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There are two public meetings of note this week: 
The first concerns a new waterfront park adjacent to Marie Curtis Park. 
The second could result in the loss of funding to build the Sherway Trail, a 700 metre extension of the Etobicoke Valley Trail north, 
under the QEW to Sherway Drive.     

Two Public Meetings of Note This Week 
Brian Bailey  
to: 
Brian Bailey, CCFEW 
01/20/2013 10:06 PM 
Hide Details  
From: Brian Bailey <brian@ccfew.org> 
To: "Brian Bailey, CCFEW" <brian@ccfew.org>, 

Lakeview Waterfront Connection

Environmental Assessment Public Meeting – Jan 22, 2013

The Mississauga and Etobicoke Lakeshore communities are encouraged to attend a public 
meeting for the Lakeview Waterfront Connection project Environmental Assessment.

The meeting will be held on

Tuesday, Jan 22, 2013 at the 
Mississauga Seniors’ Centre, 
located at 1389 Cawthra Rd, Mississauga, L5G 4L1.

The meeting will start at 4:30 with an open house.

There will be a presentation at 7 p.m. and attendees will provide collective feedback during 
a facilitated break-out session from 7:45 to 9 p.m.
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Background

The Lakeview Waterfront Connection Project (LWC Project) Environmental Assessment 
(EA) is a project being undertaken by Credit Valley Conservation (CVC) and the Region of 
Peel (co-proponents), with the support of Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
(TRCA) and the City of Mississauga. Planning for the LWC Project is supported by recent 
planning initiatives undertaken by the City of Mississauga and spearheaded by active 
public support, which identify a strong desire to provide public access to the eastern 
Mississauga waterfront and create a new natural waterfront park in the Lakeview 
neighbourhood (Inspiration Lakeview). The LWC Project is intended to enhance the 
degraded local aquatic and terrestrial habitat conditions (based on the local historical 
conditions and using other reference sites along the north shore of Lake Ontario), and 
provide public access to the waterfront in an area that currently does not provide such 
opportunities. 

The co-proponents are seeking to achieve the public vision for the waterfront while 
meeting the LWC Project goal and incurring minimal additional costs to regional or 
municipal capital budgets. Currently, the Regional and Municipal governments have long-
term plans for infrastructure works throughout the City of Mississauga that are anticipated 
to generate significant volumes of clean fill which are typically treated as waste and hauled 
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long-distances for disposal. The intent of the LWC Project is to use this generated material 
as a resource to meet the naturalization and public access objectives and use the offset 
costs from the reduced haulage for the other infrastructure projects to actually fund the 
planning and implementation for this new natural waterfront park.

Click here for more information on the Credit Valley Conservation website. 

The Purpose of this next meeting is to remove funding from the Sherway Trail project, effectively 
killing it for the foreseeable future. This project is a key multi-use trail linkage underneath the QEW, 
connecting the Etobicoke Valley Trail to the south with Sherway Drive to the north. Construction was 
expected to begin 3 years ago, but the MTO has still not granted permission to or even entered into 
meaningful discussion about allowing the trail to cross it’s land (beneath and adjacent to the QEW).  

Come out and make your voice heard for the trail! 

Date: January 24, 2013 
Time: 6:00 pm 
Place: Etobicoke Council Chambers, 
399 The West Mall, Main Floor, Etobicoke, ON M9C 
2Y2
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Etobicoke waterfront stormwater facilities area map

Lakeview waterfront connection study area

Preserved Stories Blog

Etobicoke waterfront stormwater management facilities study. Lakeview waterfront 

connection study: Meeting on Jan. 22, 2013.
Posted on January 7, 2013 by Jaan Pill

Etobicoke waterfront

You can find information here regarding the Etobicoke waterfront 

stormwater facilities project.

Information about the municipal class environmental assessment (EA) 

study related to this facilities study is available here.

A document related to the study has been placed on record between 

Jan. 10 and Feb. 11, 2013. If you have any “outstanding issues,” you 

are directed to address them to City staff listed on the document.

A summary of the Feb. 2, 2012 public meeting regarding this study is available here.

The summary notes that more naturalized solutions were explored and “were determined to be unfeasible.” The 

document (see link in previous sentence) adds:

“The side of natural facilities would have to be massive and the existing areas are either too small to accommodate a 

naturalized storm water management wetland or pond, or will have significant adverse impacts on existing terrestrial 

habitats and existing use of parks.”

Lakeview waterfront

An environmental assessment process involving the Lakeview waterfront 

connection is now under way in Mississauga. A public meeting will be held 

on Jan. 22, 2013 at the Mississauga Seniors’ Centre at 1389 Cawthra Road.

It’s always of interest to contrast and compare how different jurisdictions 

address planning issues related to the Lake Ontario waterfront.

On the left is a map of the Lakeview waterfront connection study area. Click 

on the image to enlarge it.

A Lakeview waterfront connection document provides information about 

Mississauga’s waterfront project.

An earlier Lakeview feasibility study explored the merits of re-using locally 

generated fill to create a waterfront greenspace between Marie Curtis Park in 

Toronto and Lakefront Promenade Park in Mississauga. It was agreed that a new waterfront greenspace could be 
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designed to serve multiple recreational functions and re-create critical coastal habits including wetlands, forests, and 

spawning areas.

This entry was posted in Mississauga waterfront, Newsletter, Toronto waterfront. Bookmark the permalink. 

Toronto Web Design By Walden | Site Maintenance by Maestra All Rights © Preserved Stories |  Blog RSS 
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Councillor Mark Grimes 

 Ward 6 Etobicoke-lakeshore 
www.markgrimes.ca January 3, 2013 

Need assistance, information, or 
General help from the city?  email 

311@toronto.ca 

or Call 311 

CALL 911 

to reach emergency services 

 211 findhelp   
Your connection to information 
about community, social, health 
and related government services 

Call 211  or visit 
www.211.ca

If you wish to be added to our e-
news mailing list please send an 
email to 
councillor_grimes@toronto.ca 

To remove your name from our e-
blasts send an email to 
councillor_grimes@toronto.ca I  

If you wish to request an event or 
news be published in the e-news, 
please send it to 
councillor_grimes@toronto.ca for 
consideration. Thank you.  

Follow us on Facebook 

Toronto's Ski and Snowboard Centres Now Open 

The City of Toronto's Centennial Park and Earl Bales Ski and Snowboard 
Centres opened for the season on Monday, December 31.  

Both centres are located near public transit and have affordable lift, 
equipment and instruction rates and great hours. Both sites feature ski and 
snowboard schools, snowboard and downhill ski rentals, helmet rentals, 
snowmaking equipment, night skiing and a snack bar. 

Centennial Park Ski and Snowboard Centre 
256 Centennial Park Rd., 416-394-8754 
For the opening on Monday, this location will have one run open, serviced 
by a carpet lift. 

Centennial Park centre's holiday hours: 
December 31 and January 1: 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. 
January 2 to 4: 9 a.m. to 9:30 p.m. 

Regular hours of operation (in effect starting January 5): 
Monday: Noon to 9:30 p.m. 
Tuesday to Friday: 10 a.m. to 9:30 p.m. 
Saturday: 9 a.m. to 8 p.m. 
Sunday: 9 a.m. to 6 p.m. 

Earl Bales Ski and Snowboard Centre  
4169 Bathurst St., 416-395-7931 
This location is serviced by a chair lift and a rope tow. The building has a 
fireplace.  

Earl Bales centre's holiday hours: 
December 31: 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. 
January 1 to 4: 9 a.m. to 9:30 p.m. 

Regular hours of operation (in effect starting January 5): 
Monday to Friday: 10 a.m. to 9:30 p.m. 
Saturday: 9 a.m. to 9:30 p.m. 
Sunday: 9 a.m. to 6 p.m. 

The use of helmets is mandatory at City of Toronto ski and snowboard 
facilities for participants of all ages in the following groups: school board 
programs and group participants, instructional program participants, 
freestyle and ski race program participants and instructional staff, on-hill 
supervisors and ski patrol members. 

www.markgrimes.ca 

mailto:311@toronto.ca
http://www.211.ca/
http://www.211.ca/
mailto:councillor_grimes@toronto.ca
mailto:councillor_grimes@toronto.ca




Having trouble viewing this email? www.lakeviewresidents.com 

Hi, just a reminder that you're receiving this email because you have expressed an interest in Lakeview 
Ratepayer's Association. Don't forget to add scottkletke@gmail.com to your address book so we'll be sure to 
land in your inbox! 

You may unsubscribe if you no longer wish to receive our emails. 

Lakeview Ratepayer's Association website link 

Lakeview Ratepayer's Association 

Dear LWC Group, 

2013 will be a big year for Lakeview. There are a number of high profile 
issues affecting our community. Be assured that the Lakeview 
Ratepayer's Association (LRA) will continue to advocate on behalf of the 
citizens of Lakeview as we move positively forward into the new year. 
There are many challenges facing us as a new era in Lakeview begins to 
emerge. 

The LRA will continue to support the principles and the planning 
developed by the community including the Lakeview Legacy Project. 
This community dream has guided Mississauga's official policy through 
the concept and the community consultation phase known as Inspiration 
Lakeview, which calls for Smart Growth and good sound urban planning. 
Lakeview is the only major community in Mississauga without an 

Main Street 
Retail

There was a very 
interesting 

presentation on 
Wednesday November 
30, 2011 at Clarke Hall 
in Port Credit. It was 
held by TOPCA (Town 

of Port Credit 
Association). There 

was a panel 
discussion concerning 
the idea of "Main 

Street Retail" and how 
this is the best form of 
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historical develpomental core. The LRA will work to ensure that our new 
centre will be well planned and well located in the heart of our 
community, so that we may all walk to it and enjoy the new businesses 
and services that are coming. 

