Sheppard East Light Rail Vehicle Maintenance and Storage Facility
Transit Project Assessment – Environmental Project Report

4.

Effects Assessment of the Final Design

It is recognized that the proposed Sheppard East LRV MSF will result in effects on the existing environment in the
study area. Similarly, issues were raised over the course of the TPA Process from the public and review agencies that
have been incorporated into the assessment of effects and recommended mitigation measures. The following sections
provide a detailed description of the potential environmental effects associated with the project and the recommended
mitigative measures associated with each factor of the environment.

4.1

Natural Environment

As part of the assessment of effects on the natural environment, a Natural Heritage Impact Statement (NHIS) and
Arborist Report were completed for submission to the City of Toronto and the TRCA (these reports are is available for
review at the TTC Transit City Office, and on the project website10). The following text is derived from those reports to
provide a compilation of the results.
As described in the Existing Conditions Section earlier, no Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSW), Areas of Natural or
Scientific Interest (ANSI) or Environmentally Significant Areas (ESA) occur within the subject property. However, to
the north of the subject property beyond the former rail corridor lies the Rouge River valley, which is part of the Rouge
Park, Rouge River Valley ANSI and Morningside Creek Forest ESA. The key attributes of the natural features
associated with the subject property and adjacent lands are summarized in Table 4.1.
Table 4.1

Key Functions and Features of Existing Conditions

Category

Function or Feature

Designated
Natural Areas
Aquatic

Adjacent ANSI, ESA
and Rouge Park
Coldwater Indirect
Habitat

Vegetation

Ravine Forest

Significant Flora

Attributes
Adjacent: extensive mixed, deciduous and conifer forests; some
area-sensitive breeding birds; diversity of breeding birds;
No reported occurrence of aquatic Species at Risk in the vicinity of
the project.
Watercourse provides indirect, contributing habitat to downstream
direct fish habitat in Morningside Creek.
No direct passage opportunities exist for fish upstream from
Morningside Creek into subject watercourse.
Sugar Maple-dominated forest in northeast corner (FODM5)
Mainly native plant species with some fairly mature individual trees
Borders watercourse
Fragmented by clearing in centre and some invasive species present
Regionally rare Greenish Sedge (Carex virdula)

4.1.1

Terrestrial Natural Heritage

4.1.1.1

Potential Effects and Mitigation Measures

Designated Natural Areas
The Rouge River Valley ANSI and Morningside Creek Forest ESA will be unaffected by the proposed project. The
borders of these features are outside the property and are not immediately adjacent to the property of interest, thus no
vegetation feature will be affected. Figure 3.2 shows the 30 m set-backs for both the ESA and ANSI. For wildlife that
may occur within these features, set-backs have been applied to minimize the potential effects of noise and
disturbance generated by the operation of the MSF. While a single rail in the northeastern corner of the property will
encroach into the edge of the 30 m ANSI setback as it is currently defined, the new noise attenuation wall will lie to the

10. www.toronto.ca/transitcity (Sheppard East LRV Maintenance and Storage Facility)
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north of this rail line, thus isolating the rail line from the ANSI and ESA. Overall, therefore, these setbacks, in addition
to the noise attenuation wall (which will reduce the amount of noise reaching the valley) are anticipated to result in
wildlife use of the valley being unaffected.
In order to accommodate the sanitary sewer realignment, there will be a linear sanitary sewer pipe buried within a
15 m Right-of-way (ROW) (See Figure 4.1). Since this ROW will follow part of the former rail corridor to the north of
the property, construction will require the removal of some existing vegetation and trees along the northern property
line( part of which is within the 30 m ANSI setback). However, the main valley forest located north of the rail corridor
will be avoided. To ensure that construction activities do not inadvertently impact the remaining vegetation and trees
adjacent to the construction zone, tree protection barrier and silt fence will be used to protect the valley. It is
anticipated that there will be some temporary noise from construction activities that may briefly disturb some wildlife.
Once construction of the sanitary sewer pipe is finished and the land restored, the buried pipe will not affect vegetation
nor wildlife in the ANSI. As a result, there will not be change to the overall character of the areas immediately adjacent
to the ANSI/ESA, which are a mix of meadow and young trees. The only long-term consequence is that the 15 m wide
sewer ROW must remain in meadow vegetation and cannot be forested. However, this consequence is considered
minor since the sewer ROW along the north side of the property will be located within the former rail corridor, which
was only vegetated along its northern and southern borders. Also, since there are plans to create a hiking trail along
the rail bed, some of this area will remain un-vegetated regardless.
Vegetation, Trees, and Forests
The Sugar Maple forest in the northeastern portion of the property is the most important terrestrial feature on the site.
The importance of this forest as a natural feature itself, as a feature that is associated with the Rouge Valley, and a
feature that protects the watercourse was recognized, and thus it has been protected and will remain essentially
unaffected. Although a dripline of this forest was marked by TRCA in conjunction with AECOM, there is no clear edge
of this forest because there is a mixture of young and mid-sized trees to the west of the forest. As a result, there will
be a few trees or tree roots on the western edge of this forest that are affected by vegetation clearing to accommodate
the new noise barrier.
The majority of the natural or semi-natural habitat on the property outside of this forested area will be removed in order
to accommodate this facility. The following approximate amounts of habitat will be removed:
3.3 ha meadows (Ecological Land Classification code ME);
0.7 ha thicket (THD);
0.2 ha woodland (WOD);
0.2 ha forest (FO, which in this case are hedgerow „forests‟);
0.3 ha marsh (MA, isolated clusters of bulrush marsh and larger amounts of non-native, invasive Common
Reed marsh);
0.04 ha of pond (SA).
Much of the line of younger cedar, ash and poplar along the south side of the former railway line at the north end of the
site will also be removed during construction of the new sewer.
However, several vegetative areas will remain on the property:
the Maple forest in the northeastern section; and
the field habitat in the northwest corner.
Associated with this on-site vegetation clearing will be the removal of scattered trees that do not form forests, shown in
Figure 4.2. The majority of the trees on-site are young, with only a few older specimens.
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Overall, of the 25 trees >30 cm dbh that were recorded on-site (within the area governed by the private tree by-law), 19
are proposed for removal and 6 will remain. The tree species being removed are mainly Crack Willow (Salix fragilis),
Manitoba Maple (Acer negundo), with smaller numbers of Balsam Poplar (Populus balsamifera), Eastern Cottonwood
(Populus deltoides) and Basswood (Tila americana). The first two species are not native species to Ontario and
additionally the Manitoba Maple is considered an invasive species (Category 1 (highest) according to Urban Forest
Associates (2002)). A cluster of Siberian Elms (Ulmus pumila) near Sheppard Avenue will remain on the site. Two
trees greater than 30 cm dbh, situated to the north of the property in the former rail line (now City of Toronto property)
will also be removed.
Of the trees within the area governed by the City of Toronto‟s Ravine Protection by-law, 56 will be removed under the
proposed development. Another 13 may be affected, as their roots may be damaged due to the proximity of
construction activities. The trees to be removed are mainly Eastern Cottonwood, or Green or White Ash (Fraxinus
pennsylvanica or F. americana). Many of these are young trees that have naturally regenerated in recent years.
There are smaller numbers of other deciduous species.
The Greenish Sedge (Carex viridula), a “Regionally Rare” species within the City of Toronto, is in an area that will be
cleared for construction. If feasible, this plant will be relocated and transplanted into suitable habitat (wet calcium-rich
soils) in a nearby location (with landowners‟ permission).
Trees adjacent to the proposed construction areas will be protected from development activities using tree protection
zones (TPZ) or by protecting from the dripline, whichever is greater. Since construction is very close to this forest, and
cannot be moved further to the west, the edge of the construction will pass through the scattered trees adjacent to the
forest. Here the construction hoarding will be placed as far from the forest as possible (i.e., at the outermost edge of
the grading/construction area). At some point during construction, the noise barrier will be constructed. At this point
the construction hoarding will be removed and the noise barrier will serve as TPZ.
In order to mitigate for the habitat and tree removal, approximately 1000 trees of varying sizes will be planted on the
property (see Figure 4.3). The following indicates the native tree species that will be planted on site:
Conifers
White Pine (Pinus strobus)
Eastern Hemlock (Tsuga canadensis)
White Spruce (Picea glauca)

Deciduous Trees
Sugar Maple (Acer saccharum)
Red Maple (Acer rubrum)
Red Oak (Quercus rubra)
Bur Oak (Quercus macrocarpa)
Eastern Cottonwood (Populus deltoides)
White Birch (Betula papyrifera)
Basswood (Tilia americana)

This list of species is based on those that are either already on the site, in the adjacent Rouge River valley or might be
expected to be on the site under natural conditions. All species are native to this part of Ontario. There will be some
number of trees planted on the site that are not native. Non-native trees will be planted in locations where native
species could not tolerate the „urban‟ or salty conditions, such as around parking lots or immediately adjacent to
Sheppard Avenue. Trees will be maintained for two years including the year of planting. In particular, this includes
watering the trees and replacement of any dead trees in the second year.
Tree Community A as shown on Figure 4.3 is composed of native maples, oaks, White Pine and Eastern Hemlock,
whereas Tree Community B contains the same conifers, but the deciduous trees include White Birch, Eastern
Cottonwood and Basswood.
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Native shrubs that will be planted on site include the following species: Downy Serviceberry (Amelanchier arborea),
Alternate-leaved Dogwood (Cornus alternifolia), Nannyberry (Viburnum lentago), Elderberry (Sambucus canadensis)
Ninebark (Physocarpus opulifolius), and others. The majority of shrub species used in the planting plan are native;
however non-native species have been used at the front of the property near Sheppard Avenue and amongst the
parking lots. Shrub Communities C and D as shown on Figure 4.3 contain only native species, but Community D is
designed with lower height species, so that moving rail vehicles have the appropriate sightlines.
The majority of the tree planting on the property will be within the area that falls under the City of Toronto Private Tree
By-law area. There will be minimal planting in the Ravine and Natural Features limit area; therefore, TTC/Metrolinx will
compensate the City of Toronto for the tree removals in this area (on a cost per tree basis). They will also compensate
the City of Toronto, Ravine and Natural Feature Protection, for the loss of land that lies within the Ravine Limit that will
be included as part of the development site. This is generally one of two types of land: a) that which is west of the
noise wall and therefore separated from the actual ravine and cannot be planted with trees; and b) the highly shaded
part of the forest, 3.5 m east of the noise wall in the northeastern ravine. Financial compensation will be given to the
City for these losses on an area per tree basis. The precise amounts are currently under discussion as of June 2010.
Trees that remain on the site, but which are adjacent to construction activities will be protected according to the City of
Toronto, Urban Forestry Services using Tree Protection Policy and Specifications for Construction Near Trees policy.
Additional considerations include the „green roof‟ (vegetated roof) of the carhouse. This will be a low-maintenance
green roof that will sustain sedums, and possibly other low herbaceous vegetation. It will provide some habitat for
insects and occasionally for birds. This roof will also provide other positive environmental functions such as:
stormwater retention, minimizing of urban heat island effect, and the reduction of dust and smog levels.
It is important to note that all vegetation clearing (in all habitats, such as meadow, shrub or treed areas) is subject to the
federal Migratory Birds Convention Act (1994). Under this act it is illegal to destroy almost all bird species and their nests.
As the site contains breeding birds, vegetation clearing will not take place between April 1 and July 31. It is possible to
remove vegetation at the beginning and end of this timing window (when fewer birds are breeding) in smaller areas if the
vegetation is thoroughly checked for bird nests first by an appropriately qualified biologist and no nests are found.
Wildlife
There is no significant wildlife habitat on the site, although it provides habitat for a variety of common wildlife such as
birds and mammals that use early successional habitats. The majority of this habitat will be removed with the
undertaking of this project. Several habitat sections will remain on the property: a) almost all of the Maple forest in the
northeastern section; and b) the northwest corner of field habitat. Additionally, a few areas will be restored by planting
of native woody species, as previously noted, thus not all habitat on the property will be removed.
The wildlife habitat in the adjacent Rouge River valley will be unaffected. It will be protected by setbacks as indicated
in Section 4.1.1.1 above (Impacts, Designated Natural Areas).
In order to provide some additional habitat for wildlife, two relatively simple wildlife habitat enhancements are
suggested. A box that provides nesting and or roosting habitat for Chimney Swifts (Chaetura pelagica) is
recommended to be placed in the forest in the northeastern portion of the site. This location is close to the Rouge
River and urban areas, both areas used by these aerial insectivore species. The populations of this provincially
Threatened species are rapidly declining and their nesting habitat is becoming less and less common. A second
enhancement, a bat box could provide roost habitat for one or more bat species. A bat box is recommended to be
located in the far northwestern corner of the property where it would receive the required amount of sunlight. The site
is also close to both forest and the Rouge River. Bat boxes are more likely to be successful if they are close to water,
which usually provides suitable feeding habitat. Both box types require minimal annual maintenance.
Note the timing window prohibition on vegetation clearing due to breeding birds discussed above.
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4.1.1.2

Net Effects

Table 4.2 provides a summary of the net effects to the key features on the site.
Table 4.2
Category
Designated
Natural Areas
Vegetation

Net Effects to Key Terrestrial Functions and Features of Existing Conditions

Function or Feature

Attributes

Net Effects after Mitigation

Adjacent ANSI, ESA  Adjacent: extensive mixed, deciduous and conifer forests; some  No Effects
and Rouge Park
area-sensitive breeding birds; diversity of breeding birds.
Ravine Forest
 Sugar Maple-dominated forest in northeast corner (FODM5)
 Negligible effects
 Mainly native plant species with some fairly mature individual trees
 Borders watercourse
 Fragmented by clearing in centre and some invasive species present
Significant Flora
 Regionally rare Greenish Sedge (Carex virdula)
 No effects, if transplanting
feasible

Approximately 1,000 native trees will be planted on the property. This will encourage restoration in parts of the
property, notably in the northwestern corner. These trees will be younger on average than occur on the site currently;
however with time, these planted trees will mature. Nonetheless, the development of the site will reduce the overall
amount of low quality wildlife habitat present on the site, despite the restoration of the remaining natural areas on the
site.
4.1.1.3

Monitoring

Planted trees will require maintenance in the year they are planted and the year after planting. This would likely include
regular watering in the first year of planting and replacement of any trees that did not survive in the second year. Trees
planted off-site by the City of Toronto as part of compensation will be maintained by the City of Toronto.

