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1. INTRODUCTION
During the Lakeview Waterfront Connection Environmental Assessment, it was identified in Section 6.3
that there currently is no vehicular access to the proposed construction area, and as such, a new
temporary access route was required. This route is necessary to haul fill and other construction
materials and resources to the site from Lakeshore Road. It was anticipated that this route would be
required for a period of 7 to 10 years, with an anticipated maximum of 250 trucks per day accessing the
site, with a daily average approaching 200 trucks. The assumption was that at completion, the
temporary access road would be decommissioned, removed and the site restored. A traffic impact
assessment report was undertaken by Morrison Hershfield to assess the effects of up to 250 trucks
arriving on site a day for the LWC EA. The analysis concluded that for the Dixie and Lakeshore
intersection the traffic generated during construction was found to be very small, in the order of 72
vehicles per hour, during peak hours, which had negligible impact on traffic operations in the study area
network. During non-peak hours, there was effectively no impact on traffic operations.
During the EA, it was deemed that construction access through the Ontario Power Generation (OPG) site
west of the Region of Peel’s (RoP) G.E. Booth Waste Water Treatment Facility (G.E. Booth WWTF) was
not viable. Similarly, operations at the G.E. Booth WWTF precluded the ability to allow access through
their site of 200 to 250 trucks a day. As such, three alternative access points from Lakeshore Road were
identified:
1) From the existing access route to the G.E. Booth WWTF (Routes 1 and 1b);
2) At the intersection of Lakeshore and Dixie (south of Lakeshore) at the entrance to TRCA’s
Small Arms Building, which is part of the larger Arsenal Lands property (Route 2); and
3) At 1400 Lakeshore Road which is a driveway on the south side of Lakeshore approximately
130m east of the Lakeshore and Dixie intersection (Routes 3 and 3b). This access point is
part of the TRCA’s Arsenal Lands property.
In all cases, the end point for the temporary construction access route was identified as the Lake Ontario
shoreline on Marie Curtis Park Beach west, with 4 of the access route terminating on the east side of
Applewood Creek and 1 access route terminating on the west side of Applewood Creek. In total, 5
different temporary construction route alignments were considered based on the above 3 access points
and two above termination points. The main benefit of these routes was that they accessed the Lake
Ontario shoreline from Lakeshore Road through RoP and TRCA owned properties.
In the development of these alternatives, a number of constraints were considered and formed the
basis of the evaluation of access routes. These constraints included:
 Impacts to the Waterfront Trail;
 Built cultural-heritage resources such as the former outdoor shooting range, small arms
buildings;
 Possible impacts due to past industrial uses;
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Possible impacts to natural features such as disruption of mature shade trees, Species at
Risk (butternut trees (Juglans cinerea)) and woodlot functions, , floodplain issues and
stream crossings (Applewood Creek);
Sections of Marie Curtis Park which are a former municipal landfill site;
Potential for archaeological resources to be unearthed;
Potential traffic impacts to Lakeshore Road;
Impacts on beach users at Marie Curtis Park Beach west; and
Enhancements planned and underway for the existing local parks.

Assumptions during the LWC EA regarding the construction access road were as follows:
 All roads would be 12m wide and allow for 2 way truck access; and
 Road beds would be built to high quality standards to minimize maintenance due to wear
and tear by the anticipated truck volumes.
Through the preliminary evaluation of alternative routes in section 6.3, it was deemed that Alternative 2
was the preferred route of the routes identified given that it possessed the least impacts from a natural,
social and technical engineering environment perspective. This route was selected because:
1) It entered the Arsenal Lands at the Lakeshore and Dixie Roads intersection to take
advantage of the controlled traffic signals, thus minimizing impacts on traffic.
2) Portions travelled along existing paved surfaces through TRCA owned property.
3) Portions travelled along a widened Waterfront Trail route on RoP property, requiring only a
few mature shade trees and extensive undergrowth to be removed.
4) Accessing on the east side of Applewood Creek avoided the need for temporary stream
crossings along the construction access route.
5) The route was largely free from flooding from Applewood Creek and Etobicoke Creek,
except under extreme events.
6) The route avoided species of concern such as butternut (though were within 25m) and was
at least 50m from the 3 frog ponds on the Arsenal Lands.
7) The route could be built with limited impacts to cultural heritage features following
mitigation measures.
The primary negative issues with this alternative route are that it:
1) Created impacts to users of the Marie Curtis Beach west and residents in the City of Toronto
on the east side of Etobicoke Creek by requiring the construction access to be located in
close proximity to the beach for the full duration of the construction period.
2) Required the disruption of public use to the Waterfront Trail for the duration of the
construction period on RoP property south of the Small Arms Building, and necessitating a
temporary trail to be constructed along the south side of Lakeshore.
3) Delayed planning and implementation for a Parks Master Plan for the Arsenal Lands for
years, given the construction access route’s reliance on lands within the proposed Master
Planning area.
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4) Close proximity to some built cultural heritage features, such as the outdoor rifle range
baffles (~5m).
Given these impacts that were identified in the LWC EA process, the LWC Project Team explored
opportunities to find an alternative route that alleviated these issues during the design stage of the
Project.

2. RATIONALE FOR THE PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS
As discussed in Section 1 above, Route 2 from the LWC EA, provides the least impactful alignment in
comparison to the other 4 proposed alignments. However, Route 2 exposes recreational users of the
Waterfront Trail, Marie Curtis Park West beach, and Arsenal Lands to construction traffic and activity for
the full duration of the Project. Three of the other alignments proposed in the EA had equal or greater
levels of impacts to the above stated issues, while the fifth alignment (Alternative 1) had the greatest
level of environmental impact and offered the greatest level of potential risk due to flooding to the
project.
To further reduce the level of impact, the Project Team explored alternative routes that accessed the
Lake Ontario shoreline to the west of the G.E. Booth WWTF. The benefit of such a route would include,
but not be limited to the following:
 Eliminate the need for closing down pedestrian and bicycle traffic to the existing Waterfront
Trail through the Arsenal Lands and relocating it along Lakeshore Road;
 Reduce the amount of construction activity located on the Marie Curtis Park West Beach to
a much shorter period of time as construction access and phasing would be based west of
the WWTF, and
 The City of Mississauga could advance planning and implementation of the Arsenal Lands
Master Plan at a time that was convenient for the City, as the property was no longer
required for the duration of the construction period.

3. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS
Initially, discussions were held with Ontario Power Generation (OPG) to explore the feasibility of a
fourth Construction Access Point off of Lakeshore at the intersection of Hydro Road. The route would
have used the existing paved industrial access road inside their security gates at Hydro Road to access
the Lake Ontario shoreline immediately to the east of the eastern circulation pier. While this would
have readily provided construction access for the LWC Project , the dedicated use of this route through
the centre of OPG’s property would make the majority of OPG’s property unavailable for other interim
uses for 7 to 10 years. As a result, alternative access points and alignments were explored.
Ultimately, an alternative route (Route 1c) was identified using the paved driveway access point off of
Lakeshore at the G.E. Booth WWTF access road (Figure 1), Trucks would drive south on this road before
6

veering west through a parking lot and along an abandoned elevated railway spur to the eastern
boundary of OPG’s property. At the eastern boundary with OPG, a temporary bridge crossing would be
installed over the Serson Stormwater channel, before the road would veer south to the lake on the west
bank of the stormwater channel on OPG’s property. While, this involves access through the OPG’s
property, it does leave the vast majority of their site unencumbered from other uses and the majority of
the route is located within hazard lands. A detailed description of the access route is provided below by
section.
Route 2, which is also shown in Figure 1, is the original Preferred Alternative route from the LWC EA.
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Figure 1. Proposed new construction access route (Route 1c) and existing route identified in the LWC EA (Route 2)
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Entrance Section: The intersection of Lakeshore Road with the G.E. Booth WWTF access road is a nonsignaled intersection and is located approximately 180m west of the signaled intersection of Dixie and
Lakeshore Road. The next closest signaled intersection is Haig Blvd, which is ~ 425m to the west of the
G.E. Booth WWTF Access road. Trucks accessing from the east along Lakeshore Road can merge into the
125m long centre median to avoid traffic impacts on the two westbound travel lanes. Trucks arriving
from the west along Lakeshore Road will turn directly into the driveway from the right hand lane. The
Waterfront Trail also crosses along the south side of Lakeshore Road at this intersection. The
Waterfront Trail is controlled by stop signs and overlapping gates to encourage cyclists to dismount
before they cross the existing intersection.
The Traffic Impact Assessment report undertaken by Morrison Hershfield in the EA determined that the
existing traffic conditions at the Dixie and Lakeshore intersection, during the peak morning and
afternoon rush hour periods, would not experience significant further delays by the additional 72 truck
trips per hour that would occur as a result of the LWC construction. The report also suggested that
enhanced signal light timing between the City of Toronto and Mississauga along Lakeshore would likely
improve the overall traffic congestion experienced at peak hours, even with the additional anticipated
construction traffic.
From Lakeshore Road, trucks would travel south for approximately 290m along an existing industrial
access road before veering west into a parking lot immediately north of RoP’s WWTF. The route would
traverse for approximately 140m through the parking lot. The industrial access road and parking lot are
owned by the RoP. The parking lot is surrounded on its western and northern boundary by an earthen
berm. The western berm separates the parking lot from the Lakeview Indoor Rifle Range (which is a
built heritage cultural feature at 1300A Lakeshore Road), and an adjacent woodlot (identified by the City
of Mississauga as Terrestrial Natural Area LV2). The closest that the access road will get in proximity to
the Lakeview Indoor Rifle Range is ~50m. The northern berm separates the lot from the industrial park
to the north. Fill management operations and site security will be established in the parking lot area.
RoP Spur Section: From the parking lot, the route will follow an abandoned railway spur north of the
WWTF. This railway spur is located on an elevated embankment which provides less than the optimal
10m width conditions required for 2 lane truck access. This section of reduced width extends 90-100m
from the parking lot to the eastern bank of the Serson Stormwater channel. The Serson Creek baseflow
channel flows under the central portion of this embankment through a culvert. The embankment also
bisects the City of Mississauga’s Terrestrial Natural Heritage zone (LV2). Opportunities to mitigate the
extent of this pinch point will be explored through the Detailed Design. The railway embankment and
adjacent Terrestrial Natural Heritage lands are owned by the RoP.
Terrestrial Natural Heritage Zone LV2 has been classified by the City of Mississauga as providing poor
habitat diversity and poor quality habitat, due to extensive invasive species, debris, garbage and
informal trails. However, the woodlot is significant as it is currently the only natural area in Serson
Creek sub-watershed. Two locally rare plants were observed on the east and west end of the spur
section (silky dogwood Cornus amomum and foxglove beardtongue Penstemon digitalis). The
abandoned railway bed has also been recently planted with seedlings. These seedlings will require
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relocation. Sediment fences will be placed on the side slopes of the elevated spur line to protect the
natural area and Serson baseflow channel.
Serson Stormwater Channel Crossing and OPG Section: A temporary 18m long bridge will be installed
over the Serson Stormwater channel which will have a soffit elevation that clears at least the 25 year
return event in Serson Creek. This span will cross from lands owned by RoP on the east and OPG on the
west.
On the west side of the Serson Creek stormwater channel, the construction access road will veer south
to Lake Ontario parallel to the stormwater channel. For the first 390m, there is an elevated berm,
located on the OPG lands that once supported a railway spur.
The design for the Lakeview Waterfront Connection Project has identified that the Serson Creek
stormwater channel will be widened by approximately 5m to the west to better enable ecological and
hydraulic enhancements of the creek. The existing berm will be reconstructed to accommodate the
future widening of the channel. The berm will be raised on the west side to existing grades such that a
10m wide, 2 lane roadbed can be established. Sediment fences will be placed on the side slopes of the
berm.
The access road will then slope down from the berm and follow parallel to the creek channel for the
remaining distance to the lake on existing grades, which is approximately 320m long. The lands consist
of regenerating meadow conditions overlying the former coal stockpile area for OPG.
During the majority of time, the Serson Creek stormwater channel will remain dry as the connection of
the base flow channel through the Serson stormwater channel will be one of the last major earth
moving activities phased for the LWC Project. Flows do not typically start moving through the
stormwater channel until about the 2 year return period event. There are approximately 30 trees on
top of and on the west side berm that will require removal by the berm crest relocation activities for the
construction access road. None of the trees were deemed significant or rare. A larger number of trees
are also found within the stormwater channel itself, but those trees were identified for removal during
the LWC EA as part of the naturalization activities. Bobolink (Dolichonyx oryzivorus) has also been
observed in the regenerating meadow portions of the OPG lands, but no evidence of breeding has been
observed.
A temporary staging/stockpile area of ~0.6ha may be established adjacent to the Lake Ontario shoreline
for the first couple of years of construction, until such time that a land base has been established in the
first confinement cell area.
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4. COMPARATIVE EVALUATION BETWEEN ROUTE 1c AND
ROUTE 2
Table 1 provides a summary of the comparative evaluation between Route 1c and Route 2. Using the
same evaluation criteria established for the LWC EA in Chapter 6.3, with a few new criteria to reflect
differences in the proposed geography imposed by Route 1c, a comparative evaluation was undertaken
of the two alternatives on the basis of the natural, social, cultural and technical/engineering
environment.

4.1

Natural Environment

Four criteria were used to evaluate the alternative access routes for the natural environment
component including:
1. Vegetation/habitat removed or disturbed during construction of site access road and
laydown area;
2. Disruption to Applewood or Serson Creek; and
3. Disruption related to natural hazards (floodplain, erosion).
4. NEW Influence on timing of establishment of fish and terrestrial habitat elements in
construction phasing
Criteria: Vegetation/habitat removed or disturbed during construction of site access road and
laydown area
For the criteria “vegetation/habitat removed or disturbed during construction of site access road and
laydown area” there were two indicators used to evaluate each alternative access route:
1. Area and significance of vegetation removed; and
2. Potential for forest habitat fragmentation.
Indicator: Area and significance of vegetation removed or altered
Site preparation and the creation of roads will require the removal of vegetation, and therefore a
reduction in the amount of habitat within the LWC Project Study Area. This reduction in habitat affects
biodiversity and the resilience of the remnant communities. Some areas, such as grasslands, provide
habitat for open country and early successional breeding birds. The impacted area and vegetation
removal were considered during the evaluation. Routes that resulted in the least amount of vegetation
removal or habitat alteration are preferred.
The relative regional significance (i.e. L-Rank) of the affected terrestrial communities was also
considered in the evaluation. Routes that avoid impacts on communities of concern are preferred.
GIS mapping of ELC communities was overlain on the route alternatives and the linear distance of routes
through specific communities was measured using GIS tools. This allowed for an analysis of the relative
significance of the terrestrial communities affected.
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Table 1. Alternatives evaluation.

Environmental Component
Natural Environment

Criteria
Vegetation/habitat
removed or disturbed
during construction of site
access road and laydown
area

Indicator
Area and significance of
vegetation removed






Alternative Route
Preferred Alternative (Route 2)
Limited Vegetation Removal including removal of a couple of large,

mature shade trees, a stand of staghorn sumac and shrubs and
younger undergrowth.
There are no Species of Concern within the immediate footprint of
the widened construction access road alignment, through a few
Butternut were observed within 25 m of the route
Generally speaking, most of the habitat removed involves
communities of lower conservation concern
Route does exit through to the Lake Ontario shoreline onto an L2 and

L3 beach habitat condition
Less Preferred



Potential for forest
habitat fragmentation




There is generally no increase in fragmentation
Alignment does occur through two distinct forest patches which
possess higher general functioning than the Route 1c alignment




Less Preferred


Disruption to Applewood or Length and nature of
Serson Creek
disruption to waterbodies
(including Applewood,
Serson and Etobicoke
Creeks and wetlands)



No waterbody disruption involved with the construction of the
access route. Crossing over Applewood Creek occurs in the land
creation area as such, is part of the primary design evaluation
previously completed.