The LRA welcomes volunteers from the community. The more help we 
can get the more we can engage our community. If you have special skill 
from legal to writing, if you have connections that could help us or if you 
have some extra time on your hands and want to help out, we would 
appreciate it. This is a critical time for Lakeview and all the help you can 
offer would be appreciated. Also, volunteering with the LRA is suitable 
for your children's high school volunteer hours. 

Just contact us... 

Sincerely, 

Scott Kletke,  
President 
Lakeview Ratepayer's Association 
scottkletke@gmail.com 

__________________________________________________________ 

Useful community links... 

LRA Page: www.lakeviewresidents.com 
Ward 1 Municipal Page: www.jimtovey.ca 
Mississauga Resident's Association Network Miranet 
Ward 1 Provincial Page: www.charlessousa.ca 
Ward 1 Federal Page:  www.stellaambler.ca 
Town of Port Credit Association: www.topca.net 

retail for a community 
if it wants to have a 

liveable 
retail/residential 

environment. This idea 
is in sharp contrast to 
'Big Box' retail which 
could suck the life out 

of the 
street,'clearcutting' 
most of the existing 

small business. This in 
turn makes the street 
all about cars and not 
about strolling. It is 
about small family 

owned shops and not 
about massive 

international corporate 
institutions who are 
more about satisfying 
the shareholder than 
about investing in the 
community where you 
live. This is a decision 
we in Lakeview will 
have to make. What 
kind of shopping 
streetscape do we 
want? Mainstreet 

Retail like Port Credit 
and Oakville or Big 
Box retail like 

Heartland on Derry 
and Mavis? 

Community Update

Inspiration Lakeview 

The City's Lakeshore corridor planning policy paper will be released soon. This long delayed 
paper should solidify what the city's vision for our community is. It is my understanding that their 
zoning plans largely mirror our Lakeview Legacy Project vision. Hopefully we won't be rudely 
awakened by a new direction from the city's planning department. Councillor Jim Tovey has 
assured me that we will be pleased with the direction that the city is moving in with regard to 
Lakeview. These will define future zoning guidelines for the revitalization of the Lakeshore 
corridor from Port Credit to Lakeview as far as Etobicoke Creek 

Waterfront Park Meeting - New Lakeview Waterfront Park and Trail Update 
January 22 @ 7 pm - Cawthra Seniors Centre 

There are many new plans in the works for our waterfront. Firstly, the Region of Peel has 
agreed to allow some clean fill to be added to the Lake Ontario lakebed south of the 
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Waste Water Treatment Plant. Currently, the WWTP, sits between the old watercourses of 
Serson Creek to the west and Applewood Creek to the east, which frame it on either side. 
The new park development will finally give us all continuous access to the lakefront from 
Etobicoke Creek to the new developments coming to the old Generating Station (OPG) 
lands and on to the Lakefront Promenade Park complex. When it is all completed we will 
have uninterrupted access to the lake from the Adamson Estate to Marie Curtis Park! 

The new infill, will attempt to recreate the creek mouth wetlands native to the area and 
will include a boardwalk and a marsh-like ecosystem similar to that at the Ratray Marsh in 
Lorne Park. This community initiative is a win-win for the residents and for Peel Region 
who will benefit from saving milions of tax payer's dollars by not having to ship 
thousands of truckloads of clean fill to a huge dump site near Barrie. 
The plans are moving ahead and a submission is being prepared for the environmental 
assessment folks. Also note that the land for our future Arsenal Park will no longer be 
considered as s storage site for the clean fill prior to its use on the new warerfront park. 

PLEASE ATTEND THE PUBLIC MEETING ON TUESDAY JAN 22 @ 7 PM AT 
THE CAWTHRA SENIORS CENTRE. SEE THE DRAWINGS OF THE NEW 
PARK WITH IT'S ISLANDS, IT'S COBBLE BEACH AND IT'S 2 NEW 
MARSHLAND AREAS. 

THIS IS A VERY EXCITING NEW PROJECT THAT HAS JUST PASSED THE 
REQUIRED ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT!!! 

501 Lakeshore Road (Inglis Plant / Bike Zone) at the OMB 

Trinity Developments has chosen to take their development proposal to the unelected Ontario 
Municipal Board despite serious the serious concerns and opposition of the city and the major 
ratepayer's groups which are most affected. Their proposal which was submitted to the city on 
December 22nd, proposes a very large residential development bordering the creek and 
extending north to the railway tracks. This would consist of 2 large 22 storey condo style high 
rises with the first four floors being an open air parking garage. Furthermore, this development 
would include a large 90,000 square foot big box style retail space, which would be suitable for 
a Walmart or a Target style tenant. 90,000 s.f. is equal in square footage to the entire 
mainstreet retail strip from the Credit River to the Metro grocery store. 

While the Lakeview Ratepayer's Association is not in any way anti development and in fact 
welcomes Smart Growth and Good Planning in our community, we feel that this location on the 
extreme western edge of Lakeview does not provide an appropriate location for our new 
community centre or "node" as envisioned by 'Inspiration Lakeview' or the 'Lakeview Legacy 
Project'. These community driven plans have been in the works for about 5 years and have 
been developed through numerous community input sessions and in consultation with the city. 
This is our community's plan and Lakeview envisions the village centre to be centrally located in 
Lakeview or else we will continue to develop as a suburb of Port Credit and not the new 'gem on 
the lake' that the new city plan allows us to become. The LRA supports moderate mixed use 
development on the 501 site, but we desire to see good urban design sense prevail and to see 
our new village centre placed centrally and appropriately as per the community agreed plan. 

A large big box type retail development on that site may provide some initial benefits to the 
community, but it will also create many difficulties for the community, including huge competition 
stress for our local small scale retailers who are already stressed in this difficult economy. It 
would also bring more traffic into the community, impacting rush hour driving times and 
community safety and the loss of lifestyle quality for the immediate neighbourhood.  
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 Lakeview Waterfront Environmental Assessment 
« Back to Events

This event has passed. 

Public Meeting - Lakeview Waterfront Connection Project Environmental Assessment 

The Mississauga and Etobicoke Lakeshore communities are encouraged to attend a public meeting for 
the Lakeview Waterfront Connection project Environmental Assessment. 

The Region of Peel and Credit Valley Conservation, with support from Toronto and Region 
Conservation and the City of Mississauga, are undertaking an environmental assessment to create a new 
natural waterfront park on the eastern Mississauga waterfront. The park will provide ecological habitat 
and enhanced public access to the lakeshore. The environmental assessment is in accordance with the 
Ontario Environmental Assessment Act. The Lakeview Waterfront Connection (LWC) Project is an 
element of the Inspiration Lakeview initiative that was initiated in 2010. 

For more information click here 

About HEN 

About  
Contact Us  
Become an individual supporter  

HEN is a proud member of: 

Halton Nonprofit Network (HNN) 
Ontario Environment Network (OEN) 

Lakeview Waterfront 
Environmental 
Assessment  

January 22, 2013 4:30 
pm  

January 22, 2013 9:00 
pm  

public meeting or 
workshop  

Credit Valley 
Conservation  

905-670-1615  

January 16, 2013

Event: 

Start: 

End: 

Category:

Organizer: 

Phone: 

Updated: 

Mississauga Seniors' 
Centre  

1389 Cawthra Road, 
Mississauga, Ontario, 
L5G 4L1, Canada

Venue:

Address:
Google Map

Cootes Ecology and 
Restoration

Taste of Burlington - Winter 
Launch
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Search

0

Share 

(http://www.facebook.com/sharer.php)

 (/)

Home (/) Developments & City Initiatives (/devlists) Calendar (/calendar)

Calendar of Events (/calendar)

Lakeview Waterfront Connection - Public Meeting
Home (/) › Calendar of Events (/calendar) › Lakeview Waterfront Connection - Public Meeting

Posted on 16 January 2013 

Event Date and Time: 

Tuesday, January 22, 2013 - 4:30pm - 9:00pm 

The residents of Mississauga and Etobicoke are invited to a public meeting of the proposed Lakeview 

Waterfront Connection, redevelopment of the lakefront between Marie Curtis Park and the former OPG 

Lakeview power plant lands. 

 (http://www.creditvalleyca.ca/planning-permits/planning-

services/environmental-assessment/lakeview-waterfront-connection/)

Subcommittees

Cycling (/cycling)

Environment & Sustainability (/environment)

Heritage (/heritage)

Transit (/transit)

Community Boards (/community-boards)

User login

Username or e-mail: 

Password: 

Log in

Request new password (/user/password)•
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GuyMadruga  

wrote 25 weeks 21 hours 

ago  

#1 

(/event/2013/01/16/lakeview

-waterfront-connection-

public-meeting#comment-

187) 

(http://thesparrow.ca)

The CVC and Peel Region are hosting this meeting, which will start with an Open House at 4:30; there will be a 

presentation at 7:00, followed by smaller break-out group sessions at 7:45. 

For some background, CCFEW (http://www.ccfew.org/html/activities.html#LWC) has an excellent summary 

(http://www.ccfew.org/html/activities.html#LWC) of the project on their website. (Thanks, Brian!)

