On page 36 the maps are wrongly labelled.    X 
     
• Regarding the Central Waterfront, there 

needs to be consistency on how many future 
road lanes are provided. 

   X 

     
• The potential for a World’s Fair needs to be 

addressed, particularly regarding northward 
connections along the Don Valley.  Bill 
Dawson stated that the Worlds Fair may 
require an individual EA for the Port Lands. 

X    

     
• Union Station should be included as a node 

and the study area should be shifted to the 
west to include Union Station. 

   X 

     
• On page 18, First Nations should be asked to 

provide comments at the outset and at key 
stages. 

   X 

     
• The reference to the cultural environment in 

Section 6.2.10 on page 26 should include a 
reference to the Victory Soya Mills.  The 
Distillery District should be added as a 
heritage site. 

X    

     
• There should be a reference to auto travellers 

travelling through the study area. 
   X 

     
7. Next Steps     
     
Dennis Callan mentioned that comments will be 
incorporated into the ToR and some analysis will 
continue through July.   The Study Team will 
endeavour to design and deliver several small 
public workshops over the summer on technical 
matters while the MOE is conducting its review.  
Some topics may include: travel demand, rail 
spur, union station loop, cost.  CLC members 
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were asked to email suggested topics. 
     
The TTC (June 21) and TWRC Board will make 
their own comments on the report, as will City of 
Toronto Council (Planning and Transportation 
Committee on July 4).  Significant changes will go 
back the CLC for comment.  CLC members 
always have the opportunity to make their views 
known directly to the MOE. 

    

     
8. Other Items     
     
Bill Dawson informed CLC members that 
comments on the draft terms of reference are due 
on 16th.   

    

     
9. Adjourn     

 
 



Appendix C: Organizations Invited to Participate on the Technical Advisory Committee 
 
§ Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency – Ontario Region 
§ City of Toronto - Fire Services 
§ City of Toronto Planning - Culture Division 
§ City of Toronto Planning - South District (West Don Lands) 
§ City of Toronto Planning - South District (East Bayfront & Port Lands) 
§ City of Toronto Planning - Urban Design 
§ City of Toronto - Traffic Operations (Toronto and East York) 
§ GO Transit 
§ Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 
§ Ontario Ministry of Public Infrastructure and Renewal 
§ Ontario Ministry of the Environment 
§ Ontario Ministry of Transportation 
§ Ontario Realty Corporation 
§ Ontario Secretariat for Aboriginal Affairs 
§ Toronto Economic Development Corporation 
§ Toronto Port Authority 
§ Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
§ Toronto Terminal Railways 
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Appendix D: TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
      MEETING NOTES 

 
Meeting:  TAC Meeting No. 1 
 
Project:  TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments 
 
Date:   March 21, 2006 
 
Time:   3:00 to 5:00 p.m. 
 
Location:  Room 302, Metro Hall, 55 John Street, Toronto 

 
Attendees:  TAC Members: 

Terry Bruining, City of Toronto Fire Services  
Bob Leek, City of Toronto Fire Services 
Kathryn Thom, City of Toronto Planning – South District 
Eric Pederson, City of Toronto Planning – Urban Design 
Dan Francey, GO Transit 
Ken Lundy, Toronto Port Authority 
Adele Freeman, Toronto Region Conservation Authority 
Jacqueline White, City of Toronto Transportation 
David Dignard, City of Toronto Transportation 
Hon Lun, TEDCO 
    

  Project Team: 
  Bill Dawson, Toronto Transit Commission 

Dennis Callan, P.Eng., McCormick Rankin Corporation 
Mike Bricks, Ecoplans Limited 
Pino DiMascio, Urban Strategies Inc. 
John Kelly, City of Toronto Transportation 
Tim Laspa, City of Toronto Planning 
Kristy Findlay, Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation 

   
Facilitator: 
Dave Hardy, Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited  
 
Notes: 
Sari Liem, Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited 
 

Distribution:  Regrets 
   William Stewart, City of Toronto Fire Services 
  David Smith, Ontario Realty Corporation 
   
      
  Copied: 
  Michael Mizzi, City of Toronto Planning, South District 
  Angus Cranston, City of Toronto Planning, South District 
  Gwen McIntosh, City of Toronto Planning, South District 
  Sherry Pederson, City of Toronto Planning, Culture Division 
  John Mackenzie, Ontario Realty Corporation 
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  Anton Pojasok, Ontario Realty Corporation 
  Michelle Moretti, Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 
  Bruce Singbush, Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 
  Ernie Hartt, Ministry of the Environment 
  Erick Advokaat, Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency 
   
                                                                                                            
Item     
 
1. Introductions 
 
Bill Dawson welcomed participants to the first 
Technical Advisory Committee meeting, and 
introduced the project team and any other City 
staff present.   
 
Committee members introduced themselves.   

 
Bill Dawson provided a brief statement of the 
purpose of the project and meeting and informed 
committee members that the Waterfront Transit 
Environmental Assessments is a joint exercise 
between the Toronto Transit Commission (TTC), 
the City of Toronto, and the Toronto Waterfront 
Revitalization Corporation (TWRC). 
 
2. Present Terms of Reference for Technical 

Advisory Committee (TAC) 
 
Dave Hardy introduced himself as meeting 
facilitator and introduced Sari Liem, who will be 
taking notes of the meeting.  Dave presented the 
draft Terms of Reference for the TAC and 
encouraged committee members to provide 
comments.  Dave Hardy asked if committee 
members have any questions about the Terms of 
Reference or the mandate of the TAC.   
 
No questions or comments were received.   

 
3. Presentation of Individual EA Process (Terms 

of Reference Stage and Individual EA Stage) 
 

Mike Bricks provided an overview of the Ontario 
EA Act and Individual EA process.  He also 
described the Terms of Reference stage and the 
Individual EA stage of the Environmental 
Assessment.   
 
Dave asked TAC members if they have any 
questions or comments regarding the Individual 

ToR 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EA Design Comment 
Noted 
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EA process or the Terms of Reference stage. 
 
No questions or comments were received. 

 
 

4. Presentation of Elements of the Draft Terms 
of Reference for Port Lands, West Don Lands 
and East Bayfront Individual Environmental 
Assessment process 

 
Dennis Callan presented the preliminary schedule 
of the Terms of Reference and Individual 
Environmental Assessments.   
 
 
 
 
 
Dave asked TAC members if they have any 
questions or comments regarding the schedule.   
 
 A representative from the TRCA commented 

that this is an aggressive schedule and asked 
whether it is feasible.  Dennis Callan 
responded that the schedule is feasible and is 
important to maintain in order to start the 
Environmental Assessments in the fall.   

 
Dennis Callan informed TAC members about 
other adjacent studies, including the East of 
Parliament Precinct Plan and Road EA, Mouth of 
the Don EA, and the Central Waterfront 
Esplanade Boulevard Design Competition.  
Dennis also presented the purpose statement, 
project justification, need and opportunity. 
 
Dave Hardy asked TAC members if they have 
any questions or recommendations for revising 
the purpose statement, need and opportunity. 
 
 A representative from the Toronto Port 

Authority asked if the population projection 
presented includes existing population.  
Dennis noted that they did not; however, 
given the lack of existing residential in the 
areas this was not anticipated to affect the 
overall demand. 

 
Dennis Callan presented the study areas, through 
the use of display board maps and aerial 
photographs.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
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Dave Hardy asked TAC members to comment if 
the proposed study areas address the issues 
described in the proposed problem statement, or 
if the boundaries need to be modified to ensure 
that certain parts of the natural and social 
environment are examined.   

 
 A representative from the TRCA stated that 

the three different study areas overlap other 
EA’s occurring near the Keating Channel and 
Mouth of the Don EA.  Pino DiMascio added 
that TWRC and the City are initiating separate 
environmental assessment to extend Queens 
Quay from Parliament Street to Cherry Street.  
Bill Dawson explained that staging will be 
challenging and will take careful integration.   

 A representative from the TRCA stated that it 
is important to present a map to the public 
that illustrates where the three EAs overlap 
and to illustrate how it will be addressed. Pino 
DiMascio responded that the project team will 
clarify the three EAs.   Bill Dawson added that 
the project team will present a map that 
clearly illustrates the overlap and include a 
slide to address integration and timing at the 
first public meeting.   

 A representative from the City of Toronto Fire 
Services commented that there is a small 
area that has not been included in the three 
study areas. Dennis Callan responded that 
the map in the PowerPoint presentation is a 
rough illustration and the area includes park 
land and the flood plain.  However, the project 
team will revise the map to include the area 
as part of the study area.   

 A representative from the City of Toronto Fire 
Services asked if the bus ramp is part of the 
study area.  Bill Dawson responded that it is 
not. 

 
Dennis Callan presented potential service types, 
potential routes, and proposed alternatives to be 
studied for East Bayfront and the Queens Quay. 
 
Dave Hardy asked committee members to 
provide comments and asked if there are other 
issues that should be examined. 
 
 A representative from GO Transit asked who 

will be undertaking the urban design.   Dennis 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
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Callan responded that Du Toit, Allsopp, Hillier 
will be undertaking the urban design. 

 A representative from GO Transit asked the 
project team to identify the level of detail that 
will be presented in the design.  Dennis 
Callan responded that a functional design 
plan will be developed.  

 
Dennis Callan presented potential service types, 
potential routes, and proposed alternatives to be 
studied for West Don Lands. 
 
Dave Hardy asked committee members to 
provide comments and asked if there are other 
issues that should be examined. 

 
 A planner from the City of Toronto 

commented that the City is reviewing the 
subdivision application and will protect for the 
maximum right-of-way identified in the Master 
Plan given it is currently not know whether 
transit services will be introduced along Front 
Street.   

 A planner from the City of Toronto asked if 
there are maintenance or storage facilities in 
the area.  Bill Dawson replied that there will 
likely be a need for a streetcar maintenance 
facility in the Port Lands.  He added that this 
will be part of a broader TTC plan and a 
separate EA study will be undertaken for the 
maintenance facility.   

 
Dennis Callan presented potential service types, 
potential routes, and proposed alternatives to be 
studied for Port Lands. 
 
Dave Hardy asked committee members to 
provide comments and asked if there are other 
issues that should be examined. 

 
 A representative from the TRCA asked what 

will happen if Expo 2015 is approved and how 
that will affect the study. Bill Dawson replied 
that the project team is aware of the Expo 
2015 bid and monitors the process.  He 
added that the bid maintains the use of the 
LRT on the Queensway and an additional 
corridor in Port Lands.  Dennis Callan added 
that the bid may accelerate the study.   

 
5. Schedule of Upcoming Meetings 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
X 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
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Dennis Callan asked TAC members whether they 
would like another meeting in May or receive 
materials for review.  Dennis added that the 
project team will offer to meet with TAC members 
individually between now and May. 
 
 City of Toronto - Planning preferred to receive 

materials and provide comments.   
 
Dave informed TAC members that project 
documentation, meeting minutes, and workshop 
materials will be posted on the TWRC’s website. 

 
 

6. Other 
 

Dave asked if TAC members have other 
comments or suggestions for the ToR. 
 
 A representative from the Toronto Port 

Authority asked when construction is 
expected to commence. Bill Dawson replied 
that following approval, design and 
construction will proceed quickly.  
Construction can be completed in 2008 in 
West Don Lands in 2011 in East Bayfront.   

 
7. Adjourn 
 
Bill Dawson closed the meeting and thanked 
participants for attending the first TAC meeting.   
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix E 
 
 
 

Notice of Commencement/ Public Workshop #1  



Toronto Transit
Commission

Notice of Commencement

TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental
Assessments

The Toronto Transit Commission (TTC), under the auspices of the Toronto
Waterfront Revitalization Corporation (TWRC), has initiated an
Environmental Assessment of proposed transit services for the Port Lands,
West Don Lands and East Bayfront development areas. The process to
select preferred designs and implementation plans for the three transit
projects falls under the requirements of an individual Environmental
Assessment. The TTC will be completing a single, combined Terms of
Reference (ToR) for the three Environmental Assessment projects and then,
following Ministry of the Environment approval of the ToR, complete two
separate Environmental Assessment studies for the West Don Lands and
the East Bayfront transit projects.

A single, combined ToR is being developed because a network of transit
services will be required to inter-connect the three communities and many
of the issues related to the development of a ToR are common to the three
communities. This approach will also allow members of the public to
provide input to the ToR through a common consultation process. The
proposed approach will ensure that area-wide planning issues are
adequately addressed both in the development of the ToR, and in each
individual Environmental Assessments.

Public and regulatory agency consultations are key elements of Terms of
Reference development and the Individual Environmental Assessment
process. Public comments are welcome at anytime during the development
of the ToR. An initial set of (2) Public Workshops will be held in the spring of
2006 to receive comments on the problem definition, need, study area,
service area, projected routes, service type, proposed alternatives,
technical studies to be conducted, and proposed public consultation plan
for Individual EAs.

The first workshop will be held on

Wednesday April 5th, 6:30 pm-9:00 pm
St. Lawrence Great Hall
157 King Street East

Advance notice of the Workshops will be published in local newspapers
within the City of Toronto. Before the completion of the planning process, a
draft Terms of Reference report will be made available for public review at
local municipal buildings and on line. The individual EAs will proceed once
the Ministry of the Environment approves the Terms of Reference.
As part of the consultation process, a mailing list for those parties who are
interested in receiving further information on this study is currently being
compiled. If you wish to receive information, become involved in the study,
or submit comment, please contact either of the following:

Kristy Findlay
Public Affairs Department
Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation
transit@towaterfront.ca
416-214-1344 ext. 248
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Notice of  Public Workshop #2 



Toronto Transit
Commission

Notice of Public Workshop
The Toronto Transit Commission (TTC), under the auspices of the Toronto
Waterfront Revitalization Corporation (TWRC), invites the public to attend a
second workshop for the Terms of Reference (ToR) Phase of the TTC-TWRC
Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments. The purpose of this study is to
identify the proposed transit services required to support development of the
Port Lands, West Don Lands and East Bayfront. The workshop will be held on
Tuesday June 6th, from 7:00 pm to 9:00 pm at the Novotel Hotel in Toronto.

TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments
Second Public Workshop

June 6, 2006
7:00 pm to 9:00 pm

Novotel Hotel, Champagne Ballroom
45 The Esplanade, Toronto, Ontario

The process to select preferred designs and implementation plans for the three
transit projects (Port Lands, West Don Lands and East Bayfront) falls under the
requirements of an Individual Environmental Assessment. The TTC is
completing a single, combined ToR for the three Environmental Assessment
studies. Following Ministry of the Environment approval of the ToR, two
separate Environmental Assessment studies will be initiated for the West Don
Lands and the East Bayfront transit projects. The Environmental Assessment
Study for the Port Lands will be initiated at some point in the future when land
use planning for the Port Lands have advanced to a sufficient level of detail.

The ToR outlines the framework for undertaking an Environmental Assessment
study and essentially asks two important questions. One, “what should be
studied during the Environmental Assessment?”; and two, “how should the
public be consulted during the Environmental Assessment?” The completion of
the ToR stage will result in the approval of a framework to carry out the
Environmental Assessment Studies.

As part of the consultation process, a mailing list for those parties who are
interested in receiving further information on this study is being compiled. If you
wish to receive information, become involved in the study, or have additional
questions about the second Public Workshop, please see our Web page at
www.towaterfront.ca and go to “Current Projects”. You can also contact either
of the following:

PA
11

9M
AY

Bill Dawson
Superintendent of Route and

System Planning
Service Planning Department
Toronto Transit Commission

transit@towaterfront.ca
416-393-4490

Kristin Jenkins
Vice President,
Public Affairs

Toronto Waterfront
Revitalization Corporation
transit@towaterfront.ca

416-214-1344
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Public Workshop Materials 



 

 
 
 
 

                                
 
 
 
 

TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental 
Assessments 
Public Forum #1 
Terms of Reference Study Guide 
 
 
April 5, 2006 

 

  
 

What’s Inside… 
 

• EA Project Description 
• Study Area Map 
• Presentation Slides 
• FAQ Sheet 

 

 
 



 

TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments EA  
Project Description 
 
The Toronto Transit Commission (TTC), under the auspices of the Toronto 
Waterfront Revitalization Corporation (TWRC), has initiated an Environmental 
Assessment of proposed transit services for the East Bayfront, West Don Lands 
and Port Lands development areas. The process to select preferred designs and 
implementation plans for the three transit projects falls under the 
requirements of an Individual Environmental Assessment. The TTC will be 
completing a single, combined Terms of Reference (ToR) for the three 
Environmental Assessment projects and then, following Ministry of the 
Environment approval of the ToR, complete two separate Environmental 
Assessment studies for the West Don Lands and the East Bayfront transit 
projects. 
 
A single, combined ToR is being developed because a network of transit 
services will be required to inter-connect the three communities and many of 
the issues related to the development of a ToR are common to the three 
communities. This approach will also allow members of the public to provide 
input to the ToR through a common consultation process. The proposed 
approach will ensure that area-wide planning issues are adequately addressed 
both in the development of the ToR, and in each individual Environmental 
Assessment.   
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TTC TTC -- TWRC TWRC 
Waterfront Transit Environmental Waterfront Transit Environmental 

AssessmentsAssessments

Public Workshop
#1

St. Lawrence Great Hall
April 5, 2006

Purpose of this Evening’s MeetingPurpose of this Evening’s Meeting

Introduce OurselvesIntroduce Ourselves
Provide an Overview of the Background to the Provide an Overview of the Background to the 
StudiesStudies
Explain the EA ProcessExplain the EA Process
Introduce the ToR and EA StudiesIntroduce the ToR and EA Studies
Solicit Your Early Opinions on Area and Study Solicit Your Early Opinions on Area and Study 
IssuesIssues

AGENDA

Summary of Discussions
Dave Hardy, Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited

Next Steps and Closing Remarks
Bill Dawson, Toronto Transit Commission

8:45 – 9:00 p.m.

Discussion Groups
Participants will be given time to go through questions about the Terms of 
Reference in the workbooks.  At your tables, please discuss your responses 
and consolidate common themes and unique or creative ideas on the flip 
charts provided.  

7:15 - 8:45 p.m.

Presentations

Bill Dawson, Toronto Transit Commission
“Background to Transit Planning in the Central Waterfront”

Mike Bricks, Ecoplans Limited 
“Individual EA Process (Terms of Reference Stage and Individual EA Stage)”

Dennis Callan, McCormick Rankin Corporation
“Proposed Study Areas and Issues for East Bayfront, West Don Lands, and 
Port Lands Individual Environmental Assessments”

Questions

6:45 -7:15 p.m.

Welcome and Agenda Review

Dave Hardy, Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited
“Introduction, Study Guide and Workbook”

Kristin Jenkins, Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation
Bill Dawson, Toronto Transit Commission
“Welcome”

6:30 -6:45 p.m.

Registration 6:15 - 6:30 p.m.



Workshop Materials Workshop Materials 
WorkbookWorkbook

AgendaAgenda
WorksheetsWorksheets
Comment FormComment Form

Tonight we are looking for your advice on 6 questions Tonight we are looking for your advice on 6 questions 
in the workbook.  Please feel free to follow along and in the workbook.  Please feel free to follow along and 
write your response during the presentation.write your response during the presentation.

Your comments on the comment form and workbook will Your comments on the comment form and workbook will 
become part of the public record.  Workbooks may be become part of the public record.  Workbooks may be 
handed in at end of session or mailed to TWRC.handed in at end of session or mailed to TWRC.

Workshop Materials Workshop Materials 

Study GuideStudy Guide

Description of the TTCDescription of the TTC--TWRC Waterfront Transit EAsTWRC Waterfront Transit EAs
Map of the study areasMap of the study areas
Presentation Slides Presentation Slides 

Map of study areas on each tableMap of study areas on each table

Ground RulesGround Rules

Tonight we are discussing what should be Tonight we are discussing what should be 
studied in the future Individual EAs.  We are studied in the future Individual EAs.  We are 
not doing these studies. We are preparing a not doing these studies. We are preparing a 
Terms of Reference for the studies.Terms of Reference for the studies.

You are encouraged to ask questions of clarification during the You are encouraged to ask questions of clarification during the 
presentationpresentation
There are no stupid questionsThere are no stupid questions
Cell phones offCell phones off
One person to speak at a timeOne person to speak at a time
JargonJargon
Have fun!Have fun!



Waterfront Transit Waterfront Transit EAsEAs

History of ProjectHistory of Project

Transportation Planning part of broader planning Transportation Planning part of broader planning 
processprocess
Central Waterfront Secondary Plan Central Waterfront Secondary Plan –– March 2003March 2003
–– Land Use, Parks, ServicingLand Use, Parks, Servicing
–– Auto, Cycling, Pedestrians and Transit PlansAuto, Cycling, Pedestrians and Transit Plans

“Transit First” “Transit First” –– Council approval June 2004Council approval June 2004
West Don Precinct Plan/Master Plan West Don Precinct Plan/Master Plan –– March 2005March 2005
East Bayfront Precinct Plan/Master Plan East Bayfront Precinct Plan/Master Plan –– January 2006January 2006

Secondary Plan - Forecast TTC Ridership

32,000 units, 60% non-auto mode split:
– comparable to highest existing non-subway locations
– St. Lawrence, Harbourfront, Cabbagetown
– 75,000 daily, 22M annual TTC trips 
– comparable to two 510 Spadina streetcars

need to have transit “excellence”
– attractive enough to achieve non-auto assumptions
– higher quality/capacity than current surface services
– focus on reliability and convenient access



Secondary Plan – Transit Capacity Analysis 

full development requires exclusive streetcar rights-of-
way and increased transit priority
– Queens Quay E, Cherry St. and Commissioners St.  

need to establish the non-auto travel patterns right from 
the start (“transit first”)
subway platform expansion required at Union

Approved Secondary Plan Approved Secondary Plan -- TRANSITTRANSIT

Why Streetcars in Secondary Plan?

cost-effective in high-demand corridors
– two-car streetcar has 3X capacity of a 40’ bus

passengers like streetcars -> higher mode split
electric vehicles – no local emissions
permanence is attractive for developers/tenants
good use of available infrastructure/fleet 
– TTC already has streetcar infrastructure

extremely difficult to provide high-capacity bus service to 
Union Station



Why “Transit First”?

need to establish non-auto travel patterns at the outset 
– City and TWRC’s transportation and environmental 

objectives 
transit investment a catalyst to redevelopment  
– London Docklands, Woolwich Arsenal
– Portland Oregon - South Waterfront Plan

Background to Transit EA’sBackground to Transit EA’s

Precinct Plans and EA Master Plans protect for transit Precinct Plans and EA Master Plans protect for transit 
ROW’sROW’s
Previous assumptions will be revisited in the Transit EAPrevious assumptions will be revisited in the Transit EA
–– update forecasts and assessmentsupdate forecasts and assessments
–– more detailed review of alternativesmore detailed review of alternatives

Will address recent Council direction (Will address recent Council direction (East Bayfront, East Bayfront, 
January, 2006)January, 2006)
–– “Transit EA to revisit whether smaller rights“Transit EA to revisit whether smaller rights--ofof--way way 

are technically feasible or desirable”are technically feasible or desirable”

TTC LRT EA 
Studies

Concurrent StudiesConcurrent Studies

East of 
Parliament 

Precinct Plan 
and EA

Don Mouth 
Naturalization EA

TWRC 
Innovative 

Design



Ontario Individual EA ProcessOntario Individual EA Process

Term of
Reference

Environmental
Assessment

Detail Design &
Construction

We Are 
Here

EA PROCESS

Requirements of Ontario EA ActRequirements of Ontario EA Act

Problem Statement Problem Statement -- Purpose and Rationale for the Purpose and Rationale for the 
UndertakingUndertaking

Planning Alternatives Planning Alternatives -- Evaluation of Alternatives to the Evaluation of Alternatives to the 
UndertakingUndertaking

Design Alternatives Design Alternatives -- Evaluation of Alternative Methods of Evaluation of Alternative Methods of 
carrying out the undertakingcarrying out the undertaking

Environment that will be affectedEnvironment that will be affected

Measure to reduce impacts Measure to reduce impacts –– mitigation measuresmitigation measures

Consultation undertakenConsultation undertaken

What is a Terms of Reference ?What is a Terms of Reference ?

First step in EA ProcessFirst step in EA Process

Outlines framework for conducting the EA Outlines framework for conducting the EA 

Must be approved by the Ontario Minister of Must be approved by the Ontario Minister of 
the Environmentthe Environment

Provides the opportunity to focus on the more Provides the opportunity to focus on the more 
reasonable alternativesreasonable alternatives



What is included in a ToR ?What is included in a ToR ?