Most Preferred
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Route 1C
Limited Vegetation Removal required for access road
installation. While a number of younger trees (~30) will be
removed along the west side of the Serson Stormwater
channel, these trees were going to be removed to
accommodate the proposed 5m widening of the stormwater
channel to improve aquatic and riparian habitat conditions,
and hydraulic conveyance. A number of young seedlings
recently planted along the railway spur north of the WWTF
will also be relocated.
For the most part, habitat removed includes communities of
lower conservation concern, though two locally rare plants
(Silky Dogwood and Foxglove Beardtongue) were observed on
either end of the railway spur north of the WWTF. These
plants may or may not be impacted.
Bobolink have been observed in 2013 and 2015, but no
evidence of breeding has been observed.
Route 1c exits through to the Lake Ontario shoreline onto a
rubble armoured shoreline.
Most Preferred
There is generally no increase in fragmentation
Located on highly disturbed former transportation and
industrial storage land uses. Alignment does go through two
forest patches on the north and south side of the railway spur
north of the WWTF. These forest patches possess less
functioning than Route 2 alignment
Rest of the route is located on the margins of a regenerating
open meadow.
Most Preferred
Access road will travel along railway spur over culvert
conveying existing baseflows for Serson Creek and will cross
over the stormwater channel with a new temporary bridge
crossing.
Potential for erosion, siltation and other contaminants in the
area of the Serson Creek crossing.
Minor modifications to the low quality riparian habitats may
result as part widening efforts of the abandoned railway
embankment to accommodate 2 lanes of truck traffic north of
the WWTF.

Environmental Component

Criteria

Indicator

Alternative Route
Preferred Alternative (Route 2)

Potential to impair water
quality in Arsenal Lands
wetland areas and
wetland habitat along
Serson Creek north of the
railway spur culvert





~50m from amphibian breeding pond
Fairly low risk of impacts on amphibian ponds due to siltation, dust
and release of contaminants along the route due to its distance.
Route 2 will not impact the wetlands along Serson Creek wetland
habitat north of the railway spur.




Most Preferred


Disruption related to
natural hazards (floodplain,
erosion)

Nature of change to flood
capacity and exposure to
natural hazards



Access road is not located near hazard areas. While Lake Ontario is a
hazard area, that is associated with the land creation area, not the
construction access road




Most Preferred

New – Influence on timing
of establishment of fish and
terrestrial habitat elements
in construction phasing

Potential to advance
earlier habitat gains for
fish and terrestrial habitat
in the construction
phasing strategy



Construction access entering from the far eastern portion of the
project site prevents early establishment of wetland habitats and
terrestrial elements given that construction access is required
through this narrow portion of the Project area.



Less Preferred

Route 1C
Less Preferred
~30 - 50m from the wetland habitats along Serson Creek
north of the railway spur culvert.
Though Route 1c is located closer to the ephemeral urban
sourced wetland features in LV2 than Route 2 is in proximity
to the amphibian ponds in the Arsenal Lands, the quality of
habitat is in LV2 is lower and the wetlands are upstream of
the proposed route.
Route 1c will not impact the amphibian breeding ponds in
Arsenals
Most Preferred
Temporary bridge crossing over stormwater channel has
potential to restrict flood flows upstream
The existing culvert north of the WWTF has the small
potential for failure under the railway spur north of the
WWTF
Less Preferred
With the construction access coming down the west bank of
Serson Creek, the first confinement cell and western wetland
area on land creation area can be completed within 2-3 years
of commencement of the project. Construction access can
then shift to the east side of the Serson Creek channel and
progress eastward, avoiding construction impacts on the
recently established early habitat gains.

Most Preferred
Summary
Social Environment

Disruption to use and
enjoyment of Waterfront
Trail

Length of Trail disrupted






Disruption to use and
enjoyment of Marie Curtis
Park

Area of Marie Curtis Park
disrupted
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Less Preferred
Requires closure of 750m of Waterfront Trail through the Arsenal
Lands, including ~400m of trail that is destroyed
Requires dead-ending of the Trail within Marie Curtis Park
Construction of 380 to 420m of new temporary Waterfront Trail
along the south side of Lakeshore during construction from Small
Arms Building to Marie Curtis Park West
Will not likely require flagging at the one point of crossing for user
safety
Less Preferred
Construction access road crosses Marie Curtis Park West Beach just
east of the Applewood Creek outlet, preventing access along the
beach to the west.
Maintaining construction access road for duration of the
construction through Arsenal Lands and through the western limit of
the Marie Curtis Park Beach West produces visual distractions and






Most Preferred
Requires one point of crossing of the existing Waterfront Trail
at an existing industrial access road to the G.E. Booth WWTF –
Trail possesses stop signs and offsetting speed control gates.
Does not impact Waterfront Trail in Arsenal Lands
Does not impact Waterfront Trail in Marie Curtis Park
Does not require a temporary trail
Most Preferred




No physical disruption to users of Marie Curtis Park
Construction access road is located on the west side of the
G.E. Booth WWTF thus greatly reducing visual distractions and
noise and dust impacts
Most Preferred

Environmental Component

Criteria

Indicator

Alternative Route
Preferred Alternative (Route 2)
noise and dust adjacent to Beach and Park users.

Disruption to
redevelopment of Arsenal
Lands and Marie Curtis
Park

Nature of disruption to
redevelopment activities




Less Preferred
Impacts limited to the Small Arms Building area and trails adjacent to
riffle baffles
Potentially delays Master Planning activities for Arsenal Lands

Route 1C




No impacts to the Small Arms Building area or trails adjacent
to the riffle baffles
No impacts to potential Master Planning activities for Arsenal
Lands.

Less Preferred
NEW - Disruption to
redevelopment of
Inspiration Lakeview Lands

Potential for disruption for
implementation of
Inspiration Lakeview Plans




Route 2 does not impact planning and implementation of the
Inspiration Lakeview Lands.
In the event that Inspiration Lakeview does not advance to the point
of permitting access from the west side of the LWC at the conclusion
of the construction, an interim egress/access point cannot be
established along the decommissioned Route 2 that would provide
such access.





Less Preferred

NEW - Disruption to interim Potential for disruption of
use of OPG Lands
uses of OPG Lands



Route 2 does not impact interim uses by OPG on their lands.



Most Preferred

Potential to disrupt traffic
on Lakeshore Boulevard

Potential for truck traffic
to affect the flow of traffic
on Lakeshore Boulevard




Existing signal light at Lakeshore so no new disruption
Traffic can move straight across Lakeshore at the lights to and from
the entrance to the Small Arms building





Most Preferred

Most Preferred
While located along the far eastern limits of the proposed
Inspiration Lakeview Lands, the proposed construction access
route does not impair the further planning or implementation
of the Inspiration Lakeview Plans as construction completion
schedules are not anticipated to impair initiation of the
Inspiration Lakeview plans.
In the event that Inspiration Lakeview does not advance to
the point to permit access from the west side of the LWC at
the conclusion of the construction, an interim egress/access
point along the decommissioned construction access route
could be sought with Route 1c
Most Preferred
While located along the far eastern limits of OPG Lands, the
proposed construction access route does not impair uses by
OPG on their lands.
Most Preferred
Existing right turn off of Dixie onto Lakeshore
Left turn from Lakeshore onto GE Booth WWTF industrial
road on existing left hand turn central median.
With a right hand turn off of Dixie required and changing from
the right hand lane to the centre median before the access to
GE Booth WWTF, the impacts on traffic may be moderately
higher than Route 2
Less Preferred

Summary
Cultural Environment

Proximity to heritage
features

Distance between road
and heritage features




Less Preferred
Nearest features (Small Arms Building ) is ~5m
Crosses through the Arsenal Lands Property



Most Preferred
Nearest feature (Long Branch Indoor Rifle Range – 1300A
Lakeshore Road East) is ~50m away from the closest portion
of the Access Road

Less Preferred
Potential for Archaeology
Resources
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Potential for unearthing
archaeological resources
as part of access road




Route deemed to be heavily disturbed due to past industrial activity
– archaeological potential is low
Stage 2 assessment conducted cleared the route of possessing



Most Preferred
Route deemed to be heavily disturbed and consists
extensively of past lakefill activities – archaeological potential
is low

Environmental Component

Criteria

Indicator

Alternative Route
Preferred Alternative (Route 2)
archaeological heritage resources

construction



Route 1C
Stage 2 assessment conducted cleared the route of possessing
archaeological heritage resources

Most Preferred
Most Preferred
Summary
Technical/Engineering

Ease of construction

Issues which will
complicate construction






Less Preferred
1 or 2 mature trees removed with stand of Sumac and understorey
~400m of Waterfront Trail will be destroyed
~380-420m of new Trail along Lakeshore required for construction
period
~800m of new construction access road to be created
Most Preferred











Ease of decommissioning

List of issues which will
complicate
decommissioning




~460m of Waterfront Trail decommissioning required back to
existing conditions.
May dovetail with future implementation works of the Arsenal Lands
Master Plan (or alternative planning process). These plans have not
yet commenced as a clear direction has not yet been selected.




Less Preferred

Potential to disturb
contaminated soils

Area of contaminated soils
crossed



Potential for contamination from munitions and other industrial
activities on portions of the route – testing required ~4000m2



Most Preferred
Approximately 30 younger trees are required to be removed
along the west side of the Serson Creek stormwater channel,
as well as several recently planted seedlings require
relocation
None of the Waterfront Trail will be destroyed
No temporary trails required for duration of construction
Temporary construction bridge and abutment required for
stormwater channel crossing of Serson
~910m of construction roadway to be created including the
movement of earth along the western stormwater channel
berm for ~390m
There will need to be a section of 1 lane traffic along
abandoned railway spur north of WWTF between 20m and
~120m to the stormwater channel crossing. Two lanes the
rest of the distance. While this is not a constructability issue,
will require consideration from an operations perspective to
ensure truck safety and scheduling.
Given the need for a bridge, the single lane section and
proposed widening of the Serson Creek Stormwater Channel
berm as part of the road construction, Route 1c is deemed
less preferred
Less Preferred
Waterfront Trail does not require decommissioning
Decommissioning will tie in with costs for widening the Serson
Creek stormwater channel and completing the baseflow
hydraulic connection to the land creation area. Limited extra
costs involved with these activities, which will likely dovetail
with implementation works for the future Inspiration
Lakeview lands.
Most Preferred
Potential for coal and associated contaminants along access
road as part of stormwater channel. Testing completed and all
soils and groundwater meets Table 1 conditions

Less Preferred
Most Preferred
Summary
Cost
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Less Preferred
Cost of engineering,
property, construction,

Order of magnitude costs

~800,000.00

Most Preferred
~$1,900,000.00

Environmental Component

Criteria

Indicator

Alternative Route
Preferred Alternative (Route 2)

operations and
decommissioning
OVERALL SUMMARY

Route 1C

Most Preferred

Less Preferred

Less Preferred

Most Preferred
KEY BENEFITS
Route 1c:








Majority of Project can be implemented away from users of
Marie Curtis Park Beach, Arsenal Lands and Waterfront Trail.
Goes through less functional habitat conditions and
potentially impacts less rare vegetation species
Allows for earlier establishment of terrestrial and fisheries
habitats in construction phasing
Allows for potential interim western trail access, in the event
that Inspiration Lakeview is not sufficiently advanced to
accommodate the formal western trail connection.
Has lower impacts on built cultural heritage resources
Further soils studies and treatment are not required.

ISSUES
Route 1C
 Must consider potential Bobolink habitat
 Closer proximity to water courses (Serson Creek) than Route 2
and must address stream crossing issues
 Has potential to impact traffic on Lake Shore more than Route
2, but centre median left hand turn out lanes should minimize
impacts.
 A pinch point occurs north of the WWTF – depending on
mitigation approaches, could range from 20m to ~120m in
length
 Costs are higher, but acceptable
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The new road may also provide new routes for invasive species and human encroachment. Disturbance
in natural communities can provide pathways for invasive species, pets, and human activity causing
impacts to native flora, fauna and soil (e.g., erosion, compaction). Routes that use existing trails or
infrastructure are preferred as they result in fewer new disturbances that would allow invasive species
establishment and encroachment. Potential impacts related to invasive species and human
encroachment were determined by professional judgment through qualitative analysis of the ELC and
route mapping.
Route 2 involves the removal of a few mature shade trades, a stand of sumac and extensive shrubby
understory. Route 2 does exit onto the shoreline through the L2 and L3 beach communities. Though
there were no species of concern observed directly within the proposed construction access road
alignment, some butternut trees were observed within 25m of the access route. The area within 25m of
a butternut tree is regulated habitat under the Endangered Species Act.
For Route 1c, the entire alignment occurs through heavily disturbed habitats located in transportation
corridors, and industrial and post-industrial areas. Route 1c involves removal of about 30 younger trees
along the Serson stormwater channel embankment as part of the berm crest relocation works, none of
which are locally or regionally rare, and the relocation of recently planted native seedlings along the
railway spur north of the WWTF. Two locally rare plants (silky dogwood and foxglove beardtongue)
were observed on either end of the railway spur north of the WWTF as well. Boblink have been
observed in the field adjacent to the Serson Creek stormwater channel however nesting has not been
detected during targeted surveys. The shoreline at the end of Route 1c ends on a heavily armoured
shore with limited functioning.
Given the proximity of butternut, the L2 and L3 beach communities and the age of the mature shade
trees along Route 2, Route 1c is more Preferred from the perspective of Vegetation / habitat removed or
disturbed. .
Indicator: Potential for forest habitat fragmentation
Larger, contiguous habitat blocks allow fauna and flora communities to be more resilient to
development and increased user pressure. There are no ‘interior’ forest1 conditions present at Marie
Curtis Park or north of the GE Booth WWTF. In Marie Curtis Park, the current forest patches are not
bisected by roads or other infrastructure (other than the Waterfront Trail and other informal trails), and
this condition should be maintained to the extent possible. North of the WWTF, a forest patch (LV2) is
bisected by the previous railway spur to the WWTF. The Marie Curtis Terrestrial Biological Inventory
and Assessment (2012) recommends that recreation or other activities should be directed away from
the main forest as much as possible. The assessment also indicates that the majority of habitat patches
within the LWC Project Study Area are of poor quality, with the exception of a small meadow patch in
the middle of the Arsenal Lands that is considered to have fair habitat quality. Routes that do not bisect
contiguous forest blocks are preferred.
Forest habitat fragmentation was determined by professional judgment through qualitative analysis of
the ELC and route mapping. Further ground-truthing with TRCA’s forester and CVC ecology staff was
1