For complete information on the project, visit the official CVC website (http://www.creditvalleyca.ca/planning-

permits/planning-services/environmental-assessment/lakeview-waterfront-connection/). This web page has details of 

past meetings, relevant material downloads, etc and will be kept up-to-date about the project. You can also sign up for 

the newsletter if you wish. 

For a printable summary (http://lakeshoreforum.ca/sites/default/files/CVC-Lakeview-MarieCurtis-Waterfront-EA-2013-

meeting-.pdf) of the project/meeting -> PDF (http://lakeshoreforum.ca/sites/default/files/CVC-Lakeview-MarieCurtis-

Waterfront-EA-2013-meeting-.pdf) .

Attachment Size

CVC-Lakeview-MarieCurtis-Waterfront-EA-2013-meeting-.pdf (http://lakeshoreforum.ca/sites/default/files/CVC-

Lakeview-MarieCurtis-Waterfront-EA-2013-meeting-.pdf)

372.96 

KB

Place: 

Mississauga Seniors' Centre

1389 Cawthra Rd, Mississauga - L5G 4L1 -

Login (/user/login?destination=comment%2Freply%2F917%23comment-form) to post comments

1 comment

Lucky that we are invited to (/event/2013/01/16/lakeview-
waterfront-connection-public-meeting#comment-187)

Lucky that we are invited to a public meeting of the proposed Lakeview Waterfront Connection, 

redevelopment of the lakefront between Marie Curtis Park and the former OPG Lakeview power 

plant lands.

Please register (/user/register?destination=node/917#comment-form) or login (/user?destination=node/917#comment-form) 

to post a comment.

About this Website (/about) Contact Us (/contact)
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Lakeview Waterfront Connection (LWC) 
Environmental Assessment 

Public Information Centre (PIC) 
Meeting #1

January 22, 2013 



Contact: Brooke Erickson, Resources Planner, Waterfront, Toronto and Region Conservation 
Berickson@trca.on.ca, 416-661-6600 ext 5581, 70 Canuck Ave, Downsview ON, M3K 2C5 

Lakeview Waterfront Connection Environmental Assessment 
Public Information Centre #1 

AGENDA 

Facilitator: Dave Hardy, Hardy Stevenson and Associates 

Open House (4:30pm – 7:00pm) 
LWC Project Team 

Presentation (7:00pm – 7:45pm)  
Kate Hayes, Credit Valley Conservation, Project Leader, Restoration and Stewardship 
Councillor Jim Tovey, City of Mississauga, Ward 1, Mississauga South 
Ken Dion, Toronto and Region Conservation, Senior Project Manager 
Janice Hatton, Region of Peel, Program Support Analyst, Public Works, Water Division 

• Welcome
• Meeting Purpose
• EA Status
• Developing Alternative Project Configurations
• Project Alternatives
• Evaluating Alternative Project Configurations
• Wrap up

Question and Answer (7:45pm – 8:00pm) 

Facilitated Discussion (8:00pm – 8:45pm) 

Workbook Questions:  

Do the alternatives seem reasonable? Do you have any concerns regarding the alternatives or 
aspects of the alternatives?  Are there any alternatives missing? *include images of the 
alternatives*  

Do you understand the approach for evaluating the alternatives (objectives based evaluation)? 
Do you have any comments or suggestions regarding the approach?  *include evaluation 
criteria table* 

Do the criteria and indicators for the objectives seem reasonable? Are any critical criteria or 
indicators missing?  

Do you have any other comments regarding the project and process to date? 

Collective Feedback (8:45pm – 9:00pm) 

mailto:Berickson@trca.on.ca


Lakeview Waterfront Connection Environmental Assessment 
PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
Public Information Centre #1 
January 22nd, 2013 



Contact: Brooke Erickson, Resources Planner, Waterfront, Toronto and Region Conservation 
Berickson@trca.on.ca, 416-661-6600 ext 5581, 70 Canuck Ave, Downsview ON, M3K 2C5 

Workbook Questions #1 

Do the alternatives seem reasonable? 

Do you have any concerns regarding the 
alternatives or aspects of the alternatives?   

Are there any alternatives missing? 

mailto:Berickson@trca.on.ca


Contact: Brooke Erickson, Resources Planner, Waterfront, Toronto and Region Conservation 
Berickson@trca.on.ca, 416-661-6600 ext 5581, 70 Canuck Ave, Downsview ON, M3K 2C5 

Workbook Questions #2 

Do you understand the approach for evaluating the 
alternatives (objectives based evaluation)?   

Do you have any comments or suggestions 
regarding the approach?   

mailto:Berickson@trca.on.ca


Contact: Brooke Erickson, Resources Planner, Waterfront, Toronto and Region Conservation 
Berickson@trca.on.ca, 416-661-6600 ext 5581, 70 Canuck Ave, Downsview ON, M3K 2C5 

Workbook Questions #3 

Do the criteria and indicators for the objectives 
seem reasonable?  

Are any critical criteria or indicators missing? 

mailto:Berickson@trca.on.ca


Contact: Brooke Erickson, Resources Planner, Waterfront, Toronto and Region Conservation 
Berickson@trca.on.ca, 416-661-6600 ext 5581, 70 Canuck Ave, Downsview ON, M3K 2C5 

Workbook Questions #4 

Do you have any other comments regarding the 
project and process to date?  

mailto:Berickson@trca.on.ca


Lakeview Waterfront Connection Environmental Assessment 
Proposed Evaluation Criteria and Indicators 
January 22, 2013 Public Information Centre 

Objective Criteria Indicator(s) Rationale 

Naturalization Change in shoreline character 

Change in diversity of shoreline types 

These specific measures will be used to compare how much beach is created or lost; how 
much revetment is created or lost; and the relative amount of change of beach to shoreline 
habitat between alternatives and the existing conditions.  Alternatives that provide a larger 
total and relative increase in beach habitat will be scored higher 

Irregularity of shoreline to provide nearshore 
forage fish habitat 

This ratio describes the irregularity of a shoreline. The more irregular a shoreline the more 
nearshore forage fish habitat is available.  The higher the number the more preferred the 
alternative. 

Ease of access to water for wildlife 
Some wildlife require easy and safe access to the water for different aspects of their lifecycle.  
Different shoreline treatments create or discourage easy access.   

Ability to create functional habitat 
blocks 

Ability to meet minimum habitat area 
guidelines; 7-8 ha of wetland; 4-ha of forest; 
and 10-ha of meadow. 

Using ecological function principles, minimum habitat sizes have been provided as a 
guideline to ensure appropriate levels of function within the LWC Project Study Area 

Qualitative assessment of habitat created Ecological function is related to the relative quality of the new habitat created.  Habitat patch 
size, shape, potential for human disturbance through trails and infrastructure dictate future 
ecological function.  Options deemed to have higher quality habitat will be scored higher. 

Ability of alternative to be self- 
compensating with respect to fish 
habitat 

Area of aquatic habitat lost or changed (ha) Land creation activities will create a loss of aquatic habitat and the area of loss is a key 
consideration in the ability of the LWC Project to self-compensate for this loss 

HAAT model estimates of area requiring 
compensation lost (ha) 

Different shoreline types and their resulting footprints have intrinsic differences in ecological 
features and functions and thus, their ability to be self-compensating from a fish habitat 
perspective. This measure will determine which alternatives are better able to be self-
compensating by minimizing the net loss of habitat. 

Area of aquatic Habitat Lost compared to 
HAAT Model estimate of area requiring 
compensation. 

Indicator measures the amount of fill that would occur for each alternative before 1 ha of 
habitat compensation is required.  Thus, the two indicators listed above are standardized and 
the greater the fill area, the higher intrinsic habitat quality provided. 

Compatibility Potential for effects to existing 
WWTF outfalls 

Changes in access to outfall: # of access 
points covered 

Access to the WWTF outfalls is required for maintenance purposes. 

Changes to site security for WWTF Ability to maintain/enhance site security for 
the WWTF 

Land creation at the shoreline along the WWTF will provide public access to a previously 
restricted piece of critical infrastructure. Based on this, maintaining or enhancing security at 
the WWTF is an essential consideration for the alternatives. 



Lakeview Waterfront Connection Environmental Assessment 
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Objective Criteria Indicator(s) Rationale 

Access Potential for lookout areas Number of opportunities for lookout areas Lookout areas (providing views along the shoreline) are an important feature in enhancing 
public enjoyment of the waterfront.  The size and the character of the shoreline created will 
create differences in opportunity. 

Potential for changes to use of 
waterfront for recreation 

Potential for use of area for new activities 
such as fishing, birding, etc.   

The size and character of the land and shoreline created will create differences in 
opportunity. 

Potential for public access to water’s 
edge 

Percentage of accessible water’s edge  Ease of regular access to the water’s edge will enhance public enjoyment of the waterfront, 
and facilitate a variety of uses. 

Potential to create tiered trail system 
providing seasonal access 

A key component of east-west public linkages along the waterfront is the Waterfront Trail, 
which is forced to bypass much of the actual waterfront within the LWC Project Study Area. 
Alternatives will provide opportunities to change the path of the Waterfront Trail to better 
connect with trails and parks to the east and west of the LWC Project Study Area and to 
provide connections back to Lakeshore Road and the adjacent communities. 