Problems Statement Problems Statement -- Purpose of the studiesPurpose of the studies

Description of the study area Description of the study area 

Range and Types of Alternatives to be consideredRange and Types of Alternatives to be considered

Stakeholder consultation to be undertakenStakeholder consultation to be undertaken

General work plan outlining the process to generate General work plan outlining the process to generate 
and evaluate alternativesand evaluate alternatives

Stakeholder consultation undertaken to prepare ToRStakeholder consultation undertaken to prepare ToR

OOSSJJ AA

IEA East IEA East 
BayfrontBayfront

MOE Approvals MOE Approvals 
(30 Weeks)(30 Weeks)

EA  ReportsEA  Reports

Alternative Alternative 
DesignsDesigns

Alternative Alternative 
SolutionsSolutions

IEA West Don IEA West Don 
LandsLands

Alternative Alternative 
DesignsDesigns

Alternative Alternative 
SolutionsSolutions

MOE ApprovalsMOE Approvals
(12 Weeks)(12 Weeks)

Public Public 
WorkshopsWorkshops

CLCCLC

One Terms of One Terms of 
ReferenceReference

NNJJMMAAMMFFJJDDNNOOSSAAJJJJMMAAMM

PRELIMINARY PROJECT SCHEDULE

Waterfront RedevelopmentWaterfront Redevelopment

Based on Secondary and Precinct PlansBased on Secondary and Precinct Plans
Servicing Master PlansServicing Master Plans
Long Term Waterfront DevelopmentLong Term Waterfront Development
–– 86,000 residential86,000 residential
–– 72,000 employment72,000 employment

Road capacity is limitedRoad capacity is limited
Main transportation demand to be accommodated by Main transportation demand to be accommodated by 
transittransit
“Transit First” policy“Transit First” policy



““Transit FirstTransit First””

• Transit first approach

• Transit within 5 minute walk of all residences

• Transit linking East Bayfront, West Don Lands and Port Lands 
to rest of city

Purpose of these Environmental Purpose of these Environmental 
Assessment StudiesAssessment Studies

To determine the transit facilities appropriate to serve the To determine the transit facilities appropriate to serve the 
long term residential, employment, tourism and long term residential, employment, tourism and 
waterfront access needs of the study area while waterfront access needs of the study area while 
achieving the City’s and TWRC’s objectives for land use, achieving the City’s and TWRC’s objectives for land use, 
design and environmental excellence.design and environmental excellence.

One Terms of Reference will outline 3 EA studiesOne Terms of Reference will outline 3 EA studies
East Bayfront and West Don Lands transit EAs to East Bayfront and West Don Lands transit EAs to 
proceed immediatelyproceed immediately
Port Lands Transit EA to proceed laterPort Lands Transit EA to proceed later

Long Range (2030) Population & EmploymentLong Range (2030) Population & Employment

4,400

3,700

24,700

11,100 

32,900

Pop   Empl

10,100



Long Range (2030) Peak Period Transit Long Range (2030) Peak Period Transit 
DemandDemand

3,100 trips

11,600 trips

3,600 trips

Overall Study AreaOverall Study Area

Suggested EA Study AreasSuggested EA Study Areas

Public suggestion



Technology ConsiderationsTechnology Considerations

Depending on 
the corridor, we 

believe that 
ridership 
demand 

requirements 
will be 

somewhere in 
this range

HarbourfrontHarbourfront Streetcar in Own ROWStreetcar in Own ROW

Houston LRTHouston LRT

Toronto Toronto 
StreetcarStreetcar



Toronto BusesToronto Buses
Vancouver Vancouver 

Exclusive Bus LanesExclusive Bus Lanes

East Bayfront East Bayfront -- Built Form and MassingBuilt Form and Massing

East Bayfront East Bayfront –– Key ElementsKey Elements

• 55 acres

• Continuous water's edge promenade

• Well defined public realm - 20% of precinct

• Year round destinations

• Low-scale development at water’s edge

• Non-residential uses at grade

• 1,260 affordable rental units

• 4,040 market units

• Strong commercial/cultural sector - 2-million sq ft



Queens QuayQueens Quay

• Urban boulevard

• East Bayfront's "main street"

• Retail focus

• Pedestrian friendly

• Generous streetscaping

• Cycling lanes

• Dedicated LRT route

East Bayfront Transit EAEast Bayfront Transit EA
From Union Station south and east to Cherry StreetFrom Union Station south and east to Cherry Street

CorridorCorridor
–– Queen’s QuayQueen’s Quay

TechnologyTechnology
–– Probably Streetcar to accommodate the higher ridership Probably Streetcar to accommodate the higher ridership 

demanddemand
Design IssuesDesign Issues
–– Location of Streetcar line within road allowanceLocation of Streetcar line within road allowance
–– Location of underground entrance (portal)Location of underground entrance (portal)
–– Location of Location of RedpathRedpath railway spurrailway spur
–– Connection to Cherry and Port LandsConnection to Cherry and Port Lands
–– RightRight--of way design as per Council directionof way design as per Council direction
–– Stop LocationsStop Locations
–– Streetscaping and public realm designStreetscaping and public realm design
–– Configuration of underground loopConfiguration of underground loop

West Don LandsWest Don Lands



District  3

West Don Lands West Don Lands NeighbourhoodsNeighbourhoods

District  2

District  4

District  1

Don River Park

Mill St. Neighbourhood

Don River Park Neighbourhood

Front St. Neighbourhood

River Square Neighbourhood

• 23-acres of parks and public spaces

• 6,000 residential housing units, 
1,200 affordable

• One million sq ft commercial

• School

• Recreation and childcare centres

• Public transit < five minute walk

• Bikeways, pedestrian connections

• Flood protection

West Don Lands West Don Lands –– Key ElementsKey Elements

West Don Lands Transit EAWest Don Lands Transit EA
From Queen’s Quay to King StreetFrom Queen’s Quay to King Street

Corridor AlternativesCorridor Alternatives
–– Cherry Street or Cherry Street or 
–– Cherry/Front Parliament CorridorsCherry/Front Parliament Corridors

Technology AlternativesTechnology Alternatives
–– Bus or StreetcarBus or Streetcar

Design IssuesDesign Issues
–– Mixed traffic or exclusive rightMixed traffic or exclusive right--ofof--wayway
–– Location of facility within rightLocation of facility within right--ofof--wayway
–– RightRight--of way designof way design
–– Stop locationsStop locations
–– Connection to Queen’s Quay and Port LandsConnection to Queen’s Quay and Port Lands
–– StreetscapingStreetscaping



Port Lands RevitalizationPort Lands Revitalization

Port Lands Precincts and PhasingPort Lands Precincts and Phasing

Port Lands Transit EAPort Lands Transit EA
Will consider all transit requirements in the Port LandsWill consider all transit requirements in the Port Lands
Possible connections north to Cherry, Broadview and Possible connections north to Cherry, Broadview and 
LeslieLeslie
Could be LRT or bus or bothCould be LRT or bus or both

Waiting on various studiesWaiting on various studies
–– Port Lands Implementation Study Port Lands Implementation Study 
–– Mouth of DonMouth of Don
–– Precinct plans and EA studiesPrecinct plans and EA studies

Actual Port Lands Transit EA will be at a later dateActual Port Lands Transit EA will be at a later date



Workbook Questions and Workbook Questions and 
Small Group DiscussionsSmall Group Discussions

Question 1Question 1

Is the purpose of the study clearly defined? What Is the purpose of the study clearly defined? What 
wording should be clarified?wording should be clarified?

“To determine the transit facilities appropriate to serve the “To determine the transit facilities appropriate to serve the 
long term residential, employment, tourism and waterfront long term residential, employment, tourism and waterfront 
access needs of the study area while achieving the City’s access needs of the study area while achieving the City’s 
and TWRC’s objectives for land use, design and and TWRC’s objectives for land use, design and 
environmental excellence.” environmental excellence.” 

Question 2Question 2

Are the proposed study areas adequate to address the Are the proposed study areas adequate to address the 
issues described in the proposed problem statement?  issues described in the proposed problem statement?  
Should the boundaries be modified, and why?Should the boundaries be modified, and why?

You may refer to the map on the table.  There is also a full You may refer to the map on the table.  There is also a full 
size map of the study areas in the study guide.size map of the study areas in the study guide.



Question 3Question 3

a) a) How can the study team best ensure meaningful and How can the study team best ensure meaningful and 
effective public consultation?effective public consultation?

b) b) Do you have suggestions to improve the public Do you have suggestions to improve the public 
consultation process presented?consultation process presented?

Question 4Question 4

East Bayfront Transit EAEast Bayfront Transit EA

a) Corridor Alternatives:  Is Queens Quay the appropriate a) Corridor Alternatives:  Is Queens Quay the appropriate 
corridor to focus on?corridor to focus on?

b) Technology Alternatives:  Is Streetcar the appropriate b) Technology Alternatives:  Is Streetcar the appropriate 
technology?technology?

c) Design Issues:  What other design issues should be c) Design Issues:  What other design issues should be 
considered?considered?

Question 5Question 5

West Don Lands Transit EAWest Don Lands Transit EA

a) Corridor Alternatives:  Are the suggested corridors a) Corridor Alternatives:  Are the suggested corridors 
(Cherry and Cherry/ Front/ Parliament) the appropriate (Cherry and Cherry/ Front/ Parliament) the appropriate 
corridors to study? Others?corridors to study? Others?

b) Technology Alternatives:  Bus and Streetcar alternatives b) Technology Alternatives:  Bus and Streetcar alternatives 
will be studied. Comments?will be studied. Comments?

c) Design Issues:  What other design issues should be c) Design Issues:  What other design issues should be 
considered?considered?



Question 6Question 6

Port Lands Transit EAPort Lands Transit EA

a) Corridor Alternatives:  Should corridors be added or a) Corridor Alternatives:  Should corridors be added or 
removed from the map?removed from the map?

b) Technology Alternatives:  Both bus and streetcar b) Technology Alternatives:  Both bus and streetcar 
alternatives will be considered. Any comments?alternatives will be considered. Any comments?

c) Design Issues:  What design issues should be c) Design Issues:  What design issues should be 
considered?considered?

Breakout Discussion GroupsBreakout Discussion Groups

Small group discussions at your table:Small group discussions at your table:

FirstFirst, spend a few minutes to write your own , spend a few minutes to write your own 
response to the questions in your workbook.response to the questions in your workbook.

Refer to your study guide and map.Refer to your study guide and map.

SecondSecond, within your small group, choose a , within your small group, choose a 
scribe and a facilitator scribe and a facilitator 

Breakout Discussion GroupsBreakout Discussion Groups

ThirdThird, for each question, the facilitator asks for a , for each question, the facilitator asks for a 
response from each individual and identifies response from each individual and identifies 
comments or ideas that at least 50% of the comments or ideas that at least 50% of the 
group commented on.  Record these as group commented on.  Record these as 
““common themescommon themes” on your flipchart. ” on your flipchart. 

FourthFourth, for each question, identify comments , for each question, identify comments 
that are, not so common…but are creative or that are, not so common…but are creative or 
point to issues that need to be studied.  Record point to issues that need to be studied.  Record 
these comments as “these comments as “keeperskeepers” on your flipchart. ” on your flipchart. 



Sample Flip ChartSample Flip Chart

Question # 1 Question # 1 -- PurposePurpose
Common ThemesCommon Themes

Keeper IdeasKeeper Ideas

Sample Flip ChartSample Flip Chart

Question # 2 Question # 2 –– Study AreaStudy Area
Common ThemesCommon Themes

Keeper IdeasKeeper Ideas

Breakout Discussion GroupsBreakout Discussion Groups

Project team members are available for Project team members are available for 
assistanceassistance

In the report out, be prepared to share your In the report out, be prepared to share your 
group comments with the larger groupgroup comments with the larger group

Collect the workbooks and flip charts and hand Collect the workbooks and flip charts and hand 
them in.them in.



Summary of DiscussionsSummary of Discussions

Common Themes Common Themes 

Keepers Keepers -- Unique and Creative IdeasUnique and Creative Ideas

Next Public WorkshopNext Public Workshop

Early June (Date to be established)Early June (Date to be established)–– Draft ToR to be Draft ToR to be 
availableavailable

Comments will then be incorporated as appropriateComments will then be incorporated as appropriate

Draft ToR will be sent to TTC, TWRC and Toronto Draft ToR will be sent to TTC, TWRC and Toronto 
Council in July for approval to forward to MOECouncil in July for approval to forward to MOE

Submit WorkbooksSubmit Workbooks

Hand in your workbooks to a project team memberHand in your workbooks to a project team member

Or Or 

Mail or fax your workbook and/or comment form by Monday April 10Mail or fax your workbook and/or comment form by Monday April 10 to:to:
Kristy FindlayKristy Findlay
Public Affairs DepartmentPublic Affairs Department
Toronto Waterfront Revitalization CorporationToronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation
207 Queens Quay West, Suite 822207 Queens Quay West, Suite 822
Toronto, ONToronto, ON
M5J 1A7M5J 1A7
Phone: 416Phone: 416--214214--1344 ext.2481344 ext.248
Fax: 416Fax: 416--214214--45914591
Email: Email: transit@towaterfront.catransit@towaterfront.ca



Thank YouThank You



 

Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) 
 
What is an Environmental Assessment? 
 
Environmental Assessment or EA is a decision-making process used to promote good 
environmental planning by assessing early the potential impacts of certain activities on 
the environment. An environmental impact is anything that would cause a change to 
an existing area. For example, a new roadway might reduce natural foliage, breach a 
wetland or displace indigenous animals, including endangered species. In Ontario, this 
process is defined and finds its authority in the Environmental Assessment Act (EAA). 
The purpose of the EAA is to provide for the protection, conservation and wise 
management of Ontario's environment. 
 
“Environment” is defined as ‘the social, economic and cultural conditions that 
influence the life of man or a community’. 
 
To achieve this, the EAA ensures that environmental problems or opportunities are 
considered and their effects are planned for before development or construction takes 
place. One of two processes— Individual Environmental Assessments or Class 
Environmental Assessments— must be undertaken to ensure the requirements of the 
EAA are met. 
 
What is the Terms of Reference for an Environmental Assessment? 
 
One of the features of the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act is the requirement 
for the preparation, submission and approval of a Terms of Reference prior to 
completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA). As part of the formal submission and 
approval process, the Terms of Reference is submitted to the Ministry of the 
Environment (MOE) for public and government agency comment and review. Once 
approved by the Minister of the Environment, the Terms of Reference sets out a 
framework that will guide the preparation of the EA. The approval of the Terms of 
Reference is the first statutory decision made by the Minister of the Environment in 
the EA planning and approval process. 
 
The Terms of Reference essentially asks two important questions. One, “what should 
be studied by the Environmental Assessment?”; and two, “how should the public be 
consulted during the Environmental Assessment?”  The completion of this first stage of 
the Environmental Assessment will result in the approval of a plan to carry out the 
study. 
 
 
What is this Environmental Assessment generally all about? 
 
This Environmental Assessment was established to determine the appropriate transit 
infrastructure to serve the City of Toronto’s waterfront, specifically the East Bayfront, 
West Don Lands and Port Lands communities. The process to select preferred 
conceptual designs and implementation plans for the transit projects within the three 
communities falls under the requirements of an Individual Environmental Assessment. 
 



 

Will there be one Terms of Reference or Three Terms of Reference for the Three 
Individual EA Studies? 
 
A single Terms of Reference document will be completed which will include proposed 
work plans for three separate Environmental Assessment studies for East Bayfront, 
West Don Lands and the Port Lands.  This process is being followed because: (a) the 
study background is similar for all three studies; (b) the three communities will be 
linked in a common transit network; and (c) members of the public will be similar for 
all three Environmental Assessments.   
 
The proposed approach will ensure that area-wide planning issues are adequately 
addressed both in the development of the ToR, and in each individual Environmental 
Assessments. 
 
Who initiated this Environmental Assessment? 
 
The Toronto Transit Commission (TTC), under the auspices of the Toronto Waterfront 
Revitalization Corporation (TWRC), has commenced this Environmental Assessment and 
is considered the project’s proponents. 
 
What Led to the Commencement of this Environmental Assessment? 
  
New transit is needed because of projected growth in the area.  Preparations are 
being made to provide infrastructure to complement new waterfront development 
planned for the East Bayfront, West Don Lands and Port Lands communities.  
 
The revitalization of the West Don Lands and East Bayfront Lands are approved 
through the City of Toronto’s adoption of the Central Waterfront Secondary Plan.  The 
City of Toronto outlined a Precinct Planning process to implement the Secondary Plan.  
The Precinct Plans were completed by the Toronto Waterfront Revitalization 
Corporation (“TWRC”).  The Precinct Plans direct the preparation of zoning bylaws and 
provide guidelines for public infrastructure.   
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TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit  
Public Meeting # 1 

April 5, 2006 - 6:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m 
St. Lawrence Hall, Great Hall 

157 King Street 
 

AGENDA 
 

  6:15 - 6:30 p.m. Registration  
 

  6:30 -6:45 p.m. Welcome and Agenda Review 
 
Dave Hardy, Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited 
“Introduction, Study Guide and Workbook” 
 
Kristin Jenkins, Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation 
Bill Dawson, Toronto Transit Commission 
 “Welcome” 
 
 

  6:45 -7:15 p.m. Presentations 
 
Bill Dawson, Toronto Transit Commission 
“Background to Transit Planning in the Central Waterfront” 
 
Mike Bricks, Ecoplans Limited  
“Individual EA Process (Terms of Reference Stage and Individual EA Stage)” 
 
Dennis Callan, McCormick Rankin Corporation 
“Proposed Study Areas and Issues for East Bayfront, West Don Lands, and Port 
Lands Individual Environmental Assessments” 
 
Questions 
 

  7:15 - 8:45 p.m. Discussion Groups 
 
Participants will be given time to go through questions about the Terms of Reference 
in the workbooks.  At your tables, please discuss your responses and consolidate 
common themes and unique or creative ideas on the flip charts provided.   
 

 8:45 – 9:00 p.m. 
  
 
 

Summary of Discussions 
Dave Hardy, Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited 
 
Next Steps and Closing Remarks 
Bill Dawson, Toronto Transit Commission 
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DISCUSSION WORKSHEETS 
 

Question 1: Is the purpose of the study clearly defined? What wording should 
be clarified? 

 
 

Purpose: “To determine the transit facilities appropriate to serve the long term residential, 
employment, tourism and waterfront access needs of the study area while achieving the City’s 
and TWRC’s objectives for land use, design and environmental excellence”        
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DISCUSSION WORKSHEETS 

 
Question 2: Are the proposed study areas adequate to address the issues 

described in the proposed problem statement?  Should the 
boundaries be modified, and why?  

 
Refer to map on table 
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DISCUSSION WORKSHEETS 
 

Question 3a: How can the study team best ensure meaningful and effective 
public consultation? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question 3b: Do you have suggestions to improve the public consultation 

process presented? 
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DISCUSSION WORKSHEETS 
 

Question 4: East Bayfront Transit EA  
 
a) Corridor Alternatives: Should the study focus on the Queens Quay 

corridor or are there other corridors that should 
be examined as well? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
b) Technology Alternatives: Should the study focus on streetcars alone rather 

than assessing both bus and streetcar options? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
c) Design Issues: What other design issues should be considered? 
 

East Bayfront Transit EAEast Bayfront Transit EA
From Union Station south and east to Cherry StreetFrom Union Station south and east to Cherry Street

CorridorCorridor
–– Queen’s QuayQueen’s Quay

TechnologyTechnology
–– Probably Streetcar to accommodate the higher ridership Probably Streetcar to accommodate the higher ridership 

demanddemand
Design IssuesDesign Issues
–– Location of Streetcar line within road allowanceLocation of Streetcar line within road allowance
–– Location of underground entrance (portal)Location of underground entrance (portal)
–– Location of Location of RedpathRedpath railway spurrailway spur
–– Connection to Cherry and Port LandsConnection to Cherry and Port Lands
–– RightRight--of way design as per Council directionof way design as per Council direction
–– Stop LocationsStop Locations
–– Streetscaping and public realm designStreetscaping and public realm design
–– Configuration of underground loopConfiguration of underground loop
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DISCUSSION WORKSHEETS 
 

Question 5: West Don Lands Transit EA  
 
a) Corridor Alternatives: Are the suggested corridors (Cherry and Cherry/ 

Front/ Parliament) the appropriate corridors to 
study? Others? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
b) Technology Alternatives: Bus and Streetcar alternatives will be studied.  

Comments? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
c) Design Issues:   What other design issues should be considered? 
 
 

West Don Lands Transit EAWest Don Lands Transit EA
From Queen’s Quay to King StreetFrom Queen’s Quay to King Street

Corridor AlternativesCorridor Alternatives
–– Cherry Street or Cherry Street or 
–– Cherry/Front Parliament CorridorsCherry/Front Parliament Corridors

Technology AlternativesTechnology Alternatives
–– Bus or StreetcarBus or Streetcar

Design IssuesDesign Issues
–– Mixed traffic or exclusive rightMixed traffic or exclusive right--ofof--wayway
–– Location of facility within rightLocation of facility within right--ofof--wayway
–– RightRight--of way designof way design
–– Stop locationsStop locations
–– Connection to Queen’s Quay and Port LandsConnection to Queen’s Quay and Port Lands
–– StreetscapingStreetscaping
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DISCUSSION WORKSHEETS 
 

Question 6: Port Lands Transit EA  
 
a) Corridor Alternatives: Should corridors be added or removed from the 

map? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
b) Technology Alternatives:  Both bus and streetcar alternatives will be 

considered. Any comments? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
c)  Design Issues:  What other design issues should be considered? 
 
 

Port Lands Transit EAPort Lands Transit EA
Will consider all transit requirements in the Port LandsWill consider all transit requirements in the Port Lands
Possible connections north to Cherry, Broadview and Possible connections north to Cherry, Broadview and 
LeslieLeslie
Could be LRT or bus or bothCould be LRT or bus or both

Waiting on various studiesWaiting on various studies
–– Port Lands Implementation Study Port Lands Implementation Study 
–– Mouth of DonMouth of Don
–– Precinct plans and EA studiesPrecinct plans and EA studies

Actual Port Lands Transit EA will be at a later dateActual Port Lands Transit EA will be at a later date
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DISCUSSION WORKSHEETS 
 
 
Any Other Comments?  Please use this space to record any additional 
comments. 
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COMMENT FORM 
 
 
Over the course of the Workshop, I didn’t get a chance to say: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Name: 
 
 
Address: 
 
 
e-Mail Address 
 
 
 
 
 
Please note that all comments will become part of the public record.  Your name and address 
will not be distributed or used for any other purposes. 
 
 
 
Please mail or fax your workbook and/or comment form by Monday April 10th to: 
 
Kristy Findlay 
Public Affairs Department 
Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation 
207 Queens Quay West, Suite 822 
Toronto, ON 
M5J 1A7 
Phone: 416-214-1344 ext.248 
Fax: 416-214-4591 
Email: transit@towaterfront.ca  

mailto:transit@towaterfront.ca


 
 
 
 

 
 
                                                   

 
 
 
 
 

TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments 
 
Summary of Public Forum #1 

 
April 2006 
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TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments 
Public Forum # 1 

April 5, 2006 - 6:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m 
St. Lawrence Hall, Great Hall 

157 King Street 
 

 
 
1.0 TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments EA Project 

Description 
 
 
The Toronto Transit Commission (TTC), under the auspices of the 
Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation (TWRC), has initiated an 
Environmental Assessment to identify the required transit infrastructure 
to support planned approved development in the East Bayfront, West 
Don Lands and Port Lands of Toronto’s Waterfront The process to select 
preferred alternatives for the three transit areas require the completion 
of an Individual Environmental Assessment. The TTC will be completing a 
single, combined Terms of Reference (ToR) for the three Environmental 
Assessment projects and then, following Ministry of the Environment 
approval of the ToR, complete two separate Environmental Assessment 
studies for the West Don Lands and the East Bayfront transit projects.  
An Environmental Assessment for Port Lands will be undertaken at a 
later date.   
 
Transit in the three precincts will be interconnected, supporting a system that will link the downtown core, the subway 
system and the GO commuter rail system. Given that the problem statement, network considerations and planning 
process will be similar for the three IEAs, a single EA Terms of Reference (ToR) is being prepared to govern the 
preparation of each IEA.  The ToR will allow the IEAs to be completed on their own timetables, which are tied to the 
anticipated growth of the various precincts.  This approach will also allow members of the public to provide input to 
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the ToR through a common consultation process. The proposed approach will ensure that area-wide planning issues are 
effectively addressed both in the development of the ToR, and in each individual Environmental Assessment. 
 