North-South Environmental Inc, Dougan and Associates, Sorenson, Gravely, Lowes. 2009. Peel-Caledon Significant Woodands
and Significant Wildlife Habitat Study. Report Prepared for the Region of Peel and the Town of Caledon.
https://www.peelregion.ca/planning/officialplan/pdfs/Peel-CaledonSW-SWH-Study-Report-Part4.pdf
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undertaken for each route to identify the specific trees that would need to be removed to accommodate
a 10-12 m wide road way. Analysis of the significance of those tree removals were undertaken based on
professional judgment.
Route 2 follows the existing alignment of the Waterfront Trail through its series of L+ forest habitats.
While the widening of the trail is required to accommodate the construction access road, there would
generally be no significant increase in fragmentation that would occur as a result. However, the route
widening does go through the associated forest habitat patches that possess higher levels of functioning
than Route 1c.
Route 1c does follow along the existing railway spur that currently bisects woodlot LV2, which is
identified as providing poor diversity and habitat conditions. The woodlot is heavily influenced by
garbage, informal trails and invasive species, and possesses significant numbers of young green ash,
which are likely to be impacted by the Emerald Ash Borer. Woodlot LV2’s significance is that it is the last
natural area in the Serson sub-watershed, until such time that the LWC is implemented. Detailed
surveys have been undertaken to confirm the ability to reduce, to the extent possible, the length of the
pinch point along the abandoned railway embankment without significantly impacting the adjacent LV2
woodlot.
Given that the trail widening works in Route 2 occurs over a longer distance and in an area of higher
functioning wooded habitat than Route 1c, Route 1c is most preferred of the two alignments from a
fragmentation perspective.
Criteria: Disruption to Applewood or Serson Creek
For the criterion “disruption to Applewood or Serson Creek” there were two indicators used to evaluate
each alternative access route:
1. Length and nature of disruption to Applewood or Serson Creek; and
2. Potential to impair water quality in Arsenal Lands off-line wetland areas and wetland habitat
along Serson Creek north of WWTF railway spur.
Indicator: Length and nature of disruption to waterbodies (including Applewood, Serson and Etobicoke
Creeks, and wetlands)
Disruption to creeks and wetlands can result in alterations to creek function, fish habitat, changes to
water quality, and changes to riparian vegetation. Routes that require alterations, or disturbance to
riparian vegetation were evaluated for potential impacts to fish and fish habitat. Routes that minimally
alter or disrupt ecological function in Applewood, Serson or Etobicoke Creek or wetlands are preferred.
Mapping of fish habitat and fish communities, water flow and the route alternatives were examined
through GIS and the relative impacts of each route were evaluated based on the professional judgment
of an aquatic ecologist. Fish collection records in Serson Creek have indicated an absence of any fish
communities in the watershed, likely due to the lack of ecological connections with Lake Ontario.
Route 2 does not come within the riparian area for Applewood, Serson or Etobicoke Creek. Route 1c
does require a temporary stream crossing located at the north end of the Serson Creek stormwater
channel. While this stormwater channel remains dry most of the time, this route does require a new
crossing of the channel. The new temporary bridge abutment will not significantly impact existing
riparian habitat functions. Similarly part of the route does traverse over an existing culvert crossing
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along the former railway spur alignment, which does provide some potential risk of spill into the low
flow channel of Serson Creek. Opportunities to provide two full lanes of construction access along the
abandoned railway embankment may require some minor disturbance of some riparian vegetation at
the base of the existing embankment; however, the quality of those habitats that would be disturbed
are low. There is effectively no impact on fisheries in either route as Route 2 does not access any of the
water courses, and there is no fish currently known to be residing in Serson Creek for Route 1c. Overall,
Route 1c is less preferred than Route 2 given that the proximity to Serson Creek is much closer, but
given the current absence of a fisheries community in the watershed, and the low quality habitat
available, the significance of this is low.
Indicator: Potential to impair water quality in Arsenal Lands wetland areas and wetland habitat along
Serson Creek north of WWTF
Site preparation activities such as grading and filling may increase the risk of erosion and sedimentation
in nearby wetlands. Other contaminants (oil, dust, salt, sand and debris) may also impact the water
quality, which can negatively impact the success of amphibian breeding. Roads may impact the
hydrology of wetlands and watercourses by creating barriers to overland flow, thereby restricting inputs
to nearby wetlands or watercourses, and by creating increased run off from paved areas. Routes that
avoid impacts to off-line wetland areas are preferred.
GIS was used to examine ELC, Arsenal Lands’ wetlands and amphibian breeding survey data overlaid
with the route alternatives. The relative impacts to the off-line wetlands were determined through the
professional judgement of an ecologist.
Three small wetland ponds are located within the LWC Project Study Area. These wetlands are known to
contain breeding populations of amphibians. There is also some small wetland features within woodlot
LV2, north of the railway spur crossing. The water sources for the wetland features in LV2 are from
ephemeral runoff from adjacent developed lands. There are no records of amphibians in these areas.
Route 2 comes within approximately 50 m of one of the amphibian breeding ponds on the Arsenal
Lands, which provides a low risk of impact from the road. Route 1c is about 30-50m downstream from
the treed wetland features along Serson and as such, poses a low risk. Discharges in Route 2 will not
enter Serson Creek while discharges from Route 1c will not impact the Arsenal Lands. As a result, both
Routes 1c and 2 are deemed most preferred.
Criteria: Disruption related to natural hazards (floodplain, erosion)
For the criterion “disruption related to natural hazards (floodplain, erosion)” only one indicator was
used to evaluate each alternative access route: “nature of change on flood capacity and exposure to
natural hazards”.
Indicator: Nature of change on flood capacity and exposure to natural hazards
Road construction has the potential to interfere with existing runoff patterns by creating barriers and
altering drainage within hazard lands. These impacts may result in restrictions in surface flow, thereby
increasing flood risk upstream. It can also create risks to people, equipment and infrastructure from
potential flooding of roads within the flood plain and potentially unstable valley slopes. Analysis was
undertaken by professionals to assess the potential natural hazards to which each route is exposed.
Routes deemed to have less impact on natural hazards are preferred. The Lake Ontario shoreline also
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represents a natural hazard, but generally presents the same level of risk between both routes and thus
is not a determining factor.
Route 2 is on the fringe of the floodplain hazard lands for Applewood Creek. However any residual risk
can be addressed through detailed design. Route 1c however, crosses over the Serson Creek low flow
channel along an existing railway crossing of the stream, and requires a new temporary crossing over
the Serson Creek stormwater channel. The design of the crossing will be such that the soffit will be at
least above the 25 year flood event. Despite the fact that the risk of flood damage at both stream
crossings along Route 1c are relatively low, this does still involve an elevated risk as compared to Route
2. As such, Route 2 is most preferred for this criteria.
Criteria: New – Influence on timing of establishment of fish and terrestrial habitat elements in
construction phasing
For the new criterion “influence on timing of establishment of fish and terrestrial habitat in construction
phasing” only one indicator was used to evaluate each alternative access route: “potential to advance
earlier habitat gains for fish and terrestrial habitat in the construction phasing strategy”.
Indicator: Potential to advance earlier habitat gains for fish and terrestrial habitat in the construction
phasing strategy
Construction phasing is strongly influenced by the location where the construction access connects with
the Lakeview shoreline. Similarly project configuration and habitat feature design will influence the
timing in which final habitat establishment works can be completed. Discussions with the federal
Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) has indicated an expectation that “early” fish and riparian
habitat gains will be a key element in the permitting process for the Lakeview project. Thus,
construction access routes that allow for early habitat gains during the construction phasing process will
be ranked higher than routes that inhibit the early establishment of habitat features.
Figure 2. Proposed Confinement Cell Phasing
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Figure 2 depicts the proposed shoreline configuration of the LWC Project, and the proposed
confinement cells that can be established to advance the work. Considering the impacts of the eastern
Route 2 approach on construction phasing, it is clear that a significant amount of time would be
required before any habitat could be completed. Significant spatial constraints at the eastern tie-off
with Marie Curtis Park Beach, limits the ability to accommodate a fully active construction access road in
proximity to regenerating habitats along the Applewood Creek corridor. Furthermore, the complexity of
the Applewood Creek and wetland complex that extends to the mid-point of the Project, limits the
ability for early habitat gains in this area, as most of the creek and wetland complex would need to be
established upfront. Thus, it would take many years before the wetland habitat and terrestrial habitat
gains could be realized coming from Route 2.
In contrast, Route 1c, allows for an expedited establishment of the most westerly confinement cell,
followed by rapid infilling works and creation of the western coastal wetland for the Serson Creek, as
well as the adjacent terrestrial habitats. The western habitat creation works can proceed concurrently
with the advancement of the next confinement cell along the eastern Serson Creek channel alignment
with little to no overlap or risk for disturbance due to construction activities on the establishing habitats.
Given that Route 1c provides much earlier opportunities for early establishment of fish and terrestrial
habitats, which will meet restoration and DFO permitting objectives, Route 1c is considered most
preferred for this indicator.
Summary of Access Route Evaluation for Natural Environment Criteria and Indicators
Table 1 summarizes the access route evaluation for the natural environment as follows:
a) Route 2 is most preferred for 3 of the 6 criteria;
b) Route 1c is most preferred for 4 of the 6 criteria.
c) Given the above analysis, Route 1c is deemed most preferred for the Natural Environment

4.2

Social Environment

Six criteria are used to evaluate the alternative access routes from the perspective of the social
environment:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Disruption to use and enjoyment of Waterfront Trail;
Disruption to use and enjoyment of Marie Curtis Park;
Disruption to redevelopment of Arsenal Lands and Marie Curtis Park;
Disruption to redevelopment of Inspiration Lakeview Lands;
Disruption to interim use of OPG lands; and
Potential to disrupt traffic on Lakeshore Boulevard.

Criterion: Disruption to use and enjoyment of Waterfront Trail
For the criterion “disruption to use and enjoyment of Waterfront Trail” only one indicator was used to
evaluate each alternative access route: “length of trail disrupted”.
Indicator: Length of trail disrupted
Access road construction has the potential to disrupt the use and enjoyment of the Waterfront Trail in
areas where the road is in proximity to or directly on the trail. Some sections of trail could be completely
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closed to users while construction is occurring. Routes that result in less disruption to trail users are
preferred.
Route 2 follows considerable portions of the Waterfront Trail through the Arsenal Lands. The disrupted
portion of Waterfront Trail within the City of Toronto will be limited. Effects to the trail within TRCA/City
of Toronto limits should be minimized to within approximately 5 m of the boundary area. Any effects
beyond this will be discussed with City of Toronto staff. This route would require the closure of the trail
through the Arsenal Lands which would dead-end the trail in Marie Curtis Park. To create a viable
connection to the two ends of the trail, a temporary connection would need to be established along the
south side of Lakeshore Road to allow trail users to bypass the access road during construction.
Conversely, Route 1c crosses the Waterfront Trail at the entrance of the access road to the G.E. Booth
WWTF. Given the existing signage and traffic control gates at this intersection, this will not represent a
significant disruption to Waterfront Trail users, nor will a temporary bypass trail be established during
the construction period. As such, Route 1c is deemed most preferred.
Criterion: Disruption to use and enjoyment of Marie Curtis Park
For the criterion “disruption to use and enjoyment of Marie Curtis Park” only one indicator was used to
evaluate each alternative access route: “area of Marie Curtis Park disrupted”.
Indicator: Area of Marie Curtis Park disrupted
Access road construction has the potential to disrupt the use and enjoyment of Marie Curtis Park in
areas where the road is in proximity to or directly within high use areas of the park. Some sections of the
park could be closed to users while construction is occurring. Routes that result in less disruption to trail
users are preferred. Given that all previous routes considered during the LWC EA discharged at some
location along the Marie Curtis Park Beach West, all routes were identified as having some equal basis
for impact to beach users. The evaluation at the time primarily focused on how much extra relative
impact was observed between the various routes.
For Route 2, the construction route is located away from all high use areas in Marie Curtis Park.
However, given that the route does discharge onto the beach near Applewood Creek for the entire
duration of the Construction, it can be anticipated that regular weekday construction access from this
route will have some impact on day time users of the western portions of the beach.
For Route 1c, the route is located outside of Marie Curtis Park entirely, except during the short time that
the Project is tied off to the Marie Curtis Park beach. As such, the construction access route does not
have any impact on Marie Curtis Park users at all. Route 1c is most preferred.
Criterion: Disruption to redevelopment of Arsenal Lands and Marie Curtis Park
For the criterion “disruption to redevelopment of Arsenal Lands and Marie Curtis Park” only one
indicator was used to evaluate each alternative access route: “nature of disruption to redevelopment
activities”.
Indicator: Nature of disruption to redevelopment activities
Plans have been developed by TRCA and the City of Toronto to redevelop Marie Curtis Park. Many of
those works have been completed or are currently underway and include: dog off leash area (2011),
22

parking lot decommissioning near beach (2012), beach volleyball courts (2012), Waterfront Trail
upgrades (underway Spring 2013); and reforestation of woodlots (underway Spring 2013).
Furthermore, the City of Mississauga and TRCA were planning to proceed with a Parks Master Plan
process for the Arsenal Lands in 2012 with implementation to proceed over the next several years.
Those plans were put on hold to allow a temporary stockpile of clean fill within the Arsenal Lands for the
LWC Project. The stockpile initiative was subsequently put on hold in the summer of 2012 which could
allow the Parks Master Plan process for the Arsenal Lands to proceed. Resumption of the Parks Master
Plan process would be complicated by a construction access route that bisects the plan area. Thus, the
placement of site access routes has the potential to disrupt works currently underway or recently
completed in Marie Curtis Park, or to prevent the implementation of plans for the Arsenal Lands over
the course of the LWC Project construction. Routes that result in less disruption of these plans are
preferred.
Route 2 requires some crossing of the Arsenal Lands redevelopment areas but allows for the majority of
plans associated with the large meadow at 1400 Lakeshore Road to be implemented concurrently with
construction of the LWC Project. This route also avoids all enhancement activities in Marie Curtis Park
(though the construction access route comes within a few metres of the terminus of trail upgrades).
Route 1c does not impact the implementation of either plan. It allows full implementation of both an
Arsenal Lands Parks Master Plan, and all components of the Marie Curtis Park Plans. As such, Route 1c is
most preferred.
New Criterion: Disruption to redevelopment of Inspiration Lakeview Lands
For the criterion “disruption to redevelopment of Inspiration Lakeview Lands” only one indicator was
used to evaluate each alternative access route: “Potential for disruption for implementation of
Inspiration Lakeview Lands”.
Indicator: Nature of disruption to redevelopment activities
An overarching Master Plan Vision for the Inspiration Lakeview Lands was completed by the City of
Mississauga and OPG in 2014. This Plan has been developed in coordination with the Lakeview
Waterfront Connection Project to ensure concurrence between the proposed plans. The City of
Mississauga still needs to undergo detailed infrastructure planning, including the development of a Class
Environmental Assessment for the overall plans. Thus, there are many years of planning and design
activities required to proceed before a final approved implementation strategy can be put in place for
the Inspiration Lakeview lands.
While Route 1c does propose access to the OPG Inspiration Lakeview lands, the route is located towards
the far eastern limits of the planning area and does not represent a negative impact on the upcoming
planning activities, nor will the route impact implementation of those plans in the timeframe anticipated
for this access route (7-10 years). Furthermore, in the event that implementation of the Inspiration
Lakeview plans have not advanced sufficiently to provide trail access to the western terminus of the
completed Lakeview Waterfront Connection Project, there could be the potential to utilize the
decommissioned Route 1c as an interim western trail connection for the Project.
Being located at the eastern terminus of the LWC Project, Route 2 does not cross the Inspiration
Lakeview lands. As a result, Route 2 does it provide the potential for a western interim trail connection
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for the LWC Project, in the event that Inspiration Lakeview has not advanced sufficiently to connect with
the completed Project.
Given the above, Route 1c is deemed most preferred.
New Criterion: Disruption to interim use of OPG Lands
For the criterion “disruption to interim use of OPG Lands” only one indicator was used to evaluate each
alternative access route: “Potential for disruption for interim uses of OPG Lands”.
Indicator: Nature of disruption to redevelopment activities
While Inspiration Lakeview planning and design process will continue to proceed over the next several
years, OPG continues to own a large empty tract of land along the Lake Ontario shoreline in Mississauga.
These lands represent a potential source of income for other appropriate interim uses to OPG, while the
overall planning activities are underway. Access routes that occupy large central portions of the
property and represent significant restrictions to other uses on the property will be deemed less
preferred than routes that do not place significant restrictions on the property.
Route 2 does not access the OPG property, as such there are no impacts on other uses. Route 1c does
access the OPG lands, but does so along the hazards lands on the far eastern boundary of the site.
Given that this route does not impact any of the primary access points or transportation routes, and is
located within existing hazard lands, Route 1c does not impact OPG’s ability to earn income on interim
uses with their property. As such, Route 1c is also most preferred.
Given the above, both Route 1c and Route 2 are deemed most preferred.
Criterion: Potential to disrupt traffic on Lakeshore Road
For the criterion “potential to disrupt traffic on Lakeshore Road” only one indicator was used to evaluate
each alternative access route: “potential for truck traffic to affect the flow of traffic on Lakeshore Road”.
Indicator: Potential for truck traffic to affect the flow of traffic on Lakeshore Boulevard
Trucks entering the LWC Project site from Lakeshore Road could disrupt traffic on Lakeshore Road due
to the volume of daily construction traffic anticipated for the project. Truck traffic into the site is
estimated to be between 200-250 trucks per day. Trucks entering the site from Lakeshore Road will be
turning either right or left into the preferred access route depending on access from east or the west of
the LWC Project. Traffic lights may be required at uncontrolled intersections due to the volume of daily
truck trips to and from the site. All fill from the Hanlan water main site at the Small Arms Building has
already been disposed of elsewhere. As such, truck traffic will not need to cross Lakeshore twice to get
to the new Route 1C. As such, this is no longer an influencing factor in the evaluation. The Traffic Impact
Assessment conducted for the LWC EA by Morrison Hershfield indicated that during peak rush hour
conditions in the morning and afternoon, the anticipated 72 extra truck trips associated with the LWC
Project would not significantly impact traffic congestion conditions at Lakeshore and Dixie.
It is acknowledged that Route 1C is located at an uncontrolled intersection approximately 180m to the
west of Dixie and Lakeshore. The route possesses a westbound centre median left hand turning lane
that is approximately 125m long. Eastbound traffic would turn directly onto the driveway from the
right-hand lane on Lakeshore. The intersection may require traffic lights to be installed though
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additional traffic lights on Lakeshore would likely slow overall traffic conditions given the proximity to
the Dixie intersection. If it is determined that traffic lights are not required at these uncontrolled
intersections, traffic may be impeded by trucks arriving from the east that would be turning left into the
site if the number of trucks lined in the centre median left hand turning lane extend the length of the
lane. .
Route 2 has an existing traffic light at Lakeshore Road which would help to reduce traffic disruptions
from LWC Project related traffic. The controlled access also allows trucks to drive straight into the Small
Arms Building area which further reduces the number of turns involved into and off of Lakeshore Road.
Overall, the Morrison Hershfield Traffic Impact Assessment report suggests that the additional trucks
trips anticipated during rush hour will not significantly impact traffic conditions in the Project Area.
However, given that the Route 1c is not a signaled intersection, it can be anticipated that the impacts on
traffic flow will be somewhat more significant that the intersection at Route 2. For these reasons, Route
2 is ranked most preferred for this indicator.
Summary of Access Route Evaluation for Social Environment Criteria and Indicators
Table 1 summarizes the access route evaluation for the social environment. Route 1C is ranked the best
route for 5 of the six criteria. Route 2 is ranked best for only 2 of the six criteria. As such, Route 1C is
most preferred for social environmental considerations. By selecting Route 1c, some of the most
significant issues raised by the public during the LWC EA, relating to construction impacts can be limited
by significantly reducing the amount of time that construction will occur in direct proximity to the
heavily used areas of Marie Curtis Park, Arsenal Lands and the Waterfront Trail. The western access
route may also be able to provide an interim trail connection through the LWC Project, in the event that
construction of the Inspiration Lakeview lands has not proceeded sufficiently to provide a connection to
the LWC western terminus.