Potential to create multi-use trail connection 
across area of land creation 

Potential changes in 
risks/encouragement of risky 
behavior related to shoreline- and 
water-based activities 

Extent to which alternatives may change the 
risks (e.g, water exits after a fall) and 
encourage risky behavior (e.g., swimming) 

Different shoreline treatments present different potential risks to the public.  Alternatives that 
do not increase potential risk/risky behavior are preferred. 

Potential for displacement of built 
heritage resources due to 
construction 

Cultural heritage value of built heritage 
resources and cultural heritage landscapes 
within land creation area and area for 
potential realignment of Serson Creek. 

It may be necessary to assess the areas to be affected to avoid or mitigate the effects to any 
identified resources of cultural heritage value or interest. 

Potential effects from construction 
on marine- and land-based 
archaeological resources 

Significance of archaeological resources 
within footprint of land creation and area for 
potential realignment of Serson Creek. 

It may be necessary to assess the areas to be affected to avoid or mitigate the effects to any 
identified resources of archaeological value or interest. 

Potential for effect from construction 
on traditional uses of lands by First 
Nations and Métis 

Extent of traditional uses of lands within 
LWC Project Study Area 

The new natural waterfront park must respect and wherever possible enhance traditional 
uses of lands by First Nations and Métis. 
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Fiscal 
Viability 

Estimated Capital Cost Volume of purchased material All alternatives generally use the same volume of fill.  Alternatives will be compared based on their estimated 
volumes of material required for different shoreline protection types with options requiring lower volumes of 
material being preferred.  

Land Cost : Area of waterlot 
required 

The only land cost associated with the project is the cost of waterlots. 

Annual maintenance 
costs for naturalized area 

Debris management costs Alternatives with lower potential to accumulate debris, particularly in the vicinity of Marie Curtis Park, are preferred. 

Maintenance of shoreline 
protection (beach vs revetment) 

Differences in maintenance requirements for beaches vs. revetment structures may result in different long term 
maintenance costs. 

Coordination Consistency with City of 
Mississauga Waterfront 
Parks Strategy (2008) 

Consistency of alternative with 
Waterfront Parks Strategy 

Alternatives will be ranked based on their consistency with the key strategic goals outlined in the Strategy, to 
ensure that the LWC Project does not conflict with these goals. The goals include better integration and 
connectivity of Waterfront Parks; improved connections to the city at-large; the introduction of more sustainable 
elements into the parks; and promotion of a stronger relationship between the parks and the existing natural 
systems. 

Consistency with the 
Visioning for Inspiration 
Lakeview 

Consistency of alternative with 
Visioning for Inspiration Lakeview 

The shoreline and Serson Creek within the LWC Project Study Area was identified as a “Green” area within the 
Inspiration Lakeview Vision Plan. This portion of shoreline was discussed as an area to establish a new 
continuous waterfront south of the WWTF. Alternatives will be ranked based on their consistency with this vision, 
to ensure that the LWC Project remains consistent with the larger development plans at OPG’s Lakeview site. 

Ability to integrate alternative with 
potential plans for OPG’s Lakeview 
site 

As a key area for establishing public linkages identified in the Inspiration Lakeview vision, the ability of alternatives 
to integrate with potential plans for OPG’s Lakeview site is important in the larger Inspiration Lakeview planning 
process. 

Consistency with LOISS Consistency of alternative with 
priorities identified by LOISS Alternatives will be ranked based on their consistency with the priorities identified in LOISS, to ensure that the 

LWC Project does not conflict with these priorities and helps to meet the objectives of LOISS. 

Consistency with Lake 
Ontario Biodiversity 
Strategy 

Consistency of alternative with 
priorities identified by the Lake 
Ontario Biodiversity Strategy 

Alternatives will be ranked based on their consistency with the recommendations and targets identified in the Lake 
Ontario Biodiversity Strategy, to ensure that the LWC Project does not conflict with these elements and help to 
meet the objectives of the Strategy. 

Consistency with Marie 
Curtis Park and Arsenal 
Lands Master Plan 

Ability to integrate recreational 
opportunities and trails between 
the LWC, Arsenal Lands and Marie 
Curtis Park 

The Master Plans for the Arsenal Lands and Marie Curtis Park identify a number of new and enhanced 
recreational opportunities. Alternatives will be ranked on their potential to create linkages between these amenities 
and the shoreline within the LWC Project Study Area, and thus meet the goals of these Master Plans. 



Comments? Questions? Want more information? 
 Visit our website at:   http://www.creditvalleyca.ca/lwc

 Or contact: 

Brooke Erickson 

Waterfront Resources Planner  

Toronto and Region Conservation 

416 661 6600 ext 5581 

berickson@trca.on.ca 

Next Steps 

Once the alternative methods have been identified and 
evaluation criteria confirmed the LWC Project Team will 
undertake the evaluation of those alternatives to select a 
Preferred Alternative.  Efforts will then be undertaken to 
refine the Preferred Alternative and develop a 
preliminary detailed effects assessment of the Preferred.  
The LWC Project Team will then present the results of the 
initial evaluation, refinements to the Preferred and 
effects assessment at the second Public Information 
Centre.  

Opportunities for Public Involvement 

Public Information Centres (PICs) will be held January 
22, early April and in early June.  

Each PIC will include an open house, presentation, and 
opportunity to for the public to provide feedback. 

If you would like more information, or would like to be 
on the project contact list in order to receive 
notifications (include PIC information), please email 
Brooke Erickson (berickson@trca.on.ca).  

As well, the most up to date PIC information for the 
LWC Project can always be found at 
www.creditvalleyca.ca/lwc. 
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Important Dates 

EA Notice of Commencement published January 2 & 
3, 2013 

Public Information Centre #1 – January 22, 2013 

Public Information Centre #2 – Week of April 1st, 
2013 

Public Information Centre #3 – Week of May 20th or 
June 10th  

Target date for submission of Draft EA – June 28th 

Inspiration Lakeview 

Inspiration Lakeview is being  led by the City of Mississauga 
and began in 2010.  Inspiration Lakeview provides a publicly 
established vision that seeks to revitalize the southeast corner 
of the City of Mississauga including the OPG lands and sur-
rounding industrial business district.  The 8 Core Principles for 
Inspiration Lakeview are: 

Link the City and the Water 

Open the Site with a Wealth of Accessible Public Spaces 

Create a Green, Sustainable, Innovative Model New 
Community 

Create a Vibrant Community 

Connect in Multiple Ways: Transit, Walking, Cycling and 
the Car 

Create a Destination to Draw Local, Regional and Inter-
national Visitors 

Commemorate History While Creating a New Legacy 

Balance Public and Private Investment to be Economi-
cally Viable and Sustainable 

Example of a coastal marsh 

Example of a cobble beach with headlands 

Example of a treed swamp 

Overview 

The Lakeview Waterfront Connection Project (LWC Project) is 
being led by the Region of Peel and Credit Valley Conservation 
(CVC), with assistance from the Toronto and Region 
Conservation Authority (TRCA) and City of Mississauga.  The 
LWC Project  will  create new park lands along the eastern 
Mississauga waterfront that will establish new coastal 
wetlands, improve nearshore and terrestrial habitats , and 
provide public access to a derelict waterfront. The LWC Project 
will coordinate with other Region of Peel (and possibly other 
local government) infrastructure projects in order to maximize 
reuse of locally generated materials. The LWC Project is the 
first project arising through the City of Mississauga’s 
Inspiration Lakeview visioning process (2010/2011). 

The LWC Project must first go through the provincial Individual 
Environmental Assessment (EA) process. This EA process 
involves two steps: undertake the EA Terms of Reference (EA 
ToR); and undertake the EA.  The EA ToR sets out how the EA 
will be carried forth, outlining the project goals and objectives, 
the study areas, the problem/opportunity to be addressed, 
and how the alternatives and evaluation will be developed in 
the EA.  The EA ToR for the LWC Project was submitted 
formally for stakeholder review in July 2012, and received 
approvals from the Minister of Environment on December 5, 
2012.  The EA ToR can be viewed along with the Comment 
Disposition Table, an Errata and the Notice of Approval at 
www.creditvalleyca.ca/lwc .  

The EA formally commenced on January 2nd, 2013 with the 
release of notifications going to interested parties, local 
newspapers and posted on the CVC project website. 
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What’s Inside 

Overview 

Project Study Area 

Alternative Methods 

Preliminary Evaluation Criteria 

Serson Creek Diversion and Daylighting 
Opportunity 

Important Dates 

Inspiration Lakeview 

Opportunities for Public Involvement 

Project Location 

The LWC Project is located on the Mississauga waterfront  
from Etobicoke Creek in the east to the eastern edge of the 
Ontario Power Generation Lakeview Site  in the west.  

*Please note* that the boundary of the LWC Project Study
Area has been expanded to connect with the eastern pier of 
Ontario Power Generation’s circulation channel.   

mailto:berickson@trca.on.ca
http://www.creditvalleyca.ca/lwc
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Alternative Methods 

The LWC Project EA identifies 5 different ‘alternative methods’ that will be measured against one another using the 
‘evaluation criteria’ to identify which alternative will best achieve the Project Goal and objectives.  

The Project Goal: to create a new natural park that will establish ecological  habitat and public linkages on the eastern 
Mississauga waterfront. 