 
2.0   Purpose of the Workshop 
 
 
This workshop was the first of two public forums to assist in the development of the Terms of Reference.  The purpose 
of this session was to: 
 

• Introduce the project team undertaking the EA studies; 
• provide an overview of the background to the EA studies; 
• explain the EA process; 
• introduce the Terms of Reference and EA studies; and 
• invite participants to share ideas on purpose statement, study 

area, proposed consultation activities, potential service 
types, potential routes and proposed alternatives to be 
studied for West Don Lands, East Bayfront, and Port Lands. 

 
A Notice of the workshop was advertised as part of the Notice of 
Commencement in the Toronto Star and in The Bulletin.  An 
invitation to the workshop was also distributed to over 3,000 
individuals and organizations in the TWRC’s contact list.  
Approximately 60 people participated in the workshop.   
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
3.0   Project Team Members in Attendance 
 
 
Representatives from the TWRC, TTC, City of Toronto, and consultant’s team attended the workshop.  Table 3.1 
indicates the members of the project team who were in attendance at the workshop. 
 
Table 3.1 Project Team Members in Attendance of April 5th Workshop 
 
TTC TWRC City of Toronto Consultants Team 

Kristin Jenkins 
Vice President, Public Affairs 

Tim Laspa 
Program Manager 
Transportation Planning 

Dennis Callan, P. Eng 
Principal 
McCormick Rankin Corporation 
Mike Bricks 
Senior Environmental Planner 
Ecoplans Limited 
Scott Thorburn 
Manager 
URS Canada Inc. 

Bill Dawson 
Superintendent – Route and 
System Planning 

Kristy Findlay 
Public Affairs 

John Kelly 
Manager Infrastructure 
Planning 
Transportation Services 
 
 

Alun Lloyd 
Senior Associate 
BA Consulting 
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4.0   Information Presented 
 
 
A map illustrating the proposed EA study 
areas was presented on display boards for 
participants to view.  Participants were 
also provided with a Terms of Reference 
Study Guide and a Workbook (see Appendix 
A).  The Workbook included the workshop 
agenda, a comment form, and worksheets 
with six questions for participants to 
consider.  The Study Guide, a companion 
to the Workbook, included a project 
description of the EAs, a map of the 
proposed study areas, presentation slides, 
and Frequently Asked Questions.   
 
Participants were provided the option to 
discuss the questions in an interactive 
manner over the course of the evening and 
submit completed workbooks at the end of 
the session, or mail/fax the workbook to TWRC by the following week.  Among the sixty participants who attended the 
workshop, 32 participants returned a completed workbook with their comments at the end of the session.  To date, no 
workbooks have been returned via mail.       
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5.0   Presentations 
 
 
Dave Hardy, Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited 
“Introduction, Study Guide and Workbook” 
 
Dave Hardy, Principal of Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited, introduced himself as facilitator and informed 
participants of the purpose of the evening’s workshop.  He outlined the agenda for the evening’s session and 
introduced participants to the Study Guide and Workbook.   
 
Kristin Jenkins, Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation 
“Welcome” 
 
Kristin Jenkins, Vice President of Public Affairs of the TWRC, welcomed participants to the workshop.  She noted that 
the Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation is in support of the initiative led by TTC. 
 
Bill Dawson, Toronto Transit Commission 
“Background to Transit Planning in the Central Waterfront” 
 
Bill Dawson welcomed participants and presented an overview of the history of the project, including the Central 
Waterfront Secondary Plan, the City’s “Transit First” initiative, and the West Don Lands and East Bayfront Precinct 
Plan/Master Plans.  He also informed participants about other concurrent studies in the study area, including the Don 
Mouth Naturalization EA, East of Parliament Precinct Plan and EA, and the TWRC Innovative Design competition.   
 
Mike Bricks, Ecoplans Limited 
“Individual EA Process (Terms of Reference Stage and Individual EA Stage)” 
 
Mike Bricks provided an overview of the Ontario EA Act and Individual EA Process.  He also described the Terms of 
Reference stage and the Individual EA stage of the Environmental Assessment.   
 



 3

 
 
 
Dennis Callan, McCormick Rankin Corporation 
“Proposed Study Areas and Issues for East Bayfront, West Don Lands, and Port Lands Individual Environmental 
Assessments” 
 
Dennis Callan presented the preliminary schedule for preparing the Terms of Reference and completing the Individual 
Environmental Assessments.  He stated that the purpose of the Environmental Assessment studies was to determine the 
transit facilities appropriate to serve the long term residential, employment, tourism and waterfront access needs of 
the study area while achieving the City’s and TWRC’s objectives for land use, design and environmental excellence.  
Dennis informed participants that one Terms of Reference will be prepared to outline the planning process to be 
followed to complete the three Environmental Assessment studies, with the West Don Lands and East Bayfront transit 

Term of 
Reference 

Environmental 
Assessment 

Detail 
Design & 

Construction

We Are 
Here 

EA PROCESS
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EAs proceeding immediately while the Port Lands transit EA would be undertaken at a later date.  Through the use of 
aerial photography, Dennis presented the overall study area as well as the suggested Individual EA study areas.  Dennis 
also provided an overview the Project Team’s initial thoughts on the range and types of alternatives to be considered 
in the West Don Lands, East Bayfront and Port Lands including potential corridor, technologies and design issues 
associated with the three areas.  
 
Question and Answer 
 
Following the presentation, Dave asked participants if they required additional clarification about the presentation.  
The following outlines the questions that were asked, followed by a response from Bill Dawson.   
 
Q: Does the scope of the study include a connection to a new GO Station? 
A: The GO Station will be considered as part of the scope of the study. 
 
Q: Why would you not consider Lakeshore Boulevard for a streetcar? 
A: Lakeshore Boulevard was considered during the Secondary Plan process.  The study identified Queens Quay as a 

more accessible corridor.  
 
Q: Why is the EA for Port Lands proceeding at a later date? 
A: It is important to finalize plans for the naturalization of the mouth of the Don River and identify bridge crossings and 

road networks in the Port Lands before more detailed plans for transit can proceed. 
 
Q:  How high is peak ridership on the Spadina and King streetcars? 
A:  Peak ridership on the Spadina streetcar is approximately 2,000 passengers per hour, while King is 1,900 passengers 

per hour. 
 
Q: What is the peak capacity on the Queens Quay line on a normal day? 
A: This information can be provided following the workshop. (Information as follows: current passenger counts show 

that the 509 Harbourfront service carries approximately 400 passengers in the peak hour and peak direction of 
service on a typical weekday). 

 
Q:  What is the distinction between an LRT and streetcar? 
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A:  The term “streetcar” is used in Toronto to describe the railed vehicles that have been operated on Toronto streets 
for many years. Similar vehicles have been introduced in other cities on new lines and corridors and these vehicles 
are often referred to as “LRT” vehicles. These new lines often are provided with an exclusive or partially-exclusive 
right-of-way and may be operated in two or three-car trains but the TTC streetcar is essentially the same vehicle as 
what is referred to as an “LRT” elsewhere.    
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6.0    Summary of Input and Advice 
 
 
Following the presentations, participants at a series of roundtables used the information in the study guide and the 
map of the suggested study areas to consider six questions:   
 
1. Is the purpose of the study clearly defined? What wording should be clarified? 
 
2. Are the proposed study areas adequate to address the issues described in the proposed problem statement? Should 

the boundaries be modified, and why? 
 
3. a) How can the study team best ensure meaningful and effective consultation?  

b) Do you have suggestions to improve the public consultation process presented? 
 
4. East Bayfront Transit EA 

a) Should the study focus on the Queens Quay corridor or are there other corridors that should be examined as 
well? 

b) Should the study focus on streetcars alone rather than assessing both bus and streetcar options? 
c) What other design issues should be considered?  

        
5. West Don Lands Transit EA 

a) Are the suggested corridors (Cherry and Cherry/Front, Parliament) the appropriate corridors to study? 
b) Bus and streetcar alternatives will be studied. Comments? 
c) What other design issues should be considered?  

 
6. Port Lands Transit EA 

a) Should corridors be added or removed from the map? 
b) Both bus and streetcar alternatives will be considered.  Any comments?  
c) What other design issues should be considered? 
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Participants discussed responses within their groups while completing questions in the workbooks.  This section 
presents an overview of feedback received from participants at the workshop.  Comments from table discussions (as 
captured in the workbooks, flipcharts, and plenary session) are grouped under “Common Ideas” and “Other 
Suggestions”, which are ideas that are not so common but are unique or creative.         
 
Question 1: Is the purpose of the study clearly defined? What wording should be 
clarified? 
 
“To determine the transit facilities appropriate to serve the long term residential, employment, tourism and 
waterfront access needs of the study area while achieving the City’s and TWRC’s objectives for land use, design and 
environmental excellence” 

Common Ideas 
 
• Broaden the scope of the study.  The suggested transit facilities will also serve residents and commuters residing 

outside of the waterfront community.   
 
• Integrate the TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit EAs with the Don Valley Corridor Transportation Master Plan or with 

other EA studies such as the Don River Mouth EA, East of Parliament Precinct Plan, and Gardiner Lakeshore Study.   
 
• Recognize the waterfront as a valuable resource and amenity for the entire Greater Toronto Area.   
 
• Include a reference to the GO Union Station in the purpose statement.   
 
 
Participants frequently suggested that a list of principles be incorporated into the purpose statement.  Suggested 
principles include the following: 
 
 
• Design stops, waiting areas and vehicles to achieve maximum accessibility for families, the elderly, and the 

disabled. 
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• Respect and where possible, improve the natural environment, including wildlife and where routes run through the 
naturalized mouth of the Don River.   

 
• Recognize the City’s Transit First initiative.   
 
• Promote transit while reducing vehicular trips. 
 
• Preserve neighbourhoods and avoid major traffic routes that have the potential to divide the community. 
 

Other Suggestions 
 
• Include definitions for “long term” and “transit facilities” 
 
 
Question 2: Are the proposed study areas adequate to address the issues described in the 
proposed problem statement? Should the boundaries be modified and why? 
 

Common Ideas 
 
• Broaden the suggested study areas to include neighbourhoods surrounding the waterfront community.  For example, 

include Spadina Road to the west, Woodbine Avenue to the east, Lakeshore Avenue to the south, and Bloor Street 
to the north.  Include Regent Park in the study area as there will likely be increased transit ridership as a result of 
new development at Regent Park. 

 
• Identify a secondary study area to illustrate how the proposed local transit system will be integrated with the larger 

transit system for Toronto, and how residents outside of Toronto will commute to the area.   
 
• Consider other connections besides Union Station.   
 
• More north-south connections are required to balance those running east-west.  A link to Bloor Street is especially 

needed. 
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Other Suggestion 

 
• Coordinate the Waterfront Transit EAs with the Don Mills Transit EAs. 
 
 
Question 3a:  How can the study team best ensure meaningful and effective public 
consultation? 
 

Common Ideas 
 
• Examine all possibilities and do not formulate predetermined ideas upon initiating the EA study.   
 
• Ensure public comments are carefully considered in the decision making process. 
 
• Post information about the EA study, notices, and reports on the TTC and TWRC website. 
 
• Ensure that information, notices and reports are available at public areas such as libraries and community centres. 
 
• Ensure comment forms are provided at each meeting. 
 
• Consult with disability groups to ensure accessibility is given meaningful implementation.    
 

Other Suggestions 
 
• Provide a map that identifies existing streetcar and bus routes with capacities and demands within and around the 

overall study area. 
 
• Provide information that differentiates between local and through traffic.   
 
• Provide a link from TTC and TWRC’s website to websites of neighbourhood community groups.   



 10

 
• Inform the general public about the EA studies through newspaper articles in the media. 
 
• Undertake a survey with residents along the Harbourfront to determine the proportions who drive compared to 

those using public transit.  For those who drive, examine their reasons.  This would be a good case study that may 
predict the behaviour of future residents in the area.   

 
 
Question 3b: Do you have suggestions to improve the public consultation process 
presented? 
 

Common Ideas 
 
 
• Present transit initiatives and design alternatives from other cities.  Ex: Curitiba (Brazil), Houston, Vancouver 
 
• Provide extra public meetings, with a variety of times and dates.   
 
• Hold weekend meetings. 
 
• Undertake a walkabout with expert presenters to educate the public about the area and help them understand the 

issues.  
 
• Provide presentations at local neighbourhood association meetings. 
 
• Following the workshop, inform the public how their input was incorporated into the process.  If certain ideas were 

not incorporated, identify reasons why they would not work.   
 

Other Suggestions 
 
• Provide the public with transportation data such as ridership survey results.   
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• Provide capacity data on existing routes and for different types of vehicles. This is especially insightful for north-

south connecting routes.   
 
• Include articles about the project in "The Bulletin". 
 
• Host a design charette to generate ideas about ROW, street width and urban design. 
 
• Share with the public alternatives the TTC previously considered, and why they are no longer under consideration. 
 
• Include residents who are not normally involved.  For instance, consult with residents in the 905 area. 
 
 
East Bayfront 
 
Q4a: Should the study focus on the Queens Quay corridor or are there other corridors 
that should be examined as well? 
 

Common Ideas 
 
• More routes and connections are required within the East Bayfront study area.  
 
• Examine more north-south connections. 
 
• Queens Quay is an acceptable corridor.  However, maintain Queens Quay for local traffic. 
 
• Examine a Parliament Street corridor to connect to Castle Frank subway station.  However, keep Parliament Street 

to 20 metres. 
 
• Examine rapid transit service along Lakeshore Boulevard. 
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• Connect to the GO station. 
 

Other Suggestions 
 
• Broaden the transportation network to provide more east-west connections to the rest of the city 
 
• Develop a walkway, similar to that of an airport concourse that would move large numbers of people along York 

Quay to Union Station.   
 
Other suggested corridors: 
 
• Woodbine Avenue 
 
• York Street (to connect to Union Station) 
 
 
East Bayfront 
 
Q4b: Should the study focus on streetcars alone rather than assessing both bus and 
streetcar options? 
 

Common Ideas 
 
• The study should focus on streetcars. 
 
 

Other Suggestions 
• Both bus and streetcar options are fine. 
 
• Consider electric fuel cell buses and buses with hybrid engines. 
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• Consider more than one transit solution per area.   
 
• Consider water-based taxis and ferries, which provide a connection between central waterfront to the Port Lands.   
 
• Consider a light rail system such as the one in Houston. 
 
 
East Bayfront 
 
Q4c: What other design issues should be considered? 
 

Common Ideas 
 
• Reduce the number of car lanes. 
 
• Reduce street widths.  Routes with excessive street widths will divide neighbourhoods.   
 
• Increase the width and amount of pedestrian sidewalks and bicycle lanes. 
 
• Provide more landscaping.   
 
• Provide better access for the disabled. 
 
• Improve bicycle network connectivity. 
 
• Implement street access platforms for buses to pull up, such as those found in Curitiba, Brazil.  The height of the 

platform is the same as the first step on the bus, which allows easily accessible by wheelchairs. 
 
• Ensure that transit is accessible.  Develop easier transfer points. 
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• Ensure that bus shelters are safe. 
 
 

Other Suggestions 
 
• Do not allow parking on Queens Quay. 
 
• Introduce a pedestrian mall, for example south of Queens Quay and on Cherry Street. 
 
• Mitigate noise from streetcars. 
 
• Introduce car free districts allowing only TTC, bikes and pedestrians. 
 
• Carefully plan the locations of stops to maintain speed. 
 
• Overlap streetcar with railway spur. 
 
• Do not allow left turns. 
 
• Construct a walkway under Lakeshore Boulevard to connect Union Station to Queens Quay. 
 
• Extend Queens Quay into Port Lands. 
 
• Introduce a signalized interchange at Parliament and Lakeshore. 
 
• Allow streetcars in mixed traffic. 
 
• Integrate the design of East Bayfront with the results of Central Waterfront Design competition. 
 
• Relocate CN rail spur to Lakeshore and off Queens Quay. 
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West Don Lands Transit EA 
 
Q5a: Are the suggested corridors (Cherry, Cherry/Front, Parliament) appropriate to 
study? Others? 
 

Common Ideas 
 
• Parliament Street is essential and provides a connection from Union Station to Castle Frank Station. 
 
• Cherry/Front Street corridor is appropriate to study. 
 
• Cherry Street corridor is appropriate to study. 
 

Other Suggestions 
 
• A Front Street extension is not required, due to its close proximity to King Street.   
 
• A Cherry Street corridor will not be well used. 
 
• Provide a connection to the GO station. 
 
Other suggested corridors: 
 
• Broadview Avenue 
 
• Queens Quay East 
 
• River Street 
 
• Bayview Avenue  
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West Don Lands Transit EA 
 
Q5b: Bus and streetcar alternatives will be studied.  Comments? 
 

Common Ideas 
 
• The study should consider both buses and streetcars. 
 

Other Suggestions 
 
• Both bus and streetcar options are fine. 
 
• Consider electric fuel cell buses and buses with hybrid engines. 
 
• Consider more than one transit solution per area.   
 
 
 
Q5c: What other design issues should be considered? 
 

Common Ideas 
 
• Bike lanes should be closer to streetcars (as opposed to against curbs or parked cars). 
 
• Reduce the number of car lanes. 
 
• Reduce street widths.  Routes with excessive street widths will divide neighbourhoods.   
 
• Increase the width and amount of pedestrian sidewalks and bicycle lanes. 
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• Provide better access for the disabled. 
 
• Implement street access platforms for buses to pull up, such as those found in Curitiba, Brazil.  The height of the 

platform is the same as the first step on the bus, which allows easily accessible by wheelchairs. 
 

Other Suggestions 
 
• Introduce a pedestrian mall on Cherry Street. 
 
• Mitigate noise from streetcars. 
 
• Introduce car free rights-of-way allowing only TTC, bikes and pedestrians. 
 
• Introduce a signalized interchange at Parliament and Lakeshore. 
 
• Design the right of way to complement streetscape. 
 
• Allow streetcars in mixed traffic (opinions are mixed). 
 
• Do not allow streetcars in mixed traffic (opinions are mixed). 
 
• Make transit a priority at signalized intersections. 
 
• Develop Parliament Street as primary transit corridor. 
 
• Design safer bus shelters. 
 
• Provide a railway underpass on Cherry Street. 
 
• Provide frequent bus service on weekends and evenings. 
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Port Lands Transit EA 
 
Q6a: Should corridors be added or removed from the map? 
 

Common Ideas 
 
• Corridors should be added within the Port Lands Transit EA. 
 
• North-south corridors are needed, especially north to connect to the Bloor-Danforth subway (some suggestions 

include Broadview Avenue, Carlaw Avenue, Leslie Street). 
 
• Extend Broadview Avenue to Unwin Avenue over a land bridge.  Avoid using Donway as a corridor, as it would 

adversely impact the mouth of the Don River. 
 
 

Other Suggestions 
 
 
• Extend Queens Quay east across the Don River or connect Queens Quay to Lakeshore Boulevard. 
 
• Additional east-west corridors are required, for instance to connect the Port Lands to the CNE, Leslie and the 

Beaches. 
 
• Extend Queens Quay into Port Lands across the Don River. 
 
• Extend Carlaw south across shipping channel. 
 
• Considerations for Port Lands are too soon.  
 
Other suggested corridors: 
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• Sherbourne Street 
 
• Eastern Avenue  
 
• Carlaw Avenue 
 
 
Port Lands Transit EA 
 
Q6b: Both bus and streetcar alternatives will be considered.  Any comments? 
 

Common Ideas 
 
• Both bus and streetcar alternatives should be considered. 
 
• Implement bus serve until Port Lands is further developed.  Streetcars should be introduced during the later phases 

of development. 
 

Other Suggestions 
 
• Consider electric fuel cell buses and buses with hybrid engines. 
 
• Provide an express service along Lakeshore Boulevard connecting Port Lands to the Beaches. 
• Provide an express bus from Union Station into Port Lands. 
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Port Lands Transit EA 
 
Q6c: What other design issues should be considered? 
 

Common Ideas 
 
• Reduce street widths.  Routes with excessive street widths will divide neighbourhoods.   
 
• Increase the width and amount of pedestrian sidewalks and bicycle lanes. 
 
• Provide better access for the disabled. 
 
• Implement street access platforms for buses to pull up, such as those found in Curitiba, Brazil.  The height of the 

platform is the same as the first step on the bus, which can be easily accessed by wheelchairs. 
 

Other Suggestions 
 
• Implement a bus only lane on Commissioners Street. 
 
• Use Cherry Street, Leslie Street or Broadview Street as a gateway into the Port Lands.  Close the Don Roadway.  
 
• Separate automobile traffic from transit service. 
 
• Make transit a priority. 
 
• Mitigate noise from streetcars. 
 
• Locate bike lanes closer to streetcars. 
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7.0 Next Steps 
 
Bill Dawson thanked participants for their enthusiasm, contributions, and feedback.  He informed participants that 
another workshop will be held in June 2006 to present the draft Terms of Reference.    
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TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments 
Public Forum # 2 

June 6, 2006 - 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m 
Novotel Hotel – Champagne Ballroom 

45 The Esplanade 
 

 
1.0 TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments EA Project 

Description 
 
The Toronto Transit Commission (TTC), under the auspices of the 
Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation (TWRC), has initiated an 
Environmental Assessment to identify the required transit infrastructure 
to support planned approved development in the East Bayfront, West 
Don Lands and Port Lands of Toronto’s Waterfront The process to select 
preferred alternatives for the three transit areas require the completion 
of an Individual Environmental Assessment. The TTC will be completing a 
single, combined Terms of Reference (ToR) for the three Environmental 
Assessment projects and then, following Ministry of the Environment 
approval of the ToR, complete two separate Environmental Assessment 
studies for the West Don Lands and the East Bayfront transit projects.  
An Environmental Assessment for Port Lands will be undertaken at a 
later date.   
 
Transit in the three precincts will be interconnected, supporting a system that will link the downtown core, the subway 
system and the GO commuter rail system. Given that the problem statement, network considerations and planning 
process will be similar for the three IEAs, a single EA Terms of Reference (ToR) is being prepared to govern the 
preparation of each IEA.  The ToR will allow the IEAs to be completed on their own timetables, which are tied to the 
anticipated growth of the various precincts.  This approach will also allow members of the public to provide input to 
the ToR through a common consultation process. The proposed approach will ensure that area-wide planning issues are 
effectively addressed both in the development of the ToR, and in each individual Environmental Assessment. 



 2

 
2.0   Purpose of the Workshop 
 
 
This workshop was the second of two public forums to assist in the development of the Terms of Reference.  The 
purpose of this session was to: 
 

• Discuss what has been accomplished since the first workshop in early 
April. 

• Review evaluation criteria developed by the Project Team, in 
consultation with the Community Liaison Committee. 

• Distribute the Terms of Reference document and invite participants to 
comment. 

 
A Notice of the workshop was advertised in the Toronto Star on May 29th.  An 
invitation to the workshop was also distributed to over 3,000 individuals and 
organizations in the TWRC’s contact list. Approximately 35 people 
participated in the workshop.   
  
 
 
 
 
 

Novotel Hotel, Toronto



 
3.0   Project Team Members in Attendance 
 
 
Representatives from the TWRC, TTC, City of Toronto, and consultant’s team attended the workshop.  Table 3.1 
indicates the members of the project team who were in attendance at the workshop. 
 
Table 3.1 Project Team Members in Attendance of June 6th Workshop 
 
TTC TWRC City of Toronto Consultants Team 

Christopher Glaisek 
Vice President, Planning and 
Design 

Tim Laspa 
Program Manager 
Transportation Planning 

Dennis Callan, P. Eng 
Principal 
McCormick Rankin Corporation 

Andrea Kelemen 
Public Affairs 

Mike Bricks 
Senior Environmental Planner 
Ecoplans Limited 
Scott Thorburn 
Manager 
URS Canada Inc. 
Mark Nykoluk 
URS Canada Inc. 
Alun Lloyd 
Senior Associate 
BA Consulting 
Dave Hardy 
Principal 
Hardy Stevenson and Associates  Ltd. 
Loren Polonsky 
Senior Planner 
Hardy Stevenson and Associates Ltd. 

Bill Dawson 
Superintendent – Route 
and System Planning 

Tanya Hardy 
Public Affairs 

John Kelly 
Manager Infrastructure 
Planning 
Transportation Services 
 
 

Sari Liem 
Intermediate Planner 
Hardy Stevenson and Associates Ltd. 
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4.0   Information Presented 
 
 
A map illustrating earlier and new planning alternatives added since the last workshop was presented by Bill Dawson.  
Participants were also provided with an evaluation criteria matrix, the draft Terms of Reference, and a questionnaire 
with four questions for participants to consider when reviewing the Terms of Reference (questionnaire attached).   
 