4.1.2

Aquatic Environment

For the purposes of conducting the impact assessment of the project, AECOM has adopted the risk management
framework approach as presented in the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) Environmental Process
Modernization Plan (EPMP) (DFO, 2005). Through this process, it is contended that a comprehensive assessment of
the risk of the project to fish and fish habitat can be accomplished with regard to the Fisheries Act (Section 35.2).
4.1.2.1

Potential Effects

The subject watercourse is an engineered drainage feature that crosses the subject property. It is lined with uniform
concrete blocks (basket weave) and maintains limited habitat productivity and potential. The subject watercourse is
also isolated from downstream fish habitat due to a dry pond with a concrete outlet structure and perched culvert outlet
into Morningside Creek (north of the property). There is no fish passage potential upstream from Morningside Creek
into the subject watercourse.
The watercourse in the study area is characterised as intermittent, indirect, fish habitat (no fish within the watercourse,
but contributes to the Morningside Creek downstream). Due to the limited groundwater contributions and the dry
stormwater management ponds upstream, the watercourse was assessed as maintaining a warmwater temperature
regime. However, on consultation with the TRCA it was noted that the official designation for this watercourse is
coldwater. Although the stream has a coldwater designation, its fractured alignment, historical hardening and
permanent disconnection from Morningside Creek results in a low sensitivity evaluation for the watercourse.
The characterization of the habitat as indirect contributing fish habitat suggests that the immediate value of the
watercourse to downstream ecosystem function is its ability to contribute allochthonous inputs (allochthonous sources
come from outside the aquatic system such as plant and soil material) storage and flow conveyance to Morningside
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Creek downstream. To this end, the habitat within the subject watercourse is characterised as highly resilient to
environmental change and consists of highly tolerant aquatic vegetation (Common Reed) that, if disrupted, would be
expected to re-colonise quickly.
There are no Species at Risk (SAR) listed within the project lands (MNR, 2009); however, redside dace (Clinostomus
elongates), which are listed as Endangered under the Provincial Endangered Species Act (ESA), are documented as
being present downstream of the subject lands in Morningside Creek. For these reasons, the potential effects on
downstream habitat must be strongly considered while conducting in-water works on the subject lands, and enhanced
mitigation measures must be implemented with regard to sediment and erosion control, construction timing, and
construction techniques.
The proposed undertaking will result in the realigning of approximately 188 m of the existing watercourse that currently
flows across the subject lands from west to east at the south end (see Figure 4.4). The realigned length of
watercourse will be within a concrete culvert approximately 230 m in total length. The watercourse culvert will outlet to
the east of the property boundary into the existing watercourse (within the Conlins Road unopened ROW). There is no
anticipated loss of groundwater discharge to the watercourse as the proposed pipe is 1 m above the existing creek
elevation. There is a natural grade change at the proposed outlet of the pipe, after which the existing channel will
remain unaffected. Furthermore, no changes in channel morphology are anticipated within the upstream or
downstream reaches of the subject watercourse beyond the change incurred through installation of the pipe.
It is contended that the resulting impact of the undertaking would be a net loss in function/productivity of approximately
188 m of intermittent, cold water contributing fish habitat. Furthermore, it is anticipated that the residual impacts of
piping the watercourse will be permanent as the piped watercourse will not likely be colonized by benthic invertebrates
and vegetation. For these reasons, the potential effects to the subject reach are then based on the relative loss of
productivity within the watercourse and its ability to contribute to downstream habitat in Morningside Creek.
4.1.2.2

Mitigation Measures

As noted in Section 3.1.2, the riparian vegetation throughout large reaches of the subject watercourse is relatively nonexistent and likely limits factors such as allochthonous inputs, flow storage and conveyance, water temperature and
benthic invertebrate colonization. All of these factors contribute to relatively non productive, contributing habitat
conditions. In keeping with The Department of Fisheries and Oceans “No Net Loss” Policy for the Management of Fish
Habitat (1986), it is contended that through enhanced mitigation measures and channel stabilization techniques (within
bank slumping and eroding areas of the watercourse), it is possible to mitigate and off-set the productivity loss incurred
by the proposed undertaking.
Good construction practices and standard environmental protection measures and procedures will be followed in
carrying out the proposed construction-related activities. However, as they may not completely eliminate the risk to
fish and fish habitat, the following mitigation measures will be implemented to protect the watercourses water quality
and contribution to downstream fish habitat. Mitigation strategies for aquatic resource protection will be employed
during the design and construction process as follows:
Secure the project site area to prevent access to non-construction personnel;
Minimize clearing of riparian trees and shrubs such that physical and biological functional attributes of the
terrestrial vegetation can be maintained as they relate to the aquatic ecological function;
Ensure enhanced erosion and sediment control measures (as per TRCA and/or Ontario Provincial
Standards and Specifications) are in place prior to the commencement of any construction activities and
remain in place until all disturbed areas are fully stabilized so as to retain sediment on-site and prevent its
entry into the subject watercourse. Heavy grade silt fencing shall be strategically placed to separate
construction activities and the watercourse;
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Keep exposed areas to a minimum at all times to minimize the potential for soil erosion and to ensure no
impacts to adjacent/downstream areas;
Apply appropriate timing restrictions for protection of the resources as per MNR and TRCA instructions;
Restrict equipment from travelling in the watercourse. No equipment, materials or access platforms shall
be placed within the watercourse. Equipment used to construct the cofferdams will be situated on the
creek bank to avoid disturbing the bottom sediment;
Pump sediment laden dewatering discharge from the Isolated area to a stilling basin or filter bag system
well removed (30 m) from the watercourse and allowed to settle and/or filter through the riparian
vegetation before re-entering the watercourse;
Suspend or limit construction activity during wet weather conditions;
Store and stabilize all stockpiled materials and equipment at least 20 m away from the watercourse in
such a manner that prevents any deleterious substance from entering the water;
Conduct all equipment refuelling and maintenance away from the watercourse to prevent contamination of
surface waters from potential spills. In addition, maintain a spill kit containing suitable commercially
available absorbent material on-site and accessible, in the event a spill occurs;
Situate waste construction materials at the work site in a manner that will prevent the erosion and/or
deposition of this material into the watercourse;
Construct the realigned piped channel completely in the dry prior to redirecting flows and decommissioning
the existing watercourse;
Utilise a dam and flume system when constructing the “tie-in” points at the upstream and downstream end
of the realigned piped watercourse to minimise the need for construction pumping and dewatering;
Minimise construction time for “tie-in” points at the upstream and downstream end of the realigned piped
watercourse to minimise risk of flooding and the release/introduction of fine sediments into the
watercourse;
Manage any spent solvents and liquid waste including collection, storage transport, and disposal in
accordance with Ontario Regulation 347 and the MOE‟s Field Operations Exemption Policy;
Rehabilitate, re-stabilize and re-vegetate all disturbed areas immediately upon completion of the
construction works to satisfactorily restore the project site area to its pre-construction condition.
Restoration of the project site area will involve use of native materials such as non-invasive tree/shrub
species indigenous to southern Ontario valley lands and stream embankments; and
Retain a qualified Environmental Inspector to ensure that construction procedures adhere to the directions
outlined in this document and in accordance to the Contract Drawings. The role of the Environmental Inspector
will be to oversee the environmental aspects of construction in the field and to ensure that the mitigation
measures are implemented in a manner that minimizes the adverse environmental effects of construction.
4.1.2.3

Net Effects

Through enhanced mitigation and construction techniques, it is contended that the loss of function and productivity on
the watercourse (to support downstream fish habitat) can be fully mitigated or off-set. Through habitat enhancements
(channel stabilization of slumping and eroding areas downstream within the watercourse), it is possible to enhance
productivity within the sub-watershed and undertaking such enhancements is aligned with the “No Net Loss” Policy for
the Management of Fish Habitat (1986). Based on this assessment of habitat sensitivity and the relative net effects of
the proposed project (post mitigation), the project is therefore deemed to represent a low/no risk to fish habitat as per
the DFO Risk Management Framework (DFO, 2005) and the noted measures are appropriate in this instance.
In addition to the above noted measures, the TRCA has also requested monetary compensation for impacts to the
watercourse and its valleyland features; specifically the loss of lands from TRCA‟s regulated area. This compensation
is tied to the application under Regulation 166/06 submitted to the TRCA, and at the time of publishing this EPR, this
application and associated mitigation requirements was still being reviewed by the TRCA.
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4.1.2.4

Monitoring

A comprehensive Post Construction Monitoring (PCM) program will be designed and implemented for the monitoring of
off-setting and enhancement measures as outlined/required by the TRCA/DFO. The monitoring program will be
conducted to ensure that the off-setting and enhancement measures were installed, maintained and are functioning as
intended.
A qualified Aquatic Ecologist will be retained to oversee the in-water construction work aspects of the project as
outlined in the Contract Drawings. The role of the aquatic ecologist will be to advise on the aquatic aspects of
construction in the field and to ensure that the mitigation measures are implemented as stipulated in the
TRCA/MNR/DFO permit(s) and in a manner that generally avoids/minimizes the risk to downstream fish and fish
habitat. Specifically, the aquatic ecologist will oversee the construction (in the dry) of the realigned watercourse and
culvert as well as the construction of the “tie-in” points and flow diversion into the new structure. The aquatic ecologist
will therefore provide on-site instruction and advice to the construction contractor with respect to permit requirements
and compliance.
The site will also be inspected daily by the environmental inspector for the duration of in/near water works and
construction to advise on environmental compliance (i.e., enhanced sediment and erosion control measures, spills
management/avoidance, equipment refuelling and site maintenance). Once the in/near water works are completed the
site will be inspected once weekly by the environmental inspector for the remainder of construction period or in
advance of significant rain events. Any additional protection methods requested by the contract administrator or
environmental inspector will be completed in a timely manner (as quickly as the situation dictates).
Standard Site Inspection Reports accompanied by photographs will be prepared following each visit by the
environmental inspector and forwarded to the contract administrator.

4.1.3

Hydrogeology

The construction and operation of the proposed Sheppard East LRV MSF has the potential to adversely impact
groundwater, both in terms of quantity and quality. The purpose of this section is to provide an account of the common
and site specific potential effects to groundwater associated with this project, and to present a discussion of the
appropriate mitigation measures (as required).
4.1.3.1

Potential Effects

In general, the potential effects of the proposed Sheppard East LRV MSF fall into two broad categories: construction
phase (i.e., short duration effects); and operation phase (i.e., longer term effects).
Short term impacts may have a significant effect on the natural environment, but due to the short duration, their overall
significance or net effects are generally low. Temporary mitigation can often be applied to off-set such adverse
impacts. An example of this type of impact is construction dewatering.
Dewatering can, in some situations, alter groundwater flow directions and reduce groundwater discharge to
watercourses. This temporary reduction in groundwater discharge can potentially adversely affect surface water
temperatures and flow. Where water supply wells (private or municipal) are present, temporary dewatering can impact
groundwater levels and groundwater chemistry in the well water. Spills that occur during construction can also
adversely affect the groundwater quality in aquifers, wells and baseflow to streams.
Longer term effects may be minor, but over time, can become significant. To assess the implications of longer term
effects, a detailed understanding of the project, the hydrogeology of the site, and the potential receptors is paramount.
An example of this type of impact is reduction in groundwater infiltration.
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Surface paving introduces an impermeable barrier over the ground surface that otherwise may have been permeable
enough to facilitate infiltration to the water table. By reducing infiltration (i.e., groundwater recharge) groundwater
levels may decrease and concentrations of groundwater contaminates may increase due to less dilution. This may
affect both groundwater wells and the natural environment that relies on groundwater for stream baseflow. Spills that
occur during construction and operation of the site, may also have long term impacts on groundwater quality. Road
salt spreading on paved surfaces has the potential to leach into the subsurface and impact groundwater quality.
Based upon the above discussion, the following potential impact were identified and assessed:
Groundwater Recharge/ Discharge;
Groundwater Flow; and
Aquifers and Wells.
Groundwater Recharge/ Discharge
Based upon the results of borehole drilling and field investigations conducted as part of the Phase II ESA (AECOM
2009), the primary surficial material at the study site is the Newmarket Till Aquitard (Figure 3.5). It should be noted
that the description of surficial geology at the site has been modified from the native soil description provided by
Barnett et al. (1991) to reflect the results of the borehole drilling and the historical extraction of Iroquois sand and
gravel from the area. The Newmarket Till is a compact, stony, silty, sandy diamicton that is generally poorly drained
and is up to 50 m thick in places. This unit is a major regional aquitard, given its low hydraulic conductivity (10-9 to 10-8
cm/s, Sharp et al., 1996) and its presence at surface over most of the study area. These till deposits restrict
groundwater flow and groundwater infiltration (i.e., groundwater recharge), and confine deeper aquifer units (e.g.,
Thorncliffe Formation). Borehole drilling, as part of the Phase II ESA, showed that the Newmarket Till has a thickness
of >11.3 m over the subject property. The presence of thick deposits of low permeability till soils at surface will limit the
amount of infiltration that can occur at the site and promote runoff of surface water during even moderate rainfall
evens. Areas of ponded surface water were identified on the site and further confirm the low recharge function of the
study area. Runoff is expected to greatly exceed recharge at this site.
An estimate of ~100 mm/yr for infiltration through till soils in the Rouge River Watershed was made by the Toronto and
Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) in their Rouge River State of the Watershed Report (TRCA 2007). Based upon
the soil and terrain conditions at the site, this value is considered reasonable and should be generally maintained post
development.
Minor, localized groundwater recharge is expected to occur over the southernmost portion of the site, where thin
deposits (~2.0 m) of Lake Iroquois Shoreline sands and gravels are present, overlying the Newmarket Till (Figure
3.13). Iroquois sands and gravels were historically present over much of the study area, but have largely been
extracted by former pit operations. Their extent is expected to be very limited in this area and may be seasonally
unsaturated. This small area of surficial sand and gravel does not constitute a significant recharge area.
Overall, this site is not considered a significant groundwater recharge area; although, the current rate of recharge
should be generally maintained.
Thick deposits of Newmarket Till will also limit the groundwater discharge capacity of the site. Groundwater flow
through low permeability deposits such as the Newmarket Till is generally vertically downwards towards deep aquifer
units. Only minor lateral groundwater movement is anticipated to occur at the site. Some minor groundwater
discharge is anticipated to occur within the on-site water course along the eastern property boundary, where it appears
that the water table is intercepted by the watercourse. Minor groundwater seepage was noted in many low-lying areas
on the site (i.e., groundwater interflow). However, in the absence of any significant aquifer units to act as a
groundwater source, it is believed that this seepage is derived from shallow groundwater discharge from the upper fill
or weathered portion of the Newmarket Till at the site. Groundwater discharge to Morningside Creek, located north of
the property boundary, is derived from deep, regional aquifer units (e.g., Thorncliffe Aquifer) and does not receive a
significant contribution of flow from groundwater recharge from the site.
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Overall, this site is not considered a significant groundwater discharge area.
Groundwater Flow
Due to the low permeability nature of the surficial soils, groundwater flow is predominantly vertically downwards
towards deep aquifer units where groundwater can flow more easily, although a lateral component of groundwater flow
in the till still exists. The inferred local horizontal groundwater flow direction shown in Figure 3.13 is based on the
measured water levels in the on-site monitoring wells, and is primarily to the east towards the small watercourse that
runs along the southern and eastern portion of the site. Horizontal groundwater flow along the northern boundary of
the site is northward, towards the Morningside Creek valley. Regionally, horizontal groundwater flow is expected to be
to the south or southeast, towards Lake Ontario.
Groundwater levels measured in the 7 on-site monitoring wells on Oct 26, 2009, range in depth from 1.095 to
7.87 metres below ground surface (mbgs).
With the exception of construction of the buried culvert for channel realignment of the on-site watercourse, no
significant sub-surface construction below the water table is anticipated. Based upon a preliminary assessment of
groundwater inflow during construction of the buried box culvert and sanitary sewer, a Permit To Take Water (PTTW)
from the MOE is not anticipated to be required. However, this will need to be revisited closer to the construction phase
when specific details such as construction timing and methods are known.
A stormwater management pond is planned for the northeast corner of the site. The area consists of very dense till
soils at surface and is the area where the former sand and gravel pit floor used to exist. The groundwater table in this
area is expected to be at ~2.5 m below ground surface (approximated from Figure 3.13). As the base of the proposed
pond is at an elevation of 135.4 m, the permanent pool will be exposed to the groundwater, and a liner will be required.
Overall, construction and operation of the Sheppard East LRV MSF at this site is not anticipated to adversely impact
groundwater flow.
Aquifers and Wells
No significant aquifer units were identified at surface or within the shallow subsurface at the site. Thick deposits of
Newmarket Till at surface will act as a protective layer for the deep aquifer units below by restricting vertically
downward groundwater flow. No active groundwater supply wells or groundwater users were identified in this area,
which is municipally serviced for potable water by the City of Toronto.
Construction and operation of the Sheppard East LRV MSF at this site in not anticipated to impact groundwater
aquifers or wells.
4.1.3.2

Mitigation Measures

In order to help preserve the natural groundwater recharge function, at the site, although low, a number of mitigation
measures are proposed to be implemented through design:
Where possible, select vehicle parking areas will be paved with permeable pavement to facilitate
infiltration and reduce runoff;
A portion of the site is being maintained as landscaped areas that will not be covered by impermeable
surfaces (i.e., pavement, rooftops, etc.);
Recharge rates in these areas should be maintained at near pre-development rates; and
A stormwater soak-away pit is proposed for the southern edge of the site.
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The southern portion of the site is underlain by Lake Iroquois sand and gravel, and is an optimal location for the
planned stormwater soak-away pit. The use of a soak-away pit will increase the functionality of the other mitigative
measures related to maintaining the groundwater recharge function of the site.
Development of the site may require construction of buried infrastructure below the water table. As a result, temporary
construction dewatering may be required where buried infrastructure coincides with saturated, permeable sediments.
This is most likely to occur along the southern boundary of the property in the Iroquois sediments. No potentially
significant adverse impacts were identified as a result of implementing temporary construction dewatering, although an
assessment should be conducted to determine the need for a PTTW.
4.1.3.3

Net Effects

No significant net or residual adverse effects related to groundwater are anticipated for the site as a result of the
proposed construction.
4.1.3.4

Monitoring

Construction of the buried culvert for channel realignment of the onsite watercourse is anticipated to occur below the
water table in saturated, permeable materials. Although the detail design of this buried culvert has not yet been
completed, it is anticipated that construction dewatering will be required and a Permit To Take Water (PTTW) may be
necessary. Specific pumping rates and the PTTW requirements will need to be determined during subsequent design
and construction phases. Monitoring requirements prior to and during construction may include, but are not limited to:
stream flow gauging and water quality monitoring; groundwater level monitoring; and groundwater discharge
monitoring (flow and quality). Monitoring of the sediment removal system and pumping rates may also be required.
All monitoring wells and borehole that are not being used must be decommissioned in accordance with O‟Reg 903.
During operation of the site, Best Management Practices (BMPs) for road salt application should be followed.