All of the alternatives (pictured below) make use of approximately 2 million cubic metres of fill and represent approxi-
mate upset limits for land creation for each alternative.  The alternatives meet minimum habitat requirements for habi-
tat blocks of wetlands, forests and meadow; include a multi-use trail connection and opportunities for passive recrea-
tion.  The key differences between the alternatives relate to the nature of the shoreline. The nature of the shoreline 
changes the quality and type of habitat provided and public access to the water’s edge. 
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Preliminary Evaluation Criteria 

The table to the right identifies the Preliminary Evaluation 
Criteria. These are the proposed factors that are meant to 
help us measure the Alternatives against one another, in 
order for us to eventually identify a “Preferred Alterna-
tive”.  

The criteria are grouped according to the Project Objec-
tives. The objectives are identified in the LWC Terms of Ref-
erence as project outcomes that would, if accomplished, 
help us meet our Project Goal (see previous page).  

Example of a meadow marsh 

Serson Creek Diversion and Daylighting Opportunity 

Serson Creek is the more southerly and impacted creek of two 
creeks flowing through the Project Study Area (Applewood Creek 
being the other). Upstream of the Waste Water Treatment Facility 
(WWTF), Serson Creek is split into two channels. One channel is 
diverted through a pipe under the WWTF and carries all of the 
normal low flows for the creek, before being discharged onto the 
beach in the central portion of the WWTF.  The second channel is 
a deep, straight excavated channel located between the WWTF 
and the OPG lands.  During large floods, water from Serson Creek 
overtops its banks and flows down this “flood channel” and into 
the lake.  This channel is dry most of the time.  Fish are unable to 
migrate up either channel into Serson from the lake. 

The LWC EA is seeking opportunities to recombine the low flows 
and flood flows into the larger “flood channel” in order to allow 
fish to move up and downstream from the lake.  Opening a river 
channel which has previously been buried into a pipe is called 
“daylighting”.  Preliminary computer modeling of river flows sug-
gest that consolidating these flows is possible without increasing 
the risk of flooding to nearby infrastructure.  Additional river flow 
modeling and technical feasibility studies will be explored further 
for the Preferred Alternative to determine whether the LWC Pro-
ject will be able to incorporate a “daylighted” Serson Creek in its 
design. 

OBJECTIVE CRITERIA 

Naturalization Change in shoreline character 

Ability to create functional habitat blocks 

Ability of alternative to be self- compensating with 

respect to fish habitat 

Access Potential for lookout areas 

Potential for changes to use of waterfront for recrea-

tion 

Potential for public access to water’s edge 

Potential changes in risks/encouragement of risky be-

havior related to shoreline- and water-based activities 

Potential for displacement of built heritage resources 

due to construction 

Potential effects from construction on marine- and 
land-based archaeological resources 

Potential for effect from construction on traditional 
uses of lands by First Nations and Métis 

Fiscal Viability Estimated Capital Cost 

Annual maintenance costs for naturalized area 

Compatibility Potential for effects to existing WWTF outfalls 

Changes to site security for WWTF 

Coordination Consistency with City of Mississauga Waterfront Parks 

Strategy (2008) 

Consistency with the Visioning for Inspiration Lakeview 

Consistency with LOISS 

Consistency with Lake Ontario Biodiversity Strategy 

Consistency with Marie Curtis Park and Arsenal Lands 

Master Plan 
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Lakeview Waterfront Connection 
(LWC)

Environmental Assessment

Public Information Centre (PIC)
Meeting #1

January 22, 2013

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT STATUS

Terms of Reference approved by MOE December 5,
2012 with no conditions of approval

EA Notice of Commencement published January 2 
and 3, 2013

Open Houses:

January 22 - Alternatives and Evaluation 
Criteria

Early April - Preferred Alternative and Effects 
Assessment

Early June - Present results of Draft Final EA 
before submission to MOE

Target date for submission of Draft EA - June 28 
2013 

PROJECT GOAL AND OBJECTIVES

Goal: to create a new natural park that will establish 
ecological  habitat and public linkages on the 
eastern Mississauga waterfront.

Objectives:
• Naturalization 
• Access 
• Fiscal viability 
• Compatibility 
• Coordination

REVISED PROJECT STUDY AREA

The Project 
Study Area is 
the main 
study area to 
look at 
possible 
direct 
impacts.

The Project 
Study Area 
has been 
extended to 
the eastern 
OPG pier. 
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PROJECT TIMELINES

Detailed design, permit approvals, land acquisition,
and construction/implementation – 4-5 years (target 
start date end of spring/summer 2014)

Establishment – defined as the timeframe for 
monitoring and adaptive management 
(approximately first 15 years after construction)

Post-Establishment Monitoring – monitoring to
identify if further intervention necessary if
naturalized system is not self-maintaining (onwards 
from establishment)

PROBLEM/OPPORTUNITY STATEMENT

Highly Degraded Ecosystem
Low aquatic habitat cover and diversity
Low terrestrial habitat cover and diversity
High number of invasive species
Degraded water quality

Ecological and Public Linkages
Need for access by public and wildlife across
eastern Mississauga waterfront
Waterfront Trail does not follow the shoreline

PROBLEM/OPPORTUNITY STATEMENT

Use of Future Resources
Up to 2 million m3 of clean fill will be generated by 
Region of Peel in the next 10 years
Opportunity to use the fill to create ecological and 
public linkages along the waterfront
Using fill closer to the sites generating it will offset 
transportation costs and allow for investment in 
other projects, such as LWC

EVALUATION OF “ALTERNATIVES TO”

Documented need for ecological and public linkages 
across the eastern Mississauga waterfront:
• Ecological Linkages - Binational Biodiversity Strategy for 

Lake Ontario, CVC’s LOISS, Aquatic Habitat Toronto
• Public Linkages - Future Directions, Inspiration Lakeview, City 

of Mississauga Waterfront Parks Strategy, Marie Curtis 
Park/Arsenal Lands Master Plans

Three “alternatives to”
proposed for the LWC
Project, which refer to 
the different ways to 
meet the Project Goal. 
These are:

1. “Do Nothing”
2. Create new natural 

waterfront park on 
existing land base

3. Create new natural 
waterfront park on new 
created land
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EVALUATION OF “ALTERNATIVES TO” 
(continued)

The evaluation of “Alternatives To” concludes that:

1. “Do Nothing” alternative will not meet project objectives 
because it does not reconnect the Waterfront Trail to the 
shore nor does it create terrestrial and aquatic habitat.

2. Create new natural waterfront park on existing land base
will not meet project objectives because there is no 
opportunity to create habitat or public linkages on the 
existing land base due to the location of the Waste 
Water Treatment Facility.

3. Create new natural waterfront park on created land is the 
preferred “alternative to” as it is the only opportunity to 
create habitat or public linkages and passive recreation 
opportunities 

LWC FRAMEWORK TO IDENTIFY AND 
EVALUATE “ALTERNATIVE METHODS”

Step 1 – Determine Footprint for Alternatives

Step 2 – Identify Desired Design Elements

Step 3 – Compare and Evaluate Short List of
Alternatives

Step 4 – Confirm, Refine and Undertake Detailed 
Assessment of Preferred Alternative

ALTERNATIVE DESIGN ELEMENTS

Revetment

Transition from
Sand to Cobble Beach

Headlands

Forest Upland Meadow

Meadow Marsh

Embayment Barrier Beach

Treed SwampCoastal Marsh

ALTERNATIVE 1: REVETMENT
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ALTERNATIVE 2: HEADLAND BEACH ALTERNATIVE 3: ISLAND BEACH A

ALTERNATIVE 4: ISLAND BEACH B ALTERNATIVE 5: ISLAND BEACH C
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SAMPLE CROSS SECTIONS

A A1

B1

C1C

B

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Objective Criteria Indicator(s) Rationale

Naturalization Change in 
shoreline 
character Change in diversity of 

shoreline types

These specific measures will be used to compare how much beach is created 
or lost; how much revetment is created or lost; and the relative amount of 
change of beach to shoreline habitat between alternatives and the existing 
conditions.  Alternatives that provide a larger total and relative increase in 
beach habitat will be scored higher

Irregularity of shoreline 
to provide nearshore
forage fish habitat

This ratio describes the irregularity of a shoreline. The more irregular a 
shoreline the more nearshore forage fish habitat is available.  The higher the 
number the more preferred the alternative.

Ease of access to 
water for wildlife

Some wildlife require easy and safe access to the water for different aspects of 
their lifecycle.  Different shoreline treatments create or discourage easy access.  

Ability to create 
functional 
habitat blocks

Ability to meet 
minimum habitat area 
guidelines; 7-8 ha of 
wetland; 4-ha of forest; 
and 10-ha of meadow.

Using ecological function principles, minimum habitat sizes have been provided 
as a guideline to ensure appropriate levels of function within the LWC Project 
Study Area

Qualitative 
assessment of habitat 
created

Ecological function is related to the relative quality of the new habitat created.  
Habitat patch size, shape, potential for human disturbance through trails and 
infrastructure dictate future ecological function.  Options deemed to have higher 
quality habitat will be scored higher.

Ability of 
alternative to 
be self-
compensating 
with respect to 
fish habitat

Area of aquatic habitat 
lost or changed (ha)

Land creation activities will create a loss of aquatic habitat and the area of loss 
is a key consideration in the ability of the LWC Project to self-compensate for 
this loss

HAAT model estimates 
of area requiring 
compensation lost (ha)

Different shoreline types and their resulting footprints have intrinsic differences 
in ecological features and functions and thus, their ability to be self-
compensating from a fish habitat perspective. This measure will determine 
which alternatives are better able to be self-compensating by minimizing the net 
loss of habitat.

