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Notice of Commencement 



Notice of commeNcemeNt
muNicipal class eNviroNmeNtal assessmeNt

Rockcliffe RiveRine flood Mitigation PRoject

In conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA)
is commencing a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred
riverine flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area, in the City of Toronto. This
study will incorporate and expand on the previous flood mitigation studies completed in this
area which includes the Black Creek (Rockcliffe Area) Riverine Flood Management Class
Environmental Assessment (2014) and the recently completed Black Creek at Rockcliffe
Special Policy Area Flood Remediation and Transportation Feasibility Study (2020).

It is anticipated that TRCA, in conjunction with the City of Toronto, will undertake the Municipal
Class EA process in accordance with the requirements for Schedule C projects. This will require
completion of Phases 1 through 4 of the Municipal Class EA process. Upon completion of the
study, an Environmental Study Report (ESR) documenting the planning and decision-making
processes will be prepared for public and agency review and comment.

The primary objective of this Class EA is to minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe
area to the extent practical with robust and low maintenance solutions, while minimizing and
mitigating potential impacts resulting from the implementation of flood mitigation measures,
and coordinating riverine flood mitigation designs with concurrent transportation, sewer and
drainage projects in the study area.

There will be public and stakeholder consultation activities over the course of the study, as
per the Municipal Class EA process. Your input will be incorporated during the planning and
design process of this project. Notices will be provided in advance of future consultation
events. For further information about the project or the planning process being followed, or
to be added to an email contact list to receive notices related to the project, please contact:

Rockcliffe EA Project Team
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471 • Email: rockcliffeEA@trca.ca • Website: https://trca.ca/rockcliffe/

Under the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and the Environmental Assessment Act, unless otherwise stated in
the submission, any personal information such as name, address, telephone number and property location included in a submission

will become part of the public record files for this matter and will be released, if requested, to any person.

Notice issued: January 21, 2021



Notice of commeNcemeNt
muNicipal class eNviroNmeNtal assessmeNt

Rockcliffe RiveRine flood Mitigation PRoject, toRonto and
Region conseRvation authoRity and the city of toRonto
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Notice of Public Information Centre #1 



Notice of Public iNformatioN ceNtre

Rockcliffe RiveRine flood Mitigation PRoject

In conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA)
has commenced a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred
riverine flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area in the City of Toronto. This
study will incorporate and expand on the previous flood mitigation studies completed in this
area and is the necessary next step prior to the implementation of the Jane Street crossing
improvements, funding for which was announced on October 30, 2020.

This project is being undertaken through the Municipal Class EA process in accordance with
the requirements for Schedule C projects. This will require completion of Phases 1 through
4 of the Municipal Class EA process. Upon completion of the study, an Environmental Study
Report (ESR) documenting the planning and decision-making processes will be prepared for
public and agency review and comment.

The primary objective of this Class EA is to minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe-Smythe
area to the extent practical with robust and low maintenance solutions, while minimizing and
mitigating potential impacts resulting from the implementation of flood mitigation measures.
The riverine flood mitigation designs will be coordinated with concurrent transportation, sewer
and drainage projects in the study area.

tHe firSt of tWo Public iNformatioN ceNtreS for tHe rocKcliffe riVeriNe
flooD mitiGatioN ProJect Will be HelD VirtuallY oN JuNe 16tH 2021.

At this virtual meeting the study team will be presenting a project overview, the alternative
solutions and next steps. We would like your input on the alternative solutions and your
feedback on the evaluation criteria which will be used to select the preferred solution. Details
of how to participate in the June 16th virtual PIC will be posted on the project website, or you
can email the study team for more information.

Please attend to share your ideas and concerns about this exciting project!

Rockcliffe EA Project Team
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471 • Email: rockcliffeEA@trca.ca

Website: https://trca.ca/rockcliffe/
Under the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and the Environmental Assessment Act, unless otherwise stated in
the submission, any personal information such as name, address, telephone number and property location included in a submission
will become part of the public record files for this matter and will be released, if requested, to any person.

Notice issued on May 27, 2021.



NOTICE OF PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE

ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION PROJECT
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Posted to Facebook 
on June 3, 2021



Posted to Instagram 
on June 3, 2021



Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) 
15,765 followers 
1h·� 

+ Follow

Calling all community members! Join us at the first Public Information Centre for the 
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project held virtually on June 16. We're excited 
to hear all your questions and comments on the alternative solutions! Find out more 
details about the project and sign up: https://trca.ca/rockcliffe

t) Like $ Comment n Share � Send

Posted to LinkedIn 
on June 3, 2021



Posted to Twitter on June 3, 2021 



Posted to Facebook 
June 14, 2021



Posted to Instagram on 
June 14, 2021



Posted to LinkedIn 
on June 14, 2021



Posted on Twitter 
on June 14, 2021



Posted to 
Facebook June 
17, 2021 



Posted to Instagram on 
June 17, 2021



Posted to LinkedIn on June 17, 2021



Posted to Twitter on 
June 17, 2021
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Notice of Public Information Centre #2 



Notice of Public iNformatioN ceNtre

Rockcliffe RiveRine flood Mitigation PRoject

In conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) has
commenced a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred riverine flood
mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area in the City of Toronto. This study will incorporate
and expand on the previous flood mitigation studies completed in this area and is the necessary next
step prior to the implementation of the Jane Street crossing improvements, funding for which was
announced on October 30, 2020.

This project is being undertaken through the Municipal Class EA process in accordance with the
requirements for Schedule C projects. This will require completion of Phases 1 through 4 of the
Municipal Class EA process. Upon completion of the study, an Environmental Study Report (ESR)
documenting the planning and decision-making processes will be prepared for public and agency
review and comment.

The primary objective of this Class EA is to minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe-Smythe area
to the extent practical with robust and low maintenance solutions, while minimizing and mitigating
potential impacts resulting from the implementation of flood mitigation measures. It is proposed to
widen and deepen sections of the existing Black Creek and Lavender Creek channels within the
scoped study area, as well as reconstruct larger bridges and culverts crossing the channels and
construct a flood barrier at Weston Rd. These riverine flood mitigation designs will be coordinated with
concurrent transportation, sewer and drainage projects in the study area.

tHe SecoND of tWo Public iNformatioN ceNtreS for tHe ProJect Will be HelD
VirtuallY WitH a liVe meetiNG oN marcH 1St 2022.

At this live virtual meeting the study team will be presenting a project update, the preferred solution,
alternative design concepts, project next steps and will be answering your questions live. We would
like your input on the alternative design concepts and the evaluation criteria which will be used to
select the preferred design concept. Presentation materials will be available on the project website
before the live event.

Details of how to participate in the virtual public information centre will be posted on the project
website, or you can contact the study team below for more information. Please attend to share your
ideas about this exciting project!

Rockcliffe EA Project Team
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471 • Email: rockcliffeEA@trca.ca • Website: https://trca.ca/rockcliffe/

Under the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and the Environmental Assessment Act, unless otherwise stated in

the submission, any personal information such as name, address, telephone number and property location included in a submission

will become part of the public record files for this matter and will be released, if requested, to any person.

Notice issued on February 10, 2022.
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE
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Posted to Facebook 
on Feb 10, 2022



Posted to 
Facebook on Feb 
24, 2022



Posted to 
Facebook on 
March 2, 2022



Posted to Twitter  on 
Feb 10, 2022



Posted to Twitter 
on Feb 24, 2022



Posted to Twitter on  

March 2, 2022
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Notice of Environmental Study Report Completion 



The City of Toronto in partnership with Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) undertook a
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred riverine flood mitigation solution
to minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe-Smythe area in the City of Toronto. The Rockcliffe Riverine
Flood Mitigation Project Municipal Class EA (Class EA) built and expanded on previous flood mitigation
studies completed for this area in 2014 and 2020. The Class EA is a necessary next step to enable
implementation of flood mitigation measures in the area.

The Class EA was carried out following the requirements for Schedule C projects under the Municipal
Class EA. The preferred solution was endorsed by Toronto City Council in June 2022. An Environmental
Study Report has been placed on public record for a 30-day review period starting February 7, 2023
and ending on March 8, 2023.

The objectives of this Class EA are to:
- Adapt to more intense storm events and a changing climate;
- Flood protect up the 350-year storm event;
- Reduce riverine flooding to help alleviate urban flooding;
- Leverage the flood mitigation solution to upgrade and future proof other infrastructure; and
- Mitigate project impacts on the built and natural environments.

The preferred solution for the flood mitigation measures include:
- Widen and deepen sections of existing Black Creek and Lavender Creek channels within the study

area;
- Enlarge and lengthen bridges crossing Black Creek channel at Scarlett Road, Jane Street and

Rockcliffe Boulevard;
- Enlarge a culvert crossing Lavender Creek channel at Symes Road;
- Remove the northern and southern Lavender Creek crossings that connect to Symes Road; and
- Construct a flood wall at Weston Road.

The City of Toronto, in partnership with Toronto and Region Conservation Authority, will proceed to carry
out the detailed design and construction of the flood mitigation solution as presented in the Environmental
Study Report subject to comments received on the Environmental Study Report, the receipt of other
necessary permits and approvals, and securing funding for the project. The detailed design will continue to
be coordinated with concurrent transportation, sewer and drainage projects in the study area.

THE ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY REPORT IS AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW AT:

Online: https://trca.ca/rockcliffe/

Also on digital tablets at the Toronto Public Library Jane/Dundas Branch, located at 620 Jane Street,
Toronto, ON M6S 4A6

Interested persons may provide written comments to our project team by March 8, 2023.
All comments and concerns should be sent directly to Rockcliffe EA Project Team at:

Rockcliffe EA Project Team
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 647-426-4493 Email: rockcliffeEA@trca.ca

In addition, a request may be made to the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks for an
order requiring a higher level of study (i.e. requiring an individual/comprehensive EA approval before
being able to proceed), or that conditions be imposed (e.g. require further studies), only on the grounds
that the requested order may prevent, mitigate or remedy adverse impacts on constitutionally protected
Aboriginal and treaty rights. Requests on other grounds will not be considered. Requests should include
the requester contact information and full name and be received by March 8, 2023.

Requests should specify what kind of order is being requested (request for conditions or a request for
an individual/comprehensive environmental assessment), how an order may prevent, mitigate or remedy
potential adverse impacts on Aboriginal and treaty rights, and any information in support of the statements
in the request. This will ensure that the ministry is able to efficiently begin reviewing the request.

The request should be sent in writing or by email to both:

NOTIcE OF ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY REPORT cOMPLETION
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project

Minister of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks
777 Bay Street, 5th Floor
Toronto, ON M7A 2J3
minister.mecp@ontario.ca

Director, Environmental Assessment Branch
Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks
135 St. Clair Ave. W, 1st Floor
Toronto, ON M4V 1P5
EABDirector@ontario.ca

and
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Notice of eNviroNmeNtal Study report completioN
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project

Requests should also be copied to the Rockcliffe EA Project Team by mail or by e-mail. Please visit the
ministry’s website for more information on requests for orders under section 16 of the Environmental
Assessment Act at: https://www.ontario.ca/page/class-environmental-assessments-part-ii-order

All personal information included in your request – such as name, address, telephone number and property
location – is collected, under the authority of section 30 of the Environmental Assessment Act and is
collected and maintained for the purpose of creating a record that is available to the general public. As this
information is collected for the purpose of a public record, the protection of personal information provided
in the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act (FIPPA) does not apply (s.37). Personal
information you submit will become part of a public record that is available to the general public unless you
request that your personal information remain confidential.

Notice issued on February 7, 2023.
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Municipal Class Environmental Assessment

PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE #1
JUNE 16, 2021

ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE 
FLOOD MITIGATION PROJECT



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

We acknowledge the land we are meeting on is the traditional territory of many
nations including the Mississaugas of the Credit, the Anishnabeg, the Chippewa, 
the Haudenosaunee and the Wendat people and is now home to many diverse 
First Nations, Inuit and Métis peoples.

We also acknowledge that Toronto is covered by Treaty 13 with the Mississaugas
of the Credit.

Using and participating in a land acknowledgement is a way to recognize the enduring 
presence and resilience of Indigenous peoples in this area and a reminder that we’re all 
accountable to the relationships.



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

• If you are using a smart phone, you can switch between webcam and slideshow view 
by swiping the screen.

• There will be dedicated pause points throughout the presentation to address 
questions.

• If you have a question or comment, please type your question into the Q&A box.

• We will try and get to all of the questions during the meeting. Staff may 
respond directly to questions in the Q&A box or the question may be posed to the 
panel by the facilitator.

• This meeting is being recorded to be posted on the project website. 
Questions received during the Q&A will be part of the public record.

HOUSEKEEPING

3



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITYROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

4

WELCOME TO PIC #1

• Part 1: Project Overview
• Part 2: Background and Preliminary 

Alternative Solutions
• Part 3: Evaluation and Next Steps

PRESENTATION AGENDA

SEEK YOUR FEEDBACK ON:

• Preliminary alternative solutions
• Evaluation criteria
• Issues and concerns

4



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITYROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

INTRODUCTIONS

Panel of Project Team Specialists
• Melody Brown – Project Manager, TRCA

• Nick Lorrain – Senior Manager of Flood Risk Management, TRCA

• Meg St John – Senior Project Manager  (EA Process Oversight), TRCA

• Riad Rahman – Senior Project Manager, Transportation Services, City of Toronto

• Mike Collins – Engineer, Toronto Water, City of Toronto

• Serge Ristic – Project Manager, Morrison Hershfield

• Karen Hofbauer – Senior Water Resources Engineer, Matrix Solutions Inc.

• Merrilees Willemse – Consultation and Facilitation, Dillon Consulting

Other staff are also available to answer your questions as needed.

5



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

PROJECT OVERVIEW
So what’s this project about? 

6



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

FLOOD RISK 101: URBAN VS. RIVERINE

Urban and riverine flooding are both experienced in 
the Rockcliffe-Smythe area.

Riverine flooding occurs when the water levels of rivers 
rise, overflowing their banks. 

This is different than urban flooding, which consists of 
street flooding, basement flooding, and flooding of other 
low-lying areas due to the limited capacity of local 
drainage systems. 

Riverine Flooding effects Urban flooding when high water 
levels from Black Creek enter sewer systems through 
overland flow, and by restricting sewer outflows into the 
creek. Lowering water levels within the creek can help 
alleviate urban flooding but will not eliminate it.