4.1.4

Contaminated Soils and Groundwater

4.1.4.1

Potential Effects

The purpose of this section is to recognize the potential effects to the site as a result of contaminated soil and
groundwater. It is based upon the results of the Phase I ESA and the Phase II ESA conducted as part of this study
(these reports are available for review at the TTC Transit City Office, and on the project website11).
Contaminated Soil
The environmental investigation completed by AECOM does not indicate that the site has been significantly impacted
by chemicals used in historic farming activities, or by petroleum hydrocarbons and other substances associated with
the historic neighbouring McAsphalt uses, including dumping of asphalt and tar debris on the site. Detectable
concentrations of PHC, VOC, PAH and metal parameters were reported in several soil samples, however, the
concentrations were well below Table 3 SCS criteria for fine textured soils. The reported concentrations of the
remaining analyses were found to be below the laboratory MDLs and therefore well below the applicable Table 3 SCS
criteria.
Based on laboratory analysis at TP3, TP5 and MW5, coal tar and asphalt debris dumped on the ground of the north
central and northeastern portions of the site do not appear to have adversely impacted the ground surface or the
shallow subsurface soil. However, it is understood that it constitutes an aesthetic impact and it should be removed.

11. www.toronto.ca/transitcity (Sheppard East LRV Maintenance and Storage Facility)
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No fill materials were found in the former aggregate pit area. Native till soils are present at surface. The stockpile of a
material in the central portion of the study area is comprised of approximately 3.0 m of organic soils underlain by
clayey soils. These organic soils were likely stripped off the surface of the former aggregate pit area prior to removal
of aggregate materials. Approximately 3.9 m of organic and wood debris fill was encountered in MW7 in the northwest
corner of the site (Figure 3.14).
Contaminated Groundwater
The environmental investigations completed by AECOM indicates that the groundwater at the site has not been
significantly adversely impacted by historic activities. Detectable concentrations of VOC, sVOC, PAH and metal
parameters were reported in several groundwater samples, however the concentrations were well below Table 3 SCS
criteria. The reported concentrations of the remaining analyses were found to be below the laboratory MDLs, and
therefore, below the applicable Table 3 SCS criteria.
There are currently no Table 3 SCS criteria for PHC F1 to F4 in groundwater. In the absence of Table 3 criteria for
PHCs, Section 49 (Meeting Petroleum Hydrocarbon Standards) of O.Reg. 153/04 states that for the site to meet EPA
Standards Table 3 criteria, there must be no evidence of free phase hydrocarbon product, including but not limited to
visible petroleum hydrocarbon film or sheen present on groundwater, surface water or in any groundwater or surface
water samples. Free phase hydrocarbon product and visible petroleum hydrocarbon film or sheen was not observed in
the groundwater. Furthermore, the measured concentrations were less than the laboratory MDLs and therefore less
than the more stringent EPA Standards Table 2 criteria for potable groundwater conditions.
4.1.4.2

Mitigation Measures

Mitigative measures related to contaminated soil and groundwater involves site remediation. The asphalt and tar
debris located on the central portion of the property should be removed prior to site development because they create
an aesthetic impact.
The removal and disposal of these materials should be handled in accordance with Part XV.I of the Environmental
Protection Act (EPA) and Ontario Regulation 153/04, Records of Site Condition.
4.1.4.3

Net Effects

The mitigation measures proposed will improve the soil quality at the site (both chemically and aesthetically). This will
create a positive net effect on the environment.
4.1.4.4

Monitoring

Since all existing contamination issues within the study area are proposed to be mitigated prior to construction, no
environmental monitoring of potential adverse effects is recommended. With respect to the operation of the Sheppard
East LRV, BMPs and sound engineering practices (which may include environmental monitoring) will be designed and
implemented to minimize potential contaminant losses to the environment. The scope of any environmental monitoring
will be determined during subsequent design phases. Excess materials generated during construction will be
managed in accordance with applicable standards.

4.1.5

Stormwater Management

This section summarizes the impact assessment completed and documented in the Preliminary Stormwater
Management Report (the report is available for review at the TTC Transit City Office, and on the project website12).

12. www.toronto.ca/transitcity (Sheppard East LRV Maintenance and Storage Facility)
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4.1.5.1

Potential Effects

Development of the site will include construction of three buildings, associated paved parking areas and the LRV
storage area. Construction of these features will change the existing natural hydrologic cycle of the site (currently a
vacant meadow), resulting in increased runoff rates and pollutant loads associated with a developed site.
A tributary of Morningside Creek runs across the southern portion of the site in an engineered channel (concrete
“basket-weave” structure) that flows through the property (west to east), then north along the eastern boundary of the
site ending in a stormwater storage facility (dry pond) at the north before being conveyed to Morningside Creek via a
perched culvert. The watercourse is designed to contain the Regional Flood event and services a drainage area of
approximately 109 hectares in size. The watercourse has been classified by the TRCA as indirect fish habitat to
Morningside Creek.
It is proposed that a portion of the tributary located within the site to be realigned and enclosed with a 3.6 m x 2.4 m
box culvert. The culvert will span from the existing Toronto Works Yard on the west side of the site to the eastern
boundary of the site where it will reconnect with the existing channel (see Figure 4.4). As a result of introducing this
culvert, the potential for erosion in the existing channel downstream of the culvert will increase.
4.1.5.2

Mitigation Measures

On-site quality and quantity control measures will be observed in accordance with the City of Toronto, Toronto Green
Standard and the TRCA requirements pertaining to the Tributary of Morningside Creek. Both regulating bodies require
that all storm events up to the 100 year storm event be controlled on the site and that MOE Enhanced water quality, 80%
total suspended solids (TSS) removal, be achieved. The onsite water quality and quantity control will be achieved in a
multi component approach utilizing low impact development (LID) Best Management Practices (BMPs) and a stormwater
management pond (SWMP) for water quality and quantity control. There is a small portion of the property, along
Sheppard Avenue, that will drain away from the SWMP. This section will be connected with storm sewers and water
quality and quantity will be controlled in a multi-component approach using LID BMPs and an oil and grit separator.
LID BMPs to be incorporated into the site will include roof top gardens, a soak-away pit, permeable pavement and
maximizing the use of landscaped areas. The remaining surface water runoff will be directed to the SWMP where it will
receive quality and quantity control before being released to the Morningside tributary on the east side of the property.
Quantity control measures in the pond will mitigate the impact to the Regional flood line in the existing engineered
channel.
The existing channel is lined with manufactured concrete blocks, which will be adequate to protect it from erosion
downstream of the new culvert outlet. As a safeguard, additional erosion protection (e.g., rip rap) will be provided to
offset higher velocities discharging from the culvert.
The existing watercourse is in a good state of repair except for one section towards the north end of the site (in the
valley) where the watercourse is partially restricted as a result of a collapse of the bank (See Figure 3.4, Photo 7).
The cause of the erosion is attributed to runoff from the access roadway that runs from the top of the valley down the
slope to the control structure. Due to the site development it is expected that there will be a reduction in runoff rates
originating from the top of the bank in the vicinity of the access roadway, which in turn will mitigate erosive forces at
the bottom of the channel. However, as a safeguard, the roadway will be rehabilitated and the channel bank will be
restored. To mitigate the effects of any runoff, rip rap will be placed near the base.
At the top of the access roadway, there is a tile drain (Figure 3.4, Photo 6). The tile drain empties water from the site
and discharges the water to a 500 mm half pipe that directs flows down into the watercourse. As the tile drain will be
removed, it is expected that the runoff rates will be less. It is proposed to remove the 500 mm half pipe and create a
rip-rap channel to convey water down to the watercourse. It is expected that once the site is fully developed that there
will be no discharge from the tile drains.
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Erosion and sediment control during construction is governed by the Greater Golden Horseshoe Conservation
Authorities‟ Erosion and Sediment Control Guidelines for Urban Construction, December, 2006. As per the
requirements, an erosion and sediment control plan will be developed for the study area during construction. This will
include documentation in the stormwater management report and drawings.
A multi–barrier approach will be adopted for erosion and sediment control to meet this requirement the following
practices:
Retain existing vegetation and stabilize exposed soils with vegetation where possible;
Limit the duration of soil exposure and phase construction where possible;
Limit the size of disturbed areas by minimizing nonessential clearing and grading;
Minimize slope length and gradient of disturbed areas;
Maintain overland sheet flow and avoid concentrated flows; and
All soil should be stockpiled a minimum of 20 m away from the existing watercourse and steep slopes.
For sediment control, the principal mitigation measure that will be adopted is a temporary stormwater management
pond. The intent is to locate the pond near the South end of the site. Perimeter erosion and sediment control will be
achieved with the use of silt fences and Filtrexx Siltsoxx products along the perimeter of the watercourse top of banks.
Silt fences will be used for the site boundaries. In addition Filtrexx Chexxdams will be used in lieu of conventional rock
check dams in drainage swales.
4.1.5.3

Net Effects

The combination of LID BMPs and the wet pond (SWMP) as a multi component approach will address both the
stormwater quality and quantity control requirements for the site. Employing a multi component design approach on
the site will reduce the volume of runoff discharged to the engineered channel and reduce the annual pollutant load. In
conjunction with the proposed culvert and the site runoff, erosion control measures for both outfalls will be provided to
protect the engineered channel. Analysis of the channel cross-sections and profile has determined that pre-existing
water levels in the engineered channel are maintained with the proposed culvert and the proposed site. The Regional
storm is contained in the channel.

4.2

Social Environment

4.2.1

Land Use Environment

4.2.1.1

City of Toronto Official Plan

Employment District and Area and Potential Effects/Mitigation
As discussed in Section 3.2.1.1, the Sheppard East LRV MSF site is designated as an Employment Area. As a
permitted use in the Employment Area designation, the development of a TTC LRV yard and facility will support the
economic function of the area by introducing a variety of additional well paying employment jobs. This use is also likely
to further support amenity businesses in the area, such as restaurants and other service establishments.
Sections 4.6.6 and 4.6.7 of the Toronto Official Plan include additional policies for new development in Employment
Areas related to traffic; parking; the effects of noise, vibration, dust, odours and particulate; landscaping; and outdoor
storage. The Sheppard East LRV MSF will be responsive to these criteria through the measures discussed below.
While the nature of the LRV facility and yard will introduce additional traffic demands on Sheppard Avenue East where
the LRVs enter and exit the facility, these additional vehicle movements are not anticipated to be significant during the
morning and evening rush hour periods. As discussed in Section 4.3, traffic generated by the facility by truck delivery
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or employees is not anticipated to be excessive, and is within the capacity available on Thornmount Drive and
Sheppard Avenue, and will not result in an unacceptable Level of Service (LOS) to these roadways. Sufficient
employee parking and loading capacity will be provided on-site.
The Site Layout includes an acoustical wall (noise barrier) on the east side of site located between the LRV staging
yard and the watercourse, and along the north side, located along the property line. As detailed further in Section
4.2.7, the combination of these features will mitigate the noise generated by the facility to the residential and proposed
school uses to the east, and the Toronto Zoo and residential features to the north. Landscaping along the eastern side
of the site will mitigate the appearance of the noise mitigation features and minimize the appearance of the facility.
The LRV staging yard will be located outside and in the open. This could be considered as “outside storage”. The
storage of non-vehicular materials and equipment will be primarily contained within the proposed building, and
minimized outside of the building. A combination of landscaping and fencing along the property lines will be provided to
effectively shield the facility and outside staging areas.
Natural Heritage and Natural Areas
As discussed in Section 3.2.1.1, Map 9 of the Toronto Official Plan includes the Subject Site within a Natural Heritage
Area, and the Official Plan requires that all development in or near the natural heritage system be evaluated to assess
the development‟s impact on the natural heritage system and identify measures to mitigate negative impacts on and/or
improve the natural heritage system. A small portion of the site is designated Natural Area which pertains to the
presence of the drainage watercourse along the southern and eastern areas of the site. A Natural Heritage Impact
Statement, was prepared and submitted to the City of Toronto as a result of this designation.
Section 4.3 of the Toronto Official Plan also provides policies pertaining to Natural Areas, and allows for “public transit”
use (Section 4.3.3.b). The Sheppard East LRV MSF is therefore a permitted use in the Natural Area designated
portion of the site as it is a “public transit” use and there are no reasonable alternative sites or site layouts.
However, the Toronto Official Plan includes other restrictive policies pertaining to development within Natural Areas:
Development will be set back from the following locations by at least 10 m, or more if warranted by the
severity of existing or potential natural hazards:




The top-of-bank of valleys, ravines and bluffs;
Other locations where slope instability, erosion, flooding, or other physical conditions present a
significant risk to life or property; and
Other locations near the shoreline which may be hazardous if developed because of flooding,
erosion or dynamic beach processes.