Participants were asked to submit the completed questionnaire by mail or fax to the TWRC by June 16.   
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5.0   Presentations and Discussions 
 
 
Christopher Glaisek, Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation 
“Welcome” 
 
Christopher Glaisek, Vice President of Planning and Design, welcomed participants to the second TTC-TWRC Waterfront 
Transit workshop.  He expressed enthusiasm upon receiving input from participants on the draft Terms of Reference, 
which will be presented at tonight’s meeting.  Chris informed participants that the Terms of Reference will be 
submitted to the Ministry of the Environment for approval in the summer.      
 
Loren Polonsky, Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited 
Loren Polonsky introduced himself as facilitator and introduced members of the project team.  He informed 
participants of the purpose of the evening’s workshop and outlined the agenda for the evening’s session. 
 
Bill Dawson, Toronto Transit Commission 
“What Has Been Done Since the Last Public Workshop” 
 
Bill Dawson provided a summary of the Ontario Environmental Assessment EA process and reviewed the purpose of the 
Environmental Assessment studies.  He also reviewed the preliminary schedule and identified key themes that were 
heard in the first public workshop.  Key themes include the desire for accessible vehicles and facilities, “green” 
waterfront transit vehicles, reduced right of way widths, and an integrated transit plan with adjacent neighbourhoods.       
 
Dennis Callan, McCormick Rankin Corporation 
“Proposed process to generate and evaluate alternatives” 
 
Dennis Callan discussed the planning alternatives that were added since the last workshop, such as a Parliament Street 
streetcar from Union Station to Castle Frank, local transit on Queens Quay and express transit on Lakeshore Blvd., and 
a Broadview Street streetcar extension into the Port Lands.  Dennis also discussed the proposed process to generate 
and evaluate alternatives.   
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Recently Added Planning Alternatives Discussion 
 
Following Dennis’ presentation, Loren asked participants if they had any changes to suggest to the recently added 
planning alternatives.  The following outlines the questions that were asked, followed by a response from a member of 
the project team.   
 
Q: A Broadview Avenue extension would direct traffic through residential areas.  Why didn’t the project team consider 

a Bayview Avenue extension instead of Broadview Avenue?   
A: The road network plan developed as part of the Secondary Plan for the area considered options for providing access 

to the Port Lands area while allowing for a naturalization of the mouth of the Don River. On this basis, the plan was 
established to provide road access to the Port Lands via the Don Roadway rather than as an extension of Bayview 
Avenue. A possible extension of Broadview Avenue as a transit right-of-way is identified in the Secondary Plan but it 
does not identify an extension of Broadview as a public roadway  

 
C: I am concerned that wildlife enhancements are not being made a bigger priority through the Port Lands.   
 
Q: Will the recently added Lakeshore express route stop at Union Station? Will the route be extended to stop at the 
Canadian National Exhibition (CNE)?  
A: It is anticipated that the transit line will connect to Union Station.  If this is the recommended corridor, the project 
team would consider opportunities for extending it to the CNE. 
 
Q: How will the EAs be integrated with the West 8 proposal (the winning design in the Central Waterfront Design 
Competition)?  
A: The “West 8” design proposals for Queens Quay West will be used to develop and assess design options for Queens 
Quay East.     
 
Q: Would proposed buses include bike racks?  
A: Bike racks will be identified in the technology assessments as a way of encouraging non-auto travel. 
 
Q: Can you provide us a with cost estimates for the projects being considered in each Individual EA?  
A: Cost will be addressed as we proceed to the next level of study (Individual EAs). 
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C: A representative from the Central Waterfront Neighbourhood Association requested that the project team consider 
fuel cell buses as an alternative.  She identified the benefits of fuel cell buses and presented a petition of over 100 
signatures from neighbourhood residents.     
 
C: Consider future transit technologies as streetcars may become obsolete.   
 
C: Buses are easier for pedestrians to access than streetcars.   
 
 
Scott Thorburn, URS Canada Inc. 
“Evaluation Criteria Matrix and Importance to the ToR Process” 
 
Scott Thorburn discussed the importance of the evaluation criteria matrix to the ToR process.  Scott reviewed the 
evaluation criteria with workshop attendees, which were developed by the Project Team in consultation with the 
Community Liaison Committee.  He discussed the differences between the planning and design alternatives; and 
informed participants that specific criteria measures will be determined during the Individual Environmental 
Assessments. 
 
Evaluation Criteria Discussion 
 
Loren Polonsky asked if participants had any suggested changes to the evaluation criteria. 
 
C: There are no references in the evaluation criteria to minimizing adverse effect to aquatic habitat and vegetation.  
This wording should be included to enhance aquatic habitat.     
 
C: Cherry Street and Lakeshore Boulevard/Queens Quay are ideal locations for a park and ride.  Parking should be 
included in the evaluation criteria to support transit. 
 
Q:  Provisions for pedestrians are not identified in the evaluation criteria. 
A: The proposed evaluation criteria include specific reference to encouraging pedestrian travel in both the Planning 
criteria and the Design criteria. The project team will examine provisions for pedestrians, such as the amount of 
boulevard space and widths of sidewalks, during the planning and design stage.     
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C: Consider introducing transit corridors on paths as well as roads.   
 
C: Planning indicators should include finding opportunities to enhance the cultural landscape and built heritage 
features.   
 
Q: The project team should examine streetcars operating west of Yonge Street to evaluate whether streetcars are a 
viable option east of Yonge Street. 
A:  The Project team will use our experience west of Yonge Street to evaluate options in east of Yonge, which will be 
part of the evaluation.   
 
C: There is no mention of personal rapid transit system as a technology option in the Terms of Reference.   
 
Q:  Will energy costs be considered prior to decision making?   
A:  Energy issues will be captured under the cost scenario.   
 
C:  Energy use will affect the price of energy, and should be built into traffic projections.  We should not commit 
public money to infrastructure that will become obsolete.     
 
C: Local materials should be considered in the design process. 
 
 
Loren, Polonsky, Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited. 
“Discuss Draft Terms of Reference” 
 
Loren Polonsky introduced and distributed the draft Terms of Reference and invited participants to submit comments.  
Loren added that the draft Terms of Reference is also available online on the TWRC’s website, at 
www.towaterfront.ca.   
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.towaterfront.ca/
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Draft Terms of Reference Discussion 
 
Loren Polonsky asked if participants could suggest additions or changes regarding the draft Terms of Reference. 
 
Q: Does a transportation master plan exist for the precinct?   
A: A transportation plan is part of a Secondary Plan for both the East Bayfront and West Donlands.  Detailed 
transportation master plans were approved by City Council on a block by block basis.   
 
Q: Will Community Liaison Committee members receive another draft of the ToR before the next CLC meeting?   
A: No, the project team will be discussing additional changes in the draft ToR at the next CLC meeting, but the ToR 
will not be revised until after the meeting.   
 
Q: The City is spending a lot of money to operate transit along Don Mills.  This is expected to come to a halt.  There 
are no other north-south routes to facilitate this service.  
A: This refers to a different study (Don Mills Study) and is not within the scope of our study area.   
 
Q: There is a need to integrate the different studies that are being undertaken. 
A: The project team will ensure an integrated planning study.  An Environmental Assessment Master Plan was 
undertaken for the Don Valley corridor to tie in with the West Donlands Precinct Plan.  
 
Q: To what extent is the project bound by what already has been approved? Some additional corridors were suggested 
in the last meeting.  Is there flexibility?  
A: The precinct plans have been approved, but there is council direction to allow reexamination of road rights-of-way.   
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7.0 Next Steps 
 
Dennis Callan thanked participants for their enthusiasm, contributions, and feedback.  He informed participants that 
comments from the public, Community Liaison Committee, and Technical Advisory Committee, are due by June 16th.  
The Terms of Reference will be presented to the Planning and Transportation Committee on July 4th.   
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Appendix A 
 
 
Presentation To be inserted into final copy. 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix H 
 
 
 

Petition Letter and Signatories 















 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix I 
 
 
 

First Nations Consultation Letter 





Appendix J: Consultation with Other Stakeholders 
 
April 6, 2006: Meeting with City Councillor Paula Fletcher (Ward 30) 
 
Project Manager Bill Dawson (TTC) met with Councillor Fletcher to discuss the Waterfront 
Transit EAs studies. Councillor Fletcher indicated her support for the transit project but was 
looking for reassurance that it is being adequately coordinated with all of the other planning 
currently going on for the Port Lands, particularly with respect to plans for the road 
network. Additionally, discussion focused on: 
 

 Extending Broadview Avenue south to cross the Ship Channel, perhaps as an 
alternative to the current Don Roadway crossing; 

 Extending Commissioners Street to the east to link up directly to Lakeshore 
Boulevard; and 

 The potential for a transit/pedestrian bridge across the mouth of the Don west of 
the current Cherry Street bridge. 

 
Bill proposed to meet with Councillor Fletcher at any time during the Terms of Reference 
stage or during the undertaking of the IEAs. 
 
April 8, 2006: Central Waterfront Neighbourhood Association Tour 
 
Project Manager Bill Dawson (TTC) attended a “walkabout” on behalf of the Central 
Waterfront Neighbourhood Association. A small but enthusiastic group attended, initially in 
a room in the condominium at 10 Queens Quay West, and subsequently on a walkabout on 
Queens Quay from York Street to Jarvis Street. Bill provided an overview of the study using 
materials from the first public workshop and distributed workbooks and study guides from 
the workshop to the assembled group.  Bill asked that attendees provide comments about 
the study by either filling out the workbook and sending it to the project team, or by 
providing comments to the email address provided with the material. 
 
 



  Home  
  Who 

We 
Are  

  Current 
Projects  

  Business 
Strategy  

  Public 
Consultation  

  Procurement 
  

  Sustainability    News    Search  
  Contact 

Us  
  Take 

Survey  

  Current Projects    

Waterfront Design 
Review Panel

East Bayfront 

Innovative Design 
Competition for 
Toronto’s Central 
Waterfront

TTC-TWRC Waterfront 
Transit Environmental 
Assessments

 
Transit EA Public 
Meetings 

 
Frequently Asked 
Questions 

 
Community Liaison 
and Technical 
Advisory Committees 

West Don Lands

Western Beaches 
Watercourse Facility

Harbourfront - Water's 
Edge

Commissioners Park

Lake Ontario Park

Port Lands 

Port Union Waterfront 
Improvement Project

Mimico Waterfront 
Linear Park

 

 
  

TTC-TWRC 
Waterfront Transit 
Environmental 
Assessments 

The Toronto Transit Commission 
(TTC), under the auspices of the 
Toronto Waterfront 
Revitalization Corporation 
(TWRC), has initiated an Environmental Assessment of proposed transit services for the Port 
Lands, West Don Lands and East Bayfront development areas. The process to select 
preferred designs and implementation plans for the three transit projects falls under the 
requirements of an Individual Environmental Assessment. The TTC will be completing a 
single, combined Terms of Reference (ToR) for the three Environmental Assessment projects 
and then, following Ministry of the Environment approval of the ToR, complete two separate 
Environmental Assessment studies for the West Don Lands and the East Bayfront transit 
projects. 

A single, combined ToR is being developed because a network of transit services will be 
required to inter-connect the three communities and many of the issues related to the 
development of a ToR are common to the three communities. This approach will also allow 
members of the public to provide input to the ToR through a common consultation process. 
The proposed approach will ensure that area-wide planning issues are adequately addressed 
both in the development of the ToR, and in each individual Environmental Assessments.   

Public and regulatory agency consultations are key elements of Terms of Reference 
development and the Individual Environmental Assessment process. Public comments are 
welcome at anytime during the development of the ToR.  An initial set of (2) Public 
Workshops will be held in the spring of 2006 to receive comments on the problem definition, 
need, study area, service area, projected routes, service type, proposed alternatives, 
technical studies to be conducted, and proposed public consultation plan for Individual EAs.   

Advance notice of the Workshops will be published in local newspapers within the City of 
Toronto.  Before the completion of the planning process, a draft Terms of Reference report 
will be made available for public review at local municipal buildings and on line. The 
individual EAs will proceed once the Ministry of the Environment approves the Terms of 
Reference. 

As part of the consultation process, a mailing list for those parties who are interested in 
receiving further information on this study is currently being compiled.  If you wish to 
receive information, become involved in the study, or submit comment, please contact 
transit@towaterfront.ca 

 
  

Map of Study Area

The EA Process - a guide

Draft Terms of Reference (ToR) June 2006

Draft ToR Evaluation Criteria - June 4, 2006

ToR Comments Form
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From: Kristy Findlay [kfindlay@towaterfront.ca] 
Sent: April 18, 2006 9:26 AM 
To: Loren Polonsky 
Subject: FW: West Don Lands News 
  
  
  

Kristy Findlay 

Public Affairs Department 

Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation 

kfindlay@towaterfront.ca 

416-214-1344 x248 

  
-----Original Message----- 
From: Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation [mailto:info@towaterfront.ca]  
Sent: Friday, March 10, 2006 4:57 PM 
To: Kristy Findlay 
Subject: West Don Lands News 

 
 

March 2006 Edition  

  

In this issue 

l Welcome  
l West Don Lands Hotline  
l West Don Lands Kick-Off Event  
l Building Deconstruction and Flood Protection Landform  
l Road Closures  
l West Don Lands Transit EA  
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l Soil, Groundwater and Environmental Management  
l Don River Park  
l CN Kingston Bridge Extension and Bala Pedestrian Underpass  

Welcome 

Welcome to the first edition of West Don Lands News. TWRC is very pleased to be able to provide the community with monthly updates 
on the progress of the West Don Lands revitalization project, Toronto’s first new waterfront community. This electronic newsletter is 
brought to you in partnership with the Canada, Ontario and City of Toronto governments, along with the Ontario Realty Corporation 
(ORC), Toronto and Region Conservation (TRCA) and Toronto Community Housing (TCHC), all of whom are playing an important role in 
the revitalization of the West Don Lands. We look forward to keeping you informed. 

  
West Don Lands Hotline 

TWRC has set up a dedicated telephone line so that the public can get easy access to information about the work going on in the West
Don Lands. For more information, please call 416-214-9990 or email wdl@towaterfront.ca. 

  
West Don Lands Kick-Off Event  

Work is now underway in the West Don Lands. To commemorate this important milestone, on March 27 at 9:00 a.m. TWRC, in 
partnership with its community and federal, provincial and city government partners will host a kick-off event. This event will take place 
at 645 King Street East. This location is noteworthy not only because it is a significant gateway into this new mixed-use community but it 
will also be part of the future 19-acre Don River Park. The event will be open to everyone so watch for more details at 
www.towaterfront.ca. 

  
Building Deconstruction and Flood Protection Landform 

Contractors are mobilizing on site to start the deconstruction of 16 buildings 
to allow for the construction of the low-lying berm that will provide flood 
protection for the area, the realignment of Bayview Avenue, the extension 
of River Street and the development of the first new West Don Lands 
neighbourhood on the McCord site. You will now begin to see construction 
workers, hoarding (wooden fencing) and new project signs around the area. 
ORC has developed a Site Specific Health and Safety Plan that promotes 
safety among employees, contractors and subcontractors involved with the 
deconstruction activities.  
 
An Environmental Management Plan has also been developed in 
consultation with community, which will ensure that activities like building 
decommissioning and construction of the berm comply with TWRC’s 
standards for sustainable development and protect the community. Detailed 
design of the berm, which will eventually become Don River Park, and 
relate d infrastructure continues. Construction of the berm is scheduled to 
start later in the summer.  

  
Road Closures 

To maintain public safety while work is being carried out in 
the West Don Lands, some city streets are closing. The 
following city streets will be closed from February 2006 to 
June 2008: Bayview Avenue from south of the River Street 
connection between the Queen and King Street overpass 
Front Street east of Cherry Street Eastern Avenue east of St. 
Lawrence Street Mill Street east of Cherry Street Overend
Street Cypress Street Care has been taken to ensure that 
area residents and business owners continue to have access 
to their properties. To report any concerns or for further 
information, please call 416-214-9990 or email 
wdl@towaterfront.ca.  
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West Don Lands Transit EA 

TTC and TWRC have started work on an Environmental Assessment for 
West Don Lands public transit. Construction is scheduled to start on the 
West Don Lands transit line in 2008 and service will be operational in 2009. 
Public consultation is integral to this work and will continue throughout the 
process . TWRC, in partnership with TTC is having an interactive public 
workshop on April 5th from 7-9 p.m. at the St. Lawrence Great Hall (157 
King St. E) to provide input on the first phase of this Environmental 
Assessment known as the Terms of Reference. The purpose of the Terms of 
Reference is to describe and set out the scope of this project. Please watch 
for more details on this meeting. For further information, please contact 
416-214-9990 or transit@towaterfront.ca. 

  

Soil, Groundwater and Environmental Management 

ORC, in cooperation with TWRC and the City of Toronto, is in the process of finalizing a Risk Assessment/Risk Management Plan for soils 
and groundwater in the West Don Lands. This work includes analyzing existing soil data, collecting new data and developing strategies to 
manage the risk of contaminants. Soil and groundwater sampling is complete. The plan requires City Council approval. After City Council 
approval, the plan will then be submitted to the Ministry of Environment for approval. ORC and TWRC have held two public information 
sessions on the Risk Assessment/Risk Management Plan and have provided updates at other community meetings. There will be a third 
public information session to communicate the contents of the Risk Assessment/Risk Management Plan in early spring. 

  
Don River Park 

TWRC selected Michael Van Valkenburgh Associates (MVVA) of 
New York and Cambridge to design Don River Park. A number of 
local firms are also part of the design team including Ken 
Greenberg and Associates and the Planning Partnership. Don 
River Park will be the cornerstone and distinguishing feature of 
the West Don Lands. This 19-acre park will provide for a range of 
recreational, cultural and heritage, public art, environmental and 
trail connection opportunities for the new West Don Lands 
community. There will be three phases of work: concept design 
(complete by spring/summer 2006), detailed design (complete by 
fall 2006) and park construction (complete by 2007/08). 
Stakeholder and public consultations will begin later in April and 
will continue throughout the design process.  

Since the Government of Canada is a financial contributor of this 
project, it will undergo an Environmental Assessment under the 

Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA). This will b e done concurrently with the project design. Approval under CEAA is required 
before the park can be built. 
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CN Kingston Bridge Extension and Bala Pedestrian Underpass 

TRCA is overseeing a project to extend the existing CN Kingston bridge to 
widen the Don River as part of the flood protection.  TRCA is also 
undertaking a pedestrian underpass to the GO line in the Don Valley. The 
Bala Pedestrian Underpass will provide a trail link from the Don River Park 
to the existing Don River Trail and waterfront trails but is not part of the 
flood protection package for the lower Don.   
 
Design of the extension and the Bala Pedestrian Underpass is complete.  
The design reflects close collaboration with CN Rail, GO Transit, Hydro One, 
ORC, the City and TWRC, as well as input from the community.  TRCA, 
TWRC and CN Rail are currently reviewing construction bids for both 
structures.  TRCA and CN Rail plan to announce the successful contractor 
within a few weeks and work will follow immediately thereafter. Please be 
advised that parts of the Don River Trail will be closed from Queen Street to 
the Martin Goodman Trail while this work is underway. The trail closure will 
be in effect from the end of February 2006 until spring 2007.  For more 
information, please visit: www.trca.on.ca. 

  
Questions? Comments? 

We want to hear from you. Email wdl@towaterfront.ca or call 416-214-9990. 

  

The Government of Canada, the Province of Ontario and the City of Toronto established TWRC in 2001 to oversee and lead the renewal of 
Toronto’s central waterfront. 
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Appendix M: Initial List of Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) 
 
The following list of questions and answers is intended to be used for public informational 
materials that may include project newsletters, the project Web site and related press releases. 
The FAQs will be updated regularly to ensure the public can access the most current and 
accurate project information. 
 
What is an Environmental Assessment? 
 
Environmental Assessment or EA is a decision-making process used to promote good 
environmental planning by assessing early the potential impacts of certain activities on the 
environment. An environmental impact is anything that would cause a change to an existing 
area. For example, a new roadway might reduce natural foliage, breach a wetland or displace 
indigenous animals, including endangered species. In Ontario, this process is defined and 
finds its authority in the Environmental Assessment Act (EAA). The purpose of the EAA is 
to provide for the protection, conservation and wise management of Ontario's environment. 
 
“Environment” is defined as ‘the social, economic and cultural conditions that influence the 
life of man or a community’. 
 
To achieve this, the EAA ensures that environmental problems or opportunities are 
considered and their effects are planned for before development or construction takes place. 
One of two processes— Individual Assessments or Class Assessments— should be followed 
to ensure the requirements of the EAA are met. 
 
What is the Terms of Reference for an Environmental Assessment? 
 
One of the features of the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act is the requirement for 
the preparation, submission and approval of a Terms of Reference before work begins on an 
Environmental Assessment (EA). As part of the formal submission and approval process, 
the Terms of Reference is submitted to the Ministry of the Environment (MOE) for public 
and government agency comment and review. Once approved by the Minister of the 
Environment, the Terms of Reference sets out a framework that will guide the preparation 
of the EA. The approval of the Terms of Reference is the first statutory decision made by 
the Minister of the Environment in the EA planning and approval process. 
 
The Terms of Reference essentially asks two important questions. One, “what should be 
studied by the Environmental Assessment?”; and two, “how should the public be consulted 
during the Environmental Assessment?”  The completion of this first stage of the 
Environmental Assessment will result in the approval of a detailed public consultation plan. 
 
It is important to understand that the Terms of Reference step was added to Ontario’s 
environmental assessment process in 1996 because: important issues were sometimes not 
been identified and studied during the Environmental Assessment and the relevant members 
of the public were either not consulted or were not being properly consulted.   
 
 



 
What is this Environmental Assessment generally all about? 
 
This Environmental Assessment was established to explore the potential to expand transit to 
the City of Toronto’s waterfront, specifically the Port Lands, West Don Lands and East 
Bayfront communities. The process to select preferred conceptual designs and 
implementation plans for the transit projects within the three communities falls under the 
requirements of an Individual Environmental Assessment. 
 
How will Transit be Evaluated in Each Community as Part of the Environmental 
Assessment Process? 
 
The Terms of References for the Environmental Assessment studies for Port Lands, West 
Don Lands and East Bayfront will be completed as one undertaking.  This process is being 
followed because: (a) ‘provision of transit’ is the same for all three communities; (b) many of 
the issues are expected to be the same, so that any differences can be addressed through 
notation in one ToR document, rather than the completion of three separate Terms of 
Reference; and (c) members of the public will be similar for all three Environmental 
Assessments.   
 
Following Ministry of the Environment approval of the Terms of Reference, two separate 
Environmental Assessment studies will be completed. 
 
Who initiated this Environmental Assessment? 
 
The Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation (TWRC) and the Toronto Transit 
Commission (TTC) have commenced this Environmental Assessment and are considered 
the project’s proponents. 
 
What Led to the Commencement of this Environmental Assessment? 
  
New transit is needed because of projected growth in the area.  Preparations are being made 
to provide infrastructure to complement new waterfront development planned for the Port 
Lands, West Don Lands and East Bayfront communities. The revitalization of Toronto’s 
waterfront will transform 809 hectares (2000 acres) of underutilized land into 40,000 units of 
new residential development, cultural attractions, 303 hectares (750 acres) of parks, mixed 
use districts and one million square meters of employment space, industrial employment 
space.   Within the waterfront, the 32 hectares (80 acres) comprising the West Don Lands 
will include 6000 residential housing units, a 7.6 hectare (19 acres) Don River Park and 
almost 93,000 square meters of commercial space.  The 36 hectares (90 acres) of lands 
comprising the East Bayfront includes 7000 residential housing units, the 1.6 hectare (4 
acres) Sherbourne Park and over 185,000 square meters of commercial space.   
 
The revitalization of the West Don Lands and East Bayfront Lands are approved through 
the City of Toronto’s adoption of the Central Waterfront Secondary Plan.  The City of 
Toronto outlined a Precinct Planning process to implement the Secondary Plan.  The 
Precinct Plans were completed by the Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation 



(“TWRC”).  The Precinct Plans direct the preparation of zoning bylaws and provide 
guidelines for public infrastructure.   
 
 



Organization Response Respondent Via
Response 

Date Action

04-Dec-05
Queen's Quay East Transport 
Committee, Central Waterfront 

Neighbourhood Association 
Bill Dawson, TTC E-mail

Indicated a committee was formed to deal with transportation issues along the Queens Quay East. and asked for a 
meeting in the future. 

26-Jan-06
Queen's Quay East Transport 
Committee, Central Waterfront 

Neighbourhood Association
Bill Dawson, TTC E-mail Asked for an update on the transit study and potential meeting.

Indicated that the Waterfront Transit EAs study is about ready to proceed and offered to include their 
organization on the Community Liaison Committee. 