Riverine Flooding

Urban flooding

https://toronto.citynews.ca/2020/07/08/severe-thunderstorm-warning-tornado-watch-
in-effect-for-toronto/

7

https://toronto.citynews.ca/2020/07/08/severe-thunderstorm-warning-tornado-watch-in-effect-for-toronto/


ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITYROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

BASEMENT FLOODING from URBAN SEWER SYSTEM

For Questions Related to 
Basement Flooding Contact:
Email: floodingstudy@toronto.ca

Learn more about the basement flooding protection work at: 
https://www.toronto.ca/basementflooding

8

Toronto Water is addressing urban flooding through both local and trunk sewer improvements 
as identified through the Basement Flooding Protection Program (BFPP) and the Black Creek 
Sanitary Drainage Area Servicing Improvement efforts.

To reduce the risk of urban flooding in the Rockcliffe neighbourhood, the city is working towards:
• New storm and/or sanitary sewers on neighbourhood streets
• New stormwater storage tank
• New trunk sewers to add capacity to the Keele Trunk Sewer system

Together with the solutions proposed in this Riverine Flood Mitigation Project, the City’s 
sewer infrastructure improvements will substantially reduce flooding risk in the Rockcliffe 
neighbourhood.

mailto:floodingstudy@toronto.ca
https://www.toronto.ca/basementflooding


ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

FLOODING IN THE ROCKCLIFFE AREA

The Rockcliffe-Smythe area is the most flood 
vulnerable area in TRCA’s jurisdiction.
There are hundreds of buildings within 
the floodplain; many of these properties 
have experienced surface and basement 
flooding during storms due to a combination 
of riverine flooding, inadequate surface 
drainage, and overloading of the City’s sewer 
systems.

This project is focused on addressing riverine 
flooding (not sanitary sewer backups, nor 
flooding due to storm sewer capacity).

116 ha of land and 225 buildings within the 
scoped study area is flooded due to riverine 
flooding during the 350-year storm event.

Map of the modelled extents of riverine flooding. 

9



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

PROJECT PURPOSE

Collectively the City and TRCA have established the 
primary objectives of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood 
Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental Assessment:

1. To minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe-Smythe 
area, to the extent practical. The minimum target is flood 
protection for up to the 350-year storm event. 

2. Minimize and mitigate potential impacts resulting from 
the implementation of flood mitigation measures.

3. Coordinate riverine flood mitigation designs with 
concurrent transportation, sewer and drainage projects in 
the study area.

4. Get an implementation plan in place.
Black Creek west of Jane Street

10



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

HOW DID WE GET HERE

• TRCA completed a Conservation Ontario Class Environmental 
Assessment (EA) for the area in 2014. 

• Based on new hydraulic modelling and data collected by TRCA 
during the July 2013 and August 2018 flood events, the City of 
Toronto and TRCA have a better understanding of flood 
conditions within the Rockcliffe-Smythe area and in 2019 the 
decision was made to reevaluate the findings of the 2014 EA.

• The City and TRCA, were able to secure additional funding from 
the National Disaster Mitigation Program to collaboratively 
undertake a Flood Remediation and Transportation Feasibility 
Study, completed in 2020.

• By building upon work completed during the 2020 Feasibility 
Study, the City and TRCA are able to proceed on an accelerated 
schedule to complete the current EA (anticipated completion is 
summer 2022.)

11



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

EXPANDING SOLUTIONS

The previous studies enabled the City to secure 
funding through the federal Disaster Mitigation and 
Adaptation Fund for construction of Jane Street bridge 
improvements. However, this alone will not resolve all 
flooding issues within the area. 

This project will provide a comprehensive riverine 
flood mitigation solution. Previous studies have 
allowed us to undertake this accelerated multi-faceted 
EA that looks at many different infrastructure 
improvements through a single project.

Current Jane Street crossing

Widening of the Jane Street crossing will provide some flood 
relief during larger, infrequent events.

A multi-faceted solution that includes multiple improvements is 
needed to provide flood relief during the smaller, more frequent 
events that locals have experienced over the past couple years.

12



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

WHAT IS THE PROBLEM AND OPPORTUNITY?

The Rockcliffe-Smythe area is prone to riverine flooding, posing a 
risk to life and property. By implementing a combination of flood 
conveyance improvements (e.g. channel widening and crossing 
upsizing) and flood protection measures (e.g. floodwalls/berms), 
the flood risk within the area for many properties can be reduced. 

The implementation of riverine flood mitigation measures 
within the Rockcliffe-Smythe area will also provide added 
benefits including: 
• Resiliency to climate change, 
• Improve performance of the existing urban drainage 

system, and
• Synergies with other City of Toronto infrastructure 

improvement projects. 

Problem

Opportunity

Black Creek flooding

Black Creek flooding

13
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CLASS EA PROCESS 

Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Process

Spring
2021

Winter
2021 

Spring 
2022

Summer 
2022

Problem
Opportunity

Alternative
Solutions

Environmental
Study Report

Design Concepts 
for Preferred 

Solution

Anticipated 
Approval of EA

1 2 3 4 5

WE ARE 
HERE

(PIC#1)

Public Review 
of ESR -

Summer 2022

CLC/PIC #2 -
Winter 
2022

Fall
2021

Project Tasks Completed: 
 Define the problem & opportunity

 Inventory of study area baseline conditions

 Develop alternative solutions

 Develop preliminary evaluation criteria 

PUBLIC CONSULTATION

Notice of 
Commencement
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The Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project is following the Municipal Class EA 
process for municipal road, water and wastewater projects as outlined by the Municipal 
Engineers Association. The class EA process establishes a planning and approval process 
for municipal infrastructure projects and must be undertaken prior to construction. 

TRCA and the City of Toronto are co-proponents of this Class EA. TRCA was retained by 
the City to manage this study on the City’s behalf.
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PAUSE FOR QUESTIONS

Are there any questions about what we are studying, why and how it 
relates to the work done to date? 

Please type your question/comment into the Q&A box.

Team members are in the background answering as many questions as 
they can. The facilitator is also asking some of the questions live to the 
panelists.

15
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BACKGROUND AND PRELIMINARY 
ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS

16
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PROJECT STUDY AREA

Scoped Study Area - direct impacts as a 
result of the project, e.g. construction 
impacts

Broad Study Area - study area to ensure 
holistic assessment of broader and indirect 
impacts, e.g. traffic impacts

17
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BACKGROUND CONDITIONS

The EA study area is located entirely within the urban 
landscape and consists of a combination of floodplain, 
tableland, and ponds. Natural cover at this site is 
dominated by several types of forest and smaller 
areas of wetland and aquatics. However, the natural 
habitat is of limited ecological value. 

Lavender Creek and Black Creek both flow through 
the study area and are largely channelized 
throughout. Black Creek, and portions of Lavender 
Creek, are concrete lined. 

Geotechnical work to understand subsurface 
conditions is ongoing throughout 2021.

Lavender Creek upstream of Symes Road

18



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITYROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

PLANNED INFRASTRUCTURE NEAR / IN STUDY AREA

19

The work proposed 
under this EA is being 
coordinated with 
many other planned 
infrastructure 
projects in the area

Map shows current planned 
alignments but may change as 
each individual project progresses.
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WHAT ARE FLOOD PROTECTION MEASURES

• Flood Control
• Flow Improvements
• Diversion
• Floodproofing

CATEGORIES OF FLOOD PROTECTION

FLOOD BERM FLOOD WALL DAM/RESERVOIRS

CHANNEL MODIFICATIONS BRIDGE UPGRADES

Previous technical studies have 
investigated a broad range of flood 
protection options and confirmed that 
flow improvements and flood control 
are best suited for providing riverine 
flood protection in the study area.

Improving the flow of water

Flood Control

Flood Wall image courtesy of: International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River

20



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

Alternative Solutions
Are different ways to reduce 
flood risk to life and property.

WHAT ARE ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS

• Through the work of past studies, we understand 
the Existing Flood Risk by modelling where the 
water will flow, and how deep and fast it will be. 

• Past studies have also identified what Alternative 
Solutions are technically feasible to reduce flood 
risk.

• The ‘do nothing’ alternative must be considered 
as part of the EA process.

Alternative Solutions for this project are focused on addressing 
flooding that is caused by the river flows (not sanitary sewer 
backups, nor flooding due to storm sewer capacity). However, 
alternatives must allow for urban runoff to reach the river.

21
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PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION – ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1
All alternatives include 
what is shown for 
Alternative 1 with 
variations on the 
extent of channel 
modifications

Widen and deepen channel to 
create more capacity for water

22
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PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION – ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1
Black Creek Channel Widening - Jane St to Alliance Ave

Advantages Disadvantages
• 80ha of land removed 

from the 350-yr flood area
• Moderate improvements 

in ability for storm sewer 
to discharge (decreased 
water levels at 27 outlets 
and increased water levels 
at 7 outlets)

• Lowest capital cost
• Least complex and fastest 

to construct, least amount 
of channel reconstruction

• Widening of Lavender 
Creek requires some 
acquisition of adjacent 
commercial property

• Tree removal required

23
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS

Alternative 1: 
Black Creek Channel Modifications 
• Between Jane Street to Alliance Avenue

Lavender Creek Channel Modifications
• Between Black Creek and Upstream of 

Symes Rd

Bridge Replacements
• Jane Street
• Rockcliffe Boulevard
• Symes Road Culvert

Structure Removal
• Symes Road South Driveway
• Symes Road North Driveway (or replace)

New Structures
• Weston Road Floodwall

Alternative 2:
Additional Black Creek Channel 
Modifications 
• Between Scarlett Road to 

Jane Street

Alternative 1 Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3:
Additional Black Creek Channel 
Modifications 
• Between Alliance Avenue to 

Weston Road

Additional Bridge Replacements
• Alliance Avenue
• Humber Boulevard

24
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PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION - ALTERNATIVE 2

Alternative 2
Same as Alternative 1, 
but with the addition 
of Black Creek channel 
modifications from 
Jane Street to Scarlett 
Road

Widen and deepen channel to 
create more capacity for water

25



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION - ALTERNATIVE 2

Alternative 2
Black Creek Channel Widening – Scarlett Rd to Alliance Ave

Advantages Disadvantages
• 82ha of land removed 

from the 350-yr flood area
• Most improvements in 

ability for storm sewer to 
discharge (decreased 
water levels at 32 outlets 
and increased water levels 
at 1 outlet)

• Middle capital cost
• Medium construction 

complexity and timeline, 
medium amount of 
channel reconstruction

• Widening of Lavender 
Creek requires some 
acquisition of adjacent 
commercial property

• Tree removal required
• Greater impact to current 

recreational amenities
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PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION - ALTERNATIVE 3 

Alternative 3
Same as Alternative 2, 
but with the addition 
of Black Creek channel 
modifications from 
Alliance Avenue to 
Weston Road

Widen and deepen channel to 
create more capacity for water
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PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION - ALTERNATIVE 3 

Alternative 3
Black Creek Channel Widening – Scarlett Rd to Weston Rd

Advantages Disadvantages
• 82ha of land removed 

from the 350-yr flood 
area

• Most improvements in 
flood levels at storm 
sewer outlet (decreased 
levels at 32 outlets and 
increased levels at 1 
outlet)

• Widening of Lavender 
Creek requires some 
acquisition of adjacent 
commercial property

• Tree removal required
• Permanent road/lane 

removal on Humber Blvd 
North and South

• Highest capital cost
• Most complex and 

longest time to construct, 
most amount of channel 
reconstruction
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PAUSE FOR QUESTIONS

Questions regarding the alternative solutions

1. Are there questions about what the solutions include?
2. Are there any solutions that you think would be better? Why?
3. Any key concerns with a solution? Impacts that may occur?

Please type your question/comment into the Q&A box.

Team members are in the background answering as many questions as they can. The 
facilitator is also asking some of the questions live to the panelists.
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EVALUATION AND NEXT STEPS

30
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PRELIMINARY EVALUATION CRITERIA

• Potential impacts to 
existing terrestrial and 
aquatic environment

• Impacts to planned 
infrastructure capital works 
projects

• Impacts to private property and 
uses

• Impacts to cultural heritage 
features 

• Conformity with approved local 
and provincial plans and policies

• Potential to provide safe 
pedestrian and vehicular ingress 
and egress

• Impacts to traffic conditions
• Disruption to adjacent property 

owners and businesses
• Impacts to recreational 

amenities

• Construction constraints, 
complexities and timeline

• Impacts to existing and 
proposed municipal servicing 
and utility infrastructure

• Flood risk reduction during 
Regulatory Flood

• Reduction in flooded area 
during a 350-yr storm 

• Effects on erosion potential 
downstream of the proposed 
works

• Effects on flood levels upstream 
and downstream of proposed 
works

• Climate change resiliency
• Reduction of riverine flood 

impact to urban drainage 
system

• Operations and 
maintenance costs

• Potential reduction of 
costs associated with 
flood damages

• Costs associated with 
contaminated soil 
removal and site 
remediation

• Capital CostsThis criteria will be revised 
based on comments 
received and then used to 
evaluate the Alternative 
Solutions
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NEXT STEPS – ACCELERATED EA

• Refine alternative solutions and evaluation criteria based on 
feedback received.

• Evaluate the three alternatives to select the preferred alternative 
solution.

• Develop Alternative Design Concepts for the preferred solution 
which includes:
- Refining the Preferred Alternative Solution to minimize impacts.
- Optimize the design of proposed bridges, culverts and flood 

protection infrastructure.
- Develop utility and municipal infrastructure relocation plans.

• Alternative Design Concepts and Evaluation Criteria will be 
brought back to the committees and public for comment in 
Winter 2021/2022.

• On-going consultation with agencies, landowners and other 
stakeholders. 

• Work completed during the 2020 Feasibility Study has allowed the 
City and TRCA to pursue this expedited timeline

Spring
2021

Winter
2021 

Spring 
2022

Summer
2022

Problem
Opportunity

Environmental
Study Report

Design Concepts 
for Preferred 

Solution

Anticipated 
Approval of EA

1 2 3 4 5
WE ARE HERE

PIC#1

Public Review of ESR -
Summer 2022

CLC/PIC #2 -
Winter 2022Fall 2021

Notice of 
Commencement
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NEXT STEPS - IMPLEMENTATION

33

• This EA will establish a priority phasing for construction of each component of the flood mitigation 
solution to ensure that flood protection is provided to the area as soon as possible. 

• There is committed funding to implement the Jane St Bridge Reconstruction component of the 
project. 