Though designated as a “Natural Area”, the southern leg of this watercourse is in fact a man-made, impervious surface
channel. The Site Layout will require the realignment of the watercourse as it crosses the site. The realigned
watercourse will be located within a box culvert. As detailed in Section 4.1.2, this realignment of the watercourse has
been designed to ensure that there are no negative impacts in the quality or flow of water flowing from the watercourse
into Morningside Creek.
Given the development constraints on the site, including the size and shape of the site, the requirement for LRV
vehicles to enter the site via Sheppard Avenue East, and the location and direction of the watercourse along the
southern end of the site, it will be necessary to allow for development within 10 m of the top-of-bank. Development of
the facility will entail the use of a culvert for the watercourse corresponding to ingress/egress points on Sheppard
Avenue East and additional encroachments into the 10 m buffer required to provide for some areas of required parking
for either the electrical substation or the MoW buildings. This encroachment will be subject to all other approval
requirements, including TRCA permits, and City approvals under the Ravine By-law, tree permits, and Site Plan
Approval.
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Additional Toronto Official Plan Policies
In addition to the Employment Lands policies of the Toronto Official Plan, the proposed Sheppard East LRV MSF is
also responsive to, and supportive of, the following additional Toronto Official Plan policies:
This Plan will create a better urban environment, a competitive local economy and a more socially
cohesive city by attracting more people and jobs to targeted growth areas in the City that are supported by
good transit services and other infrastructure (s. 2.2.1); and
Within the Green Space System, development will not result in the loss of public space (s. 2.3.2.5).
The proposed development conforms to the broad, general policies of the Toronto Official Plan to provide for
enhanced transit services, employment uses and protection of the Natural Heritage System. The site specific and
proposal specific amendments to the Toronto Official Plan resulting from this transit initiative similarly will recognize
these general policies, and provide for development in accordance with the EA process, including the approvals of the
TRCA and the City as the approval authorities for all permitting and agreements required for development.
4.2.1.2

Zoning

The site is located within the Rouge Employment District and is placed in the Industrial (“M”) and Open Space (“O”)
zones by former City of Scarborough Employment District Zoning By-law Number 24982, as amended (“the By-law”).
The By-law includes two definitions for “Public Transportation Use” which are permitted in specific Employment Districts.
There is no Public Transportation Use permitted within the Rouge Employment District, within which the Subject Site is
located. The proposed Sheppard East LRV MSF is not therefore a permitted use of the Subject Site under the current Bylaw. A rezoning is required to amend the definition of the term “Public Transportation Use” to permit this use on the
Subject Site. A Zoning By-law Amendment is further required to accommodate the “outdoor storage” of transit related
uses, the removal of the holding provision, and to provide for appropriate performance standards.
The O zone only permits “open space uses”. The “erection of structures and buildings is prohibited” in O zones.
The following performance standards are applicable to the site under the current zoning:
Table 4.3
Performance Standard
357
625
913
991
1054
1148
1150

–
–
–
–
–
–

Maximum Gross Floor Area
Minimum Lot Frontage
Minimum Street Yard Setback
Minimum Rear Yard Setback
Minimum Side Yard Setback
Minimum Building Setback from the Centre
Line of the Watercourse
– Major Open Space Zone (O)

Parking – Industrial Use(No parking standard for
Public Transportation Use is provided.)
Location of Parking Spaces

Zoning Performance Standards
By-law Requirement

Proposal Compliant?

0.5x lot area
30 m
3m
7.5 m
3m
30 m

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No

15 m on either size of the centre
line of the watercourse
2
1.07 spaces per 100 m of GFA

N/A

Side and rear yards and up to 5 spaces
in a front yard or flankage yard

Yes (181 required, approximately
230 provided)
No

As indicated above, the recommended Site Layout generally complies with the performance standards currently
applicable to the site. The draft Zoning By-law Amendment submitted to the City of Toronto for approval provides for
“Public Transportation Use” and open storage related to Public Transportation Use as permitted uses of the Subject Site.
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4.2.2

Community Features

No displacement of existing residences, businesses or institutions are anticipated as a result of the proposed
Sheppard East LRV MSF. The existing site is vacant, and no additional property is required for the proposed facility
and related sanitary sewer alignments (outside of the property boundaries, the sanitary sewer lines will run within
existing City owned lands).
As discussed in Section 4.2.6, there are potential effects on air quality during construction from construction (e.g.,
dust) and during operation from the daily activities at the facility (governed by a Certificate of Approval from the MOE).
However, with the mitigation measures recommended in Section 4.2.6, the potential effects will be mitigated. For
example, during construction, a dust control program will be implemented; and during operation, particulates and
odours generated from the facility will be controlled with a ventilation/dust capture and control system. Therefore, the
net impact on air quality is anticipated to be negligible with the recommended mitigation measures implemented.
The noise and vibration assessment identified the following five community features as sensitive receptors:
Residences along Upper Rouge Trail (R1);
Residences along Gennela Square (R2);
The Rouge Valley Long Term Care Centre located on the southeast corner of Conlins Road and Sheppard
Avenue (R3);
The proposed secondary school to the east of the study area (R4);
The proposed elementary school to the east of the study area (R5); and
The Bushcamp at the Toronto Zoo to the north of the site (R6).
As discussed in Section 4.2.7, there are potential noise emissions from wheel screech, which is a result of friction
between LRV wheels and track rails on curved sections of track. Recommended mitigation measures are expected to
minimize wheel screech so that the net effect of noise is below MOE‟s sound level limits at the receptors listed above.
As discussed in Section 4.2.7, there are no potential impacts on sensitive receptors from vibration.

4.2.3

Toronto Zoo

The closest public areas of the Toronto Zoo are located approximately 1.0 km northeast of the proposed Sheppard
LRV maintenance facility at its closest point. The forested Rouge River valley separates the two.
As discussed in Section 3.2.2.3, feedback from Zoo staff indicated that there are three issues of concern:
Security;
Noise Issues; and
Visual Impact.
4.2.3.1

Security

Security relates to fencing, and whether the proposed LRV facility will increase the potential for illegal public entry onto
zoo lands. The TTC has committed to providing a barrier around the perimeter of the MSF (either in the form of an
acoustical wall or fencing), which will be regularly maintained to prevent public from entering from the Sheppard East
LRV MSF. The MSF site itself will not be a source for public to enter the Rouge Valley.
4.2.3.2

Noise and Vibration

The increased noise and vibration from the operation of facility as well as coming and going of trains has the potential
to have an effect on behaviour of some zoo animals if they are particularly sensitive to noise impacts. The Curator of
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Mammals at the Toronto Zoo was contacted on November 12, 2009 to determine the sensitivity of animals to noise.
The African Savannah is the section of the zoo that is closest to the proposed facility. The two animals in this area,
which were identified as being most sensitive to noise, are the giraffe, whose pen is located approximately 1400 m
from the facility, and the kudu, located approximately 1200 m away. The Curator indicated that the anticipated sound
emissions from the proposed facility would not be a concern for even the most sensitive animals because of the
distance and modest anticipated increase in sound levels. As a result, no adverse effects on these animals are
anticipated from the TTC MSF.
The Serengeti Bush Camp is approximately 1000 m from the facility, which is the closest part of the zoo that is
accessible by the public. It is a tent camp where the public can stay overnight in tents within the African Savannah,
among the night sounds of African animals. While increased unnatural noise from the Sheppard East LRV MSF at
night could detract from the visitor‟s experience, the zoo has not expressed opposition to the MSF as a result of this.
The acoustic wall along the north and east sides of the MSF is expected to mitigate the noise to an acceptable level in
accordance with MOE standards for this type of use.
As discussed in Section 4.2.7, Aercoustics Engineering predicted noise levels and used the Serengeti Bush Camp as
one of their sensitive receptors. They predicted that hourly averaged noise levels there would be in the range of 38 to
44 decibels (dBA) with wheel screech, and 26 to 32 dBA with wheel screech minimized, depending on the time of day.
The sound level limits set by MOE in residential areas are 40 to 45 dBA. These predictions assume that a 4.5 m high
sound barrier will be installed along the north side of the facility, and a 6 m noise wall will be installed along the east
side. In addition, the TTC will implement measures to minimize wheel screech resulting from LRVs travelling around
curved sections of track, which are the most significant source of noise. Otherwise the sound from the proposed
facility on the zoo is likely to be negligible.
It is understood that the bushcamp is meant to simulate a wilderness experience throughout the night and that there is
a concern that “city” sounds in the low-background-noise area will interfere with the experience. The predicted impact
of 32 dBA at night satisfies the MOE sound level limit for a receptor located in a rural environment, which is the most
stringent official criteria applicable. The impact is in the sound range of what would be expected from birds singing
outside, a quiet rural environment, or even a library setting or private study.
There will be no perceptible ground vibrations felt at the zoo.
4.2.3.3

Viewshed Analysis

A viewshed analysis was undertaken to review the potential visual impact on the publicly accessible areas of the
Toronto Zoo. This report is available for review at the TTC Transit City Office, and on the project website.
To evaluate the visibility of the proposed facility from each of the locations from which the public could view the
proposed facility, each viewshed is assessed based on the potential visual impact that the proposed TTC facility would
represent to the existing conditions in the following classification:
“Distinct” – A view that offers full view of the proposed facility where no existing natural or manmade
feature provides visual buffer;
“Average” – a view where the proposed facility would be partially obscured by an existing natural or
manmade feature;
“Minimal” – a view where the proposed facility can still be seen partially, but due to a visual buffer, it does
not alter the landscape; and
“None” – a view where there is no view of the proposed facility.
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Photographs from three selected viewpoints within the Toronto Zoo were taken in “worst case” conditions (from
elevated viewing areas in winter) (see Figures 4.5, 4.6 and 4.7). These viewpoints are potentially sensitive public
areas, generally higher in elevation, and in close proximity to animal enclosures. The three selected viewsheds all
share common visual landmarks, against which the analysis is made:
A row of houses to the east of the Subject Site on Upper Rouge Trail;
The Frito Lay building at the northeast corner of Watertower Gate and Sheppard Avenue East (two-storey
equivalent height with blue panels above a row of shipping doors);
The municipal water tower at the northwest corner of Watertower Gate and Sheppard Avenue East;
The public works yard salt dome to the west of the Subject Site; and
The Metro Paper Recycling building on Thornmount Drive.
The visual impact analysis indicated that the proposed facility will have limited (minimal or no impact) visibility from the
Toronto Zoo property and will have no negative visual impact to the publicly accessible areas of the Toronto Zoo.
There will be views of the proposed development from the Toronto Zoo, which will not likely be eliminated by natural or
introduced mitigation factors.
The geographic location of the Subject Site provides a combination of factors which diminish, if not eliminate, the
potential negative visual impact of the proposed facility:
The distance between the proposed facility and the potentially sensitive public areas is at least one
kilometre;
The Rouge River Valley, situated between the Toronto Zoo and the Subject Site, contains significant tall
trees and vegetation greatly exceeding the height of the proposed facility, providing partial visual relief
during winter months and total visual relief during months when foliage is present;
The small difference in elevation (when combined with the distance factor between the Toronto Zoo and
the Subject Site) does not create an “overlook” into the Subject Site, along with the screening afforded by
the noise attenuation barrier; and
The existing view from the Toronto Zoo towards the Subject Site already includes existing employment
buildings, at a higher elevation, in the same line-of-sight.
In addition to the visual relief provided by geographic conditions, the proposed facility is proposed to include the
following additional features which will contribute to lessening the visibility of the Subject Site from the Toronto Zoo:
Replacement landscaping along the eastern and northern boundaries of the Subject Site;
Earth-toned noise attenuation barrier proposed to be located on the eastern and northern boundaries of
the Subject Site;
Appropriate screening and shielding of all exterior light standards and fixtures; and
A vegetative green roof on the carhouse.

4.2.4

Archaeology

As part of the assessment of the potential effects on archaeological resources, a Stage 1 Archaeological Resource
Assessment and a Stage 2 Property Assessment were completed by Archaeological Services Inc. (these reports are
available for review at the TTC Transit City Office, and on the project website13).

13. www.toronto.ca/transitcity (Sheppard East LRV Maintenance and Storage Facility)
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Background research, undertaken as part of the Stage 1 Archaeological Resource Assessment, determined that
archaeological potential was present within the study area based on its proximity to a primary water source, early
Euro- Canadian settlements, and early transportation roads. The property inspection of the study area concluded that
three areas within the study area retained archaeological potential, and a Stage 2 Property Assessment was
recommended for these areas, if they are to be impacted by the proposed undertaking.
The Stage 2 Property Assessment focused on the three areas that were deemed to have archaeological potential, and
all work was conducted in accordance with the Ontario Heritage Act (2005) and the Draft Standards and Guidelines for
Consultant Archaeologists (Ontario Ministry of Culture 2009). Although systematic test pit survey was completed, no
archaeological remains were encountered. In light of these results, the Stage 2 project area investigated for the
Sheppard East LRV MSF does not require any additional assessment and can be considered clear of further
archaeological concern.
As there are no anticipated effects from this project on archaeological resources, no mitigation measures are required.

4.2.5

Built Heritage

An assessment of the built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes of the subject site was undertaken by
Archaeological Services Inc. (the Technical Memo Report is available for review at the TTC Transit City Office, and on
the project website14).
Based on the results of the background research and field review, the study area does not retain above ground cultural
heritage resources that warrant further investigation. Although a small tributary of the Morningside Creek, apple trees, a
cluster of elm trees, and older fencing are present within the study area, these features have been altered to varying
degrees and alone do not constitute a cultural heritage landscape that warrants further heritage evaluation and mitigation.

4.2.6

Air Quality

This section summarizes the air quality assessment undertaken by Ortech Environmental to identify potential air
quality impacts, and mitigation measures. An Air Quality Assessment Report is available for review at the TTC Transit
City Office, and on the project website14.
4.2.6.1

Potential Effects

During construction of the facility there will be a potential for nuisance dust at the construction site. Sources of dust
would include material handling and construction site track-out onto the public roads
During operation there will be several servicing and maintenance activities at the Sheppard East LRV MSF site, which
have the potential for emissions to the atmosphere. These activities will take place within the carhouse building and will
include washing and cleaning services, compressed air blow-down, body repairs and vehicle painting and maintenance
welding. The washing activities will be with water based cleansers, which are generally considered an insignificant
source of contaminants. The compressed air cleaning of the traction motors and selected roof-mounted components will
generate dust emissions. The body repair activities will include minor collision repairs, panel replacements, door and
window replacements and other system parts replacements. The parts replacements will not result in emissions but the
minor collision repairs will generate insignificant releases of dust from body work repair work. Vehicle repainting for either
touch-up painting of collision repairs or complete vehicle repainting will generate releases of paint solvents and paint
overspray particulate. Maintenance welding will generate fumes containing particulate and metals.
In addition to the servicing and maintenance activities, there will be emissions from the combustion of natural gas used
for comfort heating in the building.
14. www.toronto.ca/transitcity (Sheppard East LRV Maintenance and Storage Facility)
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Vehicle tailpipe emissions will also be present from the employee vehicles entering and leaving the site employee
parking lot. A total of 350 employees, over 3 shifts per day, could use the site parking lot.
4.2.6.2

Mitigation Measures

A dust control program during construction would include dust suppression (water), road sweeping, and cleaning of
vehicle tires before leaving the construction site to control track-out.
During operation of the facility particulate generated from the compressed air cleaning will be controlled with a
ventilation/dust capture and control system on the carhouse building. Painting will be conducted inside the spray paint
booth, which will contain the emissions and will be equipped with an exhaust system with overspray filters and an
exhaust stack. Welding stations will have fume capture and control systems. Energy conservation measures will be
incorporated into the design and operation of the carhouse facility in order to reduce energy requirements and
resultant combustion gas emissions.
4.2.6.3

Net Effects

During construction the net impact on air quality will be local to the construction areas and is anticipated to be
negligible.
The Ontario Ministry of the Environment procedure for preparing air emissions applications outlines a methodology to
assess whether sources are significant or negligible sources of air contaminants. A list of sources considered
negligible includes minor surface coating operations, maintenance welding stations and natural gas fired heating units
with capacities of less than 20 million kilojoules per hour. The carhouse facility building, designed with conventional
energy conservation measures, would not exceed 20 million kilojoules per hour. Based on this, the operation of the
touch-up painting of minor collision repairs, the maintenance welding and the heating of the building would be
considered negligible sources of air contaminants with negligible net effects on air quality.
The compressed air blow-down and the paint booth would be intermittent controlled sources of air contaminants with
negligible net effects on air quality.
The effects of the employee vehicle tailpipe emissions will be insignificant in comparison to the traffic emissions on the
surrounding public roads, specifically Sheppard Avenue East to the south of the site. Employee vehicles represent a
maximum of 350 vehicles per day, while the average weekday traffic count on Sheppard Avenue East is approximately
17,500 vehicles per day.
4.2.6.4

Monitoring

The Ontario Ministry of the Environment certificate of approval for air emissions for the facility will include conditions
that will require documentation of operating and maintenance procedures, including measures to minimize air
emissions. The certificate will also include a condition to record and document environmental complaints. An
environmental management and monitoring system involving observations of potential emissions both during
construction and operation will be implemented to ensure these conditions are met and air emissions controlled. As a
consequence, monitoring of the air emissions or the ambient air surrounding the facility is not planned.