Bill Dawson, TTC E-mail 27-Jan-06
Add Margaret Samuel, Central 
Waterfront Neighbourhood 
Association to the CLC.

  Inglehook Public School Steven Willis, MMM Phone Asked a question about a potential King Street streetcar line and potential impact on the school. Identified a potential route but indicated that the Class EA Master Plan did not define whether land would be 
required from the school. and that a detailed analysis of this would be done during the Transit EA.  Offered 
to include school on the Community Liaison Committee. 

Kristy Findlay, 
TWRC

E-mail 15-Feb-06
Ask a representative from Inglewood 
Public School to be part of CLC.

08-Mar-06
 St. Lawrence Market Neighbourhood 

BIA 
Kristy Findlay, TWRC E-mail

Indicated that the Union Station Public Advisory Committee has concern for the current low volume use of the TTC 
Queens Quay streetcar to the Station house; indicated interested in expanding that connection to this transportation 
hub. 

None. Comment received in response to invitation to sit on CLC.

20-Mar-06 General Public Kristy Findlay, TWRC E-mail Interested in learning more about the Transit EA.
Offered assistance to talk or meet with gentleman at his convenience.

Loren Polonsky, 
HSAL

E-mail 20-Mar-06

24-Mar-06
Don Watershed Technical 

Administrative Clerk, TRCA
Dave Hardy, HSAL E-mail

Asked how the Terms of Reference would address the work being done simultaneously for the Waterfront Transit EAs, 
Mouth of the Don River EA and the Class EA for the Roads. 

Incorporated the suggestion into the Waterfront Transit EA ToR document.   

04-Apr-06 West Don Lands Committee Kristy Findlay, TWRC E-mail Asked to see a draft of the CLC meeting summary earlier.
Indicated that several project team members had to review the meeting summary prior to distribution to the 
CLC.

Kristy Findlay, 
TWRC

E-mail 04-Apr-06

05-Apr-06 Task Force to Bring Back Don Kristy Findlay, TWRC E-mail
Interested  in understanding how the QQ Extension EA will interact with the Transit EA currently underway.  Asked the 
project team to comment on the possible timing of the initiation of that Precinct Plan/EA.

Indicated that the study was renamed and would be initiated shortly. Also indicated that the scope was 
broadened to have a better blend of Transportation, EA and Planning  considerations.  

Kristy Findlay, 
TWRC

E-mail 05-Apr-06

05-Apr-06 West Don Lands Committee Kristy Findlay, TWRC E-mail Also interested  in understanding how the QQ Extension EA will interact with the Transit EA currently underway.  
Indicated that the study was renamed and would be initiated shortly. Also indicated that the scope was 
broadened to have a better blend of Transportation, EA and Planning  considerations.  

Kristy Findlay, 
TWRC

E-mail 05-Apr-06

07-Apr-06 Air Pollution Coalition Dave Hardy, HSAL E-mail Asked to participate on Community Liaison Committee. Request made to project team.
Dave Hardy, 

HSAL
E-mail 07-Apr-06 Invited to participate on CLC

26-May-06 Air Pollution Coalition
Andrea Kelemen, 

TWRC
Phone call Asked the project team to amend comments that were misunderstood during the last CLC.

Suggested calling Dave Hardy, public consultation manager, to discuss the modifications. Mr. Hardy 
discussed these revisions with Ms. Gary at a public workshop on June 6.

Andrea Kelemen, 
TWRC

E-mail 06-Jun-06

31-May-06
St. Lawrence Market Neighbourhood 

BIA 
Andrea Kelemen, 

TWRC
E-mail

Comment: As a resident of the area and with knowledge of current retail development I see traveling out of the 
downtown for shopping is a growing number of trips.  There will be a large commercial clustering at Leslie and 
Lakeshore Blvd.  This cluster is of large square foot retailers which now control 78% of all retail dollars.  The Wal-Mart-
ized large square foot retailers will not be building downtown (example, waterfront Home-Depot site).   This new type of 
retail will create a need for proper linkages within the transit system proposed, yet is not within your current terms of 
reference.  The second location of modern retailing which will draw people from waterfront communities is Gerrard Sq. 
and will generate many north south trips.  This should be addressed in plans for Carlaw's north-south development.  
Shopping if essential and social and the motivation of many transit trips, but not addressed in the terms of reference. 
Another point to consider regarding commercial development is the creation of a transit intersection at Parliament or 
Cherry Sts. and Queen's Quay.    

Indicated that the linkages proposed by Mr. Comstock will be included in the Terms of Reference.                                                                                                                                                                h���Àó������²…P�����¨ó�����������ô���ò��ùÓU�,ý��dý��02CV����
�������ÐåÖ�¤ó��E-K�ÐåÖ�����	���������������
Additional comment: We know of the proposed retail/commercial cluster at Leslie St. and Lakeshore Blvd. 
and service from the study area to this cluster is specifically in our current draft terms of reference. 
Consistent with the Secondary Plan for the area, we will look at a continuous transit line from Union Station 
east along Queens Quay, south on Cherry Street, east on Commissioners Street and north on Leslie Street 
serving the proposed commercial site at Leslie and Lakeshore. You also mention the importance of linkages 
to the commercial development at Gerrard Square. A north-south connection from the Port Lands on Carlaw 
Ave. north to Gerrard and to the BD subway is included in the transit network being evaluated, and will be 
identified.

 

Bill Dawson, TTC E-mail 01-Jun-06

01-Jun-06 Toronto Pedestrian Committee Bill Dawson, TTC E-mail Suggested that he Toronto Pedestrian Committee would be a good addition to the CLC for the Terms of Reference. Invited the organization to participate on the CLC.
Andrea Kelemen, 

TWRC
E-mail 05-Jun-06 Invited to participate on CLC
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Comments / Responses on the Draft Terms of Reference for the Waterfront East Transit EAs  
Name Comment Response Reference 

CLC member – 
June 5, 2006 

Specific reference should be made to “Diesel Buses” and “Fuel Cell Buses”. The approach being taken is to categorize technologies by 
whether they are rubber-tired (i.e. buses) or operate on rails 
(i.e. streetcar/LRT vehicles) because these two categories 
reflect basic differences in vehicle capacity and physical 
ROW space needed to accommodate them. Within these 
categories we will consider the costs and benefits of 
alternative propulsion options as part of the range of 
options we consider for each category. 

Fuel cell buses have been noted in 
Section 6.4.1 under Technologies 

    
General Public – 
June 7, 2006 

The ToR should state that Transit in the study area must link up with transit elsewhere in the City. The Draft ToR states that transit facilities in the overall 
study area must connect with each other and with the rest of 
the existing and proposed future TTC network. 

Included in Section 3.1.5 

 I am pleased the ToR includes the possible direct links to the Bloor-Danforth subway via Parliament and/or 
Broadview. 

Comment noted.  

 Consider public water transport. Does not reasonably address the problem statement.  
 Wildlife habitat needs to be improved, not only maintained. Evaluation criteria have been revised to reflect this 

comment. 
 

 Questionnaires should be accessible via web. Comment noted.  
 The posted speed limit on Sherbourne is not 450 km/h (typo) Correction noted.  
 Please note that there are TTC streetcar tracks on Parliament running from King to Carlton. Comment noted.  
    
CLC member – 
June 11, 2006 

Many of the documents on the TWRC Web site are difficult to access and download. Comment noted.  

 I am glad to see the need for north-south connectivity is now recognized as an important part of the study. Comment noted.  
 If the Parliament Street route is recommended, consider transit priority signalling. This recommendation will be taken under consideration as 

we go forward. 
 

 I am pleased to see the explicit inclusion of two corridors from Union to Cherry. Comment noted.  
 Avoid over-commitment of the loop capacity at Union Station. This recommendation will be taken under consideration as 

we go forward. 
 

 The charts showing the morning peak transit demand outbound from the three districts are interesting, but it 
would also be worthwhile seeing the non-transit figures. 

The outbound transit figures are meant to provide context 
for determining which types of Planning Alternatives should 
be considered. Modal splits (auto, transit, etc.) will be further 
developed as the study progresses.  

 

 The problem with the ToR is that it assumes that the TTC’s standards would actually provide good service 
when experience elsewhere both downtown and in the suburbs shows that this is not true. More frequent 
overall transit service (particularly King 504 service), and off-peak service requirements should be considered.  

The purpose of these EA’s is to identify appropriate transit 
facilities (i.e. infrastructure) required to serve the long term 
residential, employment, tourism and waterfront access 
needs in the study area. The scheduling of services that use 
this infrastructure is outside the scope of these EA’s.  
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Name Comment Response Reference 
 The plan should include where the new TTC carhouse is going to be located and how it will be connected to 

the existing and planned network. 
This recommendation will be taken under consideration as 
we go forward. 

 

 Reassess the need to include the criterion that addresses through trips. In accordance with official documents, the City’s 
transportation network is to support growth management by 
ensuring that streets are not closed to public use and stay 
within the public realm where they provide present and 
future access for vehicles, pedestrians and bicycles, space for 
public utilities, and services, building address, view corridors 
and sightlines (Official Plan, page 13). Evaluation criteria 
have been included to balance the needs of all users. 

 

 There appears to be a desire to minimize construction, vehicle acquisition and net operating costs which will 
benefit buses over LRT. Transit first does not necessarily mean taking the lowest cost option. 

Alternatives will be evaluated according to all criteria, not 
only cost. 

 

    
Association of 
Iroquois and Allied 
Indians – June 12, 
2006 

Regarding First Nations interest, we would like to meet to discuss the consultation policy for this project. 
Please include me on the contact list. 

Party has been contacted and added to the mailing list.  

    
Urban Development 
Services, City of 
Toronto – June 13, 
2006 

The study area definition of the WDL is not quite correct as WDL does not extend to the Gardiner 
Expressway.  The WDL has been more accurately described in a earlier section and they should be the same. 

A distinction has been made between the WDL Precinct 
boundary and the Study Area Boundary. It has been noted 
that the WDL Precinct does not extend to the Gardiner 
Expressway but the study are must consider integration with 
the surrounding lands and therefore is considered to extend 
to the Gardiner Expressway.  

 

 80 acres should not be used alone but should have a hectare equivalent. Comment noted.  
 The focus of initial development will not be south of Front and East of Cherry but the McCord site further 

north.  The area described will be the second phase - not sure what the reference to Division 1 is. 
Text has been revised to reflect this comment. See Section 6.1 

 The EA study area focuses on the area between Cherry and Parliament yet the attraction of the WDL may be 
the Don River Park which is out of the study area.  I would have thought that transit access to the park would 
be a factor. 

Comment is noted. The transit plan as identified in the West 
Don Lands Precinct Plan proposes a stop at the Cherry 
Street / Front Street intersection which would be situated 
within 500m of the Don River Park. However the final 
decision on the streetcar alignment and street rights-of-way 
will be made through the EA process. 

 

    
CLC member – 
June 13,2006 

The proponents are to be congratulated on the extent to which they have understood and responded to 
community concerns by increasing the scope and number of “alternatives to” included in this draft. 

Comment noted.  
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Name Comment Response Reference 
 If the preferred alternative for the East Bay Front should be a Queens’ Quay LRT or streetcar combined with 

an express east-west bus on another route, what sort of commitment to establishing this route would there be 
once the EA is completed? 

Once the EA’s receive approval from MOE, TTC as 
proponent may proceed to design and construction of the 
undertaking, but only in accordance with all of the 
recommendations contained within the EA documents; 
however, the timing of construction may depend on other 
factors, including funding availability. 

 

 Supports a stronger statement that commits to car-free zones. As noted earlier, evaluation criteria have been included to 
balance the needs of all road users.  

 

 Suggests adding the commitment “all vehicles on new routes will be fully accessible from the start of 
operation”. 

The TTC is committed to providing barrier free access. This 
is reflected in the evaluation criteria as a “minimum criteria” 
under Planning Alternatives –Barrier Free Design. 

Full accessibility is one of the key 
considerations in Section 5.1. 

 It would be appropriate at some point to say that the purpose of this exercise is to go farther and decrease 
levels of private traffic. 

As noted previously, the purpose of these EA’s is to identify 
transit infrastructure requirements within the study area, 
based on the evaluation criteria presented in the ToR. These 
criteria include maximizing non-auto trips.  

 

 Rethink the criteria that assess the planning alternatives to ensure the service quality is at least as good as in 
the St. Lawrence neighbourhood 

Comment has been noted.  

    
CLC member – 
June 15, 2006 

The study area needs to be expanded west to explicitly include Union Station. Connections to Union Station is fundamental to the East 
Bayfront study. 

As noted in Section 6.4.1 of the 
East Bayfront ToR, providing a 
convenient link to Union Station is 
a key requirement of the study. 

 Transit corridors do not need to be along streets (existing or proposed) and certainly should not be in the 
middle of streets because that is poor access for transit-users and so discourages transit use. Accessing transit 
directly from sidewalks is much better than having to cross vehicle lanes - particularly more than one lane. 

Various corridors and locations within corridors will be 
considered during the study and especially when considering 
“design alternatives” 

Section 6.5.1 considers locations 
within the road allowance including 
centre and side of the  right of way. 

 Evaluation criteria should include accommodating peak PEDESTRIAN flows (i.e. wide sidewalks). Design Alternatives will be developed to account for 
pedestrian comfort and safety and include the 
accommodation of sidewalks of a sufficient width as 
identified in the Precinct Plans. 

 

 In natural environment “must make provision for shade trees in parks and along pedestrian routes". The evaluation of design alternatives will consider the ability 
to support sustainable landscaping / urban forestry. 

Evaluation criteria for Design 
Alternatives includes maximization 
of vegetation opportunities. 

 Consultation should not be confined to individuals and groups in the study area but to the whole city. Consultation is being conducted in accordance with EA Act 
requirements.  

 

 Transit facilities by themselves are not much use unless they can be safely and conveniently accessed by all 
users - including those with luggage, bundle-buggies, strollers etc. 

The TTC is committed to “barrier free access” and this is 
reflected in the evaluation criteria under the heading 
“Transportation”. 

Barrier free design is a criterion in 
assessing design alternatives.  
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Name Comment Response Reference 
 Travel demand must include walking trips, local as well as to and from transit, and include weekend and 

evening trips, not just commuting to work. 
Peak period travel demand forecasts have been developed 
and will be refined during the course of the study for road, 
transit and other trip users. Peak period demand (generally 
occurring during weekday commuting periods) will assist in 
identifying infrastructure requirements. 

 

    
Toronto Fire 
Services – June 15, 
2006 

Document circulated to fire services is incomplete and lacked Appendix C (Primary Analysis Criteria for 
Planning and Design Alternatives). 

Minimizing emergency access times will be a fundamental 
criterion in assessing design alternatives. 

Evaluation criteria (Appendix C) 
included “minimizing emergency 
response time” under 
Transportation. 

 (page 16 – Section 5) Minimizing street right-of-way width is identified as a fundamental consideration in 
generating design alternatives. Maintaining adequate right-of-way and street widths to provide required access 
route for fire department vehicles must be given priority consideration when generating design alternatives. 

Comment noted.  

 (page 29, 35,& 40) “Design Alternative” Maintaining emergency vehicle access routes to at least the minimum 
width standards must be part of the assessment criteria when evaluating design alternatives. 

Comment noted.  

 (Appendix ‘B’ & Section 6.2.6) “Proposed right-of-way for Queen Street from East Bayfront Precinct Plan”. 
Option (Aii) and Option (Cii) cross-section do not provide a minimum unobstructed travel lane of 6 metres 
(excluding parking lane) as required for fire access routes. This has previously been identified as a concern by 
the Fire Services when the Draft Precinct Plan (July 2005 version) was circulated by the Waterfront 
Secretariat Office. 

Comment noted and will be addressed when assessing 
various alternatives during the IEA. 

 

    
GO Transit – June 
15, 2006 

Consider wording in the ToR to note that service scenario inter-dependencies may arise (due to overlap 
between the East Bayfront and West Donlands EA’s)can be dealt with at the detail design stage. 

Comment noted.   

 Pg 5 - 6, GO Transit Corridor Studies - Update to GO reference is required, GO has completed the GO 
Class EA and CEAA  process and construction of the third track is underway.  Further, GO has commenced 
site preparation work of the Don Yard and construction of yard improvements will commence this summer. 

Text has been revised to reflect this comment. Revise the ToR where appropriate. 

 Pg 22, Existing Transit - GO Transit - It would also be worth noting that Union Station is served by seven 
inter-regional commuter rail services.  Reference to Union Station Bus Terminal should also be added. 

Text has been revised to reflect this comment. See Section 6.2.2 under GO Transit 
in the East Bayfront ToR. 

 Pg 28, it is not clear whether the link to Union Station is part of the East Bay Front undertaking.  This should 
be clarified. 

Connection to Union Station is fundamental to the East 
Bayfront study. 

As noted in Section 6.4.1 of the 
East Bayfront ToR, providing a 
convenient link to Union Station is 
a key requirement of the study. 

 pg 28, last paragraph - One of the key network connections for the Waterfront services will be to Union 
Station subway and GO services.  The last paragraph should more fully describe the range of options to be 
considered for this link, eg. enhanced streetcar loop or a new pedestrian connection from Union to the thru 
Queens Quay E & W service.  Also if an express bus service is being contemplated, where would the bus 
terminal be located? 

Comment noted and to be addressed during technical study.  

 Pg 29 item 8 - In addition to the configuration of the streetcar loop, other significant location and operational 
issues include pedestrian connection from loop to Union Station subway and GO Concourse.  Also, is there a 
need identify any bus terminal associated with the express bus service? 

Comment noted.  
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Name Comment Response Reference 
 Pg 1 of Criteria for Planning Alternatives - Transportation: Transit...a further criteria is required associated 

with effectiveness of network building of the respective alternatives and in particular connection to the 
broader network at Union Station subway and GO services for the East Bay Front EA 

Comment noted.  

 Pg 3 of Criteria for Planning Alternatives - Socio-Economic Environment...as GO Transit owns segments of 
the rail corridor and Don Yard in the vicinity of Cherry St, GO should be added to the following criteria     
"Minimizes interference with rail service on CN and GO operations at the Cherry St and/or Parliament St. 
crossings. 

Comment noted and will be addressed during study.  

 Pg 1 of Criteria for Design Alternatives - Transportation: Transit...similar comment as noted above.    Comment noted.  
 Pg 3 of Criteria for Design Alternatives - Socio-Economic Environment...similar revision as noted above. Comment noted.  
    
CLC member – 
June 16, 2006 

On page 14 of the draft Terms of Reference, we request that you please add the phrase "noise pollution 
level," after "local air quality," and before "capital costs for construction" 

Comment noted.   

 We request you add a sentence on hydrogen fuel cell powered transportation. As stated previously, the approach being taken is to 
categorize technologies by whether they are rubber-tired (i.e. 
buses) or operate on rails (i.e. streetcar/LRT vehicles) 
because these two categories reflect basic differences in 
vehicle capacity and physical ROW space needed to 
accommodate them. Within these categories we will consider 
the costs and benefits of alternative propulsion options as 
part of the range of options we consider for each category. 

Comments on fuel-cell 
consideration has been added in 
Section 6.4.1 under “technologies” 

 We request that you replace “have two to three times the carrying capacity of a bus” with “create greater 
noise pollution than hydrogen-powered buses.” 

Existing ToR wording will remain, since it reflects the design 
capacity of 140 passengers for an LRT vehicle and 55 
passengers for a standard low-floor bus. 

 

 In the glossary section, we request that you please add the following definition after the "Fuel-cell Bus" 
definition: 
 
"Hydrogen Powered Bus:  A bus that uses hydrogen to generate its motive power in a pollution free manner.  
Examples of such buses would include a zero-emission fuel cell system or an internal combustion engine 
system that would generate only trace emissions." 

The ToR has been modified to reflect this comment.  Fuel-cell bus has been added to the 
Glossary. 

    
CLC member – 
June 16, 2006 

Please include a statement about a moving sidewalk or “people mover” to connect Queens Quay and Union 
Station. 

The ToR has been modified to reflect this comment.  This comment has been noted 
under Corridors in Section 6.4.1. 

    
CLC member – 
June 16, 2006 

Do not consider moving sidewalks in the ToR. The EA process is to ensure that all reasonable alternatives 
are considered.  
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Name Comment Response Reference 
York Quay 
Neighbourhood 
Association – June 
18, 2006 

Look at the connection between Queens Quay and Union Station with as broad a frame of reference as 
possible. The possible is suggested: 
1) a short, bright airy concourse going north-south along York street., in which a moving walkway can be 
installed (it is a 4 minute walk from QQ to Union). This route connects among other things to some of the 
major hotels and City Hall to reinforce the Path system. 
2) the use of the existing tunnel as a route for an automated 'people mover' route to shuttle heavy loads from 
a Union Station WATERFRONT ENTRANCE on the green space at QQ/York St to the Subway, VIA and 
GO systems. This would mean EXTENDING the existing tunnel west into the Green Space, building a 
bright steel and glass structure with a wide platform, handicap access and all. 

These recommendations will be taken under consideration 
as we go forward. 

 

    
CLC member – 
June 19, 2006 

Include moving sidewalk in the ToR so as not to discount any idea at this point in the study. Comment noted.  

    
June 19, 2006 Not clear what blue lines & green lines represent on page 36. The green, blue and yellow lines on page 36 (Exhibit 6.1) 

represent the routes that will be considered during the EA. 
 

 Unable to see east-west route between King and railroad tracks; Bayview and Sherbourne. Comment noted. More detailed maps will be used during the 
IEA 

 

 Unable to clearly see East West route between King and railway tracks, and Bayview and Sherbourne Ave. Comment noted. The intent of Exhibit 6.1 was to provide 
study area context for the Port Lands. 

 

 Supports consideration of Parliament, Cherry, Broadview and Leslie north-south links. Comment noted.  
 Very satisfied with the consultation process.  Comment noted.  
    
Traffic Operations, 
City of Toronto – 
June 21, 2006 

In general, I am concerned that the evaluation criteria for the EAs will include some requirement that the 
capacity of the roadways, with transit service, in all three areas are sufficient to accommodate the vehicular 
traffic that will be projected.  I understand that transit, pedestrians, and cycling are being encouraged.  
However, there is still a percentage of vehicular usage that will need to be accommodated.  This may be 
included under the category of Transportation but it is not clear. 

Comment noted and will be addressed during the study.  

 Section 6.2.4 should be modified as follows: 
 Queen Quay East - "....before connecting back to Lake Shore Boulevard East via Parliament Street....The 
unposted speed limit is 50 km/h...." 
Lower Sherbourne/Sherbourne Street- "is a north-south oriented, 2-lane roadway, with left turn lanes at 
signalized intersections, that extends from ...posted speed limit is 40 km/h." 
Parliament Street- "...extends northward from Lake Shore Boulevard East as a 4-lane roadway..." 
Jarvis Street- " unposted speed limit is 50 km/h.." 

Text has been revised to reflect this comment. Speed limit 
information has been removed as being unnecessary detail 
for the ToR stage. 

 

    
TRCA – June 22, 
2006 

Section 1.3 - Previous Studies:  The ToR should mention the Lower Don River West Remedial Flood 
Protection EA (which will influence any future considerations for transit on or adjacent to the flood 
protection landform), and TTP Master Plan  and Lake Ontario Park 

Comment noted.  
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Name Comment Response Reference 
 Section 2. - Purpose of the undertakings - Port Lands: Land use should include: TTP and Lake Ontario Park - 

recreational greenspace, natural greenspace.  May want to include container port and energy generation to 
provide more specific context to some of the industrial uses. 

Text has been revised to reflect this comment. See Section 2. Port Lands ToR. 

 Section 3.1.4 - Future Travel Demand - Port Lands - Should mention regional users for Lake Ontario Park, 
TTP, Commissioners Park (playing fields - rec centre) or proposed World Fair Bid. 

Comment noted.  

 Page 12, 13 - 3 diagrams - More information should be provided to explain what these diagrams are depicting. 
 Legend should be improved to explain arrows, and # trips (,000's per day or total per day?)  - I assume these 
maps are for existing uses or future?  If existing, should they not be located before Section 3.1.4? 

Comment noted.  

 Page 26, 6.2.10 - This area is subject to the Toronto Purchase Specific Claim, between the Government of 
Canada and the Mississaugas of New Credit First Nation. This should be mentioned in the EA. 

Comment noted.  

 Page 32 - 7.2.3 - Natural Environment - The ToR is not correct when it indicates that the "current landform 
will be modified".  Currently, there is no landform.  It will be constructed by ORC as a component of the 
Lower Don River West Remedial Flood Protection Project.  This Landform will have specific geotechnical 
and structural criteria that will dictate the types of uses and maintenance activities on the landform itself, 
including roadways, and future transit considerations.   