4.3

Cultural Environment

Four criteria were initially considered under the Cultural Environment:
1) Removal of designated heritage properties or attributes;
2) Disruption to designated heritage properties or attributes;
3) Proximity to heritage properties or attributes; and
4) Potential for archaeological resources.
Upon review of the proposed access routes, and a review of the available information, it was
determined that neither route would involve direct removal or disruption to designated heritage
properties or attributes. As such, all proposed access routes were considered most preferred. Only
“proximity to heritage properties or attributes” and “potential for archaeological resources” were
considered further in the analysis.
Criterion: Proximity to heritage properties or attributes
For the criterion “proximity to heritage properties or attributes” only one indicator was used to evaluate
each alternative access route: “distance between road and heritage properties or attributes”.
Indicator: Distance between road and heritage properties or attributes
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While not designated under the Ontario Heritage Act, the Arsenal Lands (TRCA-owned property),
located at 1400 Lakeshore Road in Mississauga, is identified as a Cultural Landscape (Site No. L-IND-3)
for its direct association with Canadian wartime history.
Routes 1c does not travel any distance through the Arsenal Lands. Route 2 travels along existing paved
surfaces for approximately 245m, before travelling along a new temporary road for approximately 85m,
and entering Region of Peel property where it connects with the existing Waterfront Trail.
Visible remnants of the former uses of the Arsenal Lands include the water tower, outdoor firing range,
and Long Branch Rifle Range. These features are independently designated as heritage properties, and
are assessed below.
A number of heritage designations have been identified within the LWC Project Study Area, including:
 The Small Arms Building and Water Tower (By-law No. 0258-2009), located at 1400
Lakeshore Road East on TRCA-owned property. Key heritage attributes of the Small Arms
Building which have the potential to be impacted by the access routes include the row of
deciduous trees to the west, and a woodlot composed of 5-6 trees located to the southwest
of the Small Arms Building;
 The Long Branch Indoor Rifle Range (By-law No. 0170-2012), located at 1300A Lakeshore
Road on Region of Peel property (north of the GE Booth WWTF); and
 A Notice of Intention to Designate has been issued for the Outdoor Firing Range, located at
1300 Lakeshore Road East on Region of Peel property. Key heritage attributes of the
Outdoor Firing Range which have the potential to be impacted by the access routes include
the 16 wooden baffles and concrete backstop.
Proposed routes that are further from designated heritage properties or attributes are preferred given
the large number of vehicles anticipated to access the site over the years. Route 1c avoids all designated
heritage properties and attributes along their lengths. The closest heritage property to Route 1c is the
Long Branch Indoor Rifle Range, which is approximately 50m away from the closest part of the access
road and is separated by a larger berm between the access road and the indoor rifle range.
Route 2 crosses the eastern extent of the Outdoor Firing Range, follows along the existing Waterfront
Trail, and is within 5 m of one of the baffles. The Outdoor Firing Range heritage designation includes a
30m buffer on either side of the identified heritage attributes; however, with the use of construction
fencing to separate the road from the baffles, it is not anticipated that these baffles will be impacted by
construction access. Route 2 also comes within 25 m of the northeast corner of the Small Arms Building
before it moves southeast away from the Small Arms Building so that the majority of the length, the
construction access route is over 65 m away from the building. There are no impacts anticipated on the
Small Arms Building as a result of the Route 2 construction access. Route 2 is ranked less preferred.
Based on the evaluation for this criteria Route 1c is ranked preferred
Criterion: Potential for archaeological resources
For the criterion “potential for archaeological resources” only one indicator was used to evaluate each
alternative access route: “potential for unearthing archaeological resources as part of the access road
creation”.
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Indicator: Potential for unearthing archaeological resources as part of access road creation
A Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment was completed by TRCA archaeologists (2013) in support of the
LWC Project. This study consolidated the results of a number of studies completed in the area over the
last several years and included additional archival research. Conclusions for the Stage 1 Assessment
indicated that:
 extensive areas within the LWC Project Study Area have potential for intact cultural heritage
resources;
 proposed access routes located on lands identified as having potential for intact cultural
heritage resources should be subject to a Stage 2 archaeological assessment;
 archaeological monitoring, followed by a Stage 3 and 4 archaeological assessment if
necessary, is required for removal of parking lots as they may have capped existing
archaeological heritage resources; and
 all areas deemed as disturbed require no further archaeological assessment.
Thus, alternative access routes with shorter lengths that avoid areas having potential for intact cultural
heritage resources are preferred.
Route 2 requires a temporary relocation of the Waterfront Trail to the south side of Lakeshore Road for
a distance of 420 m. The Stage 1 Assessment concluded that intact cultural heritage resources may be
found along the south side of Lakeshore Road so Stage 2 Assessment is required (the existing
Waterfront Trail requires widening to the proposed 12m wide access road width – thus requiring the
additional Stage 2 assessment works).
Route 1C does not require the temporary relocation of the Waterfront Trail, nor does it cross the
Arsenal Lands. Instead, the route follows through an existing parking lot north of the WWTF, over an
elevated railway spur consisting of fill, and then along the elevated railway spur and fill area of the OPG
lands down to Lake Ontario. Given the high level of disturbance associated with the entire route, there
is limited potential for archaeological resources. However, given the proximity to both streams and Lake
Ontario, it was recommended that a Stage 2 Assessment be undertaken as well.
Following the conclusion of both Stage 2 Assessments, it was deemed that both proposed routes were
located in areas of heavy disturbances or consisted of recently created lands. As such, both routes were
deemed most preferred.
Summary of Access Route Evaluation for Cultural Environment Criteria and Indicators
Table 1 summarizes the access route evaluation for the cultural environment. Route 1C is ranked the
preferred route for both criteria while Route 2 is ranked preferred for only 1 of the two criteria. As such,
Route 1C is most preferred for cultural environmental considerations.

4.4

Technical/Engineering

Three criteria were considered for Technical/Engineering:
1) Ease of construction;
2) Ease of decommissioning; and
3) Potential to disturb contaminated soils.
Criterion: Ease of construction
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For the Criterion “ease of construction” only one indicator was used to evaluate each alternative access
route: “issues which will complicate construction”.
Indicator: Issues which will complicate construction
Construction access routes involve a number of standard “road construction” techniques that are
systematic and applicable for a given unit length of road. However, variables such as (but not limited to)
differences in topography, soils and hazards can produce substantive additional engineering challenges
when developing a new construction access route. These additional engineering considerations are also
usually associated with increased project risk and often cost.
Construction access routes that require less “route specific” engineering solutions and as a result, are
subject to less project risk are preferred.
Route 2 requires the removal of a couple mature trees and understory, and the creation of a temporary
trail realignment along the south side of Lakeshore Road, in addition to the creation of the new access
roads. Route 2 also involves minor separation works at the entrance to the Small Arms Building to
prevent having Hanlan water main construction traffic from accessing the LWC Project access road.
Route 2 is ranked most preferred.
Route 1c does not require disturbance or rerouting of the existing Waterfront Trail. It does involve the
installation of a new temporary construction access bridge over the Serson Creek Stormwater channel
and regrading of the OPG elevated railway spur bed to accommodate two-way truck traffic which will
result in the removal of about 30 trees (none of which were identified as significant or rare), and
possible impacts to 2 locally rare plants, which may require relocation with a number of recently planted
seedlings along the railway spur north of the GE Booth WWTF. The bridge will require the installation of
abutments and must be designed to avoid negative impacts on flood conveyance. There may be a need
for traffic light controls, lay-by lanes or widening to two lanes along the narrow former railway spur
section north of the WWTF, east of the Serson Stormwater Channel. While Route 1c does have the
added complexity of a bridge and 1 lane section, given the extra levels of work to establish the access
route, Route 1c was deemed less preferred.
Criterion: Ease of decommissioning
For the criterion “ease of decommissioning” only one indicator was used to evaluate each alternative
access route: “issues which will complicate decommissioning”.
Indicator: Issues which will complicate decommissioning
Construction access routes involve a number of standard “road decommissioning and restoration”
techniques that are systematic and applicable for a given unit length of road.
However, variables such as (but not limited to) differences in topography, soils and hazards, can produce
substantive additional engineering challenges when decommissioning/restoring a route to its original
conditions.
Construction access routes that require less “route specific” engineering solutions and as a result, are
subject to less project risk are preferred.
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Route 2 requires substantive trail reestablishment as part of the access road decommissioning, and
reforestation along the Waterfront Trail and is ranked less preferred.
Route 1c does not involve the reestablishment of existing Waterfront Trail access, and reestablishment
works along the OPG lands is associated with the Serson Creek stormwater channel modifications. Thus,
decommissioning works are already associated with actual scope of work related to the Project
activities. Thus, Route 1c is most preferred.
Criterion: Potential to disturb contaminated soils
For the criterion “potential to disturb contaminated soils” only one indicator was used to evaluate each
alternative access route: “area of contaminated soils crossed”.
Indicator: Area of contaminated soils crossed
Estimated costs for each access route do not take into account remediation costs to deal with potential
soil contamination issues. Routes with higher potential to disturb contaminated soils will require
additional remediation and costs associated with them.
Both routes 1c and 2 are associated with past industrial land use activities. Route 1c is associated with a
former railway spur and coal storage area, while Route 2 is associated with past munitions testing
shooting range and other manufacturing activities.
For Route 1c, soil and groundwater testing was undertaken along the west bank of the Serson Creek
stormwater channel in 2014. The survey results determined that all soil samples met Table 1 soil criteria,
and that all groundwater samples met O. Reg 153/03 Table 1 criteria. As such, no concerns were raised
regarding the movement and reuse of the soils in the railway embankment on the site.
For Route 2, while the existing Waterfront Trail has been tested and remediated in the past, soils and
groundwater under the alignment of the required trail widening for the construction access road were
not be advanced due to the additional impacts to trail users.
Based on the above, soils quality along Route 1c are clean and can be handled without any soils
management restrictions. For Route 2, additional testing and possible remediation activities may be
required to address past land uses.
As such, Route 1c is most preferred.
Summary of Access Route Evaluation for Technical/Engineering Criteria and Indicators
Overall, Route 1c is deemed to be most preferred as it is most preferred for 2 of the 3 criteria while
Route 2 is deemed most preferred for only 1 of the 3 criteria.
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4.5

Cost

Only one criterion was considered for Cost: Cost of engineering, property, construction, operations and
decommissioning.
Criterion: Cost of engineering, construction, operations and decommissioning
For the criterion “cost of engineering, property, construction, operations and decommissioning” only
one indicator was used to evaluate each alternative access route: “order of magnitude costs”.
Indicator: Order of magnitude costs
Cost is an important measure when evaluating the viability of a construction access route. The cost
breakdown is considered in three parts: upfront construction costs; operation costs; and
decommissioning costs.
For the LWC Project, costs were established on the basis that a heavy duty industrial road will be
established with a 9 m wide roadbed and an additional 3 m in the ROW to accommodate necessary
fencing and protections. Differences in costs between routes are based on the specific technical
challenges identified previously, such as bridge installations, geotechnical works, river realignments, and
trial realignments. These costs do not include substantive soil remediation costs or archaeology, in the
event that “significant heritage resources” are identified in the Stage 2 Assessments. Access routes that
cost more are deemed less preferred.
The total estimated cost for Route 2 (not including possible soil and groundwater testing and clean up) is
deemed to be at ~$800,000. Route 2 involves substantive additional costs associated with the
temporary realignment of the Waterfront Trail, and reestablishment of the Waterfront Trail following
decommissioning of the access roads. The proposed lands are owned by TRCA and RoP and as such,
lease arrangement costs are not required for the construction access route.
At an estimated cost of approximately $1,900,000 including contingencies, Route 1c is ranked least
preferred. This route has more of the substantive additional costs associated with longer road works,
the need for a bridge and property arrangement costs with OPG.
Overview Access Route Summary
Route 1c is deemed Most Preferred for all Environmental Components with the exception of cost. Route
2 is deemed the Most Preferred for only the Cost Component. When looking at the specific Indicators,
Route 1c was deemed Most Preferred for all but five of the Indicators while Route 2 was deemed Less
Preferred for eight of the Indicators. Generally speaking, Route 1c involves higher costs and some
additional risks associated with the proposed crossings associated with the construction access route,
and possible added traffic delays given the absence of a controlled access from Lake Shore. Route 2 is
associated with more significant social impacts and the environmental effects exerted are on more
functional habitat than Route 1c given its proximity to natural, cultural heritage resources, and longerterm impacts on users of the Waterfront Trail and beach at Marie Curtis Park West.
Given the length of time associated with the construction period, the Preferred Route would be Route
1c, despite its initial higher upfront costs associated with this route.
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5. ASSESSMENT OF PREDICTED EFFECTS ON THE
ENVIRONMENT
5.1
Assessment Criteria and Indicators Applicable to the LWC
EA Amendment
The criteria developed in Chapter 7 of the LWC EA were reviewed and selected on the basis of their
applicability related to the proposed new construction access point (Route 1c). Also, as per the LWC EA,
criteria and indicators were categorized by Objective. Unlike the LWC EA, effects were only assessed for
the Construction Period given the nature of the proposed works associated with Route 1c (Table 2).
Table 2 Objectives, Criteria and Indicators Used for Effects Assessment of Route 1c
Criteria
Naturalization
Habitat removal or disruption during
construction of site access road and
laydown area
Access
Potential for change in access to and
use of waterfront trail during
construction
Potential for change to use and
enjoyment of park areas including
waterfront trail during construction
Potential for displacement of built
heritage resources due to construction
of access road, laydown area and land
creation area
Potential effects from construction of
access road, laydown area and land
creation area on marine- and landbased archaeological resources
Potential for effect from construction
of access road, laydown area and land
creation area on traditional uses of
lands by First Nations and Métis
Compatibility
Potential for construction traffic
volumes to require changes to
intersections
Coordination
Consistency with Marie Curtis Park
Revitalization Plan
NEW – Consistency with Inspiration
Lakeview
NEW – Consistency with Interim uses
of OPG Lands
Fiscal Viability
Capital development cost
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Indicator