4.2.7

Noise and Vibration

This section summarizes the noise and vibration assessment undertaken to identify potential noise and vibration
impacts, and mitigation requirements in order to achieve compliance with MOE publications NPC-205. The Noise and
Vibration Assessment Report is available for review at the TTC Transit City Office, and on the project website15.
15. www.toronto.ca/transitcity (Sheppard East LRV Maintenance and Storage Facility)
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4.2.7.1

Potential Effects of Noise

There are potential noise-related effects associated with the Sheppard East LRV MSF during construction and during
operation. The potential effects associated with the construction activity would be short-term, and would end when
construction of the facility is complete. The measures proposed to mitigate the noise-related effects associated with
construction are discussed in Section 4.2.7.3. The remainder of this section addresses the potential noise-related
effects associated with operation of the Sheppard East LRV MSF.
The acoustic model prepared to identify noise impacts related to operation of the facility utilized information on the
proposed site and track layout, the proposed acoustic barrier, the sensitive receptors, LRV volumes and scheduling,
and LRV sound emission data.
The track layout is significant because sections of curved track have the potential to create wheel screech. Wheel
screech is the result of friction between LRV wheels and track rails. Slight curves tend to produce less noise than
sharp curves.
As shown in the recommended Site Layout, Figure 2.2, there are 16 storage tracks at the proposed facility. There are
a variety of routes that LRVs can take through the facility. It has been assumed, for the purpose of the acoustic model,
that all LRVs take the route which results in the greatest noise impact at a given receptor. The LRV route within the
facility, shown in Figure 4.8, has been determined to have the greatest noise impact on all sensitive receptors. It
should be noted that other routes are possible but that they either have a lower noise impact, or they are not intended
to be used for high volume traffic except in emergency cases. LRV traffic volumes and scheduling has been distilled
into worst-case hourly traffic volume by time period (day, evening, night), presented in Table 4.4.
Table 4.4
Time Period
Day
(7:00 am – 7:00 pm)
Evening (7:00 pm – 11:00 pm)
Night
(11:00 pm – 7:00 am)

Worst Case Hourly LRV Traffic Volumes
Worst-Case Hour

Number of Cars Exiting/Entering Proposed
Facility During Worst-Case Hour

9:00 am – 10:00 am
10:00 pm – 11:00 pm
6:00 am – 7:00 am

14 Entering
20 Entering
53 Exiting

The noise impact calculations were performed using the DataKustik CadnaA environmental noise prediction software.
The calculations are based on established prediction methods; ISO 9613-2: A Standard for Outdoor Noise Propagation
standard. The noise impact predictions assumed downwind propagation conditions as defined by the standard. This
calculation method and these modelling parameters are in accordance with the MOE‟s predictable worst-case
requirements.
Tables 4.5 and 4.6 summarize the predicted sound levels at each receptor due to LRV noise at the Sheppard facility.
Noise impacts that exceed the sound level limit are indicated in red and underlined.
Table 4.5

Receptor
ID

Noise Impact Summary (Acoustic Barriers and 5dB Tonality Penalty for Wheel Screeching)

Receptor Description

Noise Impact (Leq) (dBA)
Day
Evening
Night
(7:00 am –
(7:00 pm –
(11:00 pm –
7:00 pm)
11:00 pm)
7:00 pm)

Sound Level Limit (Leq) (dBA)
Day
Evening
Night
(7:00 am –
(7:00 pm –
(11:00 pm –
7:00 pm)
11:00 pm)
7:00 pm)

R1
R2
R3
R4

Residences along Upper Rouge Trail
Residences along Gennela Square
Rouge Valley Long Term Care Centre
Proposed Secondary School

50
45
62
51

52
48
64
N/A

56
52
67
N/A

50
50
67
50

45
45
69
N/A

45
45
61
N/A

R5

Proposed Elementary School

52

N/A

N/A

50

N/A

N/A

R6

Toronto Zoo Bushcamp

38

40

44

45

40

40
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Table 4.6

Receptor
ID
R1
R2
R3
R4
R5
R6

Noise Impact Summary (Acoustic Barriers with Slight Screeching)

Receptor Description

Residences along Upper Rouge Trail
Residences along Gennela Square
Rouge Valley Long Term Care Centre
Proposed Secondary School
Proposed Elementary School
Toronto Zoo Bushcamp

Noise Impact (Leq) (dBA)
Day
Evening
Night
(7:00 am –
(7:00 pm –
(11:00 pm –
7:00 pm)
11:00 pm)
7:00 pm)
39
32
54
41
43
26

41
35
56
N/A
N/A
27

45
40
60
N/A
N/A
32

Sound Level Limit (Leq) (dBA)
Day
Evening
Night
(7:00 am –
(7:00 pm –
(11:00 pm –
7:00 pm)
11:00 pm)
7:00 pm)
50
50
67
50
50
45

45
45
69
N/A
N/A
40

45
45
61
N/A
N/A
40

Table 4.5 shows predicted levels with mitigation only from the 4.5 m high acoustic barrier proposed to be installed
along the north border of the site and the 6 m high acoustic barrier proposed to be installed along the east border of
the site. The barrier height at the south end of the east barrier can be stepped gradually from 6 m to 2 m. Its location is
indicated on Figure 4.8. With the exception of a 15 m gap at the north end of the site for a driveway, the barrier will be
free of gaps or penetrations and will have a minimum surface density of 20 kg per square metre. Wheel screech is
considered to be a tonal sound, and incurs a 5dB noise impact penalty, as per MOE standards. This is due to the fact
that tonal sound is more easily perceived by the human ear.
Table 4.6 shows predicted levels with the acoustic barriers in addition to a reduction of the noise level generated by
wheel screech on sharp turns. With reduction of wheel screech, the noise impacts will be below MOE sound level limits.
Noise Impact at Proposed Schools
Indoor sound level prediction calculations have been performed for the schools (R4 and R5) for the condition of open
windows in a west-facing classroom, and with slight screeching. The predicted instantaneous indoor sound level during
a pass-by in this scenario is 38dBA. The predicted impact of 38 dBA within an open-windowed classroom is consistent
with typical background noise criteria for such spaces generated by building activities such as HVAC equipment and
noise intrusion from adjacent classrooms. It is expected that during a classroom lesson, the teacher and students will
be able to communicate effectively to each other without being distracted by sounds generated by well maintained
LRVs. LRV activity will likely still be audible during quiet times in the classroom. In the event that audible sounds from
the facility are distracting occupants of either school, keeping windows closed during quiet times is recommended.
The indoor sound level is dependent upon actual design of the proposed school and may change depending on the
number and area of operable windows that face the facility. During the design stage of the schools, consideration
could be given to orientation of the buildings such that classrooms do not face the facility.
The worst-case predicted instantaneous sound level during a streetcar curved pass-by is 44 dBA in the worst-case
location at the area of the elementary school property likely to be used as open play area or school fields. A similar
result is expected in the area of proposed secondary school yard likely to be used as open play area or school fields.
The predicted instantaneous impact of 44 dBA in the playground area is quieter than levels generated by most
playground occupants. At these levels, the facility will likely not interfere with outdoor activities such as gym class,
sports events or recess. This level is within the MOE daytime sound level limits.
Noise Impact at Toronto Zoo Overnight Bushcamp
It is understood that the bushcamp is meant to simulate a wilderness experience throughout the night and that there is
a concern that “city” sounds in the low-background-noise area will interfere with the experience. The predicted impact
of 32 dBA at night satisfies the MOE sound level limit for a receptor located in a rural environment, which is the most
stringent official criteria applicable. The impact is in the range of what would be expected from birds singing outside, a
quiet rural environment, or even a library setting or private study.
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4.2.7.2

Potential Effects of Vibration

The vibration impact predictions are based on empirical data collected from previous projects involving legacy TTC
Streetcars. The data was analyzed as maximum hold third-octave spectra integrated with a 1 second time constant,
reported in mm/s RMS. The data collected represents a total of approximately 20 streetcar pass-by‟s where vibration
measurements were performed at varying distances and in different types of track, i.e., cast-in place, encapsulated in
rubber.
Vibrations from streetcar pass-by‟s are significantly affected by the condition of the wheels, the corrugation of the rail,
and the presence of any switches and/or rail joints in proximity to a receptor. Soil conditions can also affect the
vibration impact at the receptor. Based on the collected data, the dominant energy produced by streetcar vibrations is
in the 40 and 50 Hz frequency range.
Streetcar‟s only produce significant vibration levels within a distance of approximately 20 to 40 m from the centre of the
tracks. If the track is not properly maintained or if there are any rail joints that are in poor condition, then potential for
vibration impact at further distances may exist.
The closest sensitive receptor to vibration for the facility is located at a distance of approximately 80 m from the closest
track. As such, no significant vibration impact is expected at any receptor in the area provided that the rail tracks are
properly maintained. Table 4.7 summarizes the results of the vibration impact predictions.
Table 4.7

4.2.7.3

Vibration Impact Prediction Results

Receptor

Vibration Impact (mm/s)

Vibration Limit (mm/s)

Compliance?

All

< 0.14 mm/s

0.14

Yes

Mitigation Measures and Net Effects

During Construction
As indicated in Section 4.2.7.1, there would be potential short-term noise related effects due to construction. The
following mitigation measures will be implemented during construction:
Ensure there is no excessive idling of construction equipment;
Ensure all construction equipment is property maintained and complies with MOE guidelines;
Ensure noise muffling devices are properly installed;
Ensure all construction activities comply with City of Toronto Noise By-law No. 111-2003;
As per the City of Toronto Noise By-law No. 111-2003, ensure all construction activities only occur
between 7:00 am and 7:00 pm, Monday to Friday, and between 9:00 am and 7:00 pm on Saturdays,
Sundays and statutory holidays. If construction is to take place outside of these times, an exemption must
be sought prior to commencement of construction; and
Consider additional noise control measures and implement as appropriate should noise related complaints
arise during construction.
During Operation
In Table 4.5, the predicted noise impact at each receptor is dominated by wheel screech sound, originating from LRVs
travelling along sharply curved sections of track. As shown in Table 4.6, the impact at all receptors with mitigation for
wheel screech is below the sound level limit.
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Consequently, it is recommended that the impact of wheel screech be significantly reduced. Mitigation approaches that
can accomplish this include: turning enclosures, track-based technologies, and/or track layout optimizations.
Numerous track-based technologies currently available on the market claim to reduce or eliminate wheel screech.
Some of these technologies are a form of lubrication that are applied to the track surface or directly to the wheel, while
others involve fabricating track rails using special materials and methods.
As mentioned above, turning enclosures, if properly oriented and constructed, could also be used to contain and
attenuate wheel screech noise.
During detail design activities, the designer will investigate mitigation measures that minimize wheel screech. This may
include detailed empirical studies for various noise reduction technologies, in order to evaluate their acoustic
performance, as well as the operational and administrative feasibility of any solution at this site.
4.2.7.4

Monitoring

Noise will be monitored to determine the effectiveness of the mitigation measure selected to reduce the noise impact
of wheel screech. Further mitigation measures will be considered should selected mitigation measures prove less
effective than anticipated.

4.3

Traffic and Transportation

The following subsections describe the potential effects of the Sheppard East LRV MSF on traffic and transportation
surrounding the site. As part of this assessment a Traffic Impact Study was completed, which is available for review at
the TTC Transit City Office, and on the project website.
The Sheppard East LRV MSF will accommodate approximately 100 LRVs. The LRVs will enter service along
Sheppard Avenue early in the morning (approximately 5:00 to 7:00 a.m.). Some vehicles (approximately 25% of the
service fleet) will return to the yard in the mid morning off-peak hours. These vehicles are put back into service for the
evening peak period. Vehicles will return to the yard in the evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) and very early morning (1:00 to
2:00 a.m.). The Sheppard line will run in an exclusive right-of-way running along the centre median of Sheppard
Avenue.
As shown in the recommended Site Layout, Figure 2.2, the primary access for LRVs making left and right turns to or
from the facility will be at the Sheppard Avenue/Conlins Road intersection. A secondary access will be provided
directly from Sheppard Avenue to the west of Conlins Road, and it is anticipated that this access would only be used
occasionally in the event that the primary access is unavailable. This entrance will be signalized and will be
coordinated with the adjacent signals on Sheppard to ensure safe and efficient movements at the driveway location.
There will be approximately 350 employees of the facility, who will work during three shifts with the majority of workers
(200) on the day shift. The shift times will start at 7:00 a.m., 3:00 p.m., and 11:00 p.m., with corresponding end times
approximately eight hours later. As shown in the recommended Site Layout, Figure 2.2, employee vehicular access
for the facility will be provided on Thornmount Drive, which is primarily accessed from Sheppard Avenue via
Watertower Gate.
4.3.1.1

Future Traffic Conditions

A summary of site traffic volumes for each peak hour are shown in Table 4.8, and include employee vehicle and LRV
volumes travelling inbound to the Sheppard East LRV MSF and outbound from the Sheppard East LRV MSF.
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Table 4.8

Summary of Future Employee and LRV Volumes
Employees

Analysis Period

Inbound
0
182
0
0
0
77
0
0
0
59
0

5:00 am – 6:00 am
6:00 am – 7:00 am
7:00 am – 8:00 am
8:00 am – 10:00 am
10:00 am – 2:00 pm
2:00 pm – 4:00 pm
4:00 pm – 7:00 pm
7:00 pm – 8:00 pm
8:00 pm – 10:00 pm
10:00 pm – 12:00 am
12:00 am – 2:00 am

Trains
Outbound
0
59
0
0
0
182
0
0
0
77
0

Inbound
0
0
0
14
0
0
0
11
0
20
48

Outbound
28
53
0
0
0
12
0
0
0
0
0

The LRVs to be maintained at the proposed facility will be used for the Sheppard Avenue and other Transit City routes.
The approximate numbers of LRV movements travelling to and from the facility are based on a TTC service line
schedule used for planning. The majority of the LRVs will be put into service before the a.m. peak period and taken
out of service after the p.m. peak period.
Facility employee arrivals and departures are based on staffing levels provided for each shift. The site traffic volumes
assume one vehicle trip per employee per arrival or departure. The estimates for employee vehicle volumes are a
conservative assumption, and recognize that many of the day shift employees arrive at work prior to the beginning of
TTC service, and as such, public transit is not an option. For other shifts, the conservative assumption provides for an
analysis of “worst case” conditions in terms of potential site traffic.
As noted in Section 3.3, the quality of intersection traffic operations is typically measured in terms of level of service
(LOS). The roadway LOS is a quantitative measure of roadway congestion ranging from LOS A (least congested) to
LOS F (most congested), resulting in operational failure with long delays and significant queues. Similar to LOS, the
v/c ratio is calculated for the intersection as a whole, and for individual movements at an intersection. The v/c ratio
provides a measure of traffic volume demand to the available capacity, A v/c ratio of 0.8, for example, indicates that an
intersection is operating at 80% of its capacity.
Based on the increased employee and LRV traffic volumes noted above, a LOS analysis was undertaken for the key
intersections using Synchro 7.0 Software. The results of this analysis is summarized in Table 4.9 below, and includes
a comparison between the LOS analysis of the existing traffic conditions, and the projected future traffic conditions.
Table 4.9

Comparison of Existing LOS and Future LOS at Peak Hours
Approach/
Movement

Intersection
Sheppard Avenue/
Water Tower Gate-Grand
Marshall Drive
(Overall Intersection)

Sheppard Avenue/
Conlins Road
(Overall Intersection)