Area of aquatic Habitat 
Lost compared to 
HAAT Model estimate 
of area requiring 
compensation.

Indicator measures the amount of fill that would occur for each alternative 
before 1 ha of habitat compensation is required.  Thus, the two indicators listed 
above are standardized and the greater the fill area, the higher intrinsic habitat 
quality provided.

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Access Potential for lookout 
areas

Number of opportunities 
for lookout areas

Lookout areas (providing views along the shoreline) are an important feature in 
enhancing public enjoyment of the waterfront.  The size and the character of 
the shoreline created will create differences in opportunity.

Potential for 
changes to use of 
waterfront for 
recreation

Potential for use of area 
for new activities such 
as fishing, birding, etc.  

The size and character of the land and shoreline created will create differences 
in opportunity.

Potential for public 
access to water’s 
edge

Percentage of 
accessible water’s edge  

Ease of regular access to the water’s edge will enhance public enjoyment of 
the waterfront, and facilitate a variety of uses.

Potential to create 
tiered trail system 
providing seasonal 
access

A key component of east-west public linkages along the waterfront is the 
Waterfront Trail, which is forced to bypass much of the actual waterfront within 
the LWC Project Study Area. Alternatives will provide opportunities to change 
the path of the Waterfront Trail to better connect with trails and parks to the 
east and west of the LWC Project Study Area and to provide connections back 
to Lakeshore Road and the adjacent communities.Potential to create multi-

use trail connection 
across area of land 
creation

Potential changes in 
risks/encouragemen
t of risky behavior 
related to shoreline-
and water-based 
activities

Extent to which 
alternatives may 
change the risks (e.g, 
water exits after a fall) 
and encourage risky 
behavior (e.g., 
swimming)

Different shoreline treatments present different potential risks to the public.  
Alternatives that do not increase potential risk/risky behavior are preferred.

Potential for 
displacement of built 
heritage resources
due to construction

Cultural heritage value 
of built heritage 
resources and cultural 
heritage landscapes
within land creation 
area and area for 
potential realignment of 
Serson Creek.

It may be necessary to assess the areas to be affected to avoid or mitigate the 
effects to any identified resources of cultural heritage value or interest.

Potential effects 
from construction on 
marine- and land-
based 
archaeological 
resources

Significance of 
archaeological 
resources within 
footprint of land creation 
and area for potential 
realignment of Serson 
Creek.

It may be necessary to assess the areas to be affected to avoid or mitigate the 
effects to any identified resources of archaeological value or interest.

Potential for effect 
from construction on 
traditional uses of 
lands by First 
Nations and Métis

Extent of traditional 
uses of lands within 
LWC Project Study Area

The new natural waterfront park must respect and wherever possible enhance 
traditional uses of lands by First Nations and Métis.

Objective Criteria Indicator(s) Rationale

EVALUATION CRITERIA
Fiscal Viability Estimated 

Capital Cost
Volume of purchased 
material

All alternatives generally use the same volume of fill.  Alternatives will be compared 
based on their estimated volumes of material required for different shoreline 
protection types with options requiring lower volumes of material being preferred.  

Land Cost : Area of 
waterlot required

The only land cost associated with the project is the cost of waterlots.

Annual 
maintenance 
costs for 
naturalized 
area

Debris management 
costs 

Alternatives with lower potential to accumulate debris, particularly in the vicinity of
Marie Curtis Park, are preferred.

Maintenance of 
shoreline protection 
(beach vs revetment)

Differences in maintenance requirements for beaches vs. revetment structures may
result in different long term maintenance costs.

Compatibility Potential for 
effects to 
existing 
WWTF 
outfalls

Changes in access to 
outfall: # of access 
points covered

Access to the WWTF outfalls is required for maintenance purposes.

Changes to 
site security 
for WWTF

Ability to 
maintain/enhance site 
security for the WWTF

Land creation at the shoreline along the WWTF will provide public access to a 
previously restricted piece of critical infrastructure. Based on this, maintaining or 
enhancing security at the WWTF is an essential consideration for the alternatives.

Coordination Consistency 
with City of 
Mississauga 
Waterfront 
Parks 
Strategy 
(2008)

Consistency of 
alternative with 
Waterfront Parks 
Strategy

Alternatives will be ranked based on their consistency with the key strategic goals 
outlined in the Strategy, to ensure that the LWC Project does not conflict with these 
goals. The goals include better integration and connectivity of Waterfront Parks; 
improved connections to the city at-large; the introduction of more sustainable 
elements into the parks; and promotion of a stronger relationship between the parks 
and the existing natural systems.

Consistency 
with the 
Visioning for 
Inspiration 
Lakeview

Consistency of 
alternative with 
Visioning for 
Inspiration Lakeview

The shoreline and Serson Creek within the LWC Project Study Area was identified as 
a “Green” area within the Inspiration Lakeview Vision Plan. This portion of shoreline 
was discussed as an area to establish a new continuous waterfront south of the 
WWTF. Alternatives will be ranked based on their consistency with this vision, to 
ensure that the LWC Project remains consistent with the larger development plans at 
OPG’s Lakeview site.

Ability to integrate 
alternative with 
potential plans for 
OPG’s Lakeview site

As a key area for establishing public linkages identified in the Inspiration Lakeview 
vision, the ability of alternatives to integrate with potential plans for OPG’s Lakeview 
site is important in the larger Inspiration Lakeview planning process.

Consistency 
with LOISS

Consistency of 
alternative with 
priorities identified by 
LOISS

Alternatives will be ranked based on their consistency with the priorities identified in 
LOISS, to ensure that the LWC Project does not conflict with these priorities and 
helps to meet the objectives of LOISS.

Consistency 
with Lake 
Ontario 
Biodiversity 
Strategy

Consistency of 
alternative with 
priorities identified by 
the Lake Ontario 
Biodiversity Strategy

Alternatives will be ranked based on their consistency with the recommendations and 
targets identified in the Lake Ontario Biodiversity Strategy, to ensure that the LWC 
Project does not conflict with these elements and help to meet the objectives of the 
Strategy.

Consistency 
with Marie 
Curtis Park 
and Arsenal 
Lands Master 
Plan

Ability to integrate 
recreational 
opportunities and 
trails between the 
LWC, Arsenal Lands 
and Marie Curtis Park

The Master Plans for the Arsenal Lands and Marie Curtis Park identify a number of 
new and enhanced recreational opportunities. Alternatives will be ranked on their 
potential to create linkages between these amenities and the shoreline within the 
LWC Project Study Area, and thus meet the goals of these Master Plans.

Objective Criteria Indicator(s) Rationale



Lakeview Waterfront Connection EA  

Public Information Centre 
Development and Evaluation of Alternatives 

January 22, 2013 

Meeting Agenda 

1. Welcome
2. Meeting Purpose
3. Environmental Assessment Status
4. Developing Alternative Project Configurations
5. Project Alternatives
6. Evaluating Alternative Project Configurations
7. Wrap up

Meeting Purpose 

• To provide status update on EA and outline Next Steps

• To seek your thoughts and comments on:
• Lakeview Waterfront Connection Alternative project

configurations
• How Alternatives were developed
• Approach to comparative evaluation
• Comparative evaluation criteria

EA Status and Schedule 
• EA Terms of Reference approved December 5 2012

• No conditions of approval

• EA Notice of Commencement published Jan 2 and 3rd,
2013 

• Public Information Centres
• January 22nd  - Alternatives and Evaluation Criteria
• Early April – Preferred Alternative and Effects Assessment
• Early June – Draft Final EA prior to submission to MOE

• Target date for submission of Draft EA – June 28 2013

LWC Goal and Objectives 

Goal: to create a new natural park that will establish 
ecological  habitat and public linkages on the eastern 
Mississauga waterfront. 

Objectives: 
• Naturalization
• Access
• Fiscal Viability
• Compatibility
• Coordination

Revised Project Study Area 

Expanded to connect 
to eastern pier 



Lakeview Waterfront Connection: EA Steps 

• Step 1 – Determine Alternative Footprints

• Step 2 – Identify Desired Design Elements

• Step 3 – Compare and Evaluate Short List
of Alternatives

• Step 4 – Confirm, Refine and Undertake
Detailed Assessment of Preferred
Alternative

Developing the 
Alternatives 

Selecting Preferred 
Alternative 

Refining Preferred 
Alternative 

Step 1 - Determine Footprints 

• Different shoreline types produce different footprint
sizes and shapes, and opportunities

• Aligned perpendicular to wave energy (from the east)

• Proposed beaches consist of 8” diameter cobbles

• Use up to ~ 2.0 million cubic metres of fill

• Include sub-options to extend to OPG’s eastern pier

• Do not impair regional water quality

Shoreline Type Reference Images 

• Revetment

• Embayment

Shoreline Type Reference Images 

• Cobble Beach
with Headlands 

• Beach transitioning
from sand to cobble 

•

Step 2 – Identify Desired Design Elements  

•Multi–use trails to and along the waterfront

•Improved access to the water

•Create naturalized habitat: streams, wetlands, forests,
meadows, shorelines 

•Improved aesthetics with respect to providing vistas and
buffering the view to the WWTF 

•Improved passive recreation opportunities

Ecological Building Blocks 
• Explored opportunities to restore Serson Creek
• Similar reference sites on Lake Ontario and historic

conditions
• Compensation for aquatic habitat lost from land

creation
• Terrestrial habitat designed to provide resident and

migratory wildlife refuge
• Varied topography and habitat
• Creating visual barrier to the WWTF
• Providing views to and from site