Construction

Terrestrial habitat and vegetation removed or disrupted.
Number of Species at Risk removed/disrupted
Aquatic habitat removed or disrupted





Duration and length of trail closed to use
Potential for signalization of trail crossing with
construction vehicles
Potential for dust and vehicle emissions and noise to affect
Waterfront Trail use and enjoyment
Potential for changes in ability to access and use park during
construction due to traffic congestion and or changes to access
Cultural heritage value of built heritage resources and cultural
heritage landscapes within land creation area




Significance of archaeological resources within footprint of land
creation and associated park area



Extent of traditional uses of lands within LWC Project Study Area



Number of intersections requiring changes to facilitate LWC
related construction traffic



Ability to integrate recreational opportunities and trails
between the LWC, Arsenal Lands and Marie Curtis Park
Ability to integrate Inspiration Lakeview planning and
implementation with LWC
Ability to integrate implementation of LWC with Interim land
uses on OPG lands



Capital Construction Cost estimate










NEW – Potential impacts on
construction traffic movement within
construction area

5.2

Ability to construct 2way construction access



Objective 1: Naturalization

Criterion: Habitat removal or disruption during construction of site access road and laydown area
Indicator: Terrestrial habitat and vegetation removed or disrupted
This indicator estimates the amount of vegetation required to be removed or disturbed for the
construction access route. The amount of vegetation removed was estimated using GIS mapping of ELC
communities overlain on the access route, and confirmed through visual surveys of the area.
Although proposed new construction access point (Route 1c) will mainly follow the existing industrial
access road to the WWTF, then through the parking lot north of the security gates, and then along two
former railway spurs (on RoP and OPG property) to the proposed lay-down area near Lake Ontario,
some native tree seedlings recently planted along the railway spur north of the WWTF will require
relocation. This spur bisect woodlot LV2, which consists of poor habitat functioning due to extensive
invasives, garbage, informal trails, and young green ash that are likely impacted by the Emerald Ash
Borer. However, since it is the only natural habitat in Serson Subwatershed, until the implementation
of the LWC, the access road should limit the impacts on existing functions. A detailed survey is
underway to determine whether a second lane can be incorporated along this route without further
impacting adjacent trees to the spur. The widening of the western berm for the Serson Creek
Stormwater channel will also need to remove approximately 30 trees, none of which were identified as
being significant or rate. A temporary construction access bridge over the Serson stormwater channel
will be installed but will not significantly impact habitat quality.
In addition, construction and use of Route 1c may result in a minor disruption to movement of medium
sized wildlife species from the Serson Creek hydro corridor to the Arsenal Lands area (e.g., installation of
construction fencing may act as a physical barrier). It is likely that wildlife will find an alternate route
around the construction site, during active construction times.
A number of mitigation measures are proposed including removal of invasive species, salvaging native
plant material and replanting of disturbed areas, where appropriate. As part of the decommissioning of
Route 1c, the final stream naturalization works will be implemented on Serson Creek stormwater
channel and the temporary bridge will be removed.
With respect to habitat effects, best management practices such as limiting vegetation removal to
outside of the breeding bird period (March 15-July 31) will be implemented. In addition, effects will be
limited to the 7-10 year construction period.
With these measures in place the effect of vegetation removal and terrestrial habitat disruption will be
negligible during construction.
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Indicator: Number of Species at Risk removed/disrupted
Number of Species at Risk removed/disrupted was examined as an indicator. While several Species at
Risk have been identified within the LWC Project Study Area, only 1 was identified near the Route 1c
alignment (bobolink) while 2 locally rare species (silky dogwood and foxglove beardtongue) were found
near the railway spur portion north of the WWTF. This indicator measures the effects to Species at Risk
species as a result of construction of Route 1c. Species at risk mapping and known occurrences were
compared to Route 1c to determine the likelihood and character of potential effects.
Surveys conducted by CVC ecologists observed bobolink (Threatened, protected under Endangered
Species Act) in the regenerating meadows of the OPG, site; however no evidence of nesting activities
were observed. CVC staff will work with the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) to
minimize the potential impacts to this habitat area, including isolating work (construction access road
establishment) outside of the breeding season.
For the locally rare plants, silky dogwood and foxglove beardtongue, detailed surveys will be conducted
to determine whether the plants can be avoided, and if not, relocation of the plants will be undertaken
close to their original location, if possible. Through the implementation of these mitigation approaches,
it is deemed that the effects to Species at Risk are negligible.
Indicator: Aquatic habitat removed or disrupted
Route 1c has the potential to remove aquatic habitat associated with surface water features in the LWC
Project Study Area. This indicator measures the amount of aquatic habitat lost or potentially impacted.
GIS mapping of ELC communities was overlain on the route and was measured using ArcGIS.
The construction access route will cross over an existing culvert for the base flow channel of Serson
Creek along the railway spur north of the WWTF and then a new 18m span over the Serson Creek
stormwater channel. The west bank of the Serson Creek stormwater channel will be widened by 5m
above the 100 year flood event. There are currently no fish communities residing in Serson Creek.
Standard sediment and erosion control measures (e.g., installation of silt control measures) will be
installed along the construction access route alignment to mitigate any potential effects from sediment
discharge, the potential effects to aquatic habitat from the installation and use of Route 1c and laydown
area is expected to be negligible.
Summary: Habitat removal or disruption during construction of site access road and laydown area
The potential effects of the Route 1c and laydown area are summarized in Table 3 and expected to be
negligible because limited vegetation removal is required and best management practices should limit
impacts to wildlife. The Endangered Species Act permit process will be followed and construction of the
access road will not occur during nesting periods to avoid effects on the bobolink observed in the
regenerating meadow on OPG’s land. Opportunities to relocate the two locally rare species will be
explored, if required and possible. Given the absence of fish within Serson Creek, and the fact that no
in water works are anticipated for the construction access road construction, and mitigation measures
will be implemented using standard sediment and erosion control tools, the effects are deemed
negligible.
Following construction, Route 1c will be decommissioned in parallel with the finalization of the habitat
creation works within the stormwater channel, which is deemed to have an overall positive effect with
no further mitigation measures identified.
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Table 3 Naturalization Objective Effects Assessment Summary of Route 1c
Criteria
Naturalization
Habitat removal or
disruption during
construction of site
access
road and laydown area
Overall

5.3

Indicator
Terrestrial habitat and vegetation removed or disrupted.
Number of Species at Risk removed/disrupted
Aquatic habitat removed or disrupted

Route 1c
Negligible
Negligible
Negligible

Negligible

Objective 2: Access

Criterion: Potential for change in access to and use of Waterfront Trail during construction
Indicator: Duration and length of trail closed to use
Route 1c does not require the temporary decommissioning and relocation of the existing Waterfront
Trail for the construction period of the Project, nor does it require the establishment of a temporary
Waterfront Trail connection along Lakeshore from the Small Arms Building to the western entrance to
Marie Curtis Park.
During the 7-10 years of construction, trucks will access the site from Lakeshore Road at the existing
intersection for the WWTF entrance road, which also crosses the Waterfront Trail at this location. As a
result, no effects are expected on the existing Waterfront Trail alignment as it relates to Route 1c.
Indicator: Potential for signalization of trail crossing with construction vehicles
This indicator was assessed by evaluating proposed crossing points between Route 1c and the
Waterfront Trail.
The preferred access road will only cross the existing Waterfront Trail at the entrance to the industrial
access road to the WWTF site, which already has a west bound left hand turn-out centre lane, and east
and west bound STOP signs for Waterfront Trail users/ traffic control signs. The crossing currently
includes stop signs and offset gates designed to reduce speeds for cyclists along the trail. Given the
current traffic control measures, no effects are expected due to the existing road and Waterfront Trail
alignment.
Summary: Potential for signalization of trail crossing with construction vehicles.
The potential change in access to and use of Waterfront Trail during construction is deemed to have no
effects as a result of Route 1c. Safety will be maintained owing to the existing signage and road
alignments with Lakeshore to the existing industrial access road to the WWTF.
Criterion: Potential for change to use and enjoyment of park areas including Waterfront Trail during
construction
Indicator: Potential for dust, vehicle emissions and noise to affect park and Waterfront Trail use and
enjoyment
The LWC Project footprint is located within or adjacent to parts of Marie Curtis Park. This indicator
identifies potential negative effects related to the generation of dust, vehicle emissions and noise to
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users of Marie Curtis Park and/or the Waterfront Trail in proximity to the construction access road and
main construction site. This indicator was assessed based on professional experience with similar land
creation projects on Lake Ontario.
Construction of the LWC Project will result in typical atmospheric emissions associated with a land
creation project including dust generation from the transport and placement of fill, combustion
emissions from construction equipment and other nuisance effects associated with construction noise.
These effects are short-term (during active construction) and infrequent (during certain times of the
day), and are limited to within the LWC Project Study Area. With the construction access route being
diverted to the west side of the WWTF, users of Marie Curtis Park will not be impacted by the
construction access road. Furthermore, the vast amount of direct construction activities will be located
away from users of Marie Curtis Park Beach, until the works advance eastwards to the tie-off point (the
eastern groyne) with the western portion of Marie Curtis Park Beach. The work at the tie-off point will
be of much shorter duration than the anticipated total construction timeframe of 7-10 years.
Thus, there are no effects of dust, vehicle emissions and noise due to Route 1c anticipated with
Waterfront Trail and Marie Curtis Park users. In addition, the effects of the resulting change in
construction phasing (from west to east) for the LWC Project as a whole will be deemed to be negligible
(lower than phasing the Project from east to west).
Best management practices for dust suppression such as watering of the access road during dry periods
and speed limits on the access road will be employed. Vehicles and other construction equipment will
be well maintained to minimize emissions and vehicles will be equipped with mufflers to minimize noise
from equipment. Where possible, opportunities to minimize noise associated with construction vehicles
backing up could be implemented. All construction activities will adhere to the City of Mississauga’s
Noise Control By-Law 360-79. As a result, there is no anticipated to be any negative net effects.
Indicator: Potential for changes in ability to access and use the park during construction due to traffic
congestion and or changes to access
Construction activity has the potential to create conflicts and/or restrictions for the public and local park
users. This indicator was assessed to identify potential negative impacts to users of Marie Curtis Park
related to traffic congestion or changes to access resulting from construction.
This indicator was assessed by modeling traffic conditions along construction routes such as
Lakeshore Road based on current conditions combined with anticipated construction traffic associated
with the LWC Project.
The traffic analysis conducted for the LWC Project indicates that baseline traffic conditions at most
intersections is congested. Traffic generated by construction of the LWC Project will result in an increase
in traffic of 0.5% to 3.5% at various intersections during peak periods which will have a negligible impact
on existing traffic conditions in the Project and Regional Study Areas.
As the Route 1c access point is located to the west of the WWTF, visitors to Marie Curtis will have
restricted access to some areas, particularly the western portion of Marie Curtis Park beach for a
relatively short period within the 7-10 year construction timeframe to allow for the tie-off activities and
realignment of Applewood Creek into the new wetland. In addition, there is a potential for impairment
to the “sense of nature” visitors may feel when the park is not under/adjacent to construction.
However, users will retain use of the majority of Marie Curtis Park and the beach east of the
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construction area for the majority of the construction period. Even during the construction period for
the tie-off activities, the Project area will be free of construction during evenings, weekends and
holidays.
In the LWC EA, a temporary, informal walking path was suggested for south of the WWTF to allow the
public to view construction progress pending further investigation of its feasibility during detailed
design. The opportunity to create a path between the southern boundary of the WWTF and the
construction area are constrained by slopes, narrow passages, potential public safety issues and security
concerns at the WWTF and in addition would require the installation of a temporary crossing over
Applewood Creek. This would also result in an increase to project costs and potentially negatively
impact flows during storm events. It is anticipated that such a temporary walking path would be mown
grass with exclusionary fencing. As such, this temporary path would only be available for walking during
daylight hours. Furthermore, concerns about public safety (i.e. isolation, WWTF security, access and
egress during increased flows etc.) associated with the temporary path have been raised during the LWC
EA, and later during the detailed design process. Based on the new construction access route offered by
Route 1c, and the significant decrease in impacts on users to the Waterfront Trail, Arsenal Lands and
Marie Curtis Park Beach, this temporary walking path will not proceed to detailed design.
Summary of: Potential for change to use and enjoyment of park areas including Waterfront Trail during
construction
Route 1c will result in no negative effects being impacted on the public using the Waterfront Trail and
Marie Curtis Park. During construction, changes in phasing from west to east will significantly reduce
the amount of time that dust, noise and vehicle emissions will occur in proximity to the western beach
area of Marie Curtis Park. These effects will be further minimized with the implementation of mitigation
measures such as adherence to the City of Mississauga Noise Control By-Law 360-79. Overall, it is
expected that there will be no negative net effects associated with Route 1c.
Criterion: Potential for displacement of built heritage resources due to construction of access road,
laydown area and land creation area
Indicator: Cultural heritage value of built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes within land
creation area
There are a number of built heritage resources within the LWC Project Study Area, including the
Small Arms Building; water tower; a cultural woodlot to the west side of the Small Arms Building; a
cultural woodlot to the south of the large meadow; the rifle shooting range located at 1300 Lakeshore
Road on Region of Peel property, south of the Small Arms Building; and the Long Branch Indoor Rifle
Range at 1300A Lakeshore Road, north of the WWTF.
The closest cultural heritage resource to Route 1c is the Long Branch Indoor Rifle Range which is located
within 50m of the route. In addition to this substantial distance, an existing earthen berm separates the
construction access route from the Indoor Rifle Range. Given the substantive distance and physical
structure separating the route from the Rifle Range, it is anticipated that there are no effects on cultural
heritage resources.
Summary of: Potential for displacement of built heritage resources due to construction of access road
and laydown area
Overall, it is considered that there are no net effects on built cultural heritage resources as a result of
Route 1c given the presence of an earthen berm, and the distance from the construction access road.
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Criterion: Potential effects from construction of access road and laydown area on marine and landbased archaeological resources
Indicator: Significance of archaeological resources within footprint of land creation and associated park
area
A Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment identified the potential for intact cultural and archaeological
heritage resources to be found with the LWC Project Area.
Subsequent Stage 2 archaeological assessments were conducted for the new Preferred Construction
Access Route (Route 1c) which confirmed that the areas containing the construction access route, and
laydown area, and channel realignment works for Serson Creek were heavily disturbed or consisted of
recently created land, and contained no cultural or archaeological resources (contained no cultural or
archaeological resources). As such, there are no significant effects associated with land-based
archaeological resources for Route 1c.
Although the likelihood is small, if artifacts or human remains are found, construction will cease and the
Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport will be notified. As such, activities will ensure that any artifacts
found will not be negatively affected. Given this mitigation measure, potential effects are considered
negligible.
Summary of: Potential effects from construction of access road, laydown area and land creation area on
marine and land-based archaeological resources
Phase 2 archaeological assessments determined that the terrestrial based LWC Project Study Area is
disturbed or consists of new land, and is unlikely to contain any artifacts along Route 1c.
Criterion: Potential for effect from construction of access road, laydown area and land creation area
on traditional uses of lands by First Nations and Métis
Indicator: Extent of traditional uses of lands within LWC Project Study Area
The new natural waterfront park, including Route 1c, must respect and wherever possible enhance
traditional uses of lands by First Nations and Métis. Currently the LWC Project Study Area is not used for
traditional purposes. During our engagement with the Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation, the
LWC Project Team was advised of their intent to submit a Claim on all water courses and the Lake
Ontario shoreline within their historical lands, which includes the LWC Project area. As part of the
discussion, it was evident that the Mississaugas of the New Credit were supportive of the proposed
habitat enhancements in principle but expressed strong interest in their continued active involvement
throughout the design, construction and post-construction works for the Project. The Project Team has
committed to continued engagement with the Mississaugas of the New Credit. Overall, there will be no
effects to traditional uses associated with the construction period.
Summary of: Extent of traditional uses of lands within LWC Project Study Area
Since the LWC Project Study Area is not currently used by First Nations and Métis communities, there
are no negative effects associated with Route 1c, though the LWC Project Team will continue to be
actively engaged with First Nations and Métis communities.