Streetcar Peak Outbound (6:00 to 7:00 am)
Employee Shift 1 Peak Hour (7:00 to 8:00 am)
AM Street Peak (7:30 to 8:30 am)
Employee Shift 2 Peak Hour (3:00 to 4:00 pm)
PM Street Peak (4:30 to 5:30 pm)
Streetcar Evening Peak Hour Inbound (7:00 to 8:00 pm)
Employee Shift 3 Peak Hour (11:00 to 12:00 Midnight)
Streetcar Late Evening Peak Hour Inbound (1:00 to 2:00 am)
Streetcar Peak Outbound (6:00 to 7:00 am)
Employee Shift 1 Peak Hour (7:00 to 8:00 am)
AM Street Peak (7:30 to 8:30 am)
Employee Shift 2 Peak Hour (3:00 to 4:00 pm)
PM Street Peak (4:30 to 5:30 pm)
Streetcar Evening Peak Hour Inbound (7:00 to 8:00 pm)
Employee Shift 3 Peak Hour (11:00 to 12:00 Midnight)
Streetcar Late Evening Peak Hour Inbound (1:00 to 2:00 am)
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Delay

Existing
LOS

v/c

Delay

Future
LOS

v/c

4.7
8.7
10.6
14.7
26.0
10.9
10.1
10.3
5.1
7.8
8.5
7.0
8.2
7.5
6.6
6.5

A
A
B
B
C
B
B
B
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A

0.37
0.70
0.37
0.42
0.64
0.27
0.11
0.04
0.37
0.66
0.70
0.34
0.48
0.29
0.12
0.04

4.9
22.2
23.3
13.9
13.8
9.7
9.9
8.9
16.0
10.5
9.6
7.1
8.5
11.8
11.7
16.2

A
C
C
B
B
A
A
A
B
B
A
A
A
B
B
B

0.37
0.84
0.83
0.47
0.64
0.29
0.13
0.04
0.57
0.76
0.73
0.42
0.51
0.42
0.21
0.20
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The Sheppard Avenue/Watertower Gate and Sheppard Avenue/Conlins Road intersections currently operate at good
levels of service under peak hour conditions. Similarly, a good level of service is projected during peak hours with the
mitigation measures identified in Section 4.3.1.2 below.
As discussed above, the majority of the LRV traffic to and from the proposed maintenance facility will occur either
before or well after the typical peak periods of traffic. As such, LRV traffic movements between the proposed facility
and Sheppard Avenue will have minimal impact on the flow of traffic adjacent to the site.
Employees of the proposed facilities will work in three shifts, and the majority of employee traffic to and from the facility
will occur just before the morning and afternoon peak periods for street traffic. As such, any potentially noticeable
traffic impacts would be experienced during the shoulders of the street peak hours.
There is a potential for conflicts between LRVs and pedestrians/cyclists where the LRV movements to/from the facility
will cross the sidewalk and bicycle lane along the north side of Sheppard Avenue at the facility‟s primary and
secondary driveways.
4.3.1.2

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measures are assumed for the level of service projections shown in Table 4.9 above.
Sheppard Avenue will be widened to provide a centre median area for LRVs and left turn lanes at the
intersections for regular traffic (Transit City Sheppard LRT project);
For any intersection with a poor LOS, the signal timing will be adjusted to achieve the best possible
results, while maintaining the same cycle length and signal phasing;
LRV detection equipment will be implemented, as required to actuate any special signal phases or to
provide longer green extensions that may be required to clear LRV traffic through the signalized
intersections;
For the Sheppard Avenue/Watertower Gate intersection, a longer storage lane length for the southbound
left turn lane is recommended. This lane should be increased in length from 35 m to approximately 60 m.
The southbound left turn lane could be lengthened by simply modifying the existing pavement markings as
the road width is available on Watertower Gate.
In addition to the above, the following additional mitigation measures are recommended to further minimize the
potential impacts of the Sheppard East LRV MSF:
LRVs will cross the sidewalk and bicycle lane along the north side of Sheppard Avenue at the facility‟s
primary and secondary driveways. Additional study will be undertaken to identify appropriate mitigation
measures to minimize potential conflicts with pedestrians and cyclists using these facilities. Mitigation
measures will be developed to minimize potential conflicts with pedestrians and cyclists using these
facilities, and may include features such as signing, surface treatments on the path/sidewalk, signal
control, flashing lights, gates, bollards, and audible warnings, if warranted. In addition, to improve the
future operation of the Conlins Road intersection the driveway to the adjacent park will be relocated a
short distance to the east. This would result in the driveway intersecting Sheppard at an unsignalised
location, and require that it be restricted to right-in/right-out movements only. As there a very low number
of motorists using the driveway there would be minimal inconvenience by such an option.
4.3.1.3

Monitoring

LRV and traffic volumes will be monitored following the opening of the facility and adjustments to signal timing will be
made as necessary, in consultation with the City of Toronto.
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4.4

Summary of Potential Effects, Mitigation Measures, Net Effects, and Monitoring Requirements
Potential Effect

Terrestrial Environment
Disturbance to Rouge River Valley ANSI and Morningside
Creek Forest ESA during construction
Loss of trees in the City of Toronto Private Tree By-law
and within the City of Toronto’s Ravine and Natural
Feature Protection By-law

Loss of Greenish Sedge (Carex viridula), a “Regionally
Rare” species within the City of Toronto.
Disturbance to trees adjacent to proposed construction.

Disturbance to migratory bird habitat.
Loss of wildlife habitat
Aquatic Environment
Potential impacts on aquatic habitat during construction.
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Mitigation Measures
Tree protection barrier and silt fence will be used to protect the valley.

Net Effect
No anticipated negative net effects after mitigation.

Planting of approximately 1000 native trees on the property Additional compensation will occur by way of
Negligible anticipated negative net effects after mitigation. Net gain in
financial compensation to the City of Toronto, Ravines and Natural Features division for loss of Ravine and
total numbers of trees.
Natural Feature trees and area. This compensation will be used for a notable amount of tree planting in an area
in a nearby part of Toronto.
If feasible, this plant will be relocated and transplanted into suitable habitat (wet calcium-rich soils) in a nearby
location (with landowners‟ permission).
Construction hoarding will be placed as far from the forest as possible until noise barrier is constructed, which
will then serve as tree protection zone. Toronto‟s Tree Protection Policy and Specifications for Construction
Near Trees policy will be followed.
Vegetation clearing will not take place between April 15 and July 31, unless it is thoroughly checked for bird
nests first by an appropriately qualified biologist and no nests are found.
Installation of habitat boxes for Chimney Swifts (Chaetura pelagica) and bats.

Monitoring Requirements and Future Commitments
No monitoring requirements.

No anticipated negative net effects after mitigation.

Planted trees on site require maintenance in the year they are planted
and the year after planting, and will likely include regular watering in the
first year of planting and replacement of any trees that did not survive in
the second year. Trees planted off-site as part of compensation will be
maintained by the City of Toronto.
No monitoring requirements.

No anticipated negative net effects after mitigation.

No monitoring requirements.

No anticipated negative net effects after mitigation.

No monitoring requirements.

Some loss of lower quality wildlife habitat.

No monitoring requirements.

Implement the following protection measures:
Low/No negative net effects or risk to fish and fish habitat are anticipated
Secure the project site area to prevent access to non-construction personnel;
with the implementation of the enhanced mitigation measures.
Minimize clearing of riparian trees and shrubs such that physical and biological functional attributes of the
terrestrial vegetation can be maintained as they relate to the aquatic ecological function;
Ensure enhanced erosion and sediment control measures (as per TRCA and/or Ontario Provincial Standards
and Specifications) are in place prior to the commencement of any construction activities and remain in place
until all disturbed areas are fully stabilized so as to retain sediment on-site and prevent its entry into the
subject watercourse. Heavy grade silt fencing shall be strategically placed to separate construction activities
and the watercourse;
Keep exposed areas to a minimum at all times to minimize the potential for soil erosion and to ensure no
impacts to adjacent/downstream areas;
Apply appropriate timing restrictions for protection of the resources as per MNR and TRCA instructions;
Restrict equipment from travelling in the watercourse. No equipment, materials or access platforms shall be
placed within the watercourse. Equipment used to construct the cofferdams will be situated on the creek
bank to avoid disturbing the bottom sediment;
Pump sediment laden dewatering discharge from the Isolated area to a stilling basin or filter bag system well
removed (30 m) from the watercourse and allowed to settle and/or filter through the riparian vegetation
before re-entering the watercourse;
Suspend or limit construction activity during wet weather conditions;
Store and stabilize all stockpiled materials and equipment at least 20 m away from the watercourse in such a
manner that prevents any deleterious substance from entering the water;
Conduct all equipment refuelling and maintenance away from the watercourse to prevent contamination of
surface waters from potential spills. In addition, maintain a spill kit containing suitable commercially available
absorbent material on-site and accessible, in the event a spill occurs;
Situate waste construction materials at the work site in a manner that will prevent the erosion and/or
deposition of this material into the watercourse;
Construct the realigned piped channel completely in the dry prior to redirecting flows and decommissioning
the existing watercourse;
Utilise a dam and flume system when constructing the “tie-in” points at the upstream and downstream end of
the realigned piped watercourse to minimise the need for construction pumping and dewatering;
Minimise construction time for “tie-in” points at the upstream and downstream end of the realigned piped
watercourse to minimise risk of flooding and the release/introduction of fine sediments into the watercourse;
Manage any spent solvents and liquid waste including collection, storage transport, and disposal in
accordance with Ontario Regulation 347 and the MOE‟s Field Operations Exemption Policy;
Rehabilitate, re-stabilize and re-vegetate all disturbed areas immediately upon completion of the construction
works to satisfactorily restore the project site area to its pre-construction condition. Restoration of the project
site area will involve use of native materials such as non-invasive tree/shrub species indigenous to southern
Ontario valley lands and stream embankments; and
Retain a qualified Environmental Inspector to ensure that construction procedures adhere to the directions
outlined in this document and in accordance to the Contract Drawings. The role of the Environmental Inspector
will be to oversee the environmental aspects of construction in the field and to ensure that the mitigation measures
are implemented in a manner that minimizes the adverse environmental effects of construction.

A qualified Aquatic Ecologist will be retained to oversee the in-water
construction work aspects of the project as outlined in the Contract
Drawings. The aquatic ecologist will provide on-site instruction and
advice to the construction contractor with respect to permit requirements
and compliance.
The site will be inspected daily by the environmental inspector for the
duration of in-water or near water works and construction to advise on
environmental compliance (i.e., enhanced sediment and erosion control
measures, spills management/avoidance, equipment refuelling and site
maintenance). Once the in/near water works are completed the site will
be inspected once weekly by the environmental inspector for the
remainder of construction period or in advance of significant rain events.
Any additional protection methods requested by the contract
administrator or environmental inspector will be completed in a timely
manner (as quickly as the situation dictates).
Standard Site Inspection Reports accompanied by photographs will be
prepared following each visit by the environmental inspector and
forwarded to the contract administrator.
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Potential Effect

Mitigation Measures

Net Effect

Loss of function and productivity of indirect fish habitat due Enhancement plantings along the north reach of the watercourse (approximately 400 m) will mitigate and off-set Based on assessment of habitat sensitivity and the post-mitigation net
to piping of approximately 200 m of the existing
the productivity loss incurred by the piping.
effects, the project is deemed to represent a low/no risk to fish habitat.
watercourse.
Channel stabilization of slumping and eroding banks within the northern reaches of the subject watercourse will
enhance the productivity of the watercourse as well as prevent further downstream migration of fine sediments
into Redside Dace habitat within Morningside Creek.

Monitoring Requirements and Future Commitments
A comprehensive Post Construction Monitoring (PCM) program will be
designed and implemented for the monitoring of off-setting and
enhancement measures as outlined/required by the TRCA/DFO. The
monitoring program will be conducted to ensure that the off-setting and
enhancement measures were installed, maintained and are functioning
as intended.

In addition to the above noted measures, the TRCA has also requested monetary compensation for impacts to the
watercourse and its valleyland features; specifically the loss of lands from TRCA‟s regulated area. This
compensation is tied to the application under Regulation 166/06 submitted to the TRCA, and at the time of
publishing this EPR, this application and associated mitigation requirements was still being reviewed by the TRCA.
Hydrogeology and Groundwater
Reduction in groundwater recharge functions of the site.

Use of permeable pavement to facilitate infiltration and reduce runoff;

It is anticipated that recharge rates in these areas should be maintained
at near pre-development rates.

To the largest extent practical, maintain landscaped or bio-retention areas to facilitate recharge;

Monitoring requirements may include: stream flow gauging and water
quality monitoring, groundwater level monitoring, and groundwater
discharge monitoring (flow and quality). Monitoring of the sediment
removal system and pumping rates may also be required.

A stormwater soak-away pit is proposed for the southern edge of the site.
In order to help preserve the natural recharge function of the site, design
measures should continue to be explored related to improving infiltration
at the site, including but not limited to: permeable pavement for vehicle
parking areas, maintaining large areas as landscaped or bioretention
areas, and the use of a stormwater soak-away pit.
All monitoring wells and borehole that are not being used must be
decommissioned in accordance with O‟Reg 903.

Infiltration at the stormwater pond.
A liner will be used in the stormwater management pond to minimize stormwater and groundwater interaction.
Contaminated Soils and Groundwater
Aesthetic impact of coal tar and asphalt debris dumped on The asphalt and tar debris located on the central portion of the property will be removed prior to site
the ground of the north central and northeastern portions
development.
of the site.
The removal and disposal of these materials should be handled in accordance with Part XV.I of the
Environmental Protection Act (EPA) and Ontario Regulation 153/04, Records of Site Condition.

Stormwater Management
Disruption of the natural hydrologic cycle of the site
resulting in increased runoff rates and pollutants loads
associated with a developed site.
Increased downstream erosion, and impact to water
quality/quantity as a result of replacing a portion of the
stream with an engineered culvert.
Soil erosion during construction activities

Implementation of Low Impact Development Best Management Practices, including roof top vegetation, soakaway pit, permeable pavement and landscaped areas; and
Use of quality control measures in new stormwater management pond.
The existing channel is lined with manufactured blocks, which will be adequate to protect the watercourse from
erosion. As a safeguard, additional erosion protection will be provided to offset higher velocities discharging
from the culvert.
A multi –barrier approach will be adopted to meet this requirement with the following practices:
Retain existing vegetation and stabilize exposed soils with vegetation where possible.
Limit the duration of soil exposure and phase construction where possible.
Limit the size of disturbed areas by minimizing nonessential clearing and grading.
Minimize slope length and gradient of disturbed areas.
Maintain overland sheet flow and avoid concentrated flows.
All soil should be stockpiled a minimum of 20 m away from the existing watercourse and steep slopes.

Stormwater and groundwater interaction is anticipated to be minimal.
Improvement the soil quality at the site (both chemically and
aesthetically). This will create a positive net effect on the environment.

During operation of the site, Best Management Practices (BMPs) for
road salt application should be followed.
No monitoring required.
No monitoring required with respect to asphalt and tar debris.
With respect to the operation of the facility, BMPs and sound
engineering practices (which may include environmental monitoring) will
be designed and implemented to minimize potential contaminant losses
to the environment; and rapid and appropriate response will be
undertaken to control and remediate any spills/leaks.

No anticipated net loss of water quality or quantity.

No monitoring required.

Pre-existing water levels in the engineered channel will be maintained
with the proposed culvert.

No monitoring required.

Implementation of the erosion and sediment control measures are
expected to minimize erosion as per the Greater Golden Horseshoe
Conservation Authority Erosion and Sediment Control Guidelines for
Urban Construction, December, 2006.

No monitoring required.

The facility will not be a source for the public to enter the Rouge Valley.

The barrier will be regularly maintained.

The facility will present minimal to no visibility from the publically
accessible locations at the Zoo. Therefore no net visual impact on the
zoo.
The predicted hourly averaged noise levels, with the proposed
mitigation, will range between 26 to 32 dBA, depending on the time of
day, which is lower than the sound level limits set by the MOE in
residential areas of 40 to 45 dBA.

No monitoring required.