Comment noted.  

 Based on the Terrestrial Natural Heritage Report prepared by TRCA in 2003, there are some terrestrial 
habitat features worth mentioning which should be identified. 

The evaluation of design alternatives will include an 
assessment of vegetation as noted in Appendix C. 

 

 Some mention regarding contaminated soils and groundwater should be included in the description of the 
terrestrial environment.   

Text has been revised to reflect this comment. See evaluation criteria in appendix. 

 Page 32 - 7.2.4. - Aquatic Environment - It is true that Aquatic Habitat in Don River and Keating Channel are 
heavily impacted, however some fisheries usage has been recorded in the area.  DMNP EA will also improve 
instream habitat. 

Comment noted. The evaluation of design alternatives will 
include assessment of aquatic habitats as noted in Appendix 
C. 

 

 Page 32 - 7.2.5 – Socio-economic Environment - Integrating the new transit system with other existing and 
future infrastructure features (i.e. GO Transit overpasses, SSOs, CSOs, water mains, etc) may be a significant 
consideration when developing and evaluating options. 

Comment noted. Chapter 5 of the Draft ToR noted that 
existing infrastructure will be utilized to the extent possible. 

 

 Page 32 - 7.2.6 - Cultural Environment - This area is subject to the Toronto Purchase Specific Claim, between 
the Government of Canada and the Mississaugas of New Credit First Nation. This should be mentioned in 
the EA.  Furthermore, there are known Cultural Heritage features identified in the West Don Lands. 

The EA will address First Nations peoples and activities as 
noted in Appendix C. 

 

 Page 33 - Section 7.4.1 - Corridors - #1 Not clear whether this EA includes the entire Cherry St bridge span 
over the Keating Channel or just from the north side of the Keating Channel - does not seem appropriate to 
have a plan that ends partway over a bridge.    
#2 - Should this not be the Crossing over the Keating Channel rather than the Don River, as in #1? 

The West Don Lands EA will consider transit solutions and 
connections into the Port Lands. The Cherry Street Bridge is 
considered as part of the Port lands. 
Comment noted.  

 

 There is no consideration for transit along Mill St - Bayview, over the future Landform. Would this not be a 
viable option?  If there is future consideration for this route, some physical constraints exist pertaining to 
transit over the flood protection function given the required structural constraints. 

Following on the work conducted as part of the West Don 
Lands Precinct Plan and Waterfront Secondary Plan, transit 
over the future Landform is not being considered. 

 

 Page 36 - Exhibit 8.1 should state Port Lands, not West Don Lands.   Text has been revised to reflect this comment in the 3 
separate documents. 

 

 Page 37 - 8.2.2 - Existing Road - Unwin identified as a minor street.  I think this will change in the future as 
part of the build out of Port Lands. Access to a future regional attraction TTP, Lake Ontario Park. 

Comment noted.  
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Name Comment Response Reference 
 Page 38 - 8.2.3 - Natural Environment - In order to be consistent with other Transit EA sections, this should 

be divided into an aquatic and terrestrial component, especially since there is a significant amount of aquatic 
and terrestrial habitat conditions in this area in relation to those areas that were identified in the ToR and the 
following areas that were not, Keating Channel, Ship Channel, Lake Ontario Park, future Don Greenway.   
Should again mention soil and groundwater quality issues.  Extent of floodplain and that DMNP Project EA 
is looking to remove the risk of flooding to a large portion of the Port Lands. 

Comment noted.  

 Page 38 - 8.2.4 – Socio-economic environment - Should identify Toronto Port, and Port Authority 
Operations Yard, and future energy centre.  Should mention possible Worlds Fair Bid. 

Comment noted.  

 Page 38 - 8.2.5 - Cultural Environment - This area is subject to the Toronto Purchase Specific Claim, between 
the Government of Canada and the Mississaugas of New Credit First Nation. This should be mentioned in 
the EA.. 

Comment noted.  

 Page 39 - 8.4.1 - Corridors - No mention of Unwin or Commissioners.  Just Lake Shore Boulevard. Text has been revised to reflect this comment. See Section 6.4.1. 
 Page 43 - Exhibit 9.1 - Concerns about the proposed schedule.  For the East Bayfront and West Don Lands 

Precincts, planning alternatives will be selected by December 2006 (type of transit and corridor), and Design 
alternatives selected by May 2007.  DMNP Project EA unlikely to have reached a point in the evaluation of 
alternatives to be able to provide sufficient information to the TTC EA to finalize their design, particularly as 
it relates to the Cherry St bridge, and the Queens Quay intersection with Cherry St. 

Comment noted. The TWRC and its consultants are 
committed to coordination with the other EA’s being 
conducted in the area including the DMNP Project EA. 

 

 Page 46 - Section 9.1.5 - Recommend TRCA to be invited to the TAC to streamline integration with DMNP 
Project EA, and TTP Master Plan. 

Comment noted. TRCA is a member of TAC.  

 Page 48 - Section 11 - Recommend adding Projects to "Coordination with Concurrent Studies" -  would also 
add the Lower Don River West Remedial Flood Protection Project, the West Don Lands, Don Mouth 
Naturalization and Port Lands Flood Protection Project EA (not just naturalization), Lake Ontario Park, TTP 
Master Plan, Worlds Fair Bid. 

Comment noted.  

 Exhibit 11.1  - East of Parliament Precinct Plan and EA depicted on the map is confusing and incorporates a 
large section of the Don Mouth Naturalization and Port Lands Flood Protection Project EA.  This also 
appears to include tunnel connections under the GO Transit tracks in the future Bayview Ave alignment.   
This is very confusing and is problematic for the Lower Don River West Remedial Flood Protection Project, 
and the Don Mouth Naturalization and Port Lands Flood Protection Project EA.. Further, the TTC LRT EA 
Studies area seems to incorporate all of Lake Ontario Park and a large swath of the Tommy Thompson Park 
Baselands which I do not think were part of the defined study area earlier in the RFP. More accurate 
boundaries should be incorporated in this image. 

Study area boundaries are indicative of the overall area being 
analyzed. The study area boundary does not imply that a 
new transit line will be constructed in a park or any location 
other than as described in the corridors to be considered. 

See Section 6.4.1 under “corridors”. 

 There does not seem to be any consideration of greenhouse gas emissions and global warming in the 
evaluation criteria.  There is mention of air quality, however, that does not appear to address Canada's Kyoto 
Commitments towards reducing the release of CO2. 

The evaluation of design alternatives will include an 
assessment of air quality as noted in the evaluation criteria in 
the ToR’s appendices. 

 

 Evaluation Criteria for Environmental impacts should have more refined commentary related to impacts on 
specific habitat features within, and wildlife and recreational linkages between TTP, Lake Ontario Park, Don 
Greenway, naturalized mouth of the Don and Don River Watershed. 

More detail will be added to the criteria as the IEA 
progresses and various options are developed. 
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Name Comment Response Reference 
 Evaluation criteria should assess impacts of selected modes and corridors of transit based on flood protection 

needs in Don Mouth Naturalization and Port Lands Flood Protection Project EA over Cherry Street, along 
Commissioners through southern corridor of the EA which includes the Don Greenway, and flooding of 
underpasses under the Kingston Railway Subdivision. 

Flooding considerations will be part of the technical analysis 
in generating design alternatives. 

 

 Impacts should specify not only impacts on archaeological features, but potential impacts to potential First 
Nation burial grounds in recognition to the Toronto Purchase Specific Claim. 

The evaluation of planning and design alternatives will 
include an assessment of impacts to First Nations peoples 
and their activities. 

 

 Evaluation should assess impacts on and of contaminated soils/groundwater, particularly where the proposal 
considers subways for the Port Lands area 

Impacts on and of contaminated soils will be considered 
during the technical analysis. Subways will not be an option 
in the Port Lands. 

See Evaluation Criteria in the ToR’s 
Appendices. 

 Need to include TRCA floodplain and fill policies pertaining to agency approvals. Comment noted.  
    
MMAH – June 22, 
2006 

Under the land use criteria, please add “must be consistent with all applicable Provincial policies and plans.” This criteria has been added.  

 Please keep me informed of EA progress. Comment noted.  
    
Toronto 2015 
World Expo 
Corporation – June 
28, 2006 

It is essential that the TTC/TWRC is fully aware of Expo plans for the Port Lands and therefore this 
document should reflect the Port Lands Expo. 

Comment noted and text added. Expo 2015 is one of the concurrent 
studies noted in Chapter 9. 

 Pg. 5, Don Mouth naturalization and Port Lands Flood Protection Project – the document states that the 
goal of this project is to “permanently remove approximately 230 ha of the Port Lands from the 
Regulatory Floodplain” – clarification on this, does this mean remove them from risk of flooding? 

This is a description from another study and is only here for 
context. 

 

 Pg. 5, GO Transit Corridor Studies – Expo plans include a possible temporary GO Station at Cherry Street 
to service Expo visits, will the Class EA, Federal EA and Preliminary Design Study take this temporary 
station into consideration? If not, it should be included as part of this EA work. 

This is to be addressed during the Expo 2015 study and 
coordinated with the East Bayfront and West Don Lands 
studies. 

 

 Pg. 7, last paragraph – states that there are potential “CEAA triggers in the Port Lands” why is this? As 
well, would the extension of the LRT along QQE into the Port Lands for Expo be considered an 
EBayfront project or a Port Lands project? 

Potential triggers for this project include Navigable Waters 
Protection Act Permits, Fisheries Act Permits, and approval 
by the Canadian Transportation Agency. 

See Section 10.2 in the Port Lands 
Transit EA ToR. 

 Pg. 8, Purpose of Undertakings “Port Lands” – this section should include something about the potential 
for Expo on these lands. Would this EA work cover off the proposed transit lines servicing Expo? 

As noted above. Expo 2015 is one of the concurrent 
studies noted in Chapter 9. 

 Pg. 9, “overall purpose of the undertakings in the ToR” top of page – this statement should be flexible 
enough to be able to cover off the Expo lands as well, perhaps the statement should include as part of the 
tourism uses a mention  of a Port Lands Expo in 2015. 

Expo 2015 requirements will be studied separately but will 
be coordinated with this study. 

 

 Pg. 10 “The Toronto Official Plan” – is this meant to be the in force OP? If not, state so, as well, the 
“new” OP does not yet have official status. 

Comment noted. This is intended to be the new Official 
Plan. 

 

 Pg. 11, population/employment projections for Port Lands – should there be some mention of the 
employees anticipated for an interim period during Expo? 

It can be addressed during the Transit IEA if and when 
required. 

 



7/10/2006                  Page 10 

Name Comment Response Reference 
 Pg. 15, Section 5, Key Considerations in Generating Planning and Design Alternatives – add a bullet 

point about designing a transit network that takes into account projected traffic an Expo would generate. 
Expo 2015 is not part of this study but will be considered as 
it develops. 

 

 Pg. 24, Off-Road Multi-use Facilities – will there be some consideration of re-aligning/improving the 
Martin Goodman Trail through this area in conjunction with the EA work? 

This will be part of the technical analysis of right of way 
options. 

 

 Pg. 28, point no. 2 top of page – there needs to be some acknowledgment that this express route has the 
potential to be an “Expo Express” route directly from Union Station to Port Lands. 

As noted above.  

 Pg. 38, 8.3 Description of the Future Environment – this section should also include a description of the 
Expo project for the 6 month duration, i.e.,  how many visitors expected, projected workers, housing for 
employees, etc.  

Some description include as part of “concurrent studies”. See Chapter 9, Coordination with 
Concurrent  Studies. 

 Pg. 45, 9.1.4  Community Liaison Committee During the IEA’s – general point here that there should be a 
presentation to the CLC by Expo staff. 

Comment noted. This can take place during the study.  

 Pg. 46, Technical Advisory Committee – general point that a member of Expo staff should sit on the TAC 
to raise Expo issues and keep us on the “radar screen”. 

An Expo 2015 staff representative will be included on the 
TAC. 

 

 Pg. 48, Coordination with Concurrent Studies – there should be some mention in this section on the Expo 
bid process and the timelines, ie., Federal letter of support Nov. ’06; final decision Feb. ’08 and the need 
for co-ordination with Expo as well – it is critical that all EA work gets done in tandem. With respect to 
Exhibit 11.1, the Expo site area should also be included, even if it is “proposed”. 

Text has been revised to reflect this comment. See Section 6.4.1 in the East 
Bayfront ToR. 
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E-mail from Margaret Samuel (CLC member) - June 5, 2006 
 
Re: June 2006 Draft Terms of Reference e-mailed by Andrea June 5, 2006 
Changes To Draft Terms of Reference to meet Petition Requirement of expressly 
referencing fuel cell buses (as distinct from diesel or other buses) in the Terms of Reference 
as an alternative to be assessed according to 
criteria set out for the Environmental Assessment. 
 
Page 14, Exhibit 3.1: include a “Fuel Cell Bus” box below the “Streetcar” box and above the 
“Bus” box. 
 
Page 27: in 6.4.1 add the word “diesel” after “’do nothing’ alternative includes the provision 
of” and before “bus services”. 
 
Page 28: after #4 under Technologies, add “5. Fuel Cell Bus Service on a dedicated right-of-
way (primarily on the surface); and 6. Fuel Cell Bus Service on existing roads.” 
 
Page 28: After “facilities on both Queens Quay East and Lake Shore” delete the word 
“both” and add “, Fuel Cell Buses” after the new phrase “facilities on both Queens Quay 
East and Lake Shore buses” and before “and streetcars will be considered”. 
 
Page 28: in the list of planning alternatives, after #3 add 
“4. Fuel Cell Buses in a partially exclusive right-of-way in the Queens Quay East corridor for 
the corridor option that only considers Queens Quay East; and 5. A combination of buses 
and/or Fuel Cell Buses in exclusive lanes and/or mixed traffic for the corridor option that 
considers local transit service on Queens Quay East and express bypass service in the Lake 
Shore Boulevard Corridor.” 
 
Page 28: in the second-last bullet of the page add the phrase “or Fuel Cell Bus” after “a 
streetcar” and before “connection from Union Station”. 
 
Page 29: in 6.5.1 add “or Fuel Cell Buses” after “accommodating streetcars” and before 
“within the Queens Quay east corridor”. 
 
Page 29: in 6.5.1 in 1) add “or Fuel Cell Bus path” after “streetcar line” and before “within 
road allowance” 
 
Page 34: in the last bullet point before Technologies, add “or Fuel Cell Bus” after “a 
streetcar” and before “connection”. 
 
Page 34: #4 under Technologies, add: “5. Fuel Cell Bus Service on a dedicated right-of-way 
(primarily on the surface); and 6. Fuel Cell Bus Service on existing roads.” 
 
Page 39: in 8.4.1 add “diesel” after “alternative includes the provision of” and before “bus 
services into the area”. 
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Page 39: after #4 under Technologies, add: “5. Fuel Cell Bus Service on a dedicated right-of-
way (primarily on the surface); and 6. Fuel Cell Bus Service on existing roads.” 
 
Page 40: 
After #6 in 8.4.1, add: “7. Fuel Cell Bus Service on existing roads; and 8. Fuel Cell Bus 
Service on a dedicated right-of-way (primarily on the surface).” 
 
In the Glossary of Terms after definition of Environmental Assessment Report add: 
“Fuel Cell Bus A bus fuelled by a pollution-free electricity generation technology. An 
example of a pollution-free electricity generation technology is an electrochemical cell in 
which the energy of a reaction between a fuel, such as liquid hydrogen, and an oxidant, such 
as liquid oxygen, is converted directly and continuously into electrical energy.” 
 
From: Bill.Dawson@ttc.ca [mailto:Bill.Dawson@ttc.ca]  
Sent: Monday, June 12, 2006 4:48 PM 
To: msamuel@sympatico.ca 
Cc: lorenpolonsky@hardystevenson.com; dcallan@mrc.ca; pdimascio@urbanstrategies.com 
Subject: Central Waterfront Neighbourhood Association comments on the Transit ToR 
  
Attached are the changes we have made to the ToR document in response to the petition and 
comments you provided at the workshop last week. I would appreciate it if you could distribute 
this to members of your Association or provide us with an email list for us to distribute the 
information.  
  
We realise that these are not the specific changes requested in the petition, however, from a 
study process perspective we need to treat all technology choices in a consistent manner, and 
you will see that the revised wording does this. To include a unique set of options specifically 
related to fuel-cell propulsion would force us, from a consistency perspective, to create similar 
unique options for other propulsion technologies as well (battery-powered all-electric buses, 
trolley buses, hybrid diesel-electric buses and streetcars, diesel streetcars etc.) and this is 
impractical from a study process perspective.  
  
The approach we are taking is to categorise technologies by whether they are rubber-tired (ie 
buses) or operate on rails (ie streetcar/LRT vehicles) because these two categories reflect basic 
differences in vehicle capacity and physical ROW space need to accommodate them. Within 
these categories we will consider the costs and benefits of alternative propulsion options as part 
of the range of options we consider for each category. This assessment will be based on the 
criteria listed in Appendix C of the ToR including, for example, local air quality and differences in 
tunnel section costs related vehicle emissions. 
  
We will specifically consider future conditions with respect to technology options, including 
consideration of fuel-cell technologies, as you have requested. 
  
Thank you for you input on this issue.  

_____________________ 
Bill Dawson 
Superintendent of Route and System Planning 
Service Planning Department 
Toronto Transit Commission 
(         Phone : 416-393-4490 
2        FAX    :  416-535-1391 
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E-mail from David Crawford - June 7, 2006 
 
From: David S. Crawford [mailto:david.crawford@mcgill.ca]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 07, 2006 7:10 PM 
To: Transit 
Subject: TTC questionnaire  
  
Good morning: 
  
I attach a few comments on the draft TOR.  I would also suggest that in future 
when you have a questionnaire you put it onto www in a format one can simply 
type onto DIRECTLY.  As you can see I cut and pasted your questions but it 
would be easier not to have to do this. 
   
1. Does the study area make sense? Why or why not?  
  
Yes, but I think it needs to be ABSOLUTELY clear that Transit in the study area 
MUST link up with transit elsewhere in the city (especially in adjacent districts). 
  
2.  Are you happy with the planning alternatives (networks, corridors and 
technologies) that are proposed for the West Don Lands, East Bayfront and Port 
Lands? Why or why not?  
  
Yes,  I am pleased to see you listened to us at the first meeting and have added 
possible DIRECT links to the Bloor-Danforth subway via Parliament and / or 
Broadview. I happen to like the idea of (new) streetcars but agree both fuel cell 
and 'standard' buses must be looked at too. 
  
One possibility that has not been discussed is PUBLIC WATER TRANSPORT.  I 
know the TTC does not at present run boats but a regular TTC operated boat 
service from the Beaches (or further east) and Roncesvalles (or further west) 
could be an effective way to move people. If Toronto gets the World's Fair and 
this occurs in the Portlands, this might be a way to get people there easily.  Even 
if the decision is made NOT to look into boat transport now it would probably be 
good to keep the future possibility in mind as land transport is planned. (e.g. have 
land transport NEAR the water so if boats are ever used they can easily be linked 
to.  The W8 proposal mentions boats. 
  
3. Would you suggest any changes or additions to the evaluation criteria 
developed for this Terms of Reference? What are they?  
  
I agree with one of the participants at the meeting on 6 June  who suggested that 
WILDLIFE HABITAT needs to be IMPROVED not only maintained. It seems to 
me that a wildlife corridor must be made/created/enhanced from the Lake and 
Tommy Thompson Park up the Don River and further north. 
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I am not sure if it fits into a T of R but as a person much in favour of transit 
networks I think the ToR should really encourage a careful look at linkages.  It 
makes little sense to me for the fastest / easiest links to the subway to be only to 
Union Station (i.e. the Yonge/University line) and not (also) to  the Bloor-Danforth 
line.  I also suggest that even if a link to Castle Frank subway from the existing 
streetcar tracks at Parliament/Carlton is not possible NOW (for $$ reasons) that 
should not preclude linking the Queens Quay streetcar line to the existing tracks 
at Parliament at King while work is being done in that area. It would clearly be 
cheaper to build this short section now and having an alternate routing from 
Queens Quay up Parliament if there are accidents or other problems would prove 
useful.   
  
4. Do you feel that you were given ample opportunity to participate in the 
consultation process for the Terms of Reference? Do you have any suggestion 
for making public consultation more effective in the individual EA studies? Please 
explain.   
  
I thought you handled the public consultation very well,  I suggest that you should 
maybe make it easier to respond to questionnaires by putting them on www in a 
format one can simply type onto. 
  
5.  Do you have additional comments about the Terms of Reference? What are 
they?  
  
There is a typo on page 23.  The posted speed limit on Sherbourne is NOT 
450km/h 
  
You note the existing transit routes and existing roads but you do NOT note that 
there are TTC streetcar tracks on Parliament  running from King to Carlton - in 
fact I gather these will be redone in 2008 or 2009.  While most of this track is now 
only used for short-turns and non-public trips and there is no regular streetcar 
service on most of it (only from Carlton to Gerrard) I think it should be noted that 
the track is now there.  Extending it from King to Queen's Quay  is only about 3 
blocks.  Extending it north to Bloor is further but not really very far. 
David S. Crawford 
135 George Street South # 304 
Toronto, ON 
CANADA   M5A 4E8 
+1 (416) 504 7636 

david.crawford@mcgill.ca  
www.internatlibs.mcgill.ca 
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E-mail from Steve Munro - June 11, 2006 
 
From: Steve Munro [mailto:steve@stevemunro.ca]  
Sent: Sunday, June 11, 2006 2:54 PM 
To: Andrea Kelemen; Dennis Findlay 
Subject: Draft ToR for the Waterfront Transit EA 
  
Good afternoon: 
 
I will be attending on Tuesday evening, but wanted to send some comments on the draft 
document so that you would have them in advance. 
 
First:  A non transit issue.  Please tell whoever at the TWRC is building docs for online 
distribution to stop creating monsters.  The TOR contains a multi-coloured page overlay 
with the word "DRAFT" that contributes enormously to the size of the file especially 
when it is printed. As a general observation, many of the docs on the TWRC's website are 
immense.  This is ok for someone like me with highspeed access, but there are times a 
low-bandwidth version would be handy for those who can't deal with the large docs. 
 
Now on to the report itself. 
 
I am glad to see that as a result of past meetings the need for north-south connectivity is 
now recognized as an important part of the study.  The demand flow projection charts 
show clearly that many people are not travelling to the core, and we need to allow for this 
on two accounts -- first from a simple question of access to multiple destinations and 
second to reduce the need for a car for trips that don't happen to fit into a limited view of 
what transit should be doing. 
 
Parliament Street is an intriguing idea, not least because of the Regent Park 
redevelopment.  This route has always languished with infrequent (or no) bus service 
ever since the Bloor subway opened in 1966.  If we go via this route, transit priority 
signalling is essential as there are many, many traffic lights along this route, and travel 
can be quite slow because Parliament Street traffic waits for everyone else. 
 
I am also pleased to see the explicit inclusion of two corridors from Union to Cherry - the 
one via Queen's Quay that can handle local service and the one via the railway corridor 
that would be much better for things like a World's Fair connection and for the inner end 
of any long-haul service originating in the Don Valley or Queen/Kingston Road 
corridors.   
 
This is important on three counts:   
 
First, the express and long-haul services can be just that - fast and attractive rather than 
bumbling along stopping at every lamp-post in the manner of the Harbourfront West 
streetcar to the CNE.   
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Second, the infrastructure for the local service on Queen's Quay will not have to be over-
engineered to provide for much higher capacity operations typical of a fair shuttle or a 
medium capacity LRT line that could originate in the Don Valley Corridor. 
 
Third, the loop at Union Station (which is to be expanded) is utterly unsuited to the sort 
of demand a significant LRT operation would require.  I won't waste my time on the 
details here, but I think that 16 years after we opened the original, we can accept that it 
has limitations.  Even the proposed expansion will not be up to the combined demands of 
various proposed waterfront initiatives.   
 
I understand that some preliminary work is underway to protect for a Bremner Blvd LRT 
coming in from the west which may or may not include the Waterfront West LRT.  
Capacity requirements for this need to be included in any review of Union Station.  We 
must avoid over-commitment of the loop capacity at Union so that we are not facing a 
"gotcha" when politicians ask in the future why a new project requirement (for more 
capacity somehow) suddenly appears on the books. 
 
The charts showing the morning peak transit demand outbound from the three districts 
are interesting, but it would also be worthwhile seeing the non-transit figures:  driving, 
getting a ride, walking, cycling.  This would put the transit figures in context and would 
also show where, if anywhere, there are opportunities for shifting the modal split and/or 
unmet requirements for capacity. 
 