Summary of the Access Objective
37

The Access objective for the LWC Project seeks to create safe and accessible public linkages along the
waterfront in the LWC Project Study Area. These linkages, including the Waterfront Trail, will allow for
compatible recreational, educational and cultural heritage opportunities.
In order to assess the effects of Route 1c with respect to the Access objective, five criteria and seven
indicators were evaluated for construction phase effects.
During construction, access to the waterfront in the LWC Project Study Area has been improved with the
rerouting of the construction access road to the west of the WWTF, away from the proposed route
through the Arsenal Lands and Marie Curtis Park West.
Furthermore, Marie Curtis Park users will experience a significant reduction in nuisance effects from
construction such as noise, dust, and vehicle emissions as a result of staging the work west of the WWTF
and limiting direct construction works on the western portion of Marie Curtis Beach to the period
required to tie-off the Lakeview Project to the east of Applewood Creek. There will be no change in
overall traffic in the area as was previously identified during the EA.
However, effects will be temporary and overall park enjoyment is expected to increase following full
build-out of the LWC Project due to access improvements.
There are no expected effects related to built or cultural heritage resources and terrestrial or marine
archaeological resources related to Route 1c. There is also no effects associated with First Nations and
Metis uses of the land associated with Route 1c, though the LWC Project Team will continue to engage
with these communities regarding the Project overall.
Overall, the new preferred alternative construction route further reduces the construction related
effects as were originally identified in the LWC EA, and as such, the Preferred Alternative continued to
meets the Access objective of the LWC Project.
Table 4 Access Objective Effects Assessment Summary for Route 1c
Criteria
Access
Potential for change in
access to and use of
waterfront trail during
construction
Potential for change to use
and enjoyment of park areas
including waterfront trail
during construction

Potential for displacement
of built heritage resources
due to construction of
access
road, laydown area and land
creation area
Potential effects from
construction of access road,
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Indicator

Route 1c

Duration and length of trail closed to use
Potential for signalization of trail crossing
with construction vehicles

None
None

Potential for dust and vehicle emissions
and noise to affect Waterfront Trail use
and enjoyment
Potential for changes in ability to access
and use park during construction due to
traffic congestion and or changes to
access
Cultural heritage value of built heritage
resources and cultural heritage
landscapes within land creation area

None

Significance of archaeological resources
within footprint of land creation and

None

Negligible

None

laydown area and land
creation area on marineand
land-based archaeological
resources
Potential for effect from
construction of access road,
laydown area and land
creation area on traditional
uses of lands by First
Nations and Métis
Summary

5.4

associated park area

Extent of traditional uses of lands within
LWC Project Study Area

None

Negligible

Objective 3: Compatibility

Criterion: Potential for construction traffic volumes to require changes to intersections
Indicator: Number of intersections requiring changes to facilitate LWC related construction traffic
Increases in traffic volumes associated with LWC Project construction could require changes to
intersections to address traffic issues. This indicator was assessed to identify the number of
intersections that may require changes due to LWC Project construction related traffic. This indicator
was assessed by modeling traffic conditions at key intersections within the LWC Regional Study Area
based on current conditions combined with anticipated construction traffic associated with the LWC
Project.
Traffic conditions at most intersections within the LWC Project Regional Study Area are congested.
Traffic volumes associated with the LWC Project will result in a minor increase in volume at affected
intersections. The Lakeshore Road intersection for Route 1c is west of Dixie at the existing industrial
entrance to the WWTF. West bound traffic from Dixie is able to access a centre median left hand turn to
the industrial access road which would minimize impacts on traffic flows. The traffic analysis indicates
that current traffic conditions at several intersections could be improved through adjustments to signal
timing; however, this would need to be undertaken by the City of Mississauga and the City of Toronto.
The LWC Project team will continue to explore options to mitigate traffic effects at the intersection of
Lakeshore Road by exploring options with the City of Mississauga traffic planning team to determine if
changes to signal timing within the Regional Study Area are appropriate. No further mitigation measures
are proposed for this indicator.
Summary of: Potential for construction traffic volumes to require changes to intersections is deemed to
be negligible.
Table 5 Compatibility Objective Effects Assessment Summary for Route 1c
Criteria
Compatibility
Potential for construction
traffic volumes to require
changes to intersections
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Indicator
Number of intersections requiring changes to
facilitate LWC related construction traffic

Route 1c (new)
Negligible

5.5

Objective 4: Coordination

Criterion: Consistency with Marie Curtis Park Revitalization Plan
Indicator: Ability to integrate recreational opportunities and trails between the LWC, Arsenal Lands and
Marie Curtis Park
The Marie Curtis Park Revitalization Plan identifies a number of new and enhanced recreational
opportunities. The Preferred Alternative was reviewed to ensure consistency with the intent to create
linkages between these amenities and the shoreline within the LWC Project Study Area, and thus meet
the goals of these Master Plans.
Future plans for the Arsenal Lands have currently been placed on hold to allow works for the LWC
Project to proceed. Elements of the Marie Curtis Park Revitalization Plan have been implemented in
2011, 2012 and 2013.
Route 1c avoids the Arsenal Lands, and all elements of the Marie Curtis Park planning area. As such,
planning for the Arsenal Lands can commence at any time, and park implementation for Marie Curtis
Park can continue as scheduled.
Summary of: Consistency with Marie Curtis Park Revitalization Plan
Route 1c does not impact either the Arsenal Lands or Marie Curtis Park Master Plan
Criterion: Consistency with Inspiration Lakeview
Indicator: Ability to integrate Inspiration Lakeview planning and implementation with LWC
The Inspiration Lakeview Master Plan was completed in 2014 which built upon the 2011 Inspiration
Lakeview: A Vision. This Master Plan outlined a vision to redevelop Ontario Power Generation’s former
power generating site in Lakeview, into mixed use, sustainable community that reconnects the City of
Mississauga back to the water. Key components of the Master Plan include:
 6 new neighbourhoods
 Integrated sustainability features
 A network of green and open space elements occupying 36% of the area, including a Serson
Creek corridor
 Opportunities for institutional and cultural infrastructure; and
 A publicly accessible waterfront and trail system
Core to Inspiration Lakeview Master Plan, is the identification of the new Lakeview Waterfront
Connection Project as the primary linkage to and along the waterfront, as is the reconnection of the
Serson Creek watershed to the lake along a modified Serson Creek stormwater channel. Thus, the
future plans of Inspiration Lakeview are integral to the timely and effective implementation of the
Lakeview Waterfront Connection Project.
While the overall Master Plan has been approved in 2014, a significant amount of additional planning is
required to proceed for Inspiration Lakeview. This includes the development and approvals of the
Master Plan Class EA for the infrastructure and transit that will be required to support the Master Plan,
and the acquisition of applicable permits to allow for the intensification of land uses on the site. This
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will also include the formalization of development approaches including financing and scheduling, which
is anticipated to take up to 30 years to complete.
Based on the above, it is not anticipated that the proposed construction access route along the eastern
most limits of the Inspiration Lakeview lands will impact the planning or implementation of the Master
Plan. As such, there are no effects associated with the proposed construction access route.
Summary of: Consistency with Inspiration Lakeview
Route 1c does not impact the planning or implementation of the Inspiration Lakeview Master Plan.
Criterion: Consistency with Interim uses of OPG Lands
Indicator: Ability to integrate implementation of LWC with interim uses on OPG Lands
As indicated previously, Ontario Power Generation (OPG) is the agency that currently owns the lands in
which the former Lakeview coal powered power plant resides. In 2007, the Province shutdown
operations and demolished the plant. Since 2011, OPG has been working with the City of Mississauga to
refine the Inspiration Lakeview Master Plan that was submitted and approved in 2014.
As the primary owner and stakeholder of the Lakeview lands, OPG does have a responsibility and
obligation to actively manage these lands and if possible, generate revenue through the use of the lands
for the Province. Given the timelines involved for the future planning and implementation of Inspiration
Lakeview, it is important to OPG that appropriate interim uses be found to assist in generating revenue
from the site, while at the same time ensuring for the future implementation of the Inspiration Lakeview
plan.
The LWC Project Team worked closely with OPG to determine a construction access route that not only
provided convenient access to the water’s edge for the LWC Project, but also to ensure that the vast
majority of their site remained available for other uses, including OPG’s primary access route off of
Hydro Road. Through these negotiations the LWC Project team was able to secure a route that met the
needs of both OPG and the LWC Project.
Summary of: Consistency with Interim uses of OPG Lands
The impacts of Route 1c on possible interim uses of the lands by OPG are negligible.
Table 6 Coordination Objective Effects Assessment Summary for Route 1c
Criteria
Coordination
Consistency with Marie
Curtis Park Revitalization
Plan
NEW - Consistency with
Inspiration Lakeview
NEW – Consistency with
interim uses of OPG Lands
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Indicator

Route 1c (new)

Ability to integrate recreational opportunities and
trails between the LWC, Arsenal Lands and Marie
Curtis Park
Ability to integrate Inspiration Lakeview planning
and implementation with LWC
Ability to integrate implementation of LWC with
interim uses on OPG Lands

None

None
Negligible

5.6

Objective 5: Fiscal Viability

Criterion: Capital Development Costs
Indicator: Capital Construction Cost Estimate
A capital construction cost estimate was prepared for the Preferred Alternative to determine the fiscal
viability of the LWC Project. A component of the capital costs is the construction related costs for Route
1c, based on a per unit length of road to be implemented, the price of the proposed temporary
construction access bridge, and cost for any access lease arrangements with adjacent land owners.
Given the new costs associated with the bridge crossing and lease arrangements, not previously
associated with the original Route 2, the key issue was to ensure that the increases remained reasonable
and did not unduly jeopardize the overall fiscal viability of the LWC Project. Based on the overall,
revised costing for the LWC Project, the overall impact of the increased construction route costs
associated with Route 1c were deemed acceptable given the significant benefits of relocating the road
away from the Arsenal Lands and Marie Curtis Park.
New Criterion: Potential impacts on construction traffic movement within construction area
Indicator: Ability to construct 2way construction access
To maximize the attractiveness of the Lakeview site for receiving fill from suppliers depends in part on
market forces, distance from the source locations and the amount of time it takes for trucks to access
the Project site and leave. Thus it is important that the construction access road be well maintained and
where possible, provide for safe 2 way traffic flows. If there are significant impacts on turnaround time
for trucks, a site might become less desirable as a receiving area, which could impact schedule and
recovery costs for the Project.
Route 1c includes a 20-120 section of road that is reduced to 1 way traffic in the area of the Serson
stormwater channel crossing north of the WWTF – depending the outcomes of detailed design. To
ensure the safe and timely movement of traffic, the LWC Project will explore opportunities to widen the
corridor sufficiently to establish 2 lane traffic, and where not possible, may include the establishment of
pullout areas and/or signalization for construction access vehicles in this area. The effects on
construction traffic movement within the site are deemed to be negligible once these mitigation
measures are implemented but it will be important for the LWC Project Team to monitor this section of
road to ensure costly delays do not result.
Table 7. Fiscal Viability Effects Assessment Summary for Route 1c
Criteria
Indicator
Fiscal Viability
Capital development
cost
NEW – Potential
impacts on
construction traffic
movement within
construction area
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Route 1c (new)

Capital Construction Cost estimate

Acceptable

Ability to construct 2 way construction
access

Negligible

6. CONCLUSIONS BASED ON THE MODIFICATION
During the detailed design phase for the LWC Project, the LWC Project Team explored opportunities to
establish a new construction access route that addressed one of the primary issues raised by the public
during the EA process. Specifically, these key issues raised by the public related to the effects associated
with:
 relocating the existing Waterfront Trail to Lakeshore Road for the duration of the project;
 staging construction operations through the western portion of Marie Curtis Park West beach
for the duration of the project, with all the associated nuisance effects of noise, dust, exhaust
emissions;
 removal of mature native trees along the Waterfront Trail;
 prevention of public use of the Arsenal Lands, during weekday construction periods;
 proximity of construction routes to built heritage resources; and
 continued delays in municipal planning for the Arsenal Lands.
The evaluation of alternatives of the two proposed routes at the conceptual level and the more refined
effects assessment of Route 1c indicated that the new route resulted in a reduction in the effects
associated with the Access Objective, primarily with regards to the socioeconomic effects. From the
Naturalization Objective perspective, the evaluation of alternatives and the more detailed effects
assessment highlighted minor pros and minor cons between the two construction access routes.
However, the opportunity for early establishment of terrestrial and fish habitat in the resulting
construction phasing plan assuming a Route 1c resulted in Route 1c being more preferred.
From the perspective of existing land use Compatibility Objective and from the ability to Coordinate
Objective with other planning initiatives, Route 1c was deemed to be equal to or slightly more conducive
than the original Route 2, largely because the new route did not interfere with any of the existing
operations or long-term plans.
The biggest issue stemming from the analysis indicates that Route 1c will cost more than Route 2,
largely due to the longer length of road, the need for a third party access lease arrangement and the
need to install a temporary construction access bridge. A second issue to consider is the possible effects
on truck traffic delivery times on the construction route, given the access road lane constriction that
occurs for 20-120m in the area of the bridge crossing north of the G.E. Booth WWTF.
In the case of costs, the overall LWC Project costs were revisited in Detailed Design and the Region of
Peel Council determined that the elevated costs associated with this alignment were acceptable given
the significant gains associated with reduced impacts on users of the Waterfront Trail, Arsenal Lands and
Marie Curtis Park. With regards to the lane restrictions, the LWC Team will explore opportunities to
widen the railway embankment to accommodate 2 lane traffic, and where not possible, to incorporate
traffic take-outs and possibly install solar powered signal lights to minimize impacts on delivery times.
In times of very high truck traffic volumes, other mitigation approaches may be considered.
Given that the new route addresses the access and socioeconomic issues that it had set-out to address,
and given that the total increase in cost for the access route was deemed appropriate, we recommend
that Route 1c becomes the new Preferred Construction Access Route.
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7. CONSULTATION
Chapter 7 documents the public, agency, First Nations and Métis consultation activities that took place
as part of the LWC EA Amendment for construction access Route 1c. The consultation activities were
consistent with the objectives and methodology established and outlined in Chapter 10.2 of the LWC EA.