• Through the Disaster Mitigation and Adaptation Fund (DMAF) the Government of Canada is 
investing over $19 million 

• The City of Toronto is contributing more than $28.5 million
• There is committed funding to implement the Symes Road Culvert Upgrade component of the project. 

The City of Toronto has committed over $8.5 million. 
• TRCA and the City of Toronto will continue to actively pursue all funding opportunities to ensure the 

entire project is funded and can be implemented as soon as possible.  

Jane St Bridge Reconstruction Schedule
• Detailed Design (2023-2024)
• Major Utility Relocation Work (2024-2025)
• Major Bridge Reconstruction Work (2025-2027)

Symes Road Culvert Upgrade Schedule
• Detailed Design (likely commencing 2023)
• Construction (likely 2024-2025)
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QUESTIONS ON EVALUATION AND NEXT STEPS

34

1. Do you have any questions about the process?
2. What do you think are the most important considerations in evaluating each 

alternative solution?
3. Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of 

(e.g. how the area is used by community members)?

Please type your question/comment into the Q&A box.

Team members are in the background answering as many questions as they can. The 
facilitator is also asking some of the questions live to the panelists.
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ONGOING CONSULTATION

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) has technical 
staff from TRCA, and the City of Toronto who will 
provide input and technical review throughout the 
planning and design process of the EA. 

EXECUTIVE STEERING COMMITTEE 
The Executive Steering Committee (ESC) has senior 
management staff from TRCA, and the City of Toronto 
who will provide input at key touchpoints prior to 
public consultation. 

COMMUNITY LIAISON COMMITTEE 
The Community Liaison Committee (CLC) is to assist 
the study team in obtaining additional public input 
concerning the planning and design process of the EA 
and items of public concern. 

PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE 
A Public Information Centre (PIC) will provide 
opportunities for the community to be made aware 
of the project, provide their input and to have their 
concerns addressed.

STAKEHOLDERS
Are individuals or groups that have an interest in the 
project or the proposed works. Stakeholders identified 
by the project team include: public agencies (federal, 
provincial and municipal), politicians, utilities, user 
groups and individuals who have expressed interest in 
the project.
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THANK YOU 

WHAT TO EXPECT NEXT:
• PIC #2: Winter 2022 (tentative, notice to follow)

• Results of the alternatives evaluation will 
be presented

• Design concepts for the preferred solution

CONTACT THE PROJECT TEAM: 
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project 
Project Coordinator

EMAIL: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca

WEBSITE: www.trca.ca/rockcliffe

PHONE: 416-661-6600 ext. 6471

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan ON, L4K 5R6

Thank you!
Melody Brown, P.Eng Riad Rahman, P.Eng
TRCA City of Toronto

STAYING CONNECTED:
• Website contains the PIC materials and comment 

form – please fill in

• Send us your comments and questions at 
RockcliffeEA@trca.ca

• Join the project mailing list if you would like to be 
kept up to date as the project progresses
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Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 

Project Overview 

The City of Toronto, together with Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA), have initiated a Municipal Class 
Environmental Assessment (MCEA) to determine a preferred riverine flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe 
neighbourhood. 

This study will build upon recent advancements in the understanding of the causes of flooding within the community. 
Completion of the MCEA is the next step necessary to meet regulatory requirements prior to construction. 

The primary objectives of the riverine flood mitigation strategy are: 

• To minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe-Smythe neighbourhood to the extent practical
• To develop robust and low-maintenance flood mitigation solutions
• To minimize and mitigate potential impacts resulting from the implementation of flood mitigation solutions
• To coordinate riverine flood mitigation designs with concurrent transportation, sewer, and drainage projects in

the study area

Frequently Asked Questions: 

Q. Will this project stop my basement from flooding?

A. While this project addresses riverine flooding and not specifically basement flooding, it will reduce the risk of
basement flooding. In some areas this project will achieve the targeted 100 year storm event level of protection from
urban flooding. In some other areas, such as along Hilldale Ave., sewer upgrades will also be required to achieve the full
level of urban flooding risk reduction.

Q. How will Smythe Park be impacted by the flood mitigation project?

A. Alternative #1 has significantly less impacts to Smythe Park than alternatives #2 and #3. With alternative #1 there are
no anticipated permanent, widespread impacts to the baseball fields or the pool. There may be some isolated short-
term impacts related to construction access that will be identified and addressed during the next phase of the EA. The
project team has heard very clearly from the community that the Smythe Park recreational amenities are very important
to the community.

Q. Instead of making the channel wider can you just make it deeper?

A. The proposed alternative solutions include the maximum possible depth for the channel. The channel cannot be
made any deeper than Black Creek channel at the downstream (west) end of the construction area in order for water to
continue to flow into the unmodified portion of Black Creek and to the Humber River.

Q. Are you able to make the channel look like a ‘natural’ channel similar to the main Humber?

A. The current designs allow for some elements of naturalization to the extent that it is safe to do so. While the
modifications may improve the conditions for natural features relative to what is currently there, the large amount of
fast-moving water in the creeks during storms has high erosion potential, which limits the extent of naturalized
elements as they can be washed away. The accommodation of natural features will be explored further once a preferred
alternative is selected.

For more information visit trca.ca/rockcliffe 

FAQ Prepared Following PIC #1 Comment Period
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Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA 

Summary of Public Information Centre #1 
and Comment Form #1 
 
PIC Meeting Summary 
 
Date + Time: June 16, 2021  
  6:30-8:30PM 
 
Location:  Webex Virtual Event 
 
Public Attendees:  48 attendees with unique registered log-in. (Note: the number of attendees was 
counted based on the number of unique log-in devices that registered during the meeting. The count does 
not reflect if there were multiple people watching on a single device.) 
 
 
Project Staff: 

Organization Name 
Councillor Frances Nunziata 
Federal Minister Ahmed Hussen 
Constituency Assistant to Minister Joshua Mbandi 
TRCA Melody Brown 
TRCA Meg St John 
TRCA Crystal Robertson 
TRCA Nick Lorrain 
TRCA Robert Chan 
TRCA Rehana Rajabali 
TRCA Sameer Dhalla 
City of Toronto Riad Rahman 
City of Toronto Mike Collins 
City of Toronto Cassidy Ritz  
City of Toronto Mae Lee 
City of Toronto Mark De Miglio 
City of Toronto David Kellershohn 
City of Toronto Wai Ming Lo 
Morrison Hershfield Serge Ristic 
Morrison Hershfield Sam Neale 
Matrix Solutions Karen Hofbauer 
Dillon Consulting Merrilees Willemse 
Dillon Consulting Ying Ye 
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Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA 

 

Meeting Overview and Public Comments 
On June 16, 2021, the Toronto and Regional Conservation Authority (TRCA) and City of Toronto (City) 
project team hosted the first Public Information Centre (PIC) virtual Webex Event for the Rockcliffe Riverine 
Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA) Project. The purpose of the PIC was to 
introduce the project and project team to the public; provide project context information; describe the work 
done to date on the project and the study process; and consult the community on the project history and 
purpose, preliminary alternative solutions, and evaluation criteria. The meeting was facilitated by team 
members from Dillon Consulting. Presentation materials were posted on the project website 2 weeks prior 
to the public meeting in order to allow participants time to review materials in advance of attending. 
Presentation materials continue to remain available on the project website. In addition, a project comment 
form was provided on the project website 2 weeks in advance of the meeting and for 2 weeks following the 
meeting to solicit additional input beyond the public meeting discussions.   

This meeting was undertaken as part of the consultation activities of Phase 2 of the MCEA process. Project 
work completed to date and presented at the PIC included: project objectives, project background, problem 
and opportunity statements, baseline inventory findings, screening of long list of solutions, preliminary 
alternative solution designs and corresponding advantages and disadvantages and preliminary evaluation 
criteria.  

Members of the public were invited via direct mail notification to 14,442 addresses, through the project 
website at trca.ca/Rockcliffe, targeted Google and Facebook ads, and various social media posts (Facebook, 
Twitter, Instagram and LinkedIn). 

This document summarizes the key themes of input received through the public meeting and comment 
forms. The document includes documentation of the public meeting, including the meeting agenda and 
questions and answers, as well as the input received through the online comment forms. A total of 37 online 
comment forms were received.  

Summary of Key Themes Heard through PIC and Comment 
Forms 
Key themes related to project issues and opportunities identified through input received at the public 
meeting and through the online comment forms included: 

- Interest in impacts that the alternative solutions may have on green space, trees and community 
parks 

- Interest in impacts that the alternative solutions may have on traffic  
- Interest in naturalization efforts for the alternative solution 
- Interest in other flood mitigation measures for urban flooding 
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Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA 

PIC Agenda 
Introductions Land acknowledgement  

- Welcome address from Federal Minister Ahmed Hussen and Councillor Frances Nunziata 
- Purpose of the meeting and agenda 

 
Presentation Part 1: Project Overview 

- Description of flooding scenario, background studies, why this project is important, key baseline 
inventory findings, and overview of the EA process  

- Facilitated Questions and Answers (Q+A) using Webex Events Q&A function  
 
Presentation Part 2: Background and Preliminary alternative Solutions 

- Review of the three preliminary alternative solutions and their respective advantages and 
disadvantages  

- Facilitated Q+A using Webex Events Q&A function  
 
Presentation Part 3: Evaluation and Next Steps  

- Outline the decision making process and preliminary evaluation criteria 
- Facilitated Q&A using Webex Events Q&A function 

 

PIC Meeting Summary Notes 
Introduction and Presentation  

The meeting facilitator from Dillon Consulting welcomed the public and went over the purpose of the 
meeting. Federal Minister Ahmed Hussen and Councillor Frances Nunziata gave welcome addresses. A 
presentation was given by the TRCA and City project team. A copy of the presentation is included as 
Attachment 1 to this meeting summary. The event format was Q&A-based and allowed for questions and 
comments to be submitted and addressed throughout the presentation. Councillor Frances Nunziata gave 
closing remarks. 

Questions and Answers throughout the Evening 

The discussion captured throughout the meeting is summarized below. Feedback regarding the project 
purpose, preliminary alternative solutions and evaluation approach and criteria has been reviewed by project 
team members and will inform the next steps of project work.  The Q&A discussion documented here 
includes the questions and comments received through the Q&A function on Webex Events. Questions 
were responded to verbally or through written responses during the meeting. Questions from the public are 
noted with a “Q”, comments from the public with a “C” and answers from staff with an “A”.   

Part 1: Introductions and Setting the Stage 

Q: Why can't we see the other attendees? 

A: Due to privacy concerns, WebEx Events only allows attendees to view panelists.  

Q: Will the list of attendees be part of the public record? 
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A: We do not publish the names of attendees in the public Environmental Study Report. The 
number of attendees will be reported. 

Q: Will the presentation be available afterwards? 

A: A copy of the presentation materials is available here: https://trca.ca/conservation/green-
infrastructure/black-creek-environmental-assessment/ 

Q: Why were we only informed of this event by someone in the community and not officially by mail? 

A: Direct mail was sent out to all of the postal codes in the study area. It may have been 
disregarded because it was distributed with the mail as a flyer and not an addressed letter. We also 
sent out notices through social media (Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter), on TRCA’s webpage and 
through our project email list. We thank those who have shared notices. Please continue to be 
neighbourhood ambassadors because we want more people engaged.   

Part 2: Project Background and Context 

Q: Have we pursued provincial funding? 

A: The funding agreement with the federal government is related to the Disaster Mitigation and 
Adaptation Fund and relates to the Jane Street Crossing. As the EA further advances, other funding 
opportunities for other components of the project will be explored, including potential provincial 
funding programs. 

Q: Why aren't you showing the Phases? I hope that it is because Smythe Park is not in Phase 2 anymore. 
That was leaving the area way too vulnerable. Please clarify this. 

A: The key phases of the EA process are shown, but there are a lot of details and work happening 
behind the scene in each phase. Smythe Park and the surrounding area are included in the EA 
process and not exclusive to one phase.  

Part 3: Alternative Solutions 

Q: Is there any intention to increase the naturalization of the creeks to help with flooding?  

A: The study team will examine opportunities for naturalization, but it may be limited as the study's 
primary objective is to provide flood protection and naturalization has limitations. Hard-engineered 
solutions [ie. concrete or stone] are best for flood protection in this area as the channel must 
convey a large amount of water quickly. Concrete channels would provide the best flood 
conveyance. The flashiness of the creeks has high erosion potential, which limits naturalized 
elements that can be washed away during high flows. 

Q: What will happen to Smythe Park if we choose Alternative 1? For example, the baseball diamonds, the 
wildlife, and especially turtles. 

A: The work proposed for Alternative 1 does not extend as far into Smythe Park as compared to 
Alternative 2 and 3 so the impacts would be less. We will be taking a closer look at exactly how far 
the construction will extend into Smythe Park in the next phase of the EA. 

Q: It looks like Smythe Park will lose permanent use of the baseball diamonds, walking paths, public pool, 
children playgrounds, and possibly residential backyards for family activities, gardening or any other human 
use. Is that a correct assumption? 

https://trca.ca/conservation/green-infrastructure/black-creek-environmental-assessment/
https://trca.ca/conservation/green-infrastructure/black-creek-environmental-assessment/
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A: Alternative 1 will have fewer impacts on Smythe Park, and the impacts are limited to the area 
more immediately west of Jane Street. Alternatives 2 and 3 may have greater impacts to 
recreational amenities. At this time, we do not know the exact impacts. If Alternative 2 or 3 is 
selected, we will assess the impacts in greater detail and determine how we can reduce the impacts. 
We will be refining the size of the bridge and channel in the next phase of the EA. We will be taking 
a closer look at how we will reduce impacts.  

Q: Will all the trees on the north side of Smythe Park be removed on the channel's north side and baseball 
grounds? 

A: Trees adjacent to sections of the channel that will be widened, and within the footprint of the 
new wider channel would have the be removed in order to widen the channel. We will have more 
details further into the project. 

Q: I appreciate that there is a lot of work and time required to plan for a project of this scale, but flooding 
events are becoming significantly more frequent with climate change and ongoing development upstream. 
What sort of support can we expect as residents within the floodplain against damage to our basements and 
homes if a flooding event were to occur again before these mitigation measures have been implemented? 