For sediment control, the principal mitigation measure that will be adopted is a temporary stormwater
management pond. The intent is to locate the pond near the South end of the site. Perimeter erosion and
sediment control will be achieved with the use of silt fences and Filtrexx Siltsoxx products along the perimeter of
the watercourse top of banks. Silt fences will be used for the site boundaries. Filtrexx products will be used to
cover the perimeter of the watercourse. In addition Filtrexx Chexxdam products will be used in lieu of
conventional rock check dams in drainage swales.
Toronto Zoo
Security between the Zoo lands and the facility.
Visual impact of LRV storage yard.

Impact of noise and vibration on the Serengeti Bush
Camp.
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A barrier will be provided around the perimeter of the facility (either in the form of an acoustical wall or fencing),
which will prevent the public from entering the Zoo from the Sheppard East LRV MSF.
A combination of landscaping and fencing along the properties lines will be provided to effectively shield the
facility and outside staging areas.
An acoustic barrier will be installed on the north side of the site to minimize noise impacts. In addition, the TTC
will implement measures to minimize wheel screech, which are the most significant source of noise.

Noise will be monitored to determine the effectiveness of the mitigation
measure selected to reduce the noise impact of wheel screech. Further
mitigation measures will be considered should selected mitigation
measures prove less effective than anticipated.
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Potential Effect
Air Quality
Potential for nuisance dust at the construction sites from
material handling and construction site track-out onto the
public roads
Emission of contaminants to the atmosphere from
servicing and maintenance activities during operation of
the facility.
Emissions from the combustion of natural gas used for
comfort heating in the building.
Vehicle tailpipe emissions from the employee vehicles
entering and leaving the site employee parking lot (350
employees, over 3 shifts per day).
Noise and Vibration
Noise related effects on sensitive receptors during
construction

Impact of wheel screech on sensitive receptors during
operation of facility.

Mitigation Measures

Net Effect

Monitoring Requirements and Future Commitments

Implementation of a dust control program during construction, including dust suppression (water), road
sweeping, and cleaning of vehicle tires before leaving the construction site to control track-out.

Net impact on air quality will be local to the construction areas and
anticipated to be negligible.

A Certificate of Approval for Air will be required for the facility and will
include an environmental management and monitoring system involving
observations of potential emissions both during construction and
operation.
See above.

Appropriate ventilation and capture and control systems for dust, paint, fumes, etc.

No anticipated net effects on air quality if air emissions meet Ministry of
the Environment guidelines.

Energy conservation measures will be incorporated into the design and operation of the facility in order to
reduce energy requirements and resultant combustion gas emissions.
No mitigation measures proposed.

The facility building, designed with conventional energy conservation
measures, would not exceed 20 million kilojoules per hour.
The effects of the employee vehicle tailpipe emissions will be
insignificant in comparison to the traffic emissions on the surrounding
public roads

See above.

The following mitigation measures will be implemented during construction:
No excessive idling of construction equipment.
All construction equipment will be property maintained and comply with MOE guidelines.
Noise muffling devices will be properly installed.
All construction activities will comply with time and day restrictions within City of Toronto Noise By-law No.
111-2003.
Installation of a 6.0 m high acoustic barrier on the east side of the site, stepped gradually from 6 m to 2 m; and a
4.5 m high acoustic barrier on the north side of the site.

Noise relation net effects associated with the construction activity would
be short-term

Consider additional noise control measures and implement as
appropriate should noise related complaints arise during construction.

See above.

With acoustic barrier and minimization of wheel screech, noise levels are Consider further mitigation measures should selected mitigation
anticipated to be lower than MOE Noise Guidelines.
measures prove less effective than anticipated.

Minimize wheel screech through appropriate mitigation measures, which may include turning enclosures, trackbased technologies, and/or track operation optimizations.
Traffic and Transportation
Lower level of service at Sheppard Avenue/Conlins Road,
and Sheppard Avenue/Water Tower Gate-Grand Marshall
Drive intersections

Sheppard Avenue will be widened to provide a centre median area for LRVs and left turn lanes at the
intersections for regular traffic.

Any potentially noticeable traffic impacts would be experienced during
the shoulders of the street peak hours.

LRV and traffic volumes will be monitored following the opening of the
facility and adjustments to signal timing will be made as necessary, in
consultation with the City of Toronto.

Signal timing will be adjusted to achieve the best possible level of service.

Potential conflict with pedestrians and/or cyclists as a
result of LRVs crossing pedestrian sidewalk and bicycle
lane on north side of Sheppard Avenue.
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LRV detection equipment will be implemented, as required to optimize traffic operations.
Appropriate mitigation measures, such as signing, surface treatments, or bollards will be identified to minimize
potential conflicts between LRVs and pedestrians/cyclists.

Potential conflict will be minimized with appropriate mitigation measures. Mitigation measures will be evaluated for their effectiveness and
modified as appropriate.
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5.

Permits and Approvals Required

5.1

Terrestrial Natural Heritage

5.1.1

City of Toronto’s Ravine and Natural Feature Protection By-law

Portions of the subject property, including those in the northeastern portion of the property and along the watercourse
that runs through the southern and eastern part of the property, are within the City of Toronto Ravine and Natural
Feature limit and are subject to the City of Toronto Ravine Protection By-law (Chapter 658) of the Municipal Code.
The Ravine Protection By-law regulates and seeks to prohibit the injury and destruction of trees, filling, grading and
dumping in ravines and associated wooded areas with the City of Toronto. An application and permit is required to do
works, including tree removal in this ravine area.

5.1.2

City of Toronto Private Tree By-law and City of Toronto-Owned Trees

The Tree Protection By-law law (Chapter 813, Article 3) of the Municipal Code requires a permit to injure or destroy
any tree having a dbh (diameter at breast height – diameter measured at 1.4 m above the ground) equal to or greater
than 30 cm within the City. The majority of the property falls under this By-law (that which is not within the Ravine and
Natural Feature limit). An application (Application to Injure or Destroy Trees on Private Property) and permit is
required to remove trees within this area. An additional permit, Application to Remove a Healthy City-Owned Tree, is
required for the two trees (> 30 cm dbh) that are on the City property to the north, where part of the new sewer
alignment will be placed. This application is submitted to the same City of Toronto division as the Application to Injure
or Destroy Trees on Private Property.

5.1.3

Migratory Birds Convention Act

Although neither a permit nor an application is required, it is noted that all vegetation clearing (in all areas, whether
meadow, shrub or treed) is subject to the federal Migratory Birds Convention Act (1994). This act makes it illegal to
destroy almost all bird species and their nests. As the site contains breeding birds, vegetation clearing will not take
place between April 1 and July 31. It is possible to remove vegetation at the beginning and end of this timing window
(when fewer birds are breeding) in smaller areas if the vegetation is thoroughly checked for bird nests first by an
appropriately qualified biologist and no nests are found.

5.2

Aquatic Environment

5.2.1

TRCA Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and
Watercourses Permit

Permits from the TRCA for Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses
(pursuant to Ontario Regulation 166/06) will be required for the re-alignment of the watercourse on the subject property
and the sewer realignment along the east side of the property.

5.2.2

TRCA/DFO Federal Fisheries Act Authorization (Section 35(b))

The TRCA has reviewed the project impacts in reference to the Canadian Fisheries Act and determined that an
Authorization under the act is not required (TRCA Correspondence April 27, 2010 CFN 43669.01). Discussions with
the TRCA have identified several areas where the TTC must provide mitigation to protect fish and fish habitat. On the
basis that mitigation is applied the satisfaction of TRCA, the project can proceed under a Letter of Advice from the
TRCA. Mitigation plans have been developed to address TRCA concerns.
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5.2.3

MNR Endangered Species Act Permit/License Agreement

A letter of advice has been requested from the MNR under the Provincial Endangered Species Act (ESA) for the realignment of the watercourse on the subject property due to the presence of Redside Dace downstream within
Morningside Creek.

5.3

Hydrogeology and Groundwater

5.3.1

Ontario Water Resources Act (s.34) Permit To Take Water

Under the Ontario Water Resources Act (Ontario Regulation 128/03), a Permit-To-Take-Water (PTTW) from the
Ministry of the Environment will be obtained for the taking of water over 50,000 L/day from any given source, whether
temporary or permanent for any purpose including but not limited to: diversion, potable water supply, cleaning, flushing
and dewatering during transportation corridor construction, operation and maintenance. Based upon a preliminary
assessment of groundwater inflow during construction of the buried box culvert and sanitary sewer, a PTTW is not
anticipated to be required. However, this will need to be revisited closer to the construction phase when specific
details such as construction timing and methods are known.

5.3.2

Ontario Water Resources Act (Wells Regulation 903) Wells

Under the Ontario Water Resources Act (Ontario Regulation 128/03), Regulation 903 covers all wells including public
and private, municipal and rural, agricultural, commercial and industrial, as well as test holes, dewatering wells, and
monitoring wells. It sets out minimum standards for sighting, constructing, tagging and reporting, maintaining and
decommissioning wells. The regulation also sets out the licensing requirements for businesses and individuals
engaged in well construction, pump and other equipment installation, and standards for the design, construction,
maintenance and abandonment (or decommissioning) of wells. A large number of groundwater monitoring wells and
boreholes/ piezometers are present on the site. All wells and borehole that are greater than 3.1 m (10 ft) in depth must
be decommissioned in accordance with Regulation 903.

5.4

Contaminated Soils

Certain changes in land use and/or the municipal approvals process may trigger the requirement for the filing of a
Record of Site Condition (RSC). Given that the current and proposed land use will remain the same (i.e.,
industrial/commercial) the filing of a RSC for the property is not mandatory.

5.5

Land Use Environment

An Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-law Amendment and Site Plan Approval for the development on the site will
be required from the City of Toronto. In addition, all applicable Building Permits will be obtained from the City of
Toronto.

5.6

Air Quality

A Certificate of Approval for Air under the Section 9 of the Environmental Protection Act, will be required for all
equipment with air emissions.

5.7

Noise and Vibration

It is anticipated that a Certificate of Approval for Noise under the Environmental Protection Act, will be required for all
equipment with noise emissions.
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5.8

Traffic and Transportation

Through the Site Plan Approval Process, an Entrance Permit will be obtained from the City of Toronto in order to
provide the additional access from Sheppard to the Sheppard East LRV MSF west of Conlins Road.
If required, permits will be obtained to facilitate the proposed signal modifications at the Sheppard Avenue
East/Conlins Road intersection.

5.9

Canadian Environmental Assessment Act

It is anticipated that this project will not trigger the federal Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA). As
discussed in Section 4.1.2, an assessment of habitat sensitivity and the relative net effects of the proposed project
(post mitigation) concluded that the project is deemed to represent a low/no risk to fish habitat. Therefore, approval
under the Fisheries Act will not be required.
Through correspondence with Transport Canada, it has been determined that the watercourse running through the
property is not a navigable waterway. Therefore, the realignment of this watercourse does not require a permit from
Transport Canada under the Navigable Water Protection Act.
Although, it is anticipated that this project will not create any CEAA triggers, TTC will continue to monitor this project
for potential CEAA triggers.
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6.

Consultation Process

The general public, agencies, Aboriginal communities, and interest groups were provided opportunities to review, and
comment on this project during the course of the study. TTC offered a wide range of communication methods to the
public, including a project web site, and a dedicated TTC Community Liaison Officer whom individuals could contact
via telephone, fax, or email. Two Public Open Houses were held for the public to have direct communication with
Project Team members. As well, individual meetings were held with agencies to obtain their input on this project.
This section summarizes these consultation activities as well as the comments received and how they were
considered by TTC as part of the Sheppard East LRV MSF Environmental Assessment.

6.1

Public Consultation

6.1.1

Consultation Activities

6.1.1.1

Project Web-site and TTC Community Liaison Officer

The project website (www.toronto.ca/involved/projects/sheppardlrv) was a dedicated website designed to keep the
public up-to-date on the latest developments of the Sheppard East LRV MSF, provide notice of upcoming Public Open
Houses, serve as a virtual library for materials presented at Public Open Houses and other project documentation, and
provide a means for the public to comment on the project.
The public could also comment on the Sheppard East LRV MSF by contacting the TTC Community Liaison Officer
directly. From the beginning of the study, the following contact information was provided to the public:
Mr. Lito Romano
TTC Community Liaison Officer
Transit City Department
5160 Yonge Street, 13th Floor
Toronto, ON M2N 6L9
Tel: 416-397-8699
Fax: 416-338-0279
E-mail: lito.romano@ttc.ca
TTY: 416-397-0831
www.toronto.ca/involved/projects/sheppardlrv
6.1.1.2

Public Open House Round #1

Two Public Open Houses were held on February 10, 2010 and March 10, 2010 as part of the Preliminary Planning
Step in advance of commencing the TPA Process under the Transit Projects Regulation. The Open Houses were both
held at the Chinese Cultural Centre at 5183 Sheppard Avenue East between 6:30 pm and 9:00 pm.
Notification for the February 10, Public Open House was accomplished through the following:
Posting on the project website;
First class addressed mail to the following groups on January 22, 2010;
 Properties within approximately 500 metres of the site;
 All ratepayer groups on file with the city clerk‟s office who are associated with or have an interest in
wards 41, 42, 43, and 44;
 Businesses bounded by the area of Morningside Avenue, Highway 401, Meadowvale Road, and
Markham Road;
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 All federal, provincial and municipal agencies, Aboriginal communities, and other interested
stakeholders on the project contact list;
 Municipal councillors, and the local MP and MPP.
Publication in the Scarborough Mirror on February 3 and 4, 2010; and
Canada Post mail drop to 9000 properties within the M1B postal code area on January 25, 2010.
Copies of the above notices are included in Appendix A.
A second Public Open House for preliminary planning was held on March 10, 2009 to give the community a second
opportunity to participate prior to the Notice of Commencement. Residents were notified of the March 10 Public Open
House through a mail drop to 11 700 properties on March 1, 2010, and through publication of the notice in the
Scarborough Mirror on March 4, 2010.
The following information was presented at both Public Open Houses in Round #1
The purpose of the project;
Information about the Transit City Light Rail Plan;
How the planning process will proceed and the Transit Project Assessment Process;
Why the Sheppard site was selected;
The existing conditions in the study area;
The recommended site layout and its advantages;
Examples of how the site may be designed;
How the potential effects associated with the facility will be assessed; and
Study schedule and next steps.
The Public Open Houses were informal drop in sessions, with project information presented on display boards, a
Frequently Asked Questions handout, a continuous loop slide show with voice over, and an open invitation to ask
questions and discuss the project with the many project team members present. Participants were also invited to
provide written comments through comment forms. Copies of the Display Boards and handouts are included in
Appendix A.
Key issues and comments raised at the Open Houses and after the Open Houses during the comment period are
included in Table 6.1.
6.1.1.3

Public Open House #2 and Notice of Commencement

A Public Open House was held on April 7, 2010 following the commencement of the TPA Process. The Open House
was held at the Chinese Cultural Centre at 5183 Sheppard Avenue East between 6:30 pm and 9:00 pm.
Notification for the Commencement of the EA was combined with notification for Public Open House #2 and was
accomplished through the following:
Posting on the project website;
Mailing to all federal, provincial and municipal agencies, municipal councillors, Aboriginal communities and
other interested stakeholders in advance of the Public Open House on March 22, 2010;
Publication in the Scarborough Mirror on March 25 and 26, 2010; and
Canada Post mail drop to 11 700 area properties on March 24, 2010;
Addressed mailing to all owners within 360 meters of the site.
Copies of the above notices are included in Appendix B.
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The following information was presented at Public Open House #2.
The purpose of the project;
Information about the Transit City Light Rail Plan;
How the planning process will proceed and the Transit Project Assessment Process;
The recommended site layout;
Examples of how the site may be designed;
How the potential effects associated with the facility were assessed;
Proposed mitigation measures and net effects;
Future commitments; and
Study schedule and next steps.
As with the first round of Open Houses, Public Open House #2 was an informal drop in session, with project
information presented on display boards, a Frequently Asked Questions handout, a continuous loop slide show
with voice over, and an open invitation to ask questions and discuss the project with the many project team
members present. Participants were also invited to provide written comments through comment forms. Copies of
the Display Boards and handouts are included in Appendix B.
Key issues and comments raised at the Open Houses and after the Open Houses during the comment period are
included in Table 6.1.
6.1.1.4

Notice of Completion

The Notice of Completion was issued through the following:
Posting on the project website;
Mailing to all federal, provincial and municipal agencies, municipal councillors, Aboriginal communities,
and other interested stakeholders including all who had expressed interest to date ;
Publication twice in the Scarborough Mirror on July 8 and July 9, 2010; and
Mailing to all addressed owners within 360 metres of the site.