7.1

Notices and Other Notifications

Notice of Public Meeting & Open House (PMOH)
Notices for a PMOH, held November 16, 2015 (see Section 7.9.2 for further information), were posted
on November 5, 2015 in three newspaper publications (Table 7.1). This notice included LWC Project
information, a map of the project site, a brief agenda, location and contact information. A notice was
also sent via flyer mail drop to apartments and condos in South Etobicoke, close to the project site in
order to address a gap in newspaper coverage. Notice of the PMOH was also released to the press via
news release on November 5, 2015 (Table 7.2). The PMOH notice went out via email to the LWC Project
Contact List (Table 7.3) on November 4, 12, and 16, 2015. A post-event recap email was also sent on
November 19, 2015. The PMOH was posted on the Credit Valley Conservation home page, events
calendar page and the LWC project webpage. It was also posted on the new project website
(lakeviewwaterfrontconnection.ca).
Notice of EA Amendment For New Construction Access Road (Route 1C)
Notices for the EA amendment for the new construction access road (Route 1c) were posted on
November 26, 2015 in three newspaper publications (Table 7.1). This notice included LWC Project
information, EA amendment information, a map of the project site detailing the current and proposed
construction access routes, the location of the EA amendment document (online and hard copy), the
commenting period, contact information and a link to an online comment submission form. A notice was
also sent via flyer mail drop to apartments and condos in South Etobicoke, close to the project site in
order to address a gap in newspaper coverage. Notice of the EA amendment was also released to the
press via news release on November 27, 2015 (Table 7.2). Recap of the November 16 PMOH (including
mention of the EA amendment) went out via email to the LWC Project Contact List (Table 7.3) on
November 19, 2015. The EA amendment notice was sent via email to the LWC Project Contact List (Table
7.3) on November 27, 2015. Notice of the EA amendment was posted on the Credit Valley Conservation
LWC project webpage. It was also posted on the new project website
(www.lakeviewwaterfrontconnection.ca ), both on November 27, 2015.
Table 7.1 Mandatory Notice Publication Information
Notice
Media Outlet
LWC PMOH
Mississauga News
Mississauga News This Week
Etobicoke Guardian
LWC EA Amendment for new
Mississauga News
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Date
November 5, 2015

November 26, 2015

construction access road (Route
1C)

Mississauga News This Week
Etobicoke Guardian

Table 7.2 News Releases
News Release
LWC PMOH
LWC EA Amendment for new construction access
road (Route 1C)

Date
November 5, 2014
November 27, 2015

Table 7.3 Notice Email / Mail Notifications
Notice
Contact
(number of individuals on
list/method of contact)
LWC PMOH
Agency Contacts , Technical
Advisory Committee, First
Nations and Métis Communities
(153)(email)
Community Liaison Committee
(CLC) (43)(email)
Interested Members of the
Public (356)(email)

LWC CLC Meeting (Nov 12, 2015)

Community Liaison Committee
(CLC) (43)(email)

LWC EA Amendment for new
construction access road (Route
1C)

First Nations and Métis
Communities (153)(mail)
Agency Contacts , Technical
Advisory Committee, First
Nations and Métis Communities
(153)(email)
Community Liaison Committee
(CLC) (43)(email)
Interested Members of the
Public (356)(email)
Utility Companies (4) (email)
Local Businesses (56) (mail and
email) and Landowners (8) (mail
and email)
Ministry of Environment and
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Dates

November 4, 2015
November 12, 2015
November 19, 2015 (post-event)
November 4, 2015
November 19, 2015 (post-event)
November 4, 2015
November 12, 2015
November 16, 2015
November 19, 2015 (post-event)
October 30, 2015
November 2, 2015
November 4, 2015
November 5, 2015
November 9, 2015
November 10, 2015
November 24, 2015 (post-event)
November 27, 2015

November 27, 2015

November 27, 2015
November 27, 2015
November 27, 2015
November 27, 2015

November 27, 2015

Climate Change (email)

7.2

Website Postings

A website for the LWC Project was developed at the beginning of the ToR stage. All information released
to the public regarding the LWC Project has been posted on the LWC Project website
(www.creditvalleyca.ca/lwc). This website contains a detailed description of the LWC Project,
information on the EA process, as well as a number of document links. Documents for public comment
were posted on the LWC Project website in order to solicit input from community members not able to
attend the PIC.
As of July 2015, a new, more user-friendly project website was launched (not to replace the existing site
yet, but running in tandem until the existing site can eventually be phased out at a later date to be
determined –( www.lakeviewwaterfrontconnection.ca ). This website also contains a detailed
description of the LWC Project, information on the EA process, as well as a number of document links.
Documents for public comment were posted on the LWC Project website in order to solicit input from
community members not able to attend the PIC.
Please see Appendix A for website screenshots and statistics

7.2.1 Listing of website postings
Table 7.4 List of Website Posting
Notice
LWC PMOH

LWC EA
Amendment

URL
http://lakeviewwaterfrontconnection.ca
http://lakeviewwaterfrontconnection.ca/publicinformation-centre-november-16-2015/
http://www.creditvalleyca.ca/event/lakeviewwaterfront-connection-public-meeting-openhouse/
http://www.creditvalleyca.ca/lwc
http://www.creditvalleyca.ca
http://www.creditvalleyca.ca/lwc
http://lakeviewwaterfrontconnection.ca/eaamendment/

Publish Date
November 3, 2015
November 3, 2015
November 4, 2015

November 4, 2015
November 4, 2015
November 27, 2015
November 27, 2015

7.2.2 Summary of Comments Received During Proposed EA Amendment Posting
To be included in the final EA Amendment documentation following the 30 day public review period.
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7.3

Public Consultation

7.3.1 Contact List
The public component of the LWC Project contact list consists of contacts acquired through the LWC
Project public event and outreach sign-in sheets, individuals who sign up on either of the project
websites (existing and new) as well as individuals who have contacted the LWC Project Consultation
Coordinator directly via email or phone. The public list includes City of Toronto Ward 6 Councillor Mark
Grimes, who represents part of the LWC Project Study Area, as well as Charles Souza, MPP for
Mississauga South. Sven Spengemann, MP for Mississauga South and Councillor Jim Tovey (City of
Mississauga and Region of Peel) are on the LWC Project CLC.
The public contact list was used to provide direct email notices of pertinent LWC Project information,
including consultation and outreach initiatives. There are currently 356 people on the LWC Project
contact list.

7.3.2 Public Meeting & Open House (November 16, 2015)
The primary method of providing information, collecting input, and collaborating with the public
throughout the LWC Project EA, was through Public Information Centres (PICs). After the formal EA
process these events will continue, but each event will be known as a Public Meeting & Open House
(PMOH). PMOH notices are sent to the LWC Project contact list and publicized in local papers. PMOH
notice information, meeting notes, presentation materials, and comment sheets are provided in
Appendix B. Table 7.5 provides an overview of the November 16, 2015 PMOH. Section 7.7 summarizes
all comments received during PMOH related to the EA amendment.
As participants arrived at the PMOH they were asked to sign-in and were provided with an agenda,
comment sheet, and meeting-specific information (Appendix B). Participants were invited to view
information boards (Appendix B) and speak with the Proponents and the LWC Project team. The PMOH
featured a presentation, with opportunities for members of the public to ask questions, make
comments, and receive responses from the LWC Project team. The November 16, 2015 PMOH featured
facilitated discussion in which comment sheets were filled out by small groups and individuals. The
comment sheets posed specific questions, providing a further opportunity for participants to express
their opinions and questions on the LWC Project. Groups and individuals shared ideas and comments
generated during their discussions with the wider group. Individuals were invited to fill in their own
workbooks and hand them in to the LWC Project team, if they preferred. Information boards,
presentations, comment sheets, and meeting notes were available for download from the LWC Project
website for people who were not able to attend. Workbooks could be filled in and sent to the LWC
Project Consultation Coordinator after the PMOH.
November 16, 2015 PMOH
The PMOH was held at Clarke Memorial Hall at 161 Lakeshore Road West in Mississauga, Ontario on
November 16, 2015. The focus was on presenting and receiving feedback on the proposed new
construction access route and the updated detailed design for the LWC Project.
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Table 7.5 PIC Overview
Event
LWC PMOH

Date
November 16, 2015

Objective
 Providing project status update
 Present proposed new construction
access route
 Present updated LWC Project detailed
design
 Receiving public input and feedback on:
o Proposed new construction
access route
o Updated LWC Project detailed
design

Attendance
75 members of
the public

7.3.3 Community Liaison Committee (November 12, 2015)
As part of the LWC Project consultation process, a CLC was established. The purpose of the CLC was to
assist in reaching out to, and maintaining contact with, representative community residents, groups,
associations, and organizations, and to provide community input and advice throughout the LWC
Project. A key role of the CLC was to provide feedback on the content and format of presentation
materials in advance of the PICs.
The CLC was composed of a broad range of community groups, associations, and organizations as well as
community members and appointed representatives. To address Section 6.2 of the MOECC Conditions
of Approval (dated May 27, 2015), the LWC Project Team expanded the CLC membership to include
representatives of numerous community associations from the City of Toronto. A comprehensive list of
the participating associations on the CLC now include:
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City of Mississauga
City of Toronto
Rattray Marsh
Protection
Association
University of Toronto
University of Toronto
Mississauga
Waterfront
Regeneration Trust
Lake Shore Yacht
Club
MIRANET
Humber Bay Shores
Condominium
Association









Etobicoke Cycling
Club
Lakeview Ratepayers
Association
Town of Port Credit
Association
Mississauga South
Historical Society
Sierra Club – Peel
Region
SprayCa
Citizens Concerned
About the Future of
the Etobicoke
Waterfront










South Peel
Naturalists
Local residents
Councillor – Ward 6
(City of Toronto)
Councillor – Ward 1
(City of Mississauga)
Toronto Field
Naturalists
MP – Mississauga
South
MPP – Mississauga
South
Credit River Anglers
Association







Lakeview Estates
Ratepayers’
Association
Mississauga
Bassmasters
Mississauga Canoe
Club
Mississauga Cycling
Advisory Committee





Ontario Cycling
Association
Port Credit Business
Improvement Area
Port Credit Salmon
and Trout
Association






Port Credit Village
Residents
Association
Preserved Stories
Blog
Port Credit Yacht
Club

The November 12, 2015 CLC meeting confirmed the updated committee terms of reference, provided a
project status update, outlined the proposed new construction access route and updated the detailed
design for the LWC Project. The meeting also addressed the upcoming PMOH to ensure that the content
was comprehensive and appropriate given the community context. An information package with a
workshop agenda and comment sheet was provided to the members of the CLC (Appendix C). The
meeting began with a presentation (Appendix C) and moved into an open discussion forum, during
which the CLC gave their input on the new construction access route and updates detailed design. See
Appendix C for CLC meeting agenda, presentations and summary notes. Table 7.8 provides an overview
of the CLC meeting.
Table 7.6 CLC Meeting Overview
Event
LWC CLC
Meeting

Date
November 12, 2015

Objective
 Providing project status update
 Vote in the updated CLC Terms of
Reference
 Present proposed new construction
access route
 Present updated LWC Project detailed
design
 Receiving input and feedback on:
o Proposed new construction
access route
o Updated LWC Project detailed
design
 Discussion about upcoming LWC PMOH

Attendance
12 members

7.3.4 Local Businesses, Landowners and Utilities
Notices about the LWC EA Amendment have been sent to local businesses, utilities and landowners via
mail on November 27, 2015. Their comments, if received, will be included in the final EA Amendment
documentation following the 30 day public review period.

49

7.3.5 Summary of Public Comments on Proposed EA Amendment
Table 7.7 Summary of public comments related to the EA amendment at the November 16, 2015
Public Meeting & Open House
Issue
Do you agree
with the
evaluation
outcomes for
the proposed
construction
access route?
(See included
handout)

Comments and Questions Received
Yes, I agree. However, my primary
concern is reusing the route
following construction
Yes, route 1C is well done
Better than Arsenal Lands
Excellent idea
Group is very supportive
This seems so much more
expensive. Concern about costs
Dixie Rd vs. Cawthra Rd. (adding 200
trucks per day)
Where is the majority of the fill
coming from?
What will the impacts of the trucks
be on Dixie Rd after its
construction?

Will fill be tested on site for quality
or to ensure it meets standards?
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Response

The majority of the fill will be coming from the
Region of Peel but other sources will be sought
to maintain schedule and budget
Trucks will be arriving and leaving via different
routes, though Dixie Rd will be one of the
primary routes. Given that the addition of 200250 trucks per day represents a small
percentage of the total traffic volume
currently experienced on a daily basis, the
cumulative impacts attributed to this specific
project are low.
Potential fill source sites will be required to go
through detailed geochemical analysis to
confirm that the materials meet the applicable
quality standards. Bills of Lading will be used
to enable close tracking of source and material
types. Each load will be visually inspected at
the gate. Test samples will periodically be
undertaken to confirm materials meet quality
conditions once on site.

Table 7.8 Summary of public comments related to the EA amendment at the November 12, 2015 CLC
Meeting
Issue
What do you
think of the
proposed
route? Are any
of the benefits,
impacts
problematic?

Comments and Questions Received
My concern is traffic flow, the need
for cars and trucks to start and stop.
Is there any way to smooth the flow
out or decongest it?

Is it going to be noisy?

Where the one lane is going, are you
going to have lane laybys?

Will you be putting signals on
lakeshore?

What is the volume of trucks? How
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Response
We tried to get an option to come down Hydro
Rd. and enter through the main part of the
property but OPG was unwilling to basically
sterilize their lands for the duration of the
construction period (which is a reasonable
response), so we had to find an alternate
route. The route we chose has very poor
habitat, is away from public recreation areas,
limits the effects to OPG, and facilitates wiser
construction phasing than the original
alignment.
It could be, however, nobody lives here. It’s
just the treatment plant and industrial activity.
Residential is north. This is a much better
route compared to the eastern one.
We’re definitely going to have a single lane
with the bridge crossing which is about 20
metres long. We think we can squeeze in two
lanes for much of the pinch point, or layby
areas. So there will be a minimum of 20
metres where there will be a pinch point,
maybe a bit more. To minimize the effects on
traffic flow, we will incorporate signage and
maybe even automated lights if required.
That is not the initial intent. Trucks accessing
the site from the east have a 125m long centre
left-hand turning median to pull out of the
traffic flow on Lakeshore. The Waterfront Trail
crossing at this intersection already has stop
signs and overlapping speed control gates for
cyclists. Heavy construction traffic has been
going in and out of this intersection for years
and we do not see this as a significant change
over existing conditions. We still need to meet
with City of Mississauga Transportation, but
our understanding following our Traffic Impact
Analysis report generated during the EA was
that the proposed number of new trucks for
the LWC represents a very small fraction of the
total traffic using Lakeshore in this area, and
that there should not be any significant change
in overall traffic flow.
At peak operation, we are probably looking at

many an hour?

How are you going to deal with rush
hour traffic in the morning?

In terms of the sequencing of
construction, now you are going
from west to east instead of east to
west. Does that have any impact in
terms of the sensitivity in some of
the natural spots? I thought the
marsh area was right down at the
beginning where construction was
starting, whereas before it was
when construction is finishing.
Is this a 24-hour operation?

Should cyclists be concerned about
mud and bike lane conditions?

That’s a tight turn at the Baily
Bridge. Can you not take a different
route?