Building Blocks - Serson Creek 

• Options 
• Leave “as is” - any potential 

change would be part of 
Inspiration Lakeview 

• Connect baseflows to storm 
channel to create immediate 
fish access from Lake to 
upstream 

• This is a potential sub-option 
for all alternatives 

Target Wetland Habitats for LWC EA 
Wetland Type Characteristics Examples 

River Levee 
and Lagoon 

System 

• Water levels and fluvial processes 
controlled by coastal processes due to 
backwatering 
• Creek mouth directly connected to lake - 
levees line channel such that during high 
flow water would overtop levees and flood 
wetlands 

Barrier Beach 
Coastal 
Wetland 

• Wetlands form behind sand barrier 
• Water levels influenced by discharge from 
upland area and lake levels  
• Reduced mixing with lake water and 
limited influence of coastal processes    
• Sand barrier can be removed through high 
flows and reformed during flow conditions 
by wave action in the lake  

NOTE: These wetland types are not necessarily mutually exclusive 

Design Parameters for Wetland Habitats 
• Optimal total wetland area ~ 7 ha

• Connected to: Applewood and Serson Creek outlets

• Wetlands able to accommodate restored Serson Creek
(Inspiration Lakeview vision)

• Diverting Applewood Creek westward to support wetland

• Wetland flow into sheltered shoreline areas (not through the
headlands).

Wetland Habitat Reference Images 

• Meadow Marsh
(wet meadows)

• Coastal Marsh

Target Terrestrial Habitat for LWC EA 

Habitat 
Type  

Characteristics  Potential Locations 

Meadow  • found naturally along shorelines due to 
disturbances and harsh lake exposures 
• important bird habitat for breeding, resting and 
launch 

• directly along shoreline 
• adjacent to existing berm on 
WWTF site 
• next to trails and vista points 

Forest • rest and launch spot for birds
• vegetation similar to what is usually found along 
similar shorelines: cottonwood, willows, and 
poplars 
• mix of tree and shrub heights 
• variety of plants tolerant to exposed coastal 
conditions and attractive to birds and wildlife 

• set back from shore behind 
meadow blocks 
• create connections to existing 
treed area at Serson and 
Applewood 

Design Parameters for Terrestrial Habitat 
• Meadow

• Minimum 10 ha to provide desired ecological functions
• Native species (Carolinian zone) 
• Multi-use trail will be sited through meadow 
• Between forest and water’s edge 

• Forest
• Minimum size 4 ha to provide desired ecological functions
• Native species (Carolinian zone) 
• Between treed swamp and meadow (not block views from former OPG 

site to lake) 

• Treed Swamp
• Along fence line of WWTF (physical and visual)



Terrestrial Habitat Reference Images 

• Forest

• Upland
Meadow

Terrestrial Habitat Reference Images 

• Treed Swamp

Building Blocks - Recreation  

• Tiered trail system
• Multi-use trail reconnects waterfront trail to the water and

potential connections between waterfront parks east and west
• Secondary trails (may be seasonal) may permit viewing of

natural areas
• Ensure human access doesn’t negatively affect natural areas

• Lookouts from LWC back to City
• Provide access to the water’s edge
• Passive recreation: birding, fishing, picnicking, etc.
• Public safety: shoreline, isolated features, etc.

Revetment  

Headland Beach  Island Beach A 



Island Beach B  Island Beach C  

• Alternative extends
across beach at Marie
Curtis Park to
Etobicoke Creek

LWC Comparative Evaluation of Alternatives 

• Alternatives compared using evaluation criteria and
indicators to determine greatest potential to meet the
LWC Project Goal and Objectives (Step 3)

• Assumptions made re: construction (no difference
between alternatives)

• Evaluation will identify preferred alternative to be
developed in more detail

LWC Comparative Evaluation 
• Analysis by indicator presented in an evaluation matrix

• Indicators scored: ‘least preferred’, ‘moderately preferred,’ or
‘most preferred’

• Objectives, criteria and indicators considered to be equally
important – no weighting

• All criteria and indicators measured differences between
alternatives

• Public and agency input sought on comparative evaluation

Sample Evaluation Table Sample Summary Table 



Comparative Evaluation Assumptions 

• Same construction plan and mitigation for all
alternatives
1. Outer berm of purchased material built
2. Fill placement between berm and existing shore
3. Grading or land creation to establish stream connections
4. Planting with native species
5. Trail or other recreation facilities

• Alternatives represent ultimate build out condition.
Connection to OPG eastern pier may be staged

Input to Comparative Evaluation 

• Review and comment on final alternatives
• Do the alternatives seem reasonable?

• Review and comment on comparative evaluation criteria
• Does the approach to the evaluation seem reasonable?
• Do the criteria and indicators seem reasonable?



 
 
 
 
 

Public Information Centre #1 
Meeting Summary Notes 
Environmental Assessment Phase 

January 22, 2013 
4:30 pm to 9:00 pm 

Mississauga Senior Citizen’s Centre 
1389 Cawthra Road, Mississauga 

Lakeview Waterfront Connection
Coordinated Environmental 
Assessment Project (LWC EA) 
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1. ATTENDANCE
The  LWC  PIC#1  was  held  at  the  Mississauga  Senior’s  Centre  at  1389  Cawthra  Road  in  
Mississauga, Ontario.   As participants arrived they signed‐in and were provide with a workbook  
that  included an agenda, proposed project alternatives, an evaluation  criteria and  indicators  
table,  and  questions  to  be  addressed  in  break‐out  groups  during  the  PIC.  The  Lakeview  
Waterfront  Connection  Project  Newsletter,  January  2013 was  also available for participants. 

The total attendance at the LWC PIC#1 was approximately 72 members of the public. Project 
staff in attendance included: 

Janice Hatton (The Region of Peel) 
Kate Hayes (Credit Valley Conservation) 
Lorenzo Ruffini (City of Mississauga) 
Beatta Palka (City of Mississauga) 
Alexis Wood (Toronto Region Conservation Authority) 
Michael Charendoff (Toronto Region Conservation Authority) 
Ken Dion (Toronto Region Conservation Authority) 
Brooke Erickson (Toronto Region Conservation Authority) 

Project consultants included: 

Kyle Hunt (SENES Consultants) 
Dave Hardy (Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited) 
Andrzej Schreyer (Hardy Stevenson and Associates Limited) 

Councillor Jim Tovey (Ward 1 Mississauga South) was also in attendance. 
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2. OPEN HOUSE
The meeting began with an Open House starting at 4:30 pm where members of the public were 
invited to learn from information boards and discuss the project with the LWC project staff.    

3. OPENING REMARKS
The presentation began at approximately 7:00 pm with Dave Hardy as facilitator.  The facilitator 
welcomed everyone to PIC#1 and  indicated that this  is the first PIC as part of the EA phase of 
the LWC project.  

Councillor  Tovey  welcomed  everyone  to  PIC#1  and  thanked  people  for  their  continued 
participation.  Councillor Tovey expressed his excitement about the prospect of creating an 85 
acre park along Mississauga’s shoreline that restores habitat and provides public access to the 
water.  He noted that the aim is to begin construction of the park in the spring of 2014 and that 
the fill that is required to construct the park will be sourced from capital works projects such as 
the Hanlan Feedermain.  

Councillor Tovey concluded his remarks by thanking all participants for attending the PIC.   He 
also  reminded  participants  that  their  input  is  critical  to  the  success  of  the  project  and 
encouraged people to continue their involvement. 

Kate Hayes of Credit Valley Conservation welcomed everyone to PIC #1.  She indicated that the 
LWC began  several years ago as a community‐based dream and has evolved  into an exciting 
opportunity that has gained momentum  in the community and further afield.   Kate expressed 
her  enthusiasm  for  being  part  of  the  LWC  project which  also  aligns with  the  Lake  Ontario 
Integrated Shoreline Strategy (LOISS).  Kate then played a short video featuring Robert Bateman 
who discussed  the  importance of  enhancing  the Mississauga waterfront  and  the  role of  the 
public throughout the process. 

The  facilitator  introduced  the Project  Team  and  addressed  a number of procedural matters, 
including  ensuring  that  everyone  had  a  workbook,  that  the  workbooks  be  completed  and 
submitted  at  the end of  the evening.   He  also  indicated  that public  comments  are welcome 
after  the meeting  as well,  so  long  as  they are  submitted  to Brooke by Monday,  January 28, 
2013. The Facilitator also outlined ground rules for the meeting, including: (i) limiting the use of 
jargon; (ii) asking questions of clarification  if someone doesn’t understand a term or concept; 
(iii)  build  on  comments  of  others  by  using  the  word  ‘and’  rather  than  the  word  ‘but’  to 
acknowledge the input of others; (iv) and, limit the use of cell phones. 