A: With respect to riverine flooding, capital projects like this are long-term projects, but beyond the 
structural measures we are discussing today, TRCA has implemented non-structural measures to 
reduce the risk to people and personal safety from riverine flooding, like the installation of the 
gauge and camera on Black Creek at Alliance that helps us with flood forecasting and warning (more 
information here: http://beta.trcagauging.ca/gauge/black-creek-at-alliance-wl), the emergency 
response planning work that we have done with the Toronto Office of Emergency Management, 
and the resources that we have put together to support personal preparedness (more information 
here: https://trca.ca/conservation/flood-risk-management/flood-risk-area-rockcliffe-smythe/). 
There is also maintenance for Black Creek Channel and the upstream dam. In combination with 
long-term capital projects and non-structural projects, all will help with flood reduction.   

Q: What would be the potential impacts in Alternative 3 for the Toronto Catholic District School Board 
(TCDSB) St. Oscar Romero Catholic Secondary School regarding access for student transportation? 

A: The construction team will coordinate with the school to determine a mitigation strategy prior to 
the delivery phase. The details will be more apparent when we hire a contractor. The design team 
will specify constraints with more engagement with the TCDSB. Mitigation measures may include 
traffic diversion, signage and temporary signals to mitigate the impacts of construction. We will also 
take this into account during our traffic modelling exercise. 

Q: How will traffic on Humber Blvd be impacted by the decrease of traffic lanes from the channel widening?  

A: For Alternative 3, we will need to remove some lanes to accommodate widening. There is no 
room to move Humber Blvd because of adjacent properties. We will be assessing traffic impacts 
from lane removals. Alternative 3 will not be preferable because of adverse traffic impacts. 

Q: Why does the project not extend all the way to the Humber River? 

A: The study area does extend to Humber River. The recommended solutions do not extend pass 
Scarlett because there is very little to be gained from a flood mitigation perspective. Once you go 
downstream of Scarlett Road towards the Humber River, there are significant hydraulic impacts on 
Black Creek from Humber River. Constructed solutions downstream of Scarlett Road would not be 
as effective as compared to solutions to the east/upstream of Scarlett Road.  
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Q: Please explain why you are not straightening the creek at Scarlett Road. The turn seems to be part of the 
flooding problem.  

A: The bend is a hydraulic constraint. We are assessing ways to improve Scarlett Road and providing 
a secondary release point for flows from Black Creek. There are many factors that contribute to 
flooding. Straightening that bend would not solve the issues and would have impacts.  

Q: Will sewage still be dumped into the creek? 

A: This project will not change combined sewer overflow. The City is working on a project for trunk 
sewer improvements that will reduce flow discharging or spilling into the creek during extreme 
storm events.  

Q: What is the trunk sewage project? Is it for the entire area, or is it street-specific? 

A: The project is for a very large area. There is a large Black Creek sanitary trunk sewer and a 
combined sewer that collects sewage and stormwater. The City is working on building a relief sewer 
that will take in flow and increase capacity.  

Q: Can you also address the content and toxicity of the water coming through in a flooding situation? 

A: In a flooding situation the floodwater could come from a number of sources, including overflows 
from combined, storm or sanitary sewageas well as overland flooding from properties and riverine 
flooding from watercourses. Extra caution should always be taken during flooding events.  

Q: Will Lavender Creek be widened on both sides or only on the west side as highlighted in orange? Will this 
encroach on the green space or only the commercial land?  

A: Lavender Creek will be widened and deepened west of Symes Road. A small portion will be 
widened and deepen at the east of Symes Rd because we will be putting in a larger culvert. We will 
look at the impacts in greater detail further on in the project process. There is a potential that green 
space or commercial space will be impacted in order to avoid impacting private residential homes.  

Q: Where are the seven sewer outlets with poor drainage, and what areas do they service? 

A: They are mostly located downstream of Jane Street. The next phase of the study will look at 
impacts or mitigation needed for these outlets in more detail. 

Q: Is there any connection between storm drains in the north of the city and our location? 

A: Storm sewers throughout the city direct stormwater runoff to watercourses across the city. Black 
Creek receives drainage from parts of the city further to the north. 

Q: Why are the TRCA and the City’s basement protection program not working together to reduce sewage 
flooding in homes on Cordella and the surrounding area? 

A: Riverine flooding and basement flooding are different issues that follow different processes. 
TRCA and the City have different areas of expertise. The projects combined will provide solutions 
to address both riverine and basement sewer flooding for the area.  

Q: From 2014 to 2018, there was a lot of time to review information. Why has work not been completed 
already? It may be viewed that the 2018 incident would not have occurred if work was completed. 

A: Although not necessarily visible work, the new hydrology and hydraulic modelling and data 
collected during the flooding events of July 2013 and August 2018 has increased our 
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understanding of the types of events that pose the most risk to the community. The City and TRCA 
are working to refine the flood mitigation solutions to ensure the events that frequently impact the 
community are addressed, targeting the answers to the higher risk areas. The widening of the Jane 
Street crossing is being funded and implemented as a key recommendation from the 2014 TRCA EA 
study. 

Q: Why not build a dam on Black Creek above Trethewey where there are no homes or sports fields? 

A: The water storage volume required for a dam solution to be effective is so large that it is not 
feasible in any location upstream of this area. 

Q: Would any of Alternative 1, 2, and 3 affect the land use designation of 200 Rockcliffe Court? Has this 
land been considered as flood mitigation? 

A: The solutions identified through this EA will not impact the proposed development plan for 200 
Rockcliffe Court, and sufficient area has been provided to the Authority for flood mitigation 
infrastructure. 

Q: How has the sale of 200 Rockcliffe Court limited the ability to implement the recommendations of the 
2014 report from TRCA? 

A: The current EA alternatives are different than the 2014 TRCA EA preferred alternative. The 
current alternatives do a much better job of flood mitigation and require little to no land from 200 
Rockcliffe Court beyond the easement conveyed to TRCA. 

Q: How can residents get more information about the trunk sewer project? 

A: More information can be found here: https://www.toronto.ca/community-people/get-
involved/public-consultations/infrastructure-projects/black-creek-drainage-improvement-study/ 

Q: Will the proposed transit project on Jane Street impact the three alternatives proposed? 

A: There is a future potential for a dedicated transit right-of-way (ROW) on Jane Street. The design 
team has considered this possibility and is coordinating with the TTC to address the changes 
needed to make sure the design protects this possibility. 

C: I'm concerned about widening and deepening the channel from Jane to Scarlett, considering it runs 
through a park where the creek could be widened and de-channelized and then could be naturalized similar 
to the Humber. 

C: No, there are other options besides cement, and if you must then it should be permeated with plants, 
please! 

C: It's so unfortunate that the City of Toronto sold off the land south of 200 Rockcliffe Court (with the 
support of our City Councillor) that could have been used for further flooding mitigation, as recommended 
in the TRCA's 2014 report. 

C: Even with $19 million-plus dollars, our neighbourhood will still have raw sewage. 

Part 4: Evaluation  

Q: Have there been any additional considerations for deciding which alternative is most achievable? Is it 
based on monetary cost or the solvability of the flooding issue, or a combination of both? 

https://www.toronto.ca/community-people/get-involved/public-consultations/infrastructure-projects/black-creek-drainage-improvement-study/
https://www.toronto.ca/community-people/get-involved/public-consultations/infrastructure-projects/black-creek-drainage-improvement-study/
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A: The evaluation criteria do consider costs as well as the effectiveness of the solution. The cost is 
only one component. Please identify the criteria that are most important to you in the comment 
form.  

Q: Are the Alternatives numbered based on most to least desirable because of community impacts such as 
loss of recreational and green space? 

A: The numbering of Alternatives does not indicate a preference. They are derived from previous 
studies and the origins of the solution. Alternative 1 is from an earlier technical feasibility study 
from 2020, and the EA builds on that work. Alternative 2 and 3 build upon Alternative 1.  

Q: How does the City's current operational budget shortfall impact the timeline for the promised capital 
funding for these and other capital projects? 

A: The operational budget is not tied to the capital budget. The capital budget is derived from debt, 
and that is how Symes Road and Jane Street will be funded.  

Q: With Smythe Park and the trees along the north channel, please look into preserving them. It would be a 
shame to cut them down. They are the home of more than 70 mallards in winter, red-eared slider turtles, 
snapping turtles that are endangered and other wildlife. Could you look into the maintenance of stormwater 
management ponds?  

A: From a stormwater management perspective, the upstream storage was looked at during the 
feasibility study. There is not enough area available to implement upstream storage. The flooding is 
caused by traditional and historical land development at the watershed level. It is a huge area and 
cannot be managed by stormwater management ponds, which are meant for smaller areas (20-40 
hectares). The City has a program to clean out the old stormwater pond. We remove sediments to 
help with algae bloom. We clean ponds every 15 years or longer. 

Q: It seems obvious that letting Lavender Creek run its natural course and meet Black Creek closer to 
Rockcliffe would help a lot. Most of the flooding is where there are turns in the water flow. How could 
these newer options be better? 

A: The existing flooding seems to be occurring at sharp turns. However, the flooding is not the 
result of the turns itself. The Symes Road culvert at the turn is causing the flooding because the 
culvert is undersized. Increasing the capacity of the culvert is an option. Realigning Lavender Creek 
is very challenging and expensive because there is a lot of infrastructure under the land, like trunk 
sewers.  

Q: There's a high level of algae blooms in these old Storm Water Management Ponds. There is ageing 
infrastructure, from what I understand, according to Parks and Forestry. 

A: The City has a program to clean out the old stormwater pond. We remove sediments to help 
with algae bloom. We clean ponds every 15 years or longer. 

Q: I have never seen the stormwater ponds being cleaned. Many animals die during and after flooding 
events. 

A: Some ponds do not receive maintenance because not every pond is the City's asset. 

Q: I am unclear with Alternative 1. If nothing is done on the west side of Jane Street, what will happen to all 
of that water once it gets to the other side of Jane in a flooding situation? How will that impact the wildlife 
and the properties along the west side of Jane? 
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A: The water will be released to the west side of Jane faster. The water level will rise in the park in 
extreme events. For more frequent events, there will not be huge differences in water levels. We 
will assess and mitigate any impacts on private properties. 

Q: To ensure that the study team has a robust understanding of community use and values, will there be the 
opportunity for the study team to conduct public engagement and surveys "on the ground" (e.g., hanging 
out and speaking to folks using Smythe Park on a typical weekend)? 

A: There are COVID-19 restrictions with canvasing. The most important contribution is for the 
public to fill out the comment form and attend virtual meetings and share input. The meetings and 
comment form will give us the best information from the public, and it will be on record.  

Q: How realistic is the timeline? With so many EAs completed in the area over the years, how can we be 
assured that this will be done on time? What can we do to ensure that improvements are made as soon as 
possible? 

A: The EA completion timeline has been accelerated with extensive resourcing from both the TRCA 
and the City. We anticipate that the EA will be completed in 2022, at which time elements of the 
preferred solution will move into the detailed design phase to prepare for implementation. 

C: The longer these reviews take, and options are weighed, flooding (sewage flooding) is taking place on an 
annual basis and in line with the past three flooding events, it would appear that we're due for another one 
this year. Most residents are concerned about what support (financial, services, and etc.) will be provided 
while TRCA and Toronto Water continue to assess. An email alert system is not enough. 

C: Back in 2013, we were listed as the highest risk, and now in 2021, we are still TRCA's highest priority, but 
no work has been completed. We have flooded in 2018, 2019 and 2020 on Cordella Ave. Alert systems are 
good, but that doesn't help residents when a flood occurs.   

C: I would respectfully disagree about sufficient land being provided by TRCA for flood mitigation. You are 
proposing to destroy baseball diamonds, maybe even pools and recreation facilities in Smythe Park! 

C: We really hope to keep Smythe Park safe. This is an uplifting space for people, especially during difficult 
times like now and for animals too. We have baby geese, baby turtles. Maybe we can keep this happening 
and all the kids swimming happily in the pool. 

C: There is a lot of concern about Smythe Park because this area has been chronically underserved, and this 
is one of the very few parks that a high-needs neighbourhood has access to. To have it reduced further 
would be very poorly received. 

C: A project that does not remove the pool and baseball fields would be better. Come up with a different 
way of doing this. 

C: You would be endangering the lives of people and wildlife if you do not protect the park. Alternative 1 
should not be offered. 

C: The levelling of Smythe Park by the current plans is not a better job at all. Either you are missing the 
point, or you are ignoring the question. It is clearly a mistake to build and allow structures or trucks to park 
on a flood plain. 

C: We need to dream bigger, do better, and not keep the vision so small. 

C: Stop with the concrete and sewage dumps. 

C: We have not learned from history and past mistakes. 
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Q: Why wasn't that work done back in 2014? Why is Jane Street only being done now? What has been the 
delay? 

A: Additional work has been done that has improved the solutions and improved our understanding 
of the issues. The EA is being done more quickly because of the previous work that was completed. 
Jane Street will proceed and needs to be coordinated with the other work required for flood 
protection.  

Part 5: Next Steps  

Q: Where can we submit suggestions?  

A: Please fill out the comment form on www.trca.ca/rockcliffe. Or you can email the study team at 
rockcliffeEA@trca.ca 

Meeting Close 

Following the presentation and facilitated Q&A, the meeting was adjourned at 8:30pm. Attendees were 
encouraged to complete the online comment form and to send any follow-up comments or questions to the 
project team contacts.  

 

 

 

This meeting summary was prepared by Ying Ye of Dillon Consulting. Please contact yye@dillon.ca for 
clarification, errors or omissions.  
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Comment Form Response Summary 
  

The comment form was available on the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority’s website 
(www.trca.ca/rockcliffe) from June 2nd to June 30th , 2021.  

Respondents selected their preferred Alternative Solution and provided reasoning for their 
preference and any missing solution for riverine flood mitigation. Additionally, respondents 
selected evaluation criteria that need to be considered, provided additional criteria, and other 
considerations for the study area. Respondents also had an opportunity to provide open-ended 
questions that will be addressed in future consultations.  

37 respondents completed the comment form. Responses to open-ended questions were 
reviewed and categorized into themes. A summary of the key themes and feedback received from 
the comment form is outlined in the following pages.  
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PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

1. Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

  

37 out of 37 respondents answered this question. 
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2. Why? (Follow-up on the previous question for the preferred Alternative Solution) 

  

36 out of 37 respondents answered this question.  

  

The most common themes for Alternative 1 from 15 respondents included: 

• Respondents noted that Alternative 1 has the least impact on Smythe Park and 
recreational amenities.  

• The preservation of Smythe Park is important for the community because it is a community 
hub that provides recreational amenities, including the baseball fields and pool. 