Discussions of existing transit (and indeed the plans on which future transit schemes are 
based) focus on the morning peak.  However, there is a very large amount of off-peak 
demand generated by neighbourhoods, and this needs to be taken into account.  One thing 
the list of existing services does not show is the fact that outside of the peak period, some 
services are extremely infrequent or do not exist at all.  It would be useful to show maps 
by time of day so that people could see where there is transit service at various times.  
The lines should be colour coded to indicate the general frequency.   
 
TTC service maps look great with all of those closely spaced red lines, but when you look 
closely and find that some services are every 20 minutes or worse, it's not worth waiting 
for them.  If we are going to build a "transit first" neighbourhood, it needs to have good 
transit service that addresses all-day demands, not just those of the morning commuters.  
Otherwise, the neighbourhood will revert to car orientation because the TTC will 
evaporate outside of the rush hour. 
 
Examples from the current schedules (May 2006) show that the service people get is 
really much worse than the information in the ToR (where it is specified at all). 
Yonge 97:  30 minute headway from Queen's Quay, weekday peak periods only.  No 
other service. 
Sherbourne 75:  20 - 30 minute offpeak headways. 
Bay 6:  Headways 15 - 30 minutes evenings and weekends. 
Pape 72A:  Offpeak service, M-F only, daytime, every 24 minutes. 
Jones 83:  Half hourly off peak service.  No late evening or Sunday service. 
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Cherry 172:  Service only on Saturday/Sunday midday and afternoon.  20 min Sat, 30 
min Sun.  No weekday service.  This is a seasonal service for beach and Distillery district 
access that originated with the now-departed Rochester Ferry service. 
Kingston Road 503:  Peak period only. 
King 504:  See comments in following section. 
Lake Shore 508:  The 508 operates into the larger study area only in the AM peak when 
three trips come east to Parliament.  PM peak service runs west from Church and King. 
 
All of this is worrying in the context of the "do nothing" alternative where 
 
"... it is assumed that the TTC will provide transit services to the area based on its normal 
service standards ... It is assumed that the frequency of service provided on these routes 
will reflect the actual passenger demand for the service based on the TTC normal 
financial standards." 
 
In fact, the TTC's "normal service standards" amount to providing as little service as 
possible and driving people to use their cars because there is no alternative especially 
during the off-peak period.  A "do nothing" approach does not fit in with the stated 
"transit first" objective, and it must be resoundingly opposed by everyone.  The TTC 
standards operate on the basis that as and when riders materialize, they may deign to run 
a bus now and then, provided that they have one to spare.  This does not lead to a transit-
oriented lifestyle. 
 
It should be noted that the TTC's long-standing reaction to complaints from the St. 
Lawrence neighbourhood about transit service is that people living there can walk up to 
King Street in the hopes that the 504 is running reasonably regular service that day.  The 
504 is already the source of complaints about service quality from other neighbourhoods 
such as Parkdale, King/Niagara and King/Spadina.  Since rerouting the 504 through the 
north end of the study area is part of this scheme, the TTC also needs to address the 
overall question of the adequacy of service on this route. 
 
An additional issue that needs to be included in the overall plan for LRT/streetcar lines is 
the location of a possible new TTC carhouse for the next generation of vehicles.  
Wherever this goes, it should be easily connected to the existing and planned networks.  I 
do not know what preliminary work the TTC has done on identifying a site for this 
carhouse, and given that council is dragging its feet on approval of a new generation of 
streetcars, this could sit idle for a long time, long enough that the ideal sites may be lost.  
This is a serious problem with consequences far beyond the study area itself. 
 
In the Criteria for Assessing Planning Alternatives, the required minimum is that the 
design "provide transit service quality at least as good as comparable communities such 
as the St. Lawrence".  See my comments above about the TTC and the St. Lawrence -- 
this "criterion" would let the TTC get away with running a few buses a day through the 
study area on the grounds that service is already available within reasonable walking 
distance.  This is a very important problem with the TOR - it assume that the TTC's 
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standards would actually provide good service when experiences elsewhere both 
downtown and in the suburbs show that this is not true. 
 
Also in the Criteria, there are statements about providing for both transit and auto 
travellers who are passing through but not destined for the study area.  The problem here 
is whether such a criterion could be used to justify an expressway for the auto trips.  We 
really need to put some context on this sort of criterion including saying to such through 
traffic "get lost" rather than re-activating plans for the Scarborough Expressway.  There is 
a separate criterion about minimizing through auto trips on local roads, but if a road gets 
itself designated as regional rather than local, this criterion evaporates. 
 
With respect to cost, there is a desire to minimize construction and vehicle acquisition 
cost and net operating cost.  This will almost certainly produce a bus network, not an 
LRT network.  LRT by its nature is more expensive and intrusive (construction effects) 
up front, but provides greater long-term capacity.  If you want to skew the study to 
produce a bus plan, just say so.  Otherwise, this criterion needs to be one of many, but 
with the clear understanding that we get what we pay (or don't pay) for.  Transit first does 
not mean taking the lowest cost option. 
 
See you Tuesday, 
Steve 
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E-mail from Sharon John - June 12, 2006 

From: Sharon John [mailto:sjohn@aiai.on.ca]  
Sent: June 12, 2006 10:46 AM 
To: Dawson, Bill 
Cc: lorenpolonsky@hardystevenson.com; davehardy@rogers.blackberry.net; 
akelemen@towaterfront.ca 
Subject: RE: TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit EA Studies 
  
Hello Mr. Dawson: 
  
Yes I would like to be included on the contact list.  Our organization is particularly interested in 
the consultation policy (or lack of) regarding this project. 
  
It would be great if we could meet to discuss the project. 
  
Sharon John 
Policy Researcher 
Association of Iroquois and Allied Indians 
387 Princess Ave. 
London, Ontario 
N6B 2A7 
(519) 434-2761 
(519) 679-1653 Fax 
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E-mail from Kathryn Thom - June 13, 2006 
 
----- Message from <kthom@toronto.ca> on Tue, 13 Jun 2006 17:09:33 -0400 ----- 

To: <tlaspa@toronto.ca> 
Subject: ToR for TTC on the Waterfront 

 
Tim 
I understand that you are collecting comments on the review of the draft 
ToR for EAs in the Waterfront.  I have a couple of comments and these 
are focused on pages 30 to 35 of the document. 
  
1.  The study area definition of the WDL is not quite correct as WDL 
does not extend to the Gardiner Expressway.  The WDL has been more 
accurately described in a earlier section and they should be the same. 
  
2.  80 acres should not be used alone but should have a hectare 
equivalent 
  
3.  the focus of initial development will not be south of Front and East 
of Cherry but the McCord site further north.  The area described will be 
the second phase - not sure what the reference to Division 1 is. 
  
4.  The Ea study area focuses on the area between Cherry and Parliament 
yet the attraction of the WDL may be the Don River Park which is out of 
the study area.  I would have thought that transit access to the park 
would be a factor.  
  
page 32 - line 5, spelling of Master 
page 32 - third line from the bottom, spelling of employees. 
  
Hope this helps 
  
Kathryn
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E-mail from Julie Beddoes (CLC member) - June 13, 2006 
              
Comments on Draft ToR dated June 2006 
 
1.  The proponents are to be congratulated on the extent to which they have understood and 
responded to community concerns by increasing the scope and number of “alternatives to” 
included in this draft. 
 
2.  Other CLC members, and especially Cindy Wilkey, chair of the West Don Lands 
Committee, have expressed concern that some of the items included in the “alternatives to,” 
in particular an added bus route and the design options, are not in the scope of the ToR as it 
was originally described to us.  It would be valuable and reassuring to us if the status of any 
conclusions on these issues at the completion of the EAs could be clarified in the ToR.  If 
the preferred alternative for the East Bay Front should be a Queens’ Quay LRT or streetcar 
combined with an express east-west bus on another route, what sort of commitment to 
establishing this route would there be once the EA is completed? 
As well, what standing would preferred design alternatives have?  Would the City, the TTC 
or the TWRC be obliged, as a result of the EA, to implement these designs?  Perhaps a 
paragraph to two could be added to the introductory material of the ToR clarifying this. 
 
3.   The fourth bullet-point on page 2, says that new streetcar routes will operate in exclusive 
rights-of-way while other parts of the document, notably section 3.1.1 and the lists of 
alternatives, contradict this by making exclusive rights-of-way an alternative to be studied.  
Perhaps the bullet-point on page 2 should be deleted to increase clarity and consistency.    
As well, as I have often said, I would like to see more commitment to car-free zones where 
suitable than one mention in the evaluation criteria.  A bullet could be added to this list on 
page 2 saying something like, “Car-free zones will be considered where appropriate, in 
accordance with the TWRC sustainability framework.”  A similar point could be added to 
the list on page 16, item 5 and in the list of design-alternative issues on p.35 (7.5.1). 
  
5.    On page 2, a further bullet-point might make this commitment:  “All vehicles on new 
routes will be fully accessible from the start of operation.” 
 
6.    The paragraph at the foot of page 8 refers to the City’s policy to not “significantly 
increase vehicular capacity.”  It would be appropriate at some point to say that the purpose 
of this exercise is to go farther and decrease levels of private traffic.  This is implied in other 
places and in the evaluation criteria but not explicitly stated.  
 
7.   The criteria for assessing planning alternatives include service quality at least as good as 
in the St. Lawrence Neighbourhood.   I think this arises from a misunderstanding of a 
comment from the committee that we should try to achieve transit ridership at the St. 
Lawrence level.  Service to St. Lawrence isn’t great.  Out of rush hour the 72A, the 
Sherbourne and Parliament buses are infrequent.  Service on all routes is virtually non-
existent during the evening and on weekends.  As for the King car, 504, it is god’s gift to the 
taxi industry.  A wait of 10-15 minutes is normal on weekday afternoons, 15-20 on 
weekends. 
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E-mail from Helen Riley - June 15, 2006 
 
Here is my response to the questionnaire on the TOR. 
 
Thanks. 
 
Helen 
 
1. The study area needs to be expanded west to explicitly include Union Station. This is 
important for all transit connections, particularly if there is an express corridor along 
Lakeshore Blvd. (which is a great suggestion). It is also important for pedestrian north-south 
access to the waterfront along Bay or York Sts. 
 
2. Transit corridors do not need to be along streets (existing or proposed) and certainly 
should not be in the middle of streets because that is poor access for transit-users and so 
discourages transit use. Accessing transit directly from sidewalks is much better than having 
to cross vehicle lanes - particularly more than one lane. So more options should be included 
eg. for Queen's Quay (p.25).Also the north-south connections need to be improved, 
particularly east of the Don River. 
 
3. The evaluation criteria should be expanded to include accommodation of transit-users i.e. 
pedestrians. 
 
So, in land-use planning/urban design, the criteria should include " must be capable of 
accommodating peak pedestrian flows" and the indicators should include "wide sidewalks 
and crosswalks". 
 
In transportation, "must provide safe, convenient access and adequate waiting space to 
accommodate peak numbers of transit-users" AND "must provide safe, convenient and 
adequate pedestrian routes to transit stops and to all amenities. 
 
In natural environment " must make provision for shade trees in parks and along pedestrian 
routes". 
 
4. Consultation should not be confined to individuals and groups "in the study area" (p.44). 
The waterfront is very important to the whole city. Transit should make provision for access, 
particularly at weekends. On pedestrian issues, formal consultation with the Toronto 
Pedestrian Committee would be helpful. 
 
5. Overall purpose (p.9) Transit facilities by themselves are not much use unless they can be 
safely and conveniently accessed by all users - including those with luggage, bundle-buggies, 
strollers etc. 
 
(p.10) Travel demand must include walking trips, local as well as to and from transit, and 
include weekend and evening trips, not just commuting to work.
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E-mail from Toronto Fire Services - June 15, 2006 
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E-mail from GO Transit - June 15, 2006 
 
----- Message from <DanF@gotransit.com> on Thu, 15 Jun 2006 14:57:43 -0400 ----- 

To: <Bill.Dawson@ttc.ca>, <dcallan@mrc.ca> 
Subject: RE: TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit EAs - ToR - GO Comments 

 
Bill/Dennis; 
I've read through the Draft EA , my comments are as follows; 
  
At a general level,...it is understood that 3 IEA's will be undertaken, 
however, in reading the East Bayfront and West Don Lands sections, some 
of the service scenarios identified would overlap between the 2 IEA's, 
ie. some inter-dependencies may arise.  I don't think it is a major 
issue but you may want to eliminate any possible "process-related" 
questions by noting in the TofR that these kind of service scenario 
inter-dependencies can be dealt with at the detail design stage (or 
other appropriate wording).   
  
It would have been useful to have the Consultation Report as part of 
this review as it is a key piece of info that MOE looks at in their 
review. 
  
More specific comments... 
 
*   Pg 5 - 6, GO Transit Corridor Studies - Update to GO 
reference is required, GO has completed the GO Class EA and CEAA  
process and construction of the third track is underway.  Further, GO 
has commenced site preparation work of the Don Yard and construction of 
yard improvements will commence this summer.  
*   Pg 22, Existing Transit - GO Transit - It would also be 
worth noting that Union Station is served by seven inter-regional 
commuter rail services.  Reference to Union Station Bus Terminal should 
also be added. 
*   Pg 28, it is not clear whether the link to Union Station is 
part of the East Bay Front undertaking.  This should be clarified. 
*   pg 28, last paragraph - One of the key network connections 
for the Waterfront services will be to Union Station subway and GO 
services.  The last paragraph should more fully describe the range of 
options to be considered for this link, eg. enhanced streetcar loop or a 
new pedestrian connection from Union to the thru Queens Quay E & W 
service.  Also if an express bus service is being contemplated, where 
would the bus terminal be located? 
*   Pg 29 item 8 - In addition to the configuration of the 
streetcar loop, other significant location and operational issues 
include pedestrian connection from loop to Union Station subway and GO 
Concourse.  Also, is there a need identify any bus terminal associated 
with the express bus service? 
 
Appendix C - Evaluation Criteria 
 
*   Pg 1 of Criteria for Planning Alternatives - 
Transportation: Transit...a further criteria is required associated with 
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effectiveness of network building of the respective alternatives and in 
particular connection to the broader network at Union Station subway and 
GO services for the East Bay Front EA  
*   Pg 3 of Criteria for Planning Alternatives - Socio-Economic 
Environment...as GO Transit owns segments of the rail corridor and Don 
Yard in the vicinity of Cherry St, GO should be added to the following 
criteria     "Mimimizes interference with rail service on CN and GO 
operations at the Cherry St and/or Parliament St. crossings. 
*   Pg 1 of Criteria for Design Alternatives - Transportation: 
Transit...similar comment as noted above. 
*   Pg 3 of Criteria for Design Alternatives - Socio-Economic 
Environment...similar revision as noted above. 
 
If you have any questions regarding the above, please call. 
  
Dan 
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E-mail from Margaret Samuel (CLC member) - June 16, 2006 
 
Following the Community Liaison Committee Meeting on Tuesday, June 13, although we 
are disappointed that you did not incorporate all of the original changes that we requested, 
we take into consideration your comments below, we thank you for the changes, we accept 
your changes and, with respect to your changes (attached), the CWNA requests the 
following 4 adjustments: 
 
On page 14 of the draft Terms of Reference, we request that you please add the phrase 
"noise pollution level," after "local air quality," and before "capital costs for construction"; 
 
On page 14, we request that you please add the sentence: "Hydrogen fuel cell powered 
transportation is clean burning and low noise pollution technology.  This is important for the 
waterfront community.  This technology is different than diesel, bio-diesel, diesel-electric, 
fully-electric-trolley, streetcar and LRT technology." 
 
On page 14, we request that you please delete the phrase "have two to three times the 
carrying capacity of a bus." and that you please replace that with the phrase "create greater 
noise pollution than hydrogen-powered buses." 
 
In the glossary section, we request that you please add the following definition after the 
"Fuel-cell Bus" definition: 
 
"Hydrogen Powered Bus:  A bus that uses hydrogen to generate its motive power in a 
pollution free manner.  Examples of such buses would include a zero-emission fuel cell 
system or an internal combustion engine system that would generate only trace emissions." 
 
Please feel free to let me know if you have any questions or require further information. 
 
Thank you. 
Margaret Samuel (Phone: (416) 203-3028) 
Secretary and VP Communications 
Central Waterfront Neighbourhood Association P.O. Box 81002 Harbour Square Postal 
Outlet 47B Harbour Square Toronto, Ontario, M5J 2V3 
 



Waterfront Transit EAs Draft Terms of Reference: Comments Received Page 17 

Z:\Projects\Current Projects\Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation\Public Record - All 
Consultation Activities\Appendix Q Waterfront ToR - actual comments 06 29 06 (2).doc 

E-mail from Dennis Findlay (CLC member) - June 16, 2006 
 
Hi Bill: 
 
You will have received an email exchange between Lela Gary and myself. 
  
This is a rather important issue that we ( I) have failed to include in the T of R for the EA 
process. The idea originally comes from Braz Menezes of YQNA.  
  
They are suggesting that we should be considering a way of moving people between Union 
Station and the waterfront ( Queen's Quay), that does not necessarily require that we have 
the street car tunnelling up and then back down . The idea is that you would have the QQ 
streetcar ( transit) continuing East and West along QQ and that we use the existing tunnel, 
or another tunnel to Union Station for another transportation vehicle. It could be a moving 
side walk, or a shuttle electric vehicle as used in places like the Houston Airport. The 
advantage is that you do not have to do the expensive tunnelling for the Street car, as well, 
you would not have to do another tunnel for the East bound Transit vehicle that would go 
out East bound on QQ to the East Bay Front. (solving the issue of where it would come 
up.) 
  
I know that it raises a myriad of other questions, but those could be addressed in the EA 
study that follows, BUT I think it is important that we look at the connection between 
Queen's Quay and Union Station with as broad a frame of reference as possible. Thus I 
would request that in some way be able to include this idea into the Terms of Reference. If 
you would be so kind as to bring this to the attention of the team that is pulling together the 
final draft of the Terms of Reference, I would appreciate that very much. 
  
Thanks Dennis Findlay for Port Lands Action Committee. 
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E-mail from Steve Munro (CLC member) - June 16, 2006 
 
Good evening everyone: 
 
There are times where I don't feel like being diplomatic and this is one of them. 
 
The idea is to move large numbers of people from the waterfront to the subway.  Putting a 
moving sidewalk or some such link in the existing tunnel is one of the most harebrained 
ideas I have ever heard (although some subway proposals come close <grin>). 
 
First off, the number of people projected for the two LRT lines (east and west) is 
significant.  Second, this will convert what is now a direct ride into a "transfer" and a rather 
long shuttle to the subway.  Third, that tunnel is bloody cold in the winter.   
 
The idea of being able to ride straight across from waterfront west to east is intriguing, but 
simply cutting off the Union connection and replacing it with a walkway is ludicrous.  If the 
issue is that the structure of the junction at Bay and Queen's Quay is such that through track 
is not (currently) possible, then fix that in the structure so there is a full Y junction at that 
intersection.  I am always amazed that people are happy to propose complex alternatives to 
what is basically a simple problem: rip off the roof of the existing junction, rebuild it so that 
it does not require the current structural columns now in the way of a through east-west 
track, and put the roof back.  Probably a lot cheaper than a walkway or shuttle, and it 
preserves the ride through to Union for those who need it. 
 
For those who can't remember, the TTC had a much shorter moving walkway at Spadina 
Station that (a) was often stopped and (b) eventually closed.  If they cannot operate 
something that simple reliably, how do you expect them to operate a much longer version?  
What will the alternative be for people who cannot walk that distance easily? 
 
I'm not going to be polite about this:  This is a really, really dumb idea. 
 
Steve 
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E-mail from B. Menezes, York Quay Neighbourhood Association - June 18, 2006 
 
Yes it is a VERY DUMB idea to think of a moving walkway inside the Existing tunnel. The 
TOR for the EA gives this impression and should be reformulated by TTC. 
 
It is also quite dumb to continue our traditional "tunnel vision' solution to structural 
infrastructural provision. Just another taking the roof off and moving a column or two. etc. 
is how we have managed. The Spadina walkway probably did not work for exactly the same 
half-baked solution. 
 
What YQNA is advocating is a fresh look at what we want and need if we start with the 
premise of: 
 
1) a green public access waterfront to serve the GTA 
2) a desirability for east west waterfront transit from the Don to the Humber, and 
3) connecting comfortably to Union Station for a large number of Weekend travel, a lesser 
number of commuters, and a projected excessive number of visitors (for a six month period 
only, if EXPO 2015 happens-and on which all infrastructure expenditure will be based). 
 
The YQNA solution offered for consideration is: 
 
1) a short, bright airy concourse going north-south along York street., in which a moving 
walkway can be installed (it is a 4 minute walk from QQ to Union). This route connects 
among other things to some of the major hotels and City Hall to reinforce the Path system. 
 
2) the use of the existing tunnel as a route for an automated 'people mover'  
route to shuttle heavy loads from a Union Station WATERFRONT ENTRANCE on the 
green space at QQ/York St to the Subway, VIA and GO systems. This would mean 
EXTENDING the existing tunnel west into the Green Space, building a bright steel and 
glass structure with a wide platform, handicap access and all.  
 
There are unlimited possible architectural/engineering solutions. 
What this approach will solve: 
 
1) do away with the need to build another expensive tunnel which we have heard may stretch 
from Parliament St to Bay and up; 
2) provide perfect East-West access with just a major pick-up/drop-off point at the W-F 
Entrance (making it feel like less of a transfer; and 
3) make it possible to move people quickly from the mean-looking and crowded, platform at 
Union Station to the peak Waterfront venues, by just increasing the frequency of the shuttle 
vehicle at peak periods, without have to provide street cars for the Spadina system. The 
present use of the street-car system is wasteful to carry passengers 2-stops to Harbourfront 
and the island ferries. 
 
We need more discussion on this, must rely on Bill at TTC to lead the vision for the future 
for the network, including on whether the streetcar is the most appropriate long-term 
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solution for the Waterfront (or Hybrid buses/articulated or otherwise) or eventually the use 
of fuel-cell technology. 
 
Let's not settle for just a dumb solution. Whatever we do will be there for many years and as 
Dennis states, we must look at the connection between QQ and Union Station with as broad 
a frame of reference as possible. 
 
Thank you Steve for getting the discussion going, with best wishes, Braz Menezes on behalf 
of YQNA. 
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E-mail from Sharon Poitras (CLC member) - June 19, 2006 
 
Hi everyone, 
With all due respect, I feel that any judgment about any idea at this point in this process will 
be counter-productive.  This is a time for us to open up every possible avenue of 
exploration.  We have, together, created terms of reference that are far broader than was 
initially envisioned so that we can be sure to “get it right”.  In my experience, the good thing 
about so-called “hare-brained” ideas is that they generate discussion and often provide the 
link to a truly elegant solution. 
Sharon 
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Fax from Unnamed, June 19, 2006 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Waterfront Transit EAs Draft Terms of Reference: Comments Received Page 23 

Z:\Projects\Current Projects\Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation\Public Record - All 
Consultation Activities\Appendix Q Waterfront ToR - actual comments 06 29 06 (2).doc 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TWRC Comment 
Questionnaire.pdf  

 



Waterfront Transit EAs Draft Terms of Reference: Comments Received Page 24 

Z:\Projects\Current Projects\Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation\Public Record - All 
Consultation Activities\Appendix Q Waterfront ToR - actual comments 06 29 06 (2).doc 

E-mail from Jacqueline White (City of Toronto) - June 21, 2006 
 
Bill, 
As requested, I have reviewed the draft Terms of Reference for Waterfront Transit EAs.  I 
have the following comments that do not require a meeting of the TAC. 
  
In general, I am concerned that the evaluation criteria for the EAs will include some 
requirement that the capacity of the roadways, with transit service, in all three areas are 
sufficient to accommodate the vehicular traffic that will be projected.  I understand that 
transit, pedestrians, and cycling is being encouraged.  However, there is still a percentage of 
vehicular usage that will need to be accommodated.  This may be included under the 
category of Transportation but it is not clear. 
  
More specifically, there are errors in the description of the existing road network in the East 
Bayfront Area.  Section 6.2.4 should be modified as follows: 
  
Queen Quay East - "....before connecting back to Lake Shore Boulevard East via Parliament 
Street....The unposted speed limit is 50 km/h...." 
Lower Sherbourne/Sherbourne Street- "is a north-south oriented, 2-lane roadway, with left 
turn lanes at signalized intersections, that extends from ...posted speed limit is 40 km/h." 
  
Parliament Street- "...extends northward from Lake Shore Boulevard East as a 4-lane 
roadway..." 
  
Jarvis Street- " unposted speed limit is 50 km/h.." 
  