What will the road be made up of?
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about 200-250 trucks a day but that won’t be
every day or all the time. At this point it’s hard
to determine how many trucks as hour.
We determined that if the trucks are coming in
during peak rush hour traffic in the morning or
afternoon, they will add approximately 72
additional vehicles to the traffic flow per hour,
which according to the Traffic Impact
Assessment conducted during the EA, will not
significant delay traffic conditions. Also,
truckers get paid by the load and they don’t
want to be sitting in traffic, so will likely avoid
peak traffic times in order to maximize
productivity (profits).
There are two main marshes. This new plan is
much better for phasing. However, I have a
whole phasing slide coming up, so we will
discuss this shortly

No, it isn’t. We will be going by municipal
guideline bylaws for construction. 7 a.m. until
whenever appropriate. It is anticipated
Monday to Friday but there may be times
where we may look for a Saturday but there
will be public notification for operations.
If there is mud, we will be cleaning it. There is
a nice long industrial laneway before they get
to the main trail, so we don’t anticipate mud
being dragged all the way up but if it does, we
will clean it. We also have it in our budget for
mud control and lane cleanings.
I agree that this route isn’t the most ideal
route but we are trying to avoid disturbance of
vegetation. We did look initially at entering off
of Hydro Road for some time, but this would
have sterilized OPG’s lands from other interim
uses for the duration of the construction as
that access bisects the entirety of their
property.
It will be a highly compacted and granular
surface similar to the existing conditions found
along the former railway alignments. It won’t

The idea of naturalizing Serson
creek, can you talk to flood
mitigation and storm channels?

Do we all
agree with the
evaluation
outcomes,
that overall
this is a
preferred
route?
Do we all agree
on these
benefits and
impacts?

7.4

be paved.
Currently, the Region of Peel has provided
dykes that prevent flooding onto their lands.
However, if we were simply to divert
baseflows under these current narrow
conditions, we could only install a series of
steps and pools and would not allow any
vegetation in the corridor. With the 5m
widening, we are still not providing optimal
valley width conditions to maximize ecological
potential, but it will allow us to put in a more
meandering channel with pools and riffles and
vegetation on the banks while still providing
the necessary flood conveyance. Further
planning for the final optimal channel
condition will likely carry through the
Inspiration Lakeview planning with the City of
Mississauga and OPG.

Yes - unanimous

Yes - unanimous

First Nations and Métis Consultation

7.4.1 Contact List
The contact list for the First Nations and Métis consultation component of the LWC Project was based
on the list established during the EA phase of the project.
The following communities were contacted:
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Alderville First Nation;
Beausoleil First Nation;
Fort William First Nation;
Chippewas of Georgina Island;



















Chippewas of Mnjikaning/Chippewas of Rama;
Credit River Metis Council;
Curve Lake First Nation;
Haudenosaunee Confederacy Council;
Hiawatha First Nation;
Huron-Wendat First Nation;
Kawartha Nishnawabe;
Métis Nation of Ontario;
Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation;
Mississaugas of the Scugog Island;
Mohawks of the Bay of Quinte;
Moose Deer Point First Nation;
Nishnawbe Aski Nation;
Peel Aboriginal Network;
Six Nations of the Grand River: Elected Band Council;
Six Nations of the Grand River: Lands and Resources; and
Williams Treaty First Nations.

7.4.2 Written Correspondence to First Nations and Métis Communities
The LWC Project team consulted with First Nations and Métis communities according to the
requirements of the Crown’s Duty to Consult process. First Nations and Métis communities that have
potential or established treaty rights in the vicinity of the LWC Project were contacted asked if they
were interested in the LWC Project and how they wanted to be consulted on September 8, 2015.
Samples of letters sent to First Nations and Métis communities are provided in Appendix D.
In all correspondence to First Nations and Métis communities, the LWC Project team extended an open
invitation to discuss the LWC Project in greater detail, and provided the address to the LWC Project
website.
First Nations and Métis communities were sent a letter specific to the EA amendment on November 27,
directing them to the EA amendment document online and hard-copy, providing a number of feedback
mechanisms and offering to send hard-copies via currier if requested. All letters were sent via priority
mail with email or phone follow-ups. Samples of this letter campaign sent to First Nations and Métis
communities are provided in Appendix D.

7.4.3 Meetings with First Nations and Métis Communities
On November 3, 2015, the LWC project team met with the Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation’s
(MNCFN) Department of Consultation and Accommodation (DOCA). This meeting was a direct result of
the September 8, 2015 letter campaign, inviting meetings and further consultation with Aboriginal
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communities. This purpose of the meeting was to provide a project status update to the DOCA on the
LWC Project, present the new proposed construction access route and present updates made to the
LWC Project detailed design. It also permitted the MNCFN to discuss their past and future land and
water claims.
Table 7.9 Summary of Meeting with the Mississaugas of the News Credit First Nation
Presenting Agency

Topic Covered

MNCFN

Introduction and History of the
Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation
Summary of key features from the LWC EA
that was approved in May 2015.
Update on the project design elements
since the EA.
Update on implementation planning
New proposed construction access road
alignment

LWC Project Team

Comments relevant to EA
Amendment

The MNCFN generally agree with
the new construction access route
and the LWC project, but indicated
that they would like to review the
EA, detailed design and new route
proposal comprehensively before
making a final comment. Looking
forward to their further
involvement in planning and
implementation of the project.

Region of Peel council report.
Proposed construction phasing and
approach
Proposed construction schedule.

7.4.4 Summary of First Nations and Métis Communities on Proposed EA
Amendment
Notices about the LWC EA Amendment have been sent to First Nations and Métis communities via mail
on November 27, 2015. Their comments, if received, will be included in the final EA Amendment
documentation following the 30 day public review period.

7.5

Agency Consultation

Throughout the course of the LWC Project, regulatory bodies and interested agencies at the municipal,
provincial, and federal level were invited to participate in a comprehensive agency consultation
program. The objectives of the EA agency consultation were to consult with all potentially interested
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agencies about the project and ensure coordination between the LWC Project and the broader local and
regional planning context.

7.5.1 Contact List
A contact list of regulatory and interested agencies was developed during the LWC Project EA, which
included identification of all:




Applicable provincial and federal regulatory agencies;
Provincial and federal agencies, as well as municipal and regional departments, with a potential
or stated interest in the LWC Project and/or the LWC Project Study Area; and
Agencies involved as part of the LWC Project Feasibility Study.

Consultation with these agencies was continued after the EA was approved. Table 7.10 documents those
agencies contacted during the LWC Project EA.
Table 7.10 Agencies contacted about the EA Amendment.
Agency
City of Mississauga

City of Toronto

Go Transit /
Metrolinx
Government of
Canada

Hydro One
Networks Inc.
(HONI)
Infrastructure
Ontario
Ontario Ministry of
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Department(s)
 Strategic Community Initiatives, City Manager’s Department
 Development and Design, Planning and Building
 Planning, Development and Business Services Division, Community
Services Department
 Transportation and Infrastructure Planning, Transportation and Works
 Park Development Section, Community Services Department
 Parks, Community Services
 Planning
 Transportation and Infrastructure Planning, Transportation and Works
 Parks , Forestry and Recreation
 Toronto Water
 City Planning
 Technical Services
 Environmental Liaison Section








Canada Post
Environment Canada
Fisheries and Oceans Canada
Health Canada, Ontario Region
Transport Canada
Environmental Services and Approvals
Transmission Lines





Professional Services
Property Development
Consultations Unit

Aboriginal Affairs
Ontario Ministry of
Citizenship and
Immigration
Ontario Ministry of
Community Safety
and Correctional
Services
Ontario Ministry of
Education
Ontario Ministry of
Energy
Ontario Ministry of
Environment (MOE)
Ontario Ministry of
Infrastructure
Ontario Ministry of
Municipal Affairs
and
Housing
Ontario Ministry of
Natural Resources
(MNR)
Ontario Ministry of
Tourism, Culture
and Sport
Ontario Power
Generation (OPG)
Ontario Provincial
Police
Region of Peel



Hamilton Office



Accommodations and Leasing Unit, Facilities Branch



Capital Programs Branch



Energy Supply Branch





Environmental Approvals Branch
Technical Support Section
Ontario Growth Secretariat



Municipal Service Office - Central Ontario







Fish & Wildlife Biology
Integrated Resource Management
Lake Ontario Management Unit
Strategic Policy & Economics Branch
Culture Services Unit






Corporate Relations and Communications
Law
Real Estate
Operational Policy and Strategic Planning Bureau









Community Liaison, Peel Region Police, 12 Division
Environment, Transportation & Planning Services
Planning, Policy & Research
Public Health
Transportation, Public Works
Wastewater Treatment, Public Works
Water Division, Public Works

The consultation for the EA amendment included two Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) meetings
with key agencies, including the Region of Peel, the City of Mississauga, and the City of Toronto.
Technical Advisory Committee
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The TAC was established as part of the LWC Project EA ToR to provide a forum for agency consultation
during the ToR and EA stages. All identified regulatory and interested agencies were invited to
participate on the TAC, and members were asked to recommend additional agency departments to
participate if they believed key members were missing. The final TAC membership for the EA phase is
provided in Table 7.11.
Table 7.11 Current TAC Membership
Agency
City of Mississauga

City of Toronto

Environment Canada
Fisheries and Oceans
Canada
Ministry of Energy
Ministry of the
Environment and
Climate Change
Region of Peel

Department(s)
 Strategic Community Initiatives, City Manager’s Department
 Development and Design, Planning and Building
 Planning, Development and Business Services Division, Community
Services Department
 Transportation and Infrastructure Planning, Transportation and Works
 Park Development Section, Community Services Department
 Parks, Community Services
 Planning
 Transportation and Infrastructure Planning, Transportation and Works
 Parks , Forestry and Recreation
 Toronto Water
 Works & Emergency Services
 City Planning
 Strategic Integration & Partnership Division, Great Lakes Area of
Concern





Energy Supply Branch
Technical Support Section
Environmental Approvals Branch






Public Health
Transportation, Public Works
Wastewater Treatment Division, Public Works
Water Division, Public Works

7.5.2 Summary of Agency Consultation on Proposed EA Amendment

7.5.2.1 TAC Consultation
Two TAC meetings were held, one on November 16, 2015 and one on November 25, 2015. The
November 16, 2015 TAC meeting was held with Region of Peel staff exclusively. The November 25th TAC
meeting was held with staff from the City of Mississauga and the City of Toronto. Multiple and separate
meetings were held due to scheduling difficulties; it was not possible to have the full group attend one
session.
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The Table 7.12 provides an overview of the TAC meetings, including the objectives and attendance. An
overview of individual consultation is documented in Section 7.5.2.2. See Appendix E for meeting
agendas and materials.

Table 7.12 TAC Meetings
Date

Attendance

Objectives

November
16, 2015

6 TAC Members,
including
representatives
from:
 Region of
Peel
Wastewater
 Region of
Peel
Developmen
t Services



6 TAC Members,
including
representatives
from:
 City of
Mississauga,
Community
Initiatives
 City of
Mississauga,
Transportati
on and
Works
 City of
Mississauga,
Planning,
Developmen
t and
Business
Services
Division
 City of



November
25, 2015
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To provide a summary of
LWC EA and Update of
Status
To presentation the new
proposed construction
access route
To present the updated
conservation area
detailed design
To discuss next steps

To provide a summary of
LWC EA and Update of
Status
To presentation the new
proposed construction
access route
To present the updated
conservation area
detailed design
To discuss next steps

Summary of comments related to EA
Amendment
Region of Peel divisions are supportive
of the new route.
Based on past construction activities
accessing this road for the GE Booth
Waste Water Treatment Facility,
additional traffic signals would not be
required.
In past discussions with City of
Mississauga related to construction
works at the plant, the City of
Mississauga suggested that signals
added so close to Dixie would cause
more problems regarding traffic flow.
Suggestion to ensure discussions with
CoT and CoM are advanced to
coordinate traffic signal timings as per
the Morrison Hershfield Report.
CoM transportation will need to
review the traffic report and make a
recommendation as to whether
temporary signals are recommended
for the intersection. It is likely that a
formal left hand turn lane will be
painted in the central median.
Generally strong support for new
Route 1c.
Inspiration Lakeview planning will
determine the ultimate western
connection with the Lakeview
Waterfront Connection Project.
However, in the event that the
Inspiration Lakeview has not yet
advanced sufficiently to provide that
connection at the conclusion of the
LWC construction, there is the



Mississauga,
Park
Developmen
t Section,
Community
Services
City of
Toronto:
Parks,
Forestry and
Recreation

potential that the construction access
road can plan an interim trail
connection on the west side of the
Project until Inspiration Lakeview is
sufficiently implemented.
Question: With respect to lakeshore
and the interaction there, is it
signalized? Response: It is not
signalized. Right now we have a 125m
long the central median that can be
used for left-hand turns for
westbound traffic, which is just paint
and for left turns only.

7.5.2.2 Direct Agency Consultation – Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
On May 25, 2015, LWC project staff met with the MNRF Aurora Branch representative to identify what
needs to be considered in light of Bobolink being observed at the OPG lands and Eastern Meadowlark at
Marie Curtis Park. The MNR representative indicated surveys need to be updated since the records are
only good for three years and will expire before we get to construction.
July 27th 2015 LWC project staff met with the MNRF Aurora Branch representative to discuss the
findings from a 2015 field surveys targeting Bobolink breeding at the OPG lands, Marie Curtis and the
waste water treatment facility berm. The MNRF representative indicated an information gathering form
should be filled out and submitted to MNRF.

7.5.2.3 Direct Agency Consultation – Ontario Power Generation
Ongoing consultation with OPG has been occurring since 2012 regarding the LWC, with specific items
related to OPG land ownership and interests in the project. Discussions regarding a potential access
route through OPG lands were not advanced sufficiently in time for the filing of the LWC EA, although
consultation continued. In late 2014 and early 2015, meetings took place with OPG regarding the
proposed access route through OPG lands, which is the subject of this amendment. All in-person
meetings related to the OPG access road option are listed below:
Date
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Attendance

Objectives

Summary of comments related to EA

March
28th, 2013

OPG, Peel, CVC,
TRCA

September OPG, Peel, CVC,
8th, 2014
TRCA

March 5th,
2015

OPG, City of
Mississauga, CVC

July 7th,
2015

OPG, Peel, CVC

November
9th, 2015

OPG, Peel, CVC,
TRCA

LWC project overview;
discussion on OPG land
needs, access route options

LWC project status update;
results of road-related
studies; review of access
route option draft survey;
Review of Serson Creek
corridor and
flooding/engineering studies
required for Inspiration
Lakeview lands.
LWC project update; review
of route refinement option
and opportunities/
constraints
LWC detailed design update;
Access Road agreement;
water lot finalization

Amendment
Access Route options to be refined,
with agreement to locate road to far
east side of property (Serson Creek
corridor), entrance from Hydro Rd
contemplated. Access Agreement for
road-related studies agreed to.
Access Route feasible Entrance off
Hydro Rd not desirable by OPG.
Hazard land valuations to be further
refined..
City of Mississauga to work with OPG
on site specific studies on flooding and
stream capacities in Serson Creek area
– to inform hazard areas and land
valuations.
Access Route to enter from Peel
WTTF; minimal corridor to be
identified;
Access Route location; draft License
Agreement under review.

This entire LWC EA amendment is the result of the discussions and agreement between the LWC project
partners and OPG for the alternate access route. The table above lists the in-person meetings and
outcomes with OPG, with additional ongoing email and phone call communication occurring out of
action items from each meeting, resulting in the alternative access route option being secured.
Currently, in anticipation of conducting the current LWC EA amendment, the RoP and CVC are
negotiated a draft License Agreement contemplating the access route and temporary storage area on
OPG lands. Pending the LWC EA Amendment, this License Agreement would be executed and road
construction would be implemented and secured for a 7 year term.

61