• Respondents noted that the loss of Smythe Park would have a significant negative impact 
on the community because it is historically underserved.  

• One respondent noted that Alternative 1 is the least costly and complex. 

  

The most common themes for Alternative 2 from 2 respondents included: 

• One respondent noted that using Smythe Park as a flood plain could destroy the park 
because of the sole access point from the west, which could isolate the reminder of the 
park.  

• One respondent noted that flooding had occurred a few times in the last five years at their 
house that is adjacent to Smyth Park. 

  

The most common themes for Alternative 3 from 6 respondents included: 

• Respondents noted that Alterative 3 provides the most thorough or robust solution for 
flood mitigation with opportunities for naturalization. 

• The preservation of Smyth Park is important for the community. 

  

The most comment themes for No Preference from 13 respondents included: 

• The Alternative Solutions are not adequate for the preservation of Smyth Park, 
recreational amenities, and biodiversity.  

• Respondents noted that using concrete is not preferable.  
• Respondents want a more holistic solution that also addresses sewage flooding.  
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3. Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood 
mitigation? 

  

28 out of 37 respondents answered this question.  

  

The most common themes included: 

• Preservation of Smythe Park, recreational amenities, and biodiversity. 
• Naturalization solutions should be considered instead of concrete.  
• Widening of the Scarlett Road Bridge should be considered. 
• Wet lands and stormwater ponds should be considered. 
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PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

4. What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative 
solutions?  

37 out of 37 respondents answered this question.  

  

5. Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the 
alternative solutions?  

23 out of 37 respondents answered this question.  

The most common themes included: 

• Opportunities for naturalization of the creek. 
• The preservation of Smythe Park and recreational activities and maintenance of green 

space and biodiversity. 
• Impacts on water quality and runoff from channelization and increase of impervious 

surfaces.  
• Improvements for the drainage of the existing baseball fields in Smythe Park. 
• Include the Lambton Golf Course as part of the study area.  
• More effort on providing residents information and opportunities to participate in the 

consultation.   
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6. Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. 
how the area is used by community members)?  

34 out of 37 respondents answered this question.  

The most common themes included: 

• Smythe Park and recreational amenities should be preserved and protected as it is a very 
important and busy community hub that provides a natural oasis for residents to maintain 
and improve their physical and mental health. Community members will not have 
alternative access to greenspace like Smyth Park if it is not preserved.  

• The area provides habitats for many animals that should be protected. 
• The community heavily uses recreation trails along Lavender Creek and Black Creek.  
• The area is historically underserved with low access to greenspace and transit.  
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PART 3: Anything Else? 
7. Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future 

consultation?  

26 out of 37 respondents answered this question.  

The summary of questions included: 

• What are the opportunities to retrofit stormwater management practices into parks, open 
space and road allowances in flood-prone areas? 

• How can we minimize the impact on natural areas, trees, animal habitats along the trails 
and Smyth Park? 

• Are wetlands being considered? 
• Are there other natural materials being considered instead of concrete? 
• Can more accessible and understandable project information be provided for the general 

public? 
• Is this project finalized? 
• Why is there not an alternative that considers the preservation of Smythe Park? 
• How much influence has the owners of the Lambton Golf Country Club had in these 

consultations? 
• Why did Regency Meatpackers get approval to pave flood land for a meat storage facility? 
• How much expansion is required of the channels? 
• Why has the Province not contributed resources for flood mitigation? 
• Why is the Scarlett Road Bridge widening not being considered? 
• Will buildings in the area be damaged during construction? 
• Are there better options for dealing with combined sewage and water overflow? 
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Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 13, 2021 1:29 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   Alternative 3  

Why?  

   Most robust solution; opportunity to create a large naturalized area that people will be proud of and will enjoy and (hopefully) 
protect in order to ensure that the creek will provide flood solutions well into the future.  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

   Comprehensive litter and chemical pollution mitigation strategies in order to create and keep a beautiful naturalized and usable 
recreation area along the creek.  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Impacts to cultural heritage features 
 Impacts to recreational amenities 

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative solutions?  

   Recreational use along the creek; naturalizing the entirety of the creek; future potential flooding concerns; pollution  

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

   Please naturalize and preserve the area so aquatic and land animals come back; would love to be able to walk along the creek 
so please consider recreational use; please devise a comprehensive strategy to mitigate all pollution into and around the creek.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?  

   Pollution; nature preservation; recreational use along the creek  

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  
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Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 14, 2021 10:23 AM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   Alternative 1  

Why?  

   Alternative 1 removes a substantial area from the floodplain and affects recreational amenities associated with Smythe Park the 
least and is least costly and complex.  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

   Retrofitting new stormwater practices in park and open space areas, and within allowances of flood vulnerable roads adjacent to 
Black Creek and Lavender Creek, to increase water storage in the floodplain and improve drainage.  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Impacts to recreational amenities 
 Reduction in flooded area during a 350-year storm 
 Effects on flood levels upstream and downstream of proposed works 
 Reduction of riverine flood impact to urban drainage system 

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative solutions?  

   Opportunities to mitigate riverine flooding and improve drainage of existing baseball fields in Smythe Park.  

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

   Recreational trail along Black Creek through Smythe Park, adjacent to baseball fields is an important amenity and well used by 
the community.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?  

   Opportunities to retrofit stormwater management practices into parks, open space and road allowances in flood prone areas.  

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  
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Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 15, 2021 7:35 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   Alternative 3  

Why?  

   It appears to be the most thorough, including Smythe Park and the other 2 bridges by Humber Blvd., and Alliance. We need to 
do our very best now.  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

   Lavender and Black Creek would be naturalized to Scarlett Road. Scarlett Road bridge adjusted so the creek could flow straight 
under it. the right turn at the bridge is a huge problem. Lavender Creek flowing its natural course.  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Flood risk reduction during Regulatory Flood 
 Reduction in flooded area during a 350-year storm 

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

  

Yes, Smythe Park has been a little known oasis for humans and the extensive wildlife that live there or are just passing through 
since it was built. It has slowly been dying off from the flooding. It's value is very high for people living in a City of 3 million 
people, both for physical or mental health. We love the wildlife and plants I think more than the City of Toronto or TRCA know. 
The baseball field, picnic areas and splash pads are very busy. Please do not underestimate the importance of this park. Option 
1 should not be an option at all. Thank you  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   No, thank you.  
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Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 16, 2021 8:10 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   Alternative 1  

Why?  

   I own a home on Black Creek Blvd and am worried about the widening and deepening of the channel and how it’ll affect the 
Park. Smythe Park is one of the only places in the neighbourhood that has amenities that the community has access to.  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Impacts to private property and uses 
 Climate change resiliency 

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

   Families in this high needs neighbourhood have very few options to enjoy nature. I implore the research teams to consider the 
ramifications of reducing the usability and beauty of the park.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  
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Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 16, 2021 11:13 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   Alternative 3  

Why?  

   All 3 proposals do a tremendous disservice to this community. All 3 significantly damage Smythe Park. Flood mitigation should 
not involve more concrete! Not addressing sewage at same time neglectful, we are not a 3rd world country!  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

  
Allowing meat packers to build on Rockcliffe Court is ridiculous and land should be reclaimed as 
An used as TRCA’ 2014 study recommended. Extremely upset with all 3 plans. The neglect continues. We’ve learned nothing 
from our history  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Impacts to recreational amenities 
 Effects on erosion potential downstream of the proposed works 

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative solutions?  

   Doing this project right cost more money and taking half measures with these proposals is an insult.  
Dream bigger,  

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

  

Dream bigger, respect nature, stop pandering to business, i.e, 
St. Helen”s, stop the shit from dumping into our creek and remove the concrete.  
Symthe park is extremely special place and is always busy! It’s pool is private and there a lot shade in park. Home to turtles and 
foxes etc. It should be protected but instead your plans pave it over and destroy it. The baseball diamonds are very busy but will 
be destroyed?  
 
Lavender creek needs to be naturalized and allowed to flow into it’s natural path.  
Your plans are short sighted and not in alignment with nature. It won’t work, or last long. You’ve learned nothing from history. 
Rivers can’t be channeled, trees and grass provide flood mitigation but yet you want to remove them?  
None of this makes sense. You are purposing to build a bigger a concrete jungle that smells like shit! We already have a small 
scale version of this, no thanks!  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?  

   all this digging without fixing the storm water over flow is an equity issue. I urge you to re- think these plans, raise more money, 
do the job right. Protect the park, respect nature, world class gold standard, not cheap knock offs.  

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  



2

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  

     
 

 



1

Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 16, 2021 10:31 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   Alternative 1  

Why?  

   Least impact on nature, animal habit and Smythe Park area  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Impacts to recreational amenities 
 Reduction in flooded area during a 350-year storm 

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative solutions?  

   Maintain as much of the green space, natural habitat and areas for community use : trails and park used for recreation  

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

   Trail by lavender creek and black creek into Smythe Park heavily used for exercise, biking, walking by individuals and families.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?  

   How to minimize impact on natural areas, trees, animal habitats along trail and park??  

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  

     
 

 



1

Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 16, 2021 11:03 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   No preference  

Why?  

   These solutions all seem to be extending the current ideas of cement canals.  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

   Wetlands! Use the open spaces around Smythe to create wetlands as natural flood protection.  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Impacts to recreational amenities 
 Climate change resiliency 
 Costs associated with contaminated soil removal and site remediation 

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

   Smythe Park's ponds and wildlife should be protected and encouraged.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?  

   Are you considering wetlands?  

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  

     
 

 



1

Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 16, 2021 11:28 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   Alternative 1  

Why?  

   Smythe park is a gem in the neighbourhood. I would be good with alternative 2 or 3 if Smythe kept or rebuilt it's amenities like 
the pool and at least one baseball diamond.  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Impacts to private property and uses 
 Disruption to adjacent property owners and businesses 
 Impacts to recreational amenities 

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

   Lots of people use the park as a natural spot away from the busy cityscape. It would be good to preserve that and how it 
connects trails to the east with Huber to the west.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   No, thank you.  
 

 



1

Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 17, 2021 5:59 AM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   Alternative 1  

Why?  

   I do not wish to see Smythe Park lose large portions of it's recreational space.  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Potential to provide safe pedestrian and vehicular ingress and egress 
 Impacts to recreational amenities 

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  

     
 

 



1

Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 17, 2021 1:45 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   No preference  

Why?  

   I don't think any of these solutions protect the biodiversity of Smythe park and the green spaces in this neighbourhood that are 
so dearly loved by residents. Can the creek not be dug deeper?  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Impacts to cultural heritage features 
 Impacts to recreational amenities 

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative solutions?  

   Ensure residents are aware of what is happening and able to participate. I've received zero information from TRCA & city  

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

  
The greenspaces in this neighbourhood are actively used and loved by residents. Flooding is a very real concern, but 
improvements should not come at the cost of green space. There is enough environmental negligence in the Lavender creek 
area, let's not pretend we're working on improvements that only serve the interests of the businesses in the area.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?  

   In reading through the materials I found them challenging to digest and I think that is almost intentional. If the community doesn't 
understand what they're agreeing to, then it's easier for the city and TRCA to do as they please.  

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  

     
 

 



1

Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 17, 2021 3:47 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   Alternative 3  

Why?  

   preserve symthe park  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

   perserve symthe park  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential to provide safe pedestrian and vehicular ingress and egress 
 Impacts to recreational amenities 
 Climate change resiliency 

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative solutions?  

   preserving symthe park  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   No, thank you.  
 

 



1

Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 17, 2021 11:13 AM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   Alternative 1  

Why?  

   Would have selected other if possible. Dredging is necessary, however adding more concrete at surface level is an outdated 
solution. Learn from the Dutch, and work with nature to naturalize and introduce meanders to the creek.  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

   Preserving vegetation. Clarity on land purchase procedure. Mediation process.  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Disruption to adjacent property owners and businesses 
 Reduction in flooded area during a 350-year storm 

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative solutions?  

   Impact on water quality from channelization and the increase of impermeable services and runoff.  

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

   The community appreciates the green space and has been advocating for increased naturalization.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?  

   Yes, in the Netherlands the room for the river program includes several meanders in the hydromorphology of waterways in flood 
prone areas. This allows both naturalization and mitigation of riverine flooding in a way that works with nature.  

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  

     
 

 



1

Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 19, 2021 11:56 AM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   No preference  

Why?  

   Do not accept this project as a result of removal of green space and amenities at Smythe park  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

   Anything that doesn't involve the destruction of the park  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Impacts to recreational amenities 
 Climate change resiliency 

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative solutions?  

   The preservation of Smythe park  

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

   Your study only considers options that lead to the destruction of the park. Do your part and come up with a better resolution  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?  

   Why are these alternatives the only ones and why isn't there an alternative that considers preservation of park  

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  

     
 

 



1

Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 19, 2021 3:13 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   Alternative 1  

Why?  

   Option one has less impact on the use of smythe Park recreational activities.  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

   Yes, a forth option work from weston road until jane Street with minimal changes to smythe Park. Also a more natural option 
other than concrete which is unappealing and does not slow the speed of water flow.  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Impacts to recreational amenities 
 Reduction of riverine flood impact to urban drainage system 

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

   Smythe park is an important area for families to enjoy recreational activities, we should be adding more green space not 
removing or reducing it.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?  

   Are there any other natural materials that can be used other than concrete which is ugly and does not slow down water flow.  

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  

     
 

 



1

Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 19, 2021 11:51 AM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   No preference  

Why?  

   We do not want Smythe park to be destroyed in this project. This is unacceptable  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

   The preservation of the green space  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Impacts to recreational amenities 
 Climate change resiliency 

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative solutions?  

   The environment and the green space. The destruction of Smythe Park is an absolutely unacceptable solution to residents.  

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

   This is INSANE!  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?  

   Is this project finalized  

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  

     
 

 



1

Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 22, 2021 8:39 AM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   No preference  

Why?  

   All 3 options to just make a wider open sewage drain are 3 third world options. Toronto needs to seperate sewer and water 
systems. Save my tax money from a bigger open sewer and have my area smell worse.  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

   Naturalised waterways. Seperate sanitary and storm sewers like any modern city, rather than treating this as an inner city 
sewage repository.  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Flood risk reduction during Regulatory Flood 
 Effects on erosion potential downstream of the proposed works 
 Effects on flood levels upstream and downstream of proposed works 

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative solutions?  

   Vaughan sanitary sewage flow should be burried. Not passed through a historically disadvantaged community.  