6.1.2

Summary of Public Comments

The following table provides a summary of comments received from the public through the consultation activities
discussed above, and how these comments were considered by TTC during the Sheppard East LRV MSF EA process.
Table 6.1

Summary of Public Comments Received and How They Were Considered

Summary of Comments
Yard should be camouflaged from Thornmount Drive by a
berm.
Appearance of open yard.

Impact of noise from facility on future schools and nearby
residential areas.

How the Comment was Considered
Landscaping and fencing is proposed along the west edge of the site.
Landscaping will be provided to improve the appearance of the facility from the east,
south and west. In addition, an acoustic wall will be built along the east side of the
facility and will partially block the view of the facility from the future schools and
residential area.
The residences on Upper Rouge Trail, Gennella Square, and both future school sites
were considered sensitive receptors.
With the acoustic barriers and proposed mitigation measures, noise levels are
anticipated to be lower than MOE Noise Guidelines.

Impact of noise where LRVs from Scarborough RT and
Scarborough Malvern LRT will join Sheppard Line
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Table 6.1

Summary of Public Comments Received and How They Were Considered

Summary of Comments

How the Comment was Considered

Congestion caused by increased traffic from the facility.
Any potentially noticeable traffic impacts would be experienced during the shoulders
How many vehicles will enter the property?
of the street peak hours. LRV and traffic volumes will be monitored following the
Will intersections be improved to accommodate the facility? opening of the facility and adjustments to signal timing will be made as necessary, in
consultation with the City of Toronto.
Incompatibility with surrounding land uses of school, park
The site is zoned industrial within the Rouge Employment District. In addition it is
and residential.
designated as an Employment Area within the City of Toronto Official Plan.
Mitigation measures are proposed to minimize the potential effect of noise, vibration,
traffic, air quality, and visibility of the facility, on the future school sites and nearby
residential.
Impact of pollution on school and residential area.
No anticipated net effects on air quality as air emissions will be required to meet
Ministry of the Environment guidelines. A Certificate of Approval for Air will be required
for the facility.
Proposed schools will have insufficient land for parking and The TTC undertook extensive consultation with the Toronto District School Board and
track.
the Toronto Catholic District School Board to ensure the facility has minimal impact on
the proposed schools. The School Boards do not require any additional land for the
proposed schools.
Impact to watercourse
The proposed undertaking will result in piping of approximately 200 m of the existing
watercourse. The watercourse is an engineered drainage channel, and is not
considered fish habitat.
Through riparian plantings and improvements to the downstream reach where erosion
has impacted the banks of the watercourse, the loss of function of the watercourse to
support downstream fish habitat can be fully mitigated/off-set.
Obstacles and delays that LRT’s will have on emergency
Toronto Fire and EMS, and the City of Toronto Transportation Services were notified
vehicles
regarding this project and did not raise any concerns regarding access to the EMS
and Fire Station.
Impact on animals at Toronto Zoo.
The Toronto Zoo was considered a sensitive receptor for noise from the facility. Noise
levels are anticipated to be lower than MOE Noise Guidelines at the Toronto Zoo.
Were alternative sites considered?
The TTC undertook a property search to identify potential locations to accommodate
the Sheppard East LRV MSF. Due to its size and availability to accommodate the
facility, the selected site was identified as the preferred location.
Why is the maintenance facility needed?
The purpose of the Sheppard East LRV MSF is to provide a maintenance and storage
facility for LRVs that will provide transit service on the Sheppard East LRT corridor, as
well as other Transit City corridors.
What is the cost of the facility and how is it being funded?
The project is being funded by the Province of Ontario through Metrolinx.
How will local businesses be impacted?
The project is required to support the future Sheppard Avenue East LRT which will
create employment, reduce greenhouse gas emissions and attract investment in the
Sheppard corridor. During construction, efforts will be made to reduce disruption for
local businesses and residents and plans will be communicated via mail drops,
newspaper notices. A dedicated community liaison has been assigned to facilitate
communication with the business and residential communities
Impact of runoff on Morningside Creek.
Onsite quality and quantity control measures will be observed in accordance with the
City of Toronto, Toronto Green Standard and the TRCA requirements pertaining to the
Tributary of Morningside Creek. Both regulating bodies require that all storm events
up to the 100 year storm event be controlled on the site and that MOE Enhanced
water quality, 80% TSS (total suspended solids) removal, be achieved. The onsite
water quality and quantity control will be achieved in a multi component approach
utilizing low impact development Best Management Practices and a stormwater
management pond for water quality and quantity control.
Should have considered looping The Bloor Subway line with The design of a transit system is based on its projected ridership. The projected
the Sheppard Subway line by expanding both lines to
ridership of the Sheppard Avenue East does not justify the cost of a subway , as LRT
Progress and Sheppard.
operating in a dedicated transit lane can easily accommodate ridership demand in a
cost effective manner. The Scarborough Rapid Transit is planned to extend from
Kennedy Station to Sheppard Avenue to connect with the Sheppard Avenue East
LRT.
Would like a stop at the Ecopark Gate
At this time the Sheppard Avenue East LRT is funded to travel to Morningside. Should
an extension to Meadowvale be confirmed, a stop in the vicinity of Ecopark Gate at
the west intersection of Rouge River Drive will be reviewed.
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Table 6.1

Summary of Public Comments Received and How They Were Considered

Summary of Comments
Facility will distract from business to the west of the site,
including appearance of open yard, congestion, noise, and
alignment of driveway. A berm with coniferous trees should
be planted on top, alongside the open storage yard on
Thornmount Drive to aid in camouflage
Would recommend presentations and Q&A Session
followed by Open House

Please advise as to the exact route that the Sheppard LRT
will take on Sheppard Ave. near McCowan?
Not enough knowledgeable staff at Open Houses

6.2

Agency Consultation

6.2.1

Consultation Activities

How the Comment was Considered
The TTC is currently looking at the possibility of adding a stop in the Conlins Rd to
Ecopark Gate vicinity. This would be in addition to the Dean Park Rd. stop.

The reason for the open house format used was that it allows participants to focus in
on the part of the project which they are most interested in. Given the size of this
project most people would not want to sit through a lengthy presentation, if they were
only concerned about their specific property impact.
The Sheppard LRT will travel in the middle in the centre of Sheppard Avenue East in a
dedicated transit lane in front of McCowan
The TTC made a point of having a strong team presence in order to properly address
questions from participants. From the feedback we received from other participants
and the number of questions we addressed during the open houses, it appeared
people were pleased with the level of information available.

Consultation was carried out with a number of key agencies throughout the study process through meetings and
written correspondence. In addition, all relevant agencies were circulated invitations to Public Open Houses, the Notice
of Commencement, and Notice of Completion.
The following table provides a summary of comments received from agencies. The list of agencies consulted with and
copies of original correspondence is included in Appendix C.
Table 6.2

Comments Received from Agencies and How They Were Considered

Agency
Transport Canada

Ministry of Natural Resources

Comments Received
A request was sent to Transport Canada in January, 2010
to make a determination regarding the navigability of the
watercourse on the project site. Transport Canada
responded that the watercourse was not a navigable
waterway.
A request was made to the Ministry of Natural Resources
on natural heritage features within the project site. The
Ministry responded on October 23, 2009 that there are no
species at risk Element Occurrences documented that are
located in the area in question
A number of departments within the City of Toronto
provided comments on the proposed site as part of the
City‟s Official Plan Amendment Process.

City of Toronto
Transportation Services
Technical Services
Economic Development and Culture
Urban Design
Parks, Forestry and Recreation
Ravine and Natural Feature Protection
Toronto and Region Conservation
The TRCA provided detailed comments regarding the
Authority (TRCA)
watercourse realignment, subject to Ontario Regulation
166/06 and the Valley and Stream Corridor Management
Plan, and the Natural Heritage Impact Statement.
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How the Comment was Considered
As a result of this correspondence, the TTC
did not seek approval under the Navigable
Waterways Protection Act.

Comment noted

Comments received during the Official Plan
Amendment process were considered and
where appropriate, revisions were made in
the detailed design.

Comments received from the TRCA were
considered and where appropriate, revisions
were made to the EPR.
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Table 6.2

Comments Received from Agencies and How They Were Considered

Agency
Toronto Zoo

Toronto District School Board

Ministry of Culture

Comments Received

How the Comment was Considered

The Zoo is concerned about the noise at night while
patrons are enjoying the overnight Bushcamp. It is
understood that this area is well below sound level limit.
However, this program is intended to simulate a
wilderness experience therefore and “city” sounds at night
when there is little background noise will interfere with the
experience. We would like to have more information on
the mitigation approaches.

As a result of this comment, the EPR was
revised to include more information on noise
impacts at the Zoo in Section 4.2.7.1.

The viewshed analysis concludes that there will be views
of the proposed development from the Toronto Zoo,
however the study considers the views to have minimal
impact. We are concerned about the visual impact and
would propose that the project include planting of mature
trees along the top of bank on the Zoo property. This will
provide an excellent screen for sight lines and noise and
lessen the impact of the development on the Zoo
experience.
We would like the TTC to consider an earthen colour for
the building surface as this will allow the structure to
blend in with the surrounding environment.
We are pleased to see the additional measures proposed
to lessen the visual impact, e.g., shielding of exterior light
standards and fixtures, noise attenuation barrier, etc.
Along with air quality and noise considerations, other
matters raised relate to the security of sites to minimize if
not eliminate potential trespassing of the yard (however
marginal and minimal the opportunity) once the schools
have been completed. TTC officials are aware of this and
this has been already incorporated into the design.
We are satisfied with the conclusions of the reports [Air
Quality Assessment Report and Noise and Vibration
Assessment Report] and the measures proposed to mitigate
noise and vibration during the operation of the yard.
As part of the Class Environmental Assessment process,
the Ministry of Culture has an interest in the conservation
of cultural heritage resources including:
Archaeological resources;
Built heritage resources; and
Cultural heritage landscapes.
Attached is MCL‟s Checklist for Determining
Archaeological Potential, which identifies characteristics
of the property that indicate whether archaeological
resources might be present and/or impacted. Please
complete the checklist to determine whether an
archaeological assessment by an archaeologist licensed
under the Ontario Heritage Act is required for this project
prior to any ground disturbance and/or site alterations.
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It is understood that the bushcamp is meant
to simulate a wilderness experience
throughout the night and that there is a
concern that “city” sounds in the lowbackground-noise area will interfere with the
experience. The predicted impact of 32 dBA
at night satisfies the MOE sound level limit
for a receptor located in a rural environment,
which is the most stringent official criteria
applicable. The impact is in the range of what
would be expected during birds singing
outside, a quiet rural environment, or even a
library setting or private study.
Comment noted, TTC will continue to consult
with the Toronto Zoo during detailed design.

Comment noted, TTC will continue to consult
with the Toronto Zoo during detailed design.
Comment Noted

Comment Noted

Comment Noted

Stage 1 & 2 Archaeological Assessments
have been completed for the project. The
Stage 1 assessment determined that
archaeological potential was present within
the study area based on its proximity to a
primary water source, early Euro-Canadian
settlements, and early transportation roads.
A property inspection of the study area was
also conducted, and it concluded that three
areas within the study area retained
archaeological potential, and a Stage 2
property assessment was recommended for
these areas, if they are to be impacted by the
proposed undertaking.
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Table 6.2

Comments Received from Agencies and How They Were Considered

Agency

Comments Received

How the Comment was Considered

Also attached is our Built Heritage Resources and
Cultural Heritage Landscapes Assessment Checklist.
Please complete the checklist to determine whether a
qualified heritage consultant must be retained to carry out
a Heritage Impact Assessment.

The Stage 2 property assessment focused
on the three areas that were deemed to have
archaeological potential, and all work was
conducted in accordance with the Ontario
Heritage Act (2005) and the Draft Standards
and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists
(MCL 2009). Although systematic test pit
survey was completed, no archaeological
remains were encountered. In light of these
results, ASI recommends that the Stage 2
project area investigated for the TTC LRT
Facilities does not require any additional
assessment and can be considered clear of
further archaeological concern.

The completed checklists should be returned to the
Ministry, along with any additional relevant information,
such as maps (key location and site plan preferred) and
photos.

Enbridge Pipelines Inc.

6.3

Enbridge does not have any comments or concerns with
the proposed development. Enbridge Pipelines Inc. can
be removed from your circulation list.

Both reports were submitted to the Ministry
of Tourism and Culture on February 19, 2010
for review.
Comment noted

TTC and City of Toronto Approvals

The draft Environmental Project Report for the Sheppard East LRV MSF (April, 2010) was submitted to and approved
by the Toronto Transit Commission on May 6, 2010. Subsequently, the draft Environmental Project Report was
submitted to and approved by the City of Toronto Council on June 8, 2010.

6.4

Aboriginal Communities Consultation

6.4.1

Consultation Activities

The following Aboriginal communities, as identified in standard protocols with Indian and Northern Affairs Canada and
having contact information confirmed by the Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs , were consulted for the Sheppard East LRV MSF:
Alderville First Nation;
Beausoleil First Nation;
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation;
Chippewas of Rama First Nation;
Mississaugas of Scugog First Nation;
Curve Lake First Nation;
Hiawatha First Nation;
Moose Deer Point First Nation.
Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation;
All of the above noted Aboriginal communities, as well as Ms. Karry Sandy McKenzie, Legal Co-ordinator for Williams
Treaty First Nations, were sent letters to notify them of the project, invite their participation in the both rounds of Public
Open Houses, and seek their input on the project. The Aboriginal communities were also circulated the Notice of
Commencement and Notice of Completion with written invitations asking for any interest they may have in the project
and offering meetings. Telephone calls were undertaken after the Notice of Commencement and Notice of Completion
were sent if the project team had not received any responses to the Notices.
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6.4.2

Summary of Comments

The following table provides a summary of comments received from Aboriginal Communities through the consultation
activities discussed above, and how these comments were considered by TTC during the Sheppard East LRV MSF EA
process. Copies of the correspondence sent to Aboriginal Communities is included in Appendix D.

Table 6.3

Comments Received from Aboriginal Communities and How They Were Considered

Aboriginal Community

Comments Received

Curve Lake First Nation
Melissa Dokis, Lands Consultation
Resource
(Comment Received Jan. 27, 2010)

I would like to thank you and acknowledge
receipt of your correspondence dated January
25, 2010 via e-mail in regard to the LRV
maintenance and storage facility at 8304
Sheppard Avenue East. Please continue to send
Ms. Karry Sandy-Mackenzie and Chief Knott
more information on this issue as it becomes
available.
Message sent from Chief Stinson Henry to her
staff and copied to TTC on March 22, 2010
indicated the following: Sheri, please
acknowledge receipt per usual process, only by
e-mail and add to our chart. Thanks.

Chief Sinton Henry
Chippewas of Rama First Nation
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How the Comment was Considered
Request documented and all future notices sent
to both Ms. Karry Sandy-Mackenzie and Chief
Knott as standard practise with invitations to
meet and discuss any interest they may have in
the project.

Note confirmed for records and all future notices
sent to Chief Stinson Henry with additional
invitation to meet and discuss any interest she
may have in the project.
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