Please call me if you have any questions. 
Jacqueline White 
Manager, Traffic Operations 
Toronto and East York District, East Area 
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E-mail from Ken Dion (TRCA) - June 22, 2006 
 
From: Ken Dion [mailto:KDion@trca.on.ca]  
Sent: Thursday, June 22, 2006 1:30 PM 
To: Transit 
Subject: RE: ATTENTION : Andrea Kelemen TTC - TWRC Transit EA 
Importance: High 
 
Hi Andrea  
 
I am going to provide my comments on the TTC - TWRC Transit EA as I will not be able 
to receive comments from other staff today.  A formalized response will arrive in the next 
couple of days from TRCA, however, in the interest of time, I would like to submit my 
initial comments below.  
 
If you have any questions regarding the enclosed, please contact me at your convenience.  
 
Regards  
Ken Dion  
 
COMMENTS:  
 
Section 1.3 - Previous Studies:  The ToR should mention the Lower Don River West 
Remedial Flood Protection EA (which will influence any future considerations for transit on 
or adjacent to the flood protection landform), and TTP Master Plan  and Lake Ontario Park 
(both of which will influence transit ridership as these areas are built out and will act as 
major regional attraction or destination).  
 
Section 2. - Purpose of the undertakings - Port Lands: Land use should include: TTP and 
Lake Ontario Park - recreational greenspace, natural greenspace.  May want to include 
container port and energy generation to provide more specific context to some of the 
industrial uses.  
 
Section 3.1.4 - Future Travel Demand - Port Lands - Should mention regional users for Lake 
Ontario Park, TTP, Commissioners Park (playing fields - rec centre) or proposed World Fair 
Bid.    
 
Page 12, 13 - 3 diagrams - More information should be provided to explain what these 
diagrams are depicting.  Legend should be improved to explain arrows, and # trips (,000's 
per day or total per day?)  - I assume these maps are for existing uses or future?  If existing, 
should they not be located before Section 3.1.4?  
 
Page 26, 6.2.10 - This area is subject to the Toronto Purchase Specific Claim, between the 
Government of Canada and the Mississaugas of New Credit First Nation. This should be 
mentioned in the EA.  
 
Page 32 - 7.2.3 - Natural Environment - The ToR is not correct when it indicates that the 
"current landform will be modified".  Currently, there is no landform.  It will be constructed 
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by ORC as a component of the Lower Don River West Remedial Flood Protection Project. 
 This Landform will have specific geotechnical and structural criteria that will dictate the 
types of uses and maintenance activities on the landform itself, including roadways, and 
future transit considerations.    
 
Based on the Terrestrial Natural Heritage Report prepared by TRCA in 2003, there are some 
terrestrial habitat features worth mentioning which should be identified.  
 
Some mention regarding contaminated soils and groundwater should be included in the 
description of the terrestrial environment.    
 
Page 32 - 7.2.4. - Aquatic Environment - It is true that Aquatic Habitat in Don River and 
Keating Channel are heavily impacted, however some fisheries usage has been recorded in 
the area.  DMNP EA will also improve instream habitat.  
 
Page 32 - 7.2.5 - Socioeconomic Environment - Integrating the new transit system with 
other existing and future infrastructure features (i.e. GO Transit overpasses, SSOs, CSOs, 
water mains, etc) may be a significant consideration when developing and evaluating options.  
 
Page 32 - 7.2.6 - Cultural Environment -   This area is subject to the Toronto Purchase 
Specific Claim, between the Government of Canada and the Mississaugas of New Credit 
First Nation. This should be mentioned in the EA.  Furthermore, there are known Cultural 
Heritage features identified in the West Don Lands.  
 
Page 33 - Section 7.4.1 - Corridors - #1 Not clear whether this EA includes the entire Cherry 
St bridge span over the Keating Channel or just from the north side of the Keating Channel 
- does not seem appropriate to have a plan that ends partway over a bridge.    
#2 - Should this not be the Crossing over the Keating Channel rather than the Don River, as 
in #1?    
 
There is no consideration for transit along Mill St - Bayview, over the future Landform. 
 Would this not be a viable option?  If there is future consideration for this route, some 
physical constraints exist pertaining to transit over the flood protection function given the 
required structural constraints.  
 
Page 36 - Exhibit 8.1 should state Port Lands, not West Don Lands.    
 
Page 37 - 8.2.2 - Existing Road - Unwin identified as a minor street.  I think this will change 
in the future as part of the build out of Port Lands. Access to a future regional attraction 
TTP, Lake Ontario Park.  
 
Page 38 - 8.2.3 - Natural Environment - In order to be consistent with other Transit EA 
sections, this should be divided into an aquatic and terrestrial component, especially since 
there is a significant amount of aquatic and terrestrial habitat conditions in this area in 
relation to those areas that were identified in the ToR and the following areas that were not, 
Keating Channel, Ship Channel, Lake Ontario Park, future Don Greenway.   Should again 
mention soil and groundwater quality issues.  Extent of floodplain and that DMNP Project 
EA is looking to remove the risk of flooding to a large portion of the Port Lands.  
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Page 38 - 8.2.4 - Socioeconomic environment - Should identify Toronto Port, and Port 
Authority Operations Yard, and future energy centre.  Should mention possible Worlds Fair 
Bid.  
 
Page 38 - 8.2.5 - Cultural Environment - This area is subject to the Toronto Purchase 
Specific Claim, between the Government of Canada and the Mississaugas of New Credit 
First Nation. This should be mentioned in the EA.  
 
Page 39 - 8.4.1 - Corridors - No mention of Unwin or Commissioners.  Just Lake Shore 
Boulevard.  
 
Page 43 - Exhibit 9.1 - Concerns about the proposed schedule.  For the East Bayfront and 
West Don Lands Precincts, planning alternatives will be selected by December 2006 (type of 
transit and corridor), and Design alternatives selected by May 2007.  DMNP Project EA 
unlikely to have reached a point in the evaluation of alternatives to be able to provide 
sufficient information to the TTC EA to finalize their design, particularly as it relates to the 
Cherry St bridge, and the Queens Quay intersection with Cherry St.  
 
Page 46 - Section 9.1.5 - Recommend TRCA to be invited to the TAC to streamline 
integration with DMNP Project EA, and TTP Master Plan.  
 
Page 48 - Section 11 - Recommend adding Projects to "Coordination with Concurrent 
Studies" -  would also add the Lower Don River West Remedial Flood Protection Project, 
the West Don Lands, Don Mouth Naturalization and Port Lands Flood Protection Project 
EA (not just naturalization), Lake Ontario Park, TTP Master Plan, Worlds Fair Bid.  
 
Exhibit 11.1  - East of Parliament Precinct Plan and EA depicted on the map is confusing 
and incorporates a large section of the Don Mouth Naturalization and Port Lands Flood 
Protection Project EA.  This also appears to include tunnel connections under the GO 
Transit tracks in the future Bayview Ave alignment.   This is very confusing and is 
problematic for the Lower Don River West Remedial Flood Protection Project, and the Don 
Mouth Naturalization and Port Lands Flood Protection Project EA.  
 
Further, the TTC LRT EA Studies area seems to incorporate all of Lake Ontario Park and a 
large swath of the Tommy Thompson Park Baselands which I do not think were part of the 
defined study area earlier in the RFP. More accurate boundaries should be incorporated in 
this image.  
 
Evaluation Criteria General comments:  
 
a) There does not seem to be any consideration of greenhouse gas emissions and global 
warming in the evaluation criteria.  There is mention of air quality, however, that does not 
appear to address Canada's Kyoto Commitments towards reducing the release of CO2.  
 
b) Evaluation Criteria for Environmental impacts should have more refined commentary 
related to impacts on specific habitat features within, and wildlife and recreational linkages 
between TTP, Lake Ontario Park, Don Greenway, naturalized mouth of the Don and Don 
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River Watershed.    
 
c) Evaluation criteria should assess impacts of selected modes and corridors of transit based 
on flood protection needs in Don Mouth Naturalization and Port Lands Flood Protection 
Project EA over Cherry Street, along Commissioners through southern corridor of the EA 
which includes the Don Greenway, and flooding of underpasses under the Kingston Railway 
Subdivision.    
 
d) Impacts should specify not only impacts on archaeological features, but potential impacts 
to potential First Nation burial grounds in recognition to the Toronto Purchase Specific 
Claim.  
 
e) Evaluation should assess impacts on and of contaminated soils/groundwater, particularly 
where the proposal considers subways for the Port Lands area.  
 
f) Need to include TRCA floodplain and fill policies pertaining to agency approvals.  
 
Kenneth Dion MSc 
Senior Project Manager 
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
5 Shoreham Drive 
Downsview, Ontario M3N 1S4 
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E-mail from Michelle Moretti (MMAH) - June 22, 2006 

Hi Bill,  

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the draft Terms of Reference for the Waterfront 
EA.  

I've reviewed the document and suggest the following revisions to Appendix C "Evaluation 
Criteria".  Under the Land Use criteria required minimum, please add 'Must be consistent 
with all applicable Provincial policies and plans'.  

By copy of this email, I also request to be kept informed on the progress of this EA. . 

Regards,  
Michelle Moretti  
~~~~~~~~~~~~~  
Michelle Moretti, MA  
Planner, Planning Projects  
Municipal Services Office - Central Region  
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing  
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E-mail from Carlo Bonanni, Toronto 2015 World Expo Corp. - June 22, 2006 
 
From: Carlo Bonanni [mailto:cbonanni@tedco.ca]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 28, 2006 1:57 PM 
To: Pino DiMascio 
Cc: Lance Alexander 
Subject: TTC - TWRC Waterfront EA Terms of Reference 
Importance: High 
Hi Pino 
Please find attached Expo staff comments on the Draft Terms of Reference for the Waterfront 
Transit EA. 
As well, could you please advise me when the next technical advisory committee for this project 
will be as we want to ensure that Expo has a presence on the committee. If you have any 
questions, please contact me. 
Thanks! 
  
Carlo Bonanni, MES, MCIP, R.P.P,  
Project Manager  
Toronto 2015 World Expo Corporation                        
Metro Hall, 55 John Street, 7th Floor                      
Toronto, Ontario, CA.                                                 
M5V 3C6  
 
Direct: (416) 981- 1927                                                  
F: (416) 214 - 4660                                                        
E: cbonanni@tedco.ca                                                
W: www.tedco.ca/2015expo.html 
 
 
 
TTC – TWRC Waterfront Transit EA’s 
Draft Terms of Reference, June 2006 
 
Expo Staff Comments 
 
As an overall comment, it is essential that the TTC/TWRC is fully aware of Expo plans 
for the Port Lands and therefore this document should reflect the Port Lands Expo. The 
document currently does not make mention of Expo at all, and while it won’t be known 
until Feb. ’08 whether or not we get Expo, it is important to know whether or not the EA 
work that will be undertaken for the Port Lands transit EA’s will be sufficient for the 
purposes of Expo as well. In the interest of saving time, I would like some assurances that 
we will not have to duplicate any efforts on EA work when/if we get awarded the Expo. 
 
The following constitute general comments and questions: 
 
Pg. 5, Don Mouth naturalization and Port Lands Flood Protection Project – the document 
states that the goal of this project is to “permanently remove approximately 230 ha of the 
Port Lands from the Regulatory Floodplain” – clarification on this, does this mean 
remove them from risk of flooding?  
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Pg. 5, GO Transit Corridor Studies – Expo plans include a possible temporary GO Station 
at Cherry Street to service Expo visits, will the Class EA, Federal EA and Preliminary 
Design Study take this temporary station into consideration? If not, it should be included 
as part of this EA work. 
 
Pg. 7, last paragraph – states that there are potential “CEAA triggers in the Port Lands” 
why is this? As well, would the extension of the LRT along QQE into the Port Lands for 
Expo be considered an EBayfront project or a Port Lands project? 
 
Pg. 8, Purpose of Undertakings “Port Lands” – this section should include something 
about the potential for Expo on these lands. Would this EA work cover off the proposed 
transit lines servicing Expo? 
 
Pg. 9, “overall purpose of the undertakings in the ToR” top of page – this statement 
should be flexible enough to be able to cover off the Expo lands as well, perhaps the 
statement should include as part of the tourism uses a mention  of a Port Lands Expo in 
2015. 
 
Pg. 10 “The Toronto Official Plan” – is this meant to be the in force OP? If not, state so, 
as well, the “new” OP does not yet have official status. 
 
Pg. 11, population/employment projections for Port Lands – should there be some 
mention of the employees anticipated for an interim period during Expo? 
 
Pg. 15, Section 5, Key Considerations in Generating Planning and Design Alternatives – 
add a bullet point about designing a transit network that takes into account projected 
traffic an Expo would generate. 
 
Pg. 24, Off-Road Multi-use Facilities – will there be some consideration of re-
aligning/improving the Martin Goodman Trail through this area in conjunction with the 
EA work? 
 
Pg. 28, point no. 2 top of page – there needs to be some acknowledgment that this express 
route has the potential to be an “Expo Express” route directly from Union Station to Port 
Lands. 
 
Pg. 38, 8.3 Description of the Future Environment – this section should also include a 
description of the Expo project for the 6 month duration, i.e.,  how many visitors 
expected, projected workers, housing for employees, etc.  
 
Pg. 45, 9.1.4  Community Liaison Committee During the IEA’s – general point here that 
there should be a presentation to the CLC by Expo staff. 
 
Pg. 46, Technical Advisory Committee – general point that a member of Expo staff 
should sit on the TAC to raise Expo issues and keep us on the “radar screen”. 
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Pg. 48, Coordination with Concurrent Studies – there should be some mention in this 
section on the Expo bid process and the timelines, ie., Federal letter of support Nov. ’06; 
final decision Feb. ’08 and the need for co-ordination with Expo as well – it is critical 
that all EA work gets done in tandem. With respect to Exhibit 11.1, the Expo site area 
should also be included, even if it is “proposed”. 



 APPENDIX Q: TORONTO TRANSIT  
                           COMMISSION REPORT NO. 
 
 
 

MEETING DATE: June 21, 2006 
 
 

SUBJECT:  TTC – TWRC WATERFRONT TRANSIT ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENTS – TERMS OF REFERENCE 

 
  
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
It is recommended that the Commission: 
 
1. Authorize the submittal of the Terms of Reference (ToR) for Waterfront Transit 

Environmental Assessments (EA) to the Ministry of Environment (MOE); 
 
2. Forward this report to the Planning and Transportation Committee of the City of Toronto 

for their consideration. 
 
 
FUNDING 
 
There are no funding implications from this report. All of the costs associated with the study 
are being paid by the Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation (TWRC). Sufficient funds 
from this source have been included for work related to the Environmental Assessments in the 
2006-2010 Capital Program under “Waterfront Initiatives – TWRC”; the East Bayfront Streetcar 
and Station Expansion project and the West Don Lands Streetcar project, as set out on pages 
1465 to 1469 and 1473 to 1476, respectively. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 

At its meeting of January 25, 2006, the Commission authorized the retaining of 
McCormick Rankin Corporation to undertake individual environmental studies for waterfront 
transit projects.  

The first step in an individual environmental assessment process is the preparation of a “Terms 
of Reference” for the environmental assessment studies. This work has now been completed, 
as described below and in the attached Terms of Reference document. 

The revitalization of Toronto’s Central Waterfront has been a high priority for the City of 
Toronto for a number of years, and the area has been the subject of an extensive planning 
and design process undertaken by the City of Toronto and the TWRC. The City approved a 
secondary plan for the area in April 2003 and, since that time, the TWRC, in conjunction with 
the City, has prepared a “Sustainability Framework” to guide the development towards a 
sustainable, environmentally-sound design. Central to both these documents is the need for 

Form Revised: February 2005 
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higher-capacity transit facilities through the area to create communities which rely primarily on 
non-auto-based travel modes for travel to, from, and within the area. This approach has been 
strongly supported by the TTC and City Council, notably through their support for the concept 
of a “transit first” approach of having a high-quality transit service in place when the first 
developments in the area are being occupied to encourage a high level of transit use from the 
outset. 

Planning is proceeding quickly for the West Don Lands and East Bayfront precincts. The 
Precinct Plans and the road and servicing EA Master Plans for these areas were approved by 
City Council in May and December 2005, respectively. Work has begun on the construction of 
the flood protection landform required for development to proceed in the West Don Lands 
area, and the first zoning approvals are expected to come before Council in the fall 2006. It is 
currently planned that the first development sites in the West Don Lands will be under 
construction in 2007. 

To fulfil Council’s direction regarding a “transit first” approach to development in the area, work 
must proceed immediately on the approval, design, and construction of transit facilities to 
serve these areas. 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Provincial Ministry of the Environment approval for the construction of transit facilities, such as 
those proposed for the waterfront, requires individual environmental assessment studies. 
These studies will take approximately two years to complete and involve an extensive public 
participation component. 
 
The first phase of the project involves the development of three inter-linked Terms of 
Reference for individual environmental assessments for transit projects in the three 
development areas. This approach to the Terms of Reference has been developed based on 
meetings with Ministry of Environment staff that occurred in 2005 and early 2006. The second 
phase of the project involves the preparation of individual environmental assessments for 
transit projects in the East Bayfront and West Don Lands areas. The preparation of an 
environmental assessment study for transit facilities in the Port Lands area is not part of the 
current project and is expected to proceed following resolution of issues related the 
naturalization of the mouth of the Don River and related road facility plans. 
The attached Terms of Reference describes the process for conducting the EA studies. The 
purpose of the studies is: 
 

To determine the transit facilities appropriate to serve the long-term residential, 
employment, tourism, and waterfront access needs in the study area while 
achieving the City’s and the TWRC’s objectives for land use, design and 
environmental excellence. 

 
The studies will assess planning and design alternatives to achieve this objective and compare 
these to a “do nothing” option. The studies will also determine environmental impacts of the 
options assessed, along with the identification of mitigating measures for any adverse 
environmental impacts of preferred alternatives. An integral part of each study will be a 
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consultation program during the course of the studies including public workshops at two key 
milestones. 
 
In developing the attached Terms of Reference, two public workshops were held on April 5, 
2006 and June 6, 2006, each of which was attended by approximately 100 people. A 
Community Liaison Committee was established for the study which met to review material four 
times during the preparation of the Terms of Reference. 
 
As detailed in the attached ToR Public Consultation Record, the public generally endorsed the 
Terms of Reference and expressed support for the project to proceed as soon as possible. 
 
Next Steps 
 
Subject to Commission approval, the Terms of Reference will be forwarded to the Planning 
and Transportation Committee of the City of Toronto. Any comments received through this 
process will be incorporated into the Terms of Reference document, as appropriate, along with 
a record of the document’s formal approval. Staff will then submit the document to the Ministry 
of the Environment for their approval. If any substantive changes are requested by Planning 
and Transportation Committee, staff will report on these changes to the Commission before 
the document is submitted to the MOE. 
 
Under the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act, the Ministry is required to complete their 
review of the document within 13 weeks. Following approval of the Terms of Reference, the 
individual EA studies for the West Don Lands and East Bayfront areas will proceed. These 
studies, and the associated public consultation process, are expected to take approximately 
one year to complete. This will be followed by an MOE review period of 30 weeks. EA approval 
is expected to be obtained early in 2008. 
 
 
JUSTIFICATION 
 

In accordance with the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act, the attached Terms of 
Reference must be submitted and approved by the Ministry of the Environment as part of an 
individual Environmental Assessment process. 
 
 
 - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
June 5, 2006 
11-55-47 
Attachment: TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments Draft Terms of 

Reference (ToR) June 2006 (note Attachment A Public Consultation Record 
available at General Secretary’s office) 



 STAFF REPORT 
 
Appendix R: City of Toronto Staff Report 
 
June 12, 2006 
 
 
To:  Planning and Transportation Committee 
 
From:  Ted Tyndorf, Chief Planner & Executive Director, City Planning Division 
 
Subject: Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Initiative 

TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments –  
Terms of Reference 

  Ward 28 - Toronto Centre-Rosedale 
                        Ward 30 - Toronto-Danforth 
 
 
Purpose: 
 
To endorse submission of the Terms of Reference (ToR) for the Waterfront Transit 
Environmental Assessments to the Ministry of the Environment consistent with the  report and 
attachments that will be dealt with by the Toronto Transit Commission at their meeting of  
June 21, 2006.  
 
Financial Implications and Impact Statement: 
 
There are no financial implications resulting from the adoption of this report.  
 
Recommendation: 
 
It is recommended that City Council endorse submission of the Terms of Reference for the 
Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessments to the Ministry of the Environment for approval 
as part of the individual Environmental Assessment process, in accordance with the requirements 
of the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act. 
 
Background:  
 
At its meeting on July 20, 21 and 22, 2004, City Council adopted Clause 14 contained in Policy 
and Finance Committee Report 6 entitled “Transit First Investments in Toronto’s Waterfront” and, 
in doing so, requested among other things, that the TWRC initiate immediately, in co-operation 
with the TTC and the City of Toronto, Environmental Assessment studies for the transit projects 
required to serve the East Bayfront and West Don Lands. 
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Furthermore, at its meeting of December 5, 6 and 7, 2005, City Council adopted as amended 
Clause No. 2 of Policy and Finance Committee Report 2 entitled “East Bayfront Precinct Plan and 
Class Environmental Assessment Master Plan” and in doing so, indicated: 
 

- the TTC and TWRC be directed, in the Transit EA, to revisit whether smaller 
rights-of-way are  technically feasible and desirable; 

- the TTC and TWRC consult with community stakeholders on this matter; and 
- no implementation of rights-of-way that might be impacted by this process will be 

implemented before the transit EA is complete. 
 
Following from this, at its meeting of January 25, 2006 the Toronto Transit Commission, in 
cooperation with the TWRC and City of Toronto, authorised the retaining of McCormick Rankin 
Corporation to undertake individual environmental studies for waterfront transit projects in the 
East Bayfront, West Don Lands and Port Lands development areas.  
 
Comments: 
 
Provincial Ministry of the Environment approval for the construction of transit facilities such as 
those proposed for the waterfront requires individual environmental assessment studies. These 
studies will take approximately two years to complete and involve an extensive public 
participation component.  
 
The first step in an individual environmental assessment process is the preparation of a “Terms of 
Reference” for the environmental assessment studies. This work has now been completed, as 
described below and in the Terms of Reference document attached to the TTC staff report. 
 
The Terms of Reference document describes the process for conducting the EA studies. The 
purpose of the studies is: 
 

To determine the transit facilities appropriate to serve the long-term residential, 
employment, tourism and waterfront access needs in the study area while achieving 
the City’s and the TWRC’s objectives for land use, design and environmental 
excellence. 

 
In developing the Terms of Reference two public workshops were held, one on April 5, 2006 and a 
second on June 6, 2006 each of which was attended by approximately 100 people. A Community 
Liaison Committee was established for the study which met to review material four times during 
the preparation of the Terms of Reference. As detailed in the ToR Public Consultation Record, the 
public generally endorsed the Terms of Reference and expressed support for the project to proceed 
as soon as possible.  It is further noted that Council’s direction to review rights-of-way for 
waterfront streets that may be affected by this study is included in the Terms of Reference 
framework. 
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To fulfil Council’s direction regarding a “transit first” approach to development in the area, work 
must proceed immediately on the approval, design, and construction of transit facilities to serve 
these areas. 

 
The studies will assess planning and design alternatives to achieve this objective and compare 
these to a “do nothing” option. The studies will also determine environmental impacts of the 
options assessed, along with the identification of mitigating measures for any adverse 
environmental impacts of preferred alternatives. An integral part of each study will be a 
consultation program during the course of the studies including public workshops at two key 
milestones. 
 
Conclusions: 
 
TTC and City staff are seeking the approval of the Toronto Transit Commission and City 
Council respectively, to submit the Terms of Reference for the Waterfront Transit Environmental 
Assessments to the MOE.   Under the Ontario EA Act, the Ministry is required to complete their 
review within 13 weeks of receipt of the document.  
 
Following MOE approval of the Terms of Reference, the individual EA studies for the West Don 
Lands and East Bayfront areas will proceed. These studies, and the associated public consultation 
process, are expected to take approximately one year to complete. This will be followed by an 
MOE review period of 30 weeks. EA approval is expected to be obtained early in 2008. 
 
The Waterfront Secretariat’s Office has been consulted in the preparation of this report. 
 
 
Contact: 
 
Tim Laspa, Program Manager    
Transportation Planning, City Planning Division   
Telephone: (416) 392-0070      
Fax:   (416) 392-4808      
e-mail:  tlaspa@toronto.ca     
 
    
 
 
Ted Tyndorf 
Chief Planner & Executive Director 
City Planning Division 
 
[p:\pt063925.pln]…TL/.nbb 
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