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

  
Symes park, playground and outdoor pool is used by under privileged people historically marginalized and disadvantaged. 
There should not be an open sewer running there. Sanitary waste should be burried. The smell is bad, unhealthy whenever it 
rains.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?  

   These options are perpetuating the marginalization of lower income, racialized community by expanding an open sewer through 
the biggest public green space and park that is accessible to that community.  

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  

     
 

 



From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form
Date: June 22, 2021 10:34:19 AM

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?

 Alternative 3

Why?

 
Address the ENTIRETY of the problem not just one section. However I see nothing that addresses the
bottleneck at Scarlett rd.! Is protecting the golf course is more important to the planners than people's
homes?

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?

 
Increased capacity is meaningless if you don't address the riverine drainage bottleneck at Scarlett rd! All
3 Alternatives only create greater capacity which once full will STILL OVERFLOW. Bigger bathtub with
drain size will still fill up!

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?

 
Flood risk reduction during Regulatory Flood
Reduction in flooded area during a 350-year storm
Effects on flood levels upstream and downstream of proposed works

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative
solutions?

 The Scarlett rd. bottleneck. A bigger "tub" is only a solution until it gets full. The drain must be larger to
keep up!

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is
used by community members)?

 Don't destroy those beautiful willows on the north side in Smythe.

PART 3: Anything Else?

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?

 How much influence have the owners of the Lambton Golf Country Club had in these consultations? BE
TRANSPARENT. Hundreds of average homeowners are more important than rich golfers!

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing
list.

 Yes, please.

If "yes," please enter your email address:

 

mailto:noreply@trca.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca


From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form
Date: June 23, 2021 10:31:55 AM

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?

 No preference

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?

 
Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment
Flood risk reduction during Regulatory Flood

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is
used by community members)?

 

Smythe park is home to a lot of wildlife including a variety of turtle species. In the decade plus of visiting
the park, this spring I have seen 2 blanding's turtles in the pond areas. I have NEVER seen this species
before and reported to the turtle tally.

Personally I would love to see the road into the park closed off as I have seen dead snakes and turtles
on the road from cars. There are speed bumps. It's a small park. Yet somehow creatures are getting run
over. How heartless some can be or just oblivious.

Eliminating the traffic would also keep individuals out. The park was a madhouse over the May long
weekend. The garbage left behind by the people after the long weekend was disgusting.

I know all I have keyed here has nothing to do with flood solutions. Perhaps the turtles being observed
may mean something in the final plans, taking them and so many other animals into consideration.

There are doom-sayers on local pages stating the city and the TRCA are going to destroy Smythe park
with concrete widening of the black creek, tearing down of trees and removing the baseball diamonds
(which I could care less about as again, mass gatherings of people leaving piles of trash in the park really
upsets me).

I missed the meeting. I cannot get read up on everything right now between my work schedule and my
deep involvement with peregrine falcon fledge watches locally. Add nest box monitoring to the list. I am a
busy guy between May and June.

PART 3: Anything Else?

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing
list.

 Yes, please.

If "yes," please enter your email address:

 

mailto:noreply@trca.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca


1

Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 24, 2021 3:27 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   Alternative 1  

Why?  

   It doesn’t impact the current park amenities, including the pool and park and baseball fields. As far as I can tell, it also leaves the 
nature area between Jane and Scarlet alone. More nature, less concrete is best.  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

   Using the city owned land west of Rockcliffe Blvd as a storm pond, not a parking lot for meat packers. Surely if flooding is 
problematic, filling the area with a giant parking lot is a bad idea.  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Impacts to recreational amenities 
 Climate change resiliency 

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative solutions?  

   The neighborhoods around this area are filling up with families that have small kids. Taking away park amenities is bad.  

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

   So many families with young kids. Please save our parks and pool. Expand it, don’t pave over it.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  

     
 

 



1

Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 24, 2021 9:39 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   Alternative 1  

Why?  

   Preserve the green space and recreational space.  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

   YES! Up river solutions on an ongoing basis to treat industrial effluent and sewage so when floods hit they are spreading less 
contaminated water.  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Impacts to recreational amenities 
 Flood risk reduction during Regulatory Flood 

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

   There are nesting turtles, geese, cranes, endangered fauna and other wonderful features - would like these protected.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?  

   1) The water condition is disgusting - often the whole channel is full of foam, or brightly artificially coloured water. Surely that’s 
not ok! 2) why Regency Meatpackers got approval to pave flood land for a meat storage facility  

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  

     
 

 



1

Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 24, 2021 10:50 AM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   Alternative 1  

Why?  

   To reduce the amount of disruption to Smythe Park, its community spaces, and its 'limited ecological value'.  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

   How much expansion is required of the channels, and more detailed information on how this will effect Smythe Park.  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Impacts to recreational amenities 
 Flood risk reduction during Regulatory Flood 

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative solutions?  

   How this will effect a space for the residents in surrounding complexes that rely on the park for outdoor activities  

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

   Smythe Park and all it's nature is used by locals and visitors alike for summer and winter activities and leisure.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?  

   How much expansion is required of the channels, and more detailed information on how this will effect Smythe Park.  

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  

     
 

 



1

Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 27, 2021 3:09 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   No preference  

Why?  

   I understand the need for solutions (my home has been flooded), but all of the options seem to lead to the destruction of Smythe 
Park.  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

   It just feels like more of the same - more concrete, less green space. It just doesn’t seem imaginative or creative.  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Disruption to adjacent property owners and businesses 
 Impacts to recreational amenities 

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative solutions?  

   Smythe Park is a community hub. It is where families, friends, and neighbours spend their summers.  

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

   We don’t want the park to be MORE industrialized. More concrete, more construction. There has to be something more creative.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?  

   This park is a hub of our community. And it feels like the proposed solutions are more bandaids. We are a low-income area. The 
park provides much-needed space for thousands of residents nearby. It needs to be preserved within the solution.  

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   No, thank you.  
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Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 29, 2021 4:02 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   No preference  

Why?  

   None of the alternatives includes widening the Scarlett bridge. This bridge is a DAM with an opening smaller than Jane bridge. 
Smythe Park is of enormous ecological significance. Your destructive insouciant attitude will kill our park.  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Impacts to private property and uses 
 Impacts to cultural heritage features 

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative solutions?  

   The golf course is an obvious, uninhabited flood plain. STOP p[protecting it at our expense.  

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

   Don't destroy the park to save the golf course.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  
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Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 29, 2021 4:56 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   Alternative 1  

Why?  

  
By implementing a combination of flood conveyance improvements and flood protection measures the flood risk within the area 
can be hopefully reduced. 
The impact on the community regarding how expansive the project is needs community input.  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

   There is little mention of the provincial role in this project. As MPP for York South--Weston, I believe all levels of government 
should be involved.  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Flood risk reduction during Regulatory Flood 
 Effects on flood levels upstream and downstream of proposed works 

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative solutions?  

   TRCA needs to re-evaluate come up with a better plan that preserves nature, properties and amenities of the Rockcliffe  

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

   The amenities are loved and utilized by people in the community. they want to see upgrades and improvements, not a loss of 
recreation and wildlife.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?  

   As the MPP I'm curious why the province has made no contribution to flood mitigation.  

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  
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Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 29, 2021 7:33 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   No preference  

Why?  

   All 3 options put our wildlife, and recreational amenities at risk (pool, ponds, trails, baseball diamonds and playground). There 
needs to be a better option!  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

   Protection for the wildlife and the amenities!  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Impacts to private property and uses 
 Impacts to cultural heritage features 
 Potential to provide safe pedestrian and vehicular ingress and egress 
 Impacts to recreational amenities 
 Impacts to existing and proposed municipal servicing and utility infrastructure 
 Effects on erosion potential downstream of the proposed works 
 Effects on flood levels upstream and downstream of proposed works 
 Reduction of riverine flood impact to urban drainage system 

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative solutions?  

   Protection for the existing amenities and wildlife MUST be considered!  

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

  
My family use this park every day. We use the pool every summer, we love the ponds, the turtles, the birds, the green space ... 
the trails in behind the pool, the baseball diamonds and the trail behind the homes on the North side of the creek, where we 
walk our dog every day. I am very concerned about loosing this green space, and is one of the main reasons why I purchased 
my house in this neighbourhood.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?  

   Surely there must be other options to protect our wildlife, green space and amenities?! Would like to see more viable options!  

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  
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Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 29, 2021 8:35 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   Alternative 3  

Why?  

   Smythe Park is incredibly valued by the community. It is used for recreational activities regularly, and is an integral component 
of life here. Simply abandoning it to flooding (option 1) or loss of rec facilities (option 2) is unacceptable  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

   Widening of the Scarlett Rd bridge would relieve stress upstream. The options seem to favour a private golf course rather than 
the citizens of the neighbourhood. With the LRT and increasing property values, the city should value our area!!  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Impacts to recreational amenities 
 Effects on erosion potential downstream of the proposed works 

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative solutions?  

   Impact on Smythe Park as a whole. Do not destroy this beautiful park!  

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

   Smythe is busy with walkers, swimmers, athletes, children, bird watchers, photographers, etc. It is why we moved to the area.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?  

   Why not widen the Scarlett Rd bridge?  

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  
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Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 29, 2021 9:02 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   Alternative 1  

Why?  

   Less impact on Smythe Park.  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Disruption to adjacent property owners and businesses 
 Effects on erosion potential downstream of the proposed works 

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

   Smythe Park provides an isolated habitat existing within the city for local wildlife, and mixed forest with significant population of 
native species . It must be protected.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  
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Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 30, 2021 10:11 AM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   No preference  

Why?  

   I do not believe that any of the proposed alternatives provide a long-term solution that adequately considers natural and social 
criteria.  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

   The option to renaturalize the concrete lined banks of Black Creek and those portions of Lavender, needs to be considered. This 
refers to removing the concrete and replacing with vegetation conducive to water infiltration.  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Impacts to private property and uses 
 Impacts to recreational amenities 

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative solutions?  

   How the undertaking will disproportionately affect low-income and racialized communities.  

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

  
To say that the "the natural habitat is of limited ecological value" is simply false. Smythe Park in particular, has an impressive 
number of flora and fauna and provides much needed access to green space, in addition to recreational opportunities (play 
structures, pool, baseball field, etc.) in an otherwise underserviced area.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?  

  
Please refer St-Charles river renaturalization project (Qc City), which was in a similar situation to Black Creek: 
https://www.ville.quebec.qc.ca/citoyens/environnement/eau/protection-cours-deau/bassins-versants-et-sources-deau-
potable/rena  

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  

If "yes," please enter your email address:  
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Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: June 30, 2021 10:30 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 1 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you have a preference for one solution over the others?  

   No preference  

Why?  

   None of these options seem to do anything to preserve the importance of Smythe Park and the homes that back onto the park. 
A broader scope needs to include the Lambton Golf Course and the Scarlett Rd Bridge.  

Is there anything else that you thought would be included in the options for riverine flood mitigation?  

   Naturalization and preservation of Smythe Park and it's community amenities should be top of list. The idea of cutting trees and 
green space and amenities is not acceptable  

PART 2: Evaluation of Alternative Solutions 

What criteria do you think are the most important to consider in evaluating the alternative solutions?  

  

 Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic environment 
 Impacts to private property and uses 
 Impacts to recreational amenities 
 Effects on flood levels upstream and downstream of proposed works 

Are there any additional criteria you think should be considered when evaluating the alternative solutions?  

   Please naturalize the creek. Prioritize Smythe Park and help us keep our greenspace.  

Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we are aware of (e.g. how the area is used by 
community members)?  

  

Smythe Park is used by residents of all ages from near and far. Bird watchers and nature lovers come to explore the different 
species that stop in the park. Many seniors who live around the park use the space for walks. New parents make use of the 
playground and surrounding greenspace to walk their children and enrich them with nature. School aged children incorporate 
the nature around them in their day to day studies. The pools and splash pad provide a much needed refreshment on hot 
summer days to those who live in surrounding spaces with no air conditioning. The baseball fields bring in kids from near and far 
for baseball tournaments and fun camps. Cyclists make their way through the park to connect to the Humber River Trails. 
Smythe Park is of great importance in an area that has for long been so neglected by our city. Visit on the weekend and you will 
hear everything from Reggae and Salsa, to drumming and pop music. You will catch kids looking for turtles and trying to catch 
frogs and multigenerational families celebrating over a meal together. Please consider the impact of your choices on Smythe 
Park. There aren't many options for usable green space in our area. The neighborhood needs this area and the Amenities to be 
preserved. We do no want our trees, ponds and other public green space to be taken over by a wider and cement channel.  

PART 3: Anything Else? 

Do you have any questions for the project team that you would like addressed in a future consultation?  

   Please provide us more options and information on a plan that will preserve Smythe Park  

Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? We send project updates via email to the mailing list.  

   Yes, please.  



From: RockCliffeEA
To:
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Meeting
Date: June 18, 2021 9:18:35 AM

Good Morning ,
 
We will be posting the presentation as soon as possible. We are in the process of making it
accessible with closed captioning. If you do not require accessible accommodation we would be
happy to send it to you within the next day. Let us know.
 
There are some alternatives that were presented Wednesday night, particularly alternative 1, in
which we do not anticipate permanent, widespread impacts to the baseball fields or the pool.
However there may be some isolated short term impacts related to construction that we will need
to identify and address during the next phase of the EA. We’ll be considering construction
methodologies, including construction phasing and staging during phase 4 of the EA process. We
heard very clearly from the community that these recreational amenities are very important to the
community.
 
As noted in the presentation (https://trca.ca/conservation/green-infrastructure/black-creek-
environmental-assessment/) the schedule for Jane Street modifications are as follows: Detailed
design (2023-2024), Utility relocation (20224-2025), Bridge Reconstruction (2025-2027). There isn’t
currently a schedule for the channel modifications.
 
Happy to arrange a call to chat if you have any further questions.
 
Best,
 
 
The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
 

From: > 
Sent: Wednesday, June 16, 2021 10:31 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Meeting
 
Hello, 
 
I signed up for the meeting tonight but unfortunately was unable to attend. I was wondering if a
recording will be available? 
 

mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
https://trca.ca/conservation/green-infrastructure/black-creek-environmental-assessment/
https://trca.ca/conservation/green-infrastructure/black-creek-environmental-assessment/
mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
http://trca.ca/rockcliffe


I'm attempting to not panic, but so far the recaps from the community are that Symthe Park is going
to be "destroyed", with increased sewage coming through the canal, the baseball fields being
"destroyed" and perhaps the pool, too. I realize this may be a dramatic reaction, but it does not
sound good. My home backs directly onto the park, so this is a huge concern for me. 
 