The facilitator turned the meeting over to Ken Dion. 
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4. PRESENTATION
Ken  Dion  of  Toronto  and  Region  Conservation  Authority  gave  a  PowerPoint  presentation   
that included an overview of:  

 The purpose of the meeting and agenda

 The status of the Environmental Assessment

 LWC goal and objectives

 Revised Project Study Area

 LWC EA steps

 Ecological building blocks

 Serson Creek building blocks

 Target wetland habitats

 Design parameters for wetland habitats

 Wetland habitat precedent images

 Target terrestrial habitat

 Design parameters of terrestrial habitat

 Terrestrial habitat precedent images

 Recreation building blocks

 Five project alternatives
o Revetment
o Headlands Beach
o Island Beach A
o Island Beach B
o Island Beach C

 LWC comparative evaluation of alternatives

 LWC comparative evaluation

 Sample evaluation table

 Comparative evaluation assumptions

 Input to comparative evaluation

5. POST PRESENTATION FACILITATED QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION
Following  the presentation,  the  facilitator asked  if  there were any questions or  clarifications 
required  with  respect  to  the  presentation,  and  in  particular  the  shoreline  concepts  (five 
alternatives). The following questions were asked:  

a) Based on what  is being proposed, what will happen at the  interface of Applewood
Creek and the Lake Ontario?

‐ The  creek would be diverted  into  the wetlands being proposed as part of  the
options and tied in with the lagoon levee system. 

b) What is the current construction of the shoreline near the water treatment plant?
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‐ It is mainly comprised of armor stone rocks with a steep grade.  The shoreline at 
this location is characterized by poor habitat conditions. 

c) Are you proposing to replace the existing armor stone with more armor stone?

‐ In  some areas yes. However,  the  intention  is  to  create an environment with a 
more  natural  beach  system  in  some  area.    There  are  five  alternatives  being 
considered with  various  shoreline  conditions.    Some  alternative  include more 
armor stone and others contain less.   

‐ Through the evaluation process we want to identify an option that performs the 
best from an ecological and public access perspective, but be cognizant of costs 
and sustainability. 

d) Is  there  anyone who  can  comment on  the project  that was  constructed near  the
Humber Bay shores?   Has the approach taken there been considered as a potential
approach for the LWC project?

‐ The conditions at Humber Bay shores are different  from  than conditions along 
the LWC shoreline. At Humber Bay shores there are two large headlands bound 
by a larger stream.  The intent at Humber Bay Shores was to provide a sheltered 
marina and public open space on the waterfront.  For the LWC, we are looking to 
establish a more natural  shoreline with passive  recreation opportunities, while 
incorporating two smaller creeks in the naturalization design.   

e) Have you considered the impact of the OPG land piers on the shoreline?

‐ Yes  there  has  been  a  coastal  analysis  completed.  The  shoreline  has  been 
hardened significantly over the years resulting in very little sediment drift along 
the coast areas. 

f) Why  are  you  only  considering  the  Project  Study  Area  as  identified  in  the
presentation? Why are you not looking at the shoreline outside of the Project Study
Area?

‐ The  Project  Study  Area  includes  where  potential  construction  will  occur, 
including  the  required  transportation  access  routes  from  Lakeshore Road.  The 
main project works are largely limited to the shoreline area. 

g) Is  there  any  kind  of  disparity  in  construction  costs  between  the  five  alternatives
currently under consideration?

‐ There will be material purchase cost differences between the various 
alternatives.  The shoreline alternatives that have a smaller footprint would cost 
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less, while some of the larger shoreline alternatives (e.g., shoreline island 
options) would result in a higher cost. 

‐ 
h) Will  the Region of Peel be charged market value  rates  for  the cost of  transporting

the fill to the LWC project area?  

‐ This  arrangement  has  yet  to  be worked  out.   What we  do  know  is  that  the 
savings  resulting  from  the  reduction  in  travel  times  to  transport  the  fill will be 
the primary source of funding allowing the project to be constructed.  

6. POST PRESENTATION FACILITATED QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION (GROUP WORK)
Following the question and answer session, the Facilitator gave instructions for the “facilitated 
break‐out group discussion”.   Meeting participants broke‐out  into groups  to  respond  to, and 
discuss the following four questions: 

1) Do the alternatives seem reasonable? Do you have any concerns regarding the
alternatives or aspects of the alternatives?  Are there any alternatives missing?

2) Do you understand the approach for evaluating the alternatives (objectives based
evaluation)?  Do you have any comments or suggestions regarding the approach?

3) Do the criteria and indicators for the objectives seem reasonable? Are any critical
criteria or indicators missing?

4) Do you have any other comments regarding the project and process to date?

Each group had a  facilitator  to assist group members  in working  through  the workbook.   The 
workbook  provided  space  for  meeting  participants  to  provide  answers  to  each  question.  
Completed workbooks were submitted to the project team at the end of the session.   

Groups had approximately 45 minutes to respond to their assigned question and the remaining 
questions  in  the  workbook.     After  the  45  minute  period,  groups  were  invited  to  report  in  on  
their  answers  to  the  questions .

 QUESTION 1:

Do the alternatives seem reasonable?

‐ Overall, the groups thought that the alternatives presented were reasonable.  
The groups liked that there were a range of configurations that offer various 
opportunities.  
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‐ There was general agreement that Alterative #1 (Revetment) includes too much 
hard surface and no opportunity for public access to the water. Therefore 
Alternative #1 was the least preferred. 

Do you have any concerns regarding the alternatives or aspects of the alternatives?   

‐ The following concerns were raised:  
o Limited access to water based on the configuration of Alternative #1.
o Alternative #1 provides limited access to the water.
o Alternative #1 does not provide a good ecological habitat
o Aesthetics of the islands.
o Island could result in a safety hazard.
o Algae growth in the embayment area.
o Alternative #1 is generic and occurs in other areas along Lake Ontario.

The preference would be to construct a park that is unique and has
something new to offer.

o More opportunity for sand in the terrestrial areas of the park.
o Is fill appropriate in this area at all?
o The safety and circulation of trail users, including pedestrians, cyclists, in‐

line skaters, joggers etc.
o The impact of the alternatives on Marie Curtis beach.
o Safety concerns with respect to boats accessing the embayment.
o Flooding in the wetland area near the water treatment plant due to

Applewood Creek flows and how this might impact the plant.
o Water quality in the embayment.
o Water currents associated with Alternative #5 due to the islands.
o Would there be sufficient parking, restaurants, and washroom facilities?
o Would there be swimming permitted in the embayment area?
o The public experience in the park will be critical.
o Flooding concerns with all alternatives.
o The definition of ‘beach’ needs to be more precise with respect to the

material that will be used (cobbles vs sand).
o The definition of ‘trail’ also needs to be more precise (width, length,

material).
o There is a great deal of focus on the environment and ecological habitat

as part of the park, but not a lot on the recreational opportunities and
the public experience in the park.

Are any other alternatives missing?  

‐ Consider a hybrid of the embayment and island alternatives with a break 
through option to create water flow to minimize algae growth concerns. 

‐ Consider opportunities to provide views out into water, but also into the land. 
‐ More sandy areas to enjoy the park. 
‐ Alternatives presented provided sufficient choices. 
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 QUESTION 2:

Do you understand the approach for evaluating the alternatives (objectives based
evaluation)?

‐ In general groups understood and agreed with the proposed objectives based 
evaluation approach. 

‐ Like that the evaluation was tied to broader objectives for the park. 
‐ Agreed with the objectives that are being used to evaluate the alternatives. 

Do you have any comments or suggestions regarding the approach?   

‐ Will the criteria be weighted? 

 QUESTION 3:

Do the criteria and indicators for the objectives seem reasonable?

‐ In general the groups indicated that the criteria and indicators are reasonable. 

Are any critical criteria or indicators missing?  

‐ Consider using an indicator to measure fiscal viability of the alternatives. 
‐ Consider the use of an indicator to measure the amount of time people spend in 

the park. 
‐ Consider using criteria with respect to identifying the infrastructure required to 

support the transportation requirements. 
‐ Consider using criteria to measure extent of active recreation, not just passive 

recreation. 
‐ Consider using criteria to measure interpretive activity opportunities for each 

alternative.  
‐ Consider using criteria to measure the extent that odour is minimized from the 

water treatment plant. 
‐ Consider using criteria to measure the extent to which each alternative might 

attract undesirable species (cormorants) that may degrade the public experience 
within the park.  

‐ Consider using criteria to measure the extent to which each alternative provides 
public recreation opportunities. 

‐ Consider using criteria to measure the extent to which each alternative provides 
a revenue stream (through food/beverage sales) that might be diverted to 
operation and maintenance costs of the park. 

‐ Consider using criteria to measure safety and programming. 
‐ Consider using criteria to measure the extent to which each alternative provides 

view corridors toward the lake and other key landmarks. 
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 QUESTION 4: Do you have any other comments regarding the project and process to
date?

‐ No other comments were provided. 

7. CLOSING REMARKS
Before  introducing  Janice  Hatton  to  provide  closing  remarks,  the  facilitator  reminded 

participants  that  they  can  submit more  input via e‐mail  to Brooke  so  long as  it  is  submitted 

before January 28, 2013. He also encouraged participants to visit the website to review more 

LWC project information.  

Janice  closed  the  evening  session  by  thanking  everyone  for  taking  time  out  of  their  busy 

schedules to participate in PIC#1.  She also referenced a John F. Kennedy quote: “Things do not 

happen, things are made to happen” as an appropriate reference for the purpose of PIC#1 – to 

move  the  vision  for  the  LWC  project  toward  achieving  a  real  goal.  Janice  also  encouraged 

everyone to contact the project team with any questions, ideas, and comments.  

Meeting Adjourned: 9:00 pm 

Facilitator: Dave Hardy, HSAL 

Meeting summary notes prepared by: Andrzej Schreyer, HSAL 
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