I would love more information on what is being proposed. I am also hoping for confirmation on the
proposed timeline (when construction is slated to start and end). This will literally be going on in my
backyard (I live at the condos at Jane and Alliance - my kitchen looks directly onto the bridge that is
going to be under construction). This has huge implications for my property value and life enjoyment
with the possible sound of ongoing construction. Any insight would be greatly appreciated. 
 
Thank you, 

 



From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Re: ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION PROJECT
Date: June 24, 2021 2:01:25 PM

Thank you for your reply. I view the TRCA as the “good guys” in the broad sense. So, I am confused when
I look at a project that will be more about concrete than trees and animals. In general, I firmly believe we
should have a vision to restore our rivers and creeks to entities that more accurately resemble and act like
rivers and creeks. I get that people’s basements are important, but isn’t there a way of retaining overflow in
separate containers? You are the experts, but I can’t believe there isn’t a better way. 

Furthermore, with the spate of Indigenous tragedies, I feel certain this represents one more way we have
messed up as stewards of the land. There is a very good argument to be made that the more plants and
animals we kill is just further evidence that we have learned nothing from history. 

On another front, the residents of the neighbourhoods along Alliance from Weston Road to Jane are
completely without the enjoyment of what earlier citizens would have known: a creek, with trees, plants,
fish and other aquatic life. As it is, there’s nothing alive there. I think we can and should look to how to
restore that to an actual creek.

Again, I appreciate your reply, but please consider my feedback. At some point, those who really love this
city have to look ahead with vision, and not double down on approaches to our natural waterways that does
not ultimately respect them.

Yours Truly,

On Jun 24, 2021, at 1:43 PM, RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> wrote:

Hi ,
 
Thank you for taking the time to share these comments. They have been noted and will
contribute to the overall public feedback on the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation
Project.
 
In response to your questions regarding the urban planning and concern for species,
the designs allow for some elements of creek naturalization to the extent that is will be
safe to do so. While the modifications may improve the conditions for natural features
relative to what is currently there, the large amount of fast-moving water in the creeks
during storms has high erosion potential, which limits the extent of naturalized
elements as they can be washed away. The accommodation of natural features will be
explored further once a preferred alternative is selected.
 
Please let us know if you have any further comments or questions.
 
The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 

mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca


101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6 
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

<image001.png>
 

From: > 
Sent: Thursday, June 24, 2021 7:08 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION PROJECT
 
As a resident of Toronto living along the Humber River - downstream from this
proposed project - I am saddened by the damage being done to our city's rivers, creeks
and streams. When you look at Black Creek between Weston Road and Jane Street, it is
hard to recognize the life-giving creation of nature that previous generations knew.
Pictures show it. Black Creek was not a concrete trench. 
 
I understand we have issues to deal with. Our Conservation Authority is supposed to be
helping us with those. But when I see plans that involve cutting down trees and
changing a creek bed that was carved out by natural events thousands of years ago, I
realize we have not learned anything from the lessons of history. Some of those trees
are very old and beautiful. They are the living spaces of birds and multiple species. As
for the creek itself, the way it is now is not a place where fish or other species can live.
There are no plants in there. And you can see what effect that has on the residents
along Alliance. The walls of the "Black Creek Flood Control Channel" are an ongoing
barrage of graffiti. If you stand up on the banks west of Hilldale Road, it's still quite
beautiful. Down where the water is, it's not. The people in the surrounding homes and
buildings might have a place to go and sit, if there weren't fencing (supposedly) keeping
them out. You may have thought things through in terms of Flood Mitigation. Where is
the urban planning in all this? Where is the concern for species?
 
As for Lavender Creek, that's about the only pristine thing left in that area. I am very
nervous about what your plan will do to it. 
 
Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 may check boxes on a checklist. They do nothing to restore
Black Creek to any state of health or beauty. What is Alternative 4 please? Back to the
drawing board. This cannot happen.
 
Yours Truly,
 

mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
http://trca.ca/rockcliffe
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: ; RockCliffeEA; Mayor Tory; Frances Nunziata
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA
Date: June 25, 2021 1:31:41 PM
Attachments: Rockcliffe one pager with FAQs.pdf

image001.png

Good afternoon ,
Thank you for your interest in the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project. The purpose of this
study is to reduce the risk of future riverine flooding for this area.
Through the Environmental Assessment process we have to look at a number of different ways in
which the project objective (of providing flood protection for the area) can be achieved. The process
starts with a long list of options which could potentially provide flood protection for the area. Any
options on this list that do not provide flood protection are screened out. In this case options that
were screened out as they did not provide flood protection in the area included up-steam water
storage, and on-site water storage. The three alternatives presented at the Public Information
Centre were those that best met the project objectives of providing robust and low-maintenance
flood mitigation solutions flood protection while being mindful of the existing environment and
infrastructure. 
 
Alternative #1 has significantly less impacts to Smythe Park than alternatives #2 and #3. With
alternative #1 there are no anticipated permanent, widespread impacts to the baseball fields or the
pool. There may be some isolated temporary/short-term impacts related to construction access that
will be identified and addressed during the next phase of the EA. The project team has heard very
clearly from the community that the Smythe Park recreational amenities are very important to the
community.
Please see the attached project information sheet for additional information. 
 
Please let us know if you have any further questions. Thank you for reaching out.
 
The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: > 
Sent: Thursday, June 24, 2021 10:55 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; Mayor Tory <mayor_tory@toronto.ca>; Frances Nunziata
<councillor_nunziata@toronto.ca>

mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:mayor_tory@toronto.ca
mailto:councillor_nunziata@toronto.ca
mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
http://trca.ca/rockcliffe
https://trca.ca/


Subject: Rockcliffe EA
 
Dear all,
 
I am a resident of Rockcliffe Smythe and I am writing to share my extreme disappointment and firm
objection to the 3  possible flood mitigation solutions the recent Rockcliffe EA study has proposed
for our community.
 
The idea of adding more cement and taking out large portions of mature trees, established  wildlife,
the  baseball freiodsand potentially impact the pool is simply outrageous . It’s cruel.   It’s shocking
and it’s  NOT necessary.
 
Where are the children suppose to play? Where are apartment own suppose to go to sit in the shade
on a sunny hot hot day and go for a swim?  Where will the York baseball kids learn to play ball?
Where will it be safe? A widened cement channel that will be filled with sewage is not an
improvement!
 
Why is the TRCA allowed to be even consider putting forward such a short sighted plan that does
NOTHING to mitigate the flooding and run off further upstream?  The problem starts  in Vaughan
and yet we hear nothing about installing storm water ponds along the creeks path to divert some of
the burden.
 
This neighbourhood  has been a dumping ground long enough.
 
If you have a conscience, if you actually believe in the principles and supposed mandate of the TRCA
you will abandon these 3 inept, destructive options and go back to the drawing board and think
bigger , do better and actually show respect to the community by working with them.
 
Sincerely

 
 
 
which are hard to find these days
 
Sent from my iPhone
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Rhianydd Phillips

Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA

 

From: >  
Sent: June 29, 2021 4:34 PM 
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Cc: Mayor Tory <Mayor_Tory@toronto.ca>; Frances Nunziata <councillor_nunziata@toronto.ca>; Faisal Hassan 
<FHassan@ndp.on.ca>; Ahmed.Hussen.C1@parl.gc.ca 
Subject: Re: Rockcliffe EA 
 
Hello again 
 
I’d like to share some pictures and video from Tuesday June29 taken around 3:30 pm. 
 
These were taken at the intersection of Hilldale, and Humber Blvd  
This is why cement does not work, and why allowing the combined sewage over flow to continue is a serious health 
hazard!  
 
Address the issues girth up stream!  Rockcliffe is NOT the sewage dump for all York Region. Please stop the insanity. 
 
I wonder if it’ would be considered a human rights issue? Spending millions to expand an open sewage system. The 
smell is absolutely putrid there today. 
More pictures to follow from Smythe Park 
 
https://share.icloud.com/photos/0MP‐rSVBqG8cqWuLDx7NKKmbA 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
 

On Jun 25, 2021, at 1:31 PM, RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> wrote: 

  
Good afternoon , 
Thank you for your interest in the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project. The purpose of this study 
is to reduce the risk of future riverine flooding for this area. 
Through the Environmental Assessment process we have to look at a number of different ways in which 
the project objective (of providing flood protection for the area) can be achieved. The process starts 
with a long list of options which could potentially provide flood protection for the area. Any options on 
this list that do not provide flood protection are screened out. In this case options that were screened 
out as they did not provide flood protection in the area included up‐steam water storage, and on‐site 
water storage. The three alternatives presented at the Public Information Centre were those that best 
met the project objectives of providing robust and low‐maintenance flood mitigation solutions flood 
protection while being mindful of the existing environment and infrastructure.   
  
Alternative #1 has significantly less impacts to Smythe Park than alternatives #2 and #3. With alternative 
#1 there are no anticipated permanent, widespread impacts to the baseball fields or the pool. There 
may be some isolated temporary/short‐term impacts related to construction access that will be 
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identified and addressed during the next phase of the EA. The project team has heard very clearly from 
the community that the Smythe Park recreational amenities are very important to the community. 
Please see the attached project information sheet for additional information.   
  
Please let us know if you have any further questions. Thank you for reaching out. 
  
The Rockcliffe Study Team 
 
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority  
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6  
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471 
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca 
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe 
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:   
Sent: Thursday, June 24, 2021 10:55 PM 
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; Mayor Tory <mayor_tory@toronto.ca>; Frances Nunziata 
<councillor_nunziata@toronto.ca> 
Subject: Rockcliffe EA 
  
Dear all,  
  
I am a resident of Rockcliffe Smythe and I am writing to share my extreme disappointment and firm 
objection to the 3  possible flood mitigation solutions the recent Rockcliffe EA study has proposed for 
our community. 
  
The idea of adding more cement and taking out large portions of mature trees, established  wildlife, 
the  baseball freiodsand potentially impact the pool is simply outrageous . It’s cruel.   It’s shocking and 
it’s  NOT necessary. 
  
Where are the children suppose to play? Where are apartment own suppose to go to sit in the shade on 
a sunny hot hot day and go for a swim?  Where will the York baseball kids learn to play ball?  
Where will it be safe? A widened cement channel that will be filled with sewage is not an improvement! 
  
Why is the TRCA allowed to be even consider putting forward such a short sighted plan that does 
NOTHING to mitigate the flooding and run off further upstream?  The problem starts  in Vaughan and 
yet we hear nothing about installing storm water ponds along the creeks path to divert some of the 
burden.  
  
This neighbourhood  has been a dumping ground long enough. 
  
If you have a conscience, if you actually believe in the principles and supposed mandate of the TRCA you 
will abandon these 3 inept, destructive options and go back to the drawing board and think bigger , do 
better and actually show respect to the community by working with them. 
  
Sincerely  
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which are hard to find these days  
  
Sent from my iPhone 
<Rockcliffe one pager with FAQs.pdf> 



From: RockCliffeEA
To:  RockCliffeEA
Cc: councillor_nunziata@toronto.ca
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA
Date: July 7, 2021 3:53:56 PM

Good Afternoon,

Thank you for your interest in the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project.

The project does not anticipate any permanent impact to the pool. There may be some temporary isolated short-term
impacts related to construction access that will be identified and addressed during the next phase of the
Environmental Assessment. The project team has heard very clearly from the community that the Smythe Park
recreational amenities are very important to the community.

This Environmental Assessment will establish a priority phasing for construction of each component of the flood
mitigation solution to ensure that flood protection is provided to the area as soon as possible. There is committed
funding to implement the Jane St Bridge Reconstruction component of the project through the Disaster Mitigation
and Adaptation Fund. The Government of Canada is investing over $19 million and the City of Toronto is
contributing more than $28.5 million. Additionally, there is committed funding to implement the Symes Road
Culvert Upgrade component of the project to which the City of Toronto has committed over $8.5 million.

TRCA and the City of Toronto will continue to actively pursue all funding opportunities to ensure the entire project
is funded and can be implemented as soon as possible.

Toronto Water is addressing urban flooding through both local and trunk sewer improvements as identified through
the Basement Flooding Protection Program (BFPP) and the Black Creek Sanitary Drainage Area Servicing
Improvement efforts.

To reduce the risk of urban flooding in the Rockcliffe neighbourhood, the City is working towards:
-       New storm and/or sanitary sewers on neighbourhood streets
-       New stormwater storage tank
-       New trunk sewers to add capacity to the Keele Trunk Sewer system

Please let us know if you have any further comments or questions.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 4:54 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: councillor_nunziata@toronto.ca
Subject: Rockcliffe EA

I don’t even know what to say about the options given for Rockcliffe Smyth …. I am so confused by your mandate

mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca


and also by your priorities.  This area has faced years of environmental racism and your organization is a great
example of how systemic racism continues to exist. This is obvious in the ways you treat other more affluent (read
white) areas of the city. I think you just need to come back to the table. There are examples all over the world of
how this can be done better and it must be done better.

Do you know how many local children who live in the local apartment buildings use the swimming pool all summer
long and how that adds to the quality of their childhood. How dare you even suggest anything that would take that
away from them.  You need to thing bigger and better, I know you can because you do it all the time for other parts
of the city.

In disgust,

Sent from my iPhone



From: RockCliffeEA
To: ; RockCliffeEA
Cc: Councillor Nunziata; mayor_tory@toronto.ca; ahmed.hussen@parl.gc.ca
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Smythe Park
Date: July 5, 2021 4:08:42 PM

Good afternoon ,
 
Thank you for your continued interest in the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project. As noted
there are no anticipated permanent, widespread impacts to Smythe Park. There may be some
isolated short-term impacts related to construction access that will be identified and addressed
during the next phase of the Environmental Assessment but every effort will be made to mitigate
those impacts as much as possible. In terms of what the short-term impacts, if any, would be, we will
be able to have a more detailed answer during the next stage of the Environmental Assessment
process.
 
Please let us know if you have any further questions.
 
The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
 

From: > 
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 3:04 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Councillor Nunziata <Councillor_Nunziata@toronto.ca>; mayor_tory@toronto.ca;
ahmed.hussen@parl.gc.ca
Subject: Re: Rockcliffe Smythe Park
 
Hi there, 
 
The clarification we require is, will the Park be maintained or will it be affected in any way?
 
Thanks 
 

 
On Wed, Jun 30, 2021 at 1:51 PM RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> wrote:

Thank you for your interest in the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project. As you have noted
with Alternative #1 there are no anticipated permanent, widespread impacts to Smythe Park.
There may be some isolated short-term impacts related to construction access that will be
identified and addressed during the next phase of the Environmental Assessment but every effort
will be made to mitigate those impacts as much as possible.
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None of the proposed alternatives would increase the flow of water to the park to double the
speed during a storm event.
 
With respect to discharge from the combined sewer system, none of the proposed alternatives
would increase combined sewer discharges to the Black Creek watercourse. Toronto Water is
currently undertaking parallel projects that would reduce combined sewer discharges to the
watercourse. Please visit www.toronto.ca/blackcreekstudy for further information.
 
Thank you,
 
The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
 

From: > 
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 11:33 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Fwd: Rockcliffe Smythe Park
 
PLEASE SEE BELOW, TRYING AGAIN. For 2 votes against this project. 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: >
Date: Wed, Jun 30, 2021 at 11:25 AM
Subject: Rockcliffe Smythe Park
To: <RockliffeEA@trca.ca>, 
Cc: <councillor_nunziata@toronto.ca>, <mayor_tory@toronto.ca>, <Ahmed.Hussen@parl.gc.ca>
 

Hi there,
 
I wanted to write because my husband and I are devastated to learn that two of the
three options that have been put forward would destroy Smythe Park. We feel like
we're choosing nothing but horrible options in the three options available. Not
content with either choices the guess is that the first choice is the only option that
currently saves the park. But does that mean that when it rains really hard, water
would come running into the park at double speed and destroy it every time it
floods.
 
I’m also aware that sewage mixes with the water and that is very concerning. We
don't want toxic waste substances in park. 
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 We face the park and it
was the only thing that pulled us all the way to this neighbourhood. The green
space of which very few are left in the city. The park right next to us has been our
saving grace and so necessary for our mental health. I cannot imagine all those
beautiful trees being destroyed and many of the amenities removed. Some of these
trees are so old and have so much character. The wildlife that they support is so
beautiful to see. Replacing the ravine with just a bigger concrete structure is not
only ugly but not good for the environment. Concrete doesn’t allow for water to
seep into the ground to better deal with flooding. It rained all day yesterday and the
water was nearly ready to overflow.  The answer should not be to try to divert water
further down the stream but to allow it to seep into the ground. A proper fix would
be focused around that and fixing the sewage problem so that the two do not mix.
This is where more thought and consideration should be going into finding better
alternatives, ones that do not destroy the park and affect the residents nearby.
 
We moved in two years ago and the park is becoming more and more popular and
used by everybody in the area. It is a real sanctuary for everybody in the
community. We cannot imagine any circumstance where all of the beautiful trees
would be destroyed and we would be left with barely anything. The people of the
community do not deserve that. I now walk through the park and I am so upset
every time because everything I love it’s likely to be destroyed. This is something
worth saving.
 
PLEASE STOP and consider alternatives to not destroy our livelihoods. There are
two votes against this project as it stands. 
 
Thanks
 

 



From: RockCliffeEA
To:  RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe riverine flooding mitigation
Date: July 5, 2021 4:14:34 PM

Good afternoon,

Thank you for your interest in the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project.

Through the project process we have heard about how important Smythe Park is to the community. With alternative
#1 there are no anticipated permanent, widespread impacts to Smythe Park. There may be some isolated short-term
impacts related to construction access that will be identified and addressed during the next phase of the
Environmental Assessment but every effort will be made to mitigate those impacts as much as possible.

The extent to which the channel can be naturalized will be examined in the next phase of the Environmental
Assessment. We are working within some constraints such as the fact that the roughness of the channel surface
directly effects the ability of the channel to convey water quickly in a flood situation.  As a result a naturalized
channel will have higher water levels during a flood in comparison to a smoother channel (like what is there now). 
Our preliminary assessments indicate a 1.5 m higher water level in a naturalized channel in comparison to a
smoother engineered channel.  Therefore a naturalized channel would significantly reduce the flood reduction
benefits or would need to be much larger to convey the same amount of water.  Another important consideration is
the erosive power of flood waters.  Flow in the Black Creek channel has a lot of energy which would cause
significant  channel erosion if the channel was naturalized.  Significantly more land would be required to create a
naturalized channel with meanders, pools and other energy dissipation features. That being said all efforts will be
made to naturalize the channel as much as is possible in the next phase of the Environmental Assessment.

Please let us know if you have any further comments or questions.
Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

-----Original Message-----
From: >
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 8:33 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Rockcliffe riverine flooding mitigation

To Whom It May Concern:
I am writing in response to the proposed plans to reduce flooding caused by Black Creek.
I am a resident in the Rockcliffe-Smythe neighbourhood and my property backs onto Black Creek.  I  am fortune
enough that flooding has not been an issue in the year we have lived here.   However, I am writing because I am
distressed by the proposals being presented.
I am concerned primarily about the changes to Smythe park and the proposal to add more concrete.  I am not an
expert in this area but my understanding is that concrete channelization has been proven to be ineffective at
preventing flooding.  It is also terrible for the environment and an eyesore. 
Since moving to this area what I cherish most is the access to nature, including Smythe park.  I plan on raising my
daughter here, walking her to the playground or to the pool, using  the beautiful trails we have today.  

  My concern is that if you widen the river behind my house that you will take away our trail, destroy
our view and also destroy our park.  However if you don’t widen this section, my fear is that my house will be at
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risk of flooding.  Neither of these are good options.  
I am writing to request that you explore options that don’t involve concrete channeling.  I recognize that you are
trying to solve a problem but please don’t destroy the parks and trails while doing it.
Thank you for your consideration.



From: RockCliffeEA
To:  RockCliffeEA
Cc: Councillor_nunziata@toronto.ca; fhassan-co@ndp.on.ca;
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project
Date: July 5, 2021 4:11:07 PM

Thank you for your interest in the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project.
 
Through the project process we have heard about how important Smythe Park and the pool is to the
community. With alternative #1 there are no anticipated permanent, widespread impacts to either
Smythe Park or the pool. There may be some isolated short-term impacts related to construction
access that will be identified and addressed during the next phase of the Environmental Assessment
but every effort will be made to mitigate those impacts as much as possible.
 
With respect to your comments on discharge from the combined sewer system, Toronto Water is
currently undertaking parallel projects that would reduce combined sewer discharges to the
watercourse. Please visit www.toronto.ca/blackcreekstudy for further information.
 
Thank you,
 
The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
 

From:  
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 5:07 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Councillor_nunziata@toronto.ca; fhassan-co@ndp.on.ca;
Subject: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project
 
Hello
 
I just submitted the feedback form on the TRCA page here https://trca.ca/conservation/green-
infrastructure/black-creek-environmental-assessment/
I also wanted to send an email asking for help to steer this project toward better outcomes
that what was outlined in the plans. I am concerned that Smythe Park, the pool (plus all the
recent tree planting around it) will be damaged or totally destroyed in the process of
widening and deepening Black Creek canal through the park. While it's small area in the
grand scheme of things, it services a lot of residents, particularly ones with no outdoor
space of their own, and it would be a real shame to rip it up or diminish it in any way.
 
The plan also doesn't seem to address the issue of combined sewage and stormwater.
Yes, it might help move more water quickly through the area, but it's pretty unacceptable
that in 2021, we are still allowing raw sewage to mix in with stormwater and dump into
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Humber River and Lake Ontario. Here's an article for reference on that:
 
https://www.nationalobserver.com/2020/02/28/news/900-billion-litres-raw-sewage-canadas-
waterways-five-years?fbclid=IwAR2PStabDW5gUA9IUQz-
OSZ4vc3IaGwD3tTfwzYKuEeUWBk5Wc6eapGHAHE
 
I understand the need for flood mitigation, I would just like to see a bigger picture view of what we
can do to make the whole process greener, cleaner and safer for everyone, especially the residents
who will be most impacted by the proposed changes.
 
Thank you
--
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: ; RockCliffeEA
Cc: ahmed.hussen@parl.gc.ca
Subject: RE: Smythe Park Toronto ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION PROJECT MUNICIPAL CLASS

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Date: June 30, 2021 11:17:27 AM
Attachments: ~WRD0001.jpg
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Thank you for your interest in the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project. As you have noted
with Alternative #1 there are no anticipated permanent, widespread impacts to Smythe Park. There
may be some isolated short-term impacts related to construction access that will be identified and
addressed during the next phase of the Environmental Assessment but every effort will be made to
mitigate those impacts as much as possible.
 
None of the proposed alternatives would increase the flow of water to the park to double the speed
during a storm event.
 
With respect to discharge from the combined sewer system, none of the proposed alternatives
would increase combined sewer discharges to the Black Creek watercourse. Toronto Water is
currently undertaking parallel projects that would reduce combined sewer discharges to the
watercourse. Please visit www.toronto.ca/blackcreekstudy for further information.
 
Thank you,
 
The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
 

From: > 
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 10:25 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: ahmed.hussen@parl.gc.ca
Subject: Smythe Park Toronto ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION PROJECT MUNICIPAL
CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
 
Hi there,
 
I wanted to write because I am devastated to learn that two of the three options that have been put
forward would destroy Smythe Park. I feel like I’m choosing nothing but horrible options in the three
options available. I guess my first choice would be choice number one because it saves the park. But
then I understand that when it rains really hard, water would come running into the park at double
speed and destroy it every time it floods.
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 I’m also aware that sewage mixes with the water and that is very concerning. I see families walking
down in the structure and allowing their dogs to run through the water and drink it.  I used to allow
that for my dog when she was young until I learned how toxic it was. I have been fighting multiple
cancerous tumors in her throughout her life. 
 
I live in the town houses right on top of the park off Jane. Going into the park right next to me has
been so good for my mental health and good for my dog. I cannot imagine all those beautiful trees
being destroyed and many of the amenities removed. Replacing the ravine with just a bigger
concrete structure is not only ugly but not good for the environment. Concrete doesn’t allow for
water to seep into the ground to better deal with flooding. It rained all day yesterday and the water
was nearly ready to overflow.  The answer should not be to try to divert water further down the
stream but to allow it to seep into the ground. A proper fix would be focused around that and fixing
the sewage problem so that the two do not mix. 
 
I moved in eight years ago and the park is becoming more and more popular and used by everybody
in the area. It is a real sanctuary for everybody in the community. I cannot imagine any circumstance
where all of the beautiful trees would be destroyed and we would be left with barely anything. The
people of the community do not deserve that. I now walk through the park and I am so upset every
time because everything I love it’s likely to be destroyed. I have included pictures from the park. This
is something worth saving. 
 



From: RockCliffeEA
To: a; RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions
Date: July 7, 2021 3:09:40 PM
Attachments: image002.png

image003.jpg
image004.png
image005.jpg
image006.jpg
image007.jpg
image008.png
image009.jpg
image010.jpg
image011.jpg
image012.png
image013.jpg
image014.png
image015.png
image016.png

Good Afternoon 
 
Thank you for your continued interest in the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project. The project team is soliciting public feedback through the Environmental Assessment process. The
preferred alternative will be selected with input received from the public. Public input will also be solicited on the various ways in which the preferred alternative can be implemented (the
alternative design concepts).
 
Thank you,
 
The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
 
 

From:  
Sent: Tuesday, July 6, 2021 2:42 PM
To: Robert Chan <Robert.Chan@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions
 
Thanks, Robert
 
I think the community concern, which has been reported to TRCA on other projects and consultations, is that there should be community input into the design concepts as they develop, and
not just feedback after they are presented.
 
A recent project with Hydro was badly received because it had a single centralized ‘benefit’ that pleased very few people, rather than distributed upgrades as requested.  There was no
problem with the ‘benefit’ other than it was difficult to access for the community.   But it felt like Hydro was just building an access road for their own convenience and labelling it as a
community request by placing some playground equipment at one site.   TRCA should be able to do better.
 

 

From: Robert Chan <Robert.Chan@trca.ca> 
Sent: July 6, 2021 14:26
To: 
Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Meg St John <Meg.StJohn@trca.ca>; Nick Lorrain <Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>; Crystal Robertson
<Crystal.Robertson@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions
 
Hi ,
 
Old observed flood levels are specific to time and circumstance so they are not adjusted. We could note that it appears the high water is above the surveyed data though.
 
Our hydraulic models are not calibrated, but our hydrology models are. We use historic rain gauge information and stream gauge data to help calibrate our hydrology models.  Flows
from the hydrology model are then fed into the hydraulic models to determine flood elevations. Having said that in this case we plan to run the July 2013 event in our 2D model. We’ll
use the observed flows from the stream gauge as the real world input into the model. However, there’s always uncertainty so there will likely be differences between observed and
modelled data.
 
Regards public consultation, once the preferred alternative is selected there will be different design concepts created which will be presented to the CLC and PIC for public input.
 
Regards,
Robert Chan, M.Eng., P.Eng.
Senior Engineer, Flood Risk Management
Engineering Services | Development and Engineering Services Division

T: (416) 661-6600 ext. 5728
E: robert.chan@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

 

From: > 
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 7:25 AM
To: Robert Chan <Robert.Chan@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions
 
Thanks,
 
One quibble, how do the old observed flood levels get adjusted when a new elevation map is used?   I assume that the model is tested with real world data, but is the real word data in
a form like 30mm at point X on date (y/m/d), or elevation 101.3 at point X?
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Moving on, how does the community get input into the design of the approved solution?  The ‘moat’ is a definite negative feature of the area, too few amenities like trails and bridges
and naturalized areas and too many barriers and barbed wire fences.
 
It would seem the City hates us, designing the trail from Weston Road to constantly climb and descend and yet still fails to connect the sections.  The community ( as the Black Creek
Conservation Project ) raised a large amount of money and contributed thousands of hours volunteer time, now at risk with the widening of the channel.   So how does the community
get a voice in the design of the new alignment to permit connecting a single trail along Black Creek from Hilldale to Scarlett, with access from both north and south?  Most of the land
is owned by TRCA or the city, so the golf course barriers doesn’t apply this time.
 
Also, the wetlands south of the creek near Scarlett Road are now well established.  They should not be put at risk, rather expanded to create a wider naturalized creek section.
 
The community worked with Metrolinx on the Mount Dennis station and maintenance/storage facility design, a panel of local representatives was involved, and a locally created
design for the project was presented to the bidders on the project.  The result was far superior to the original design of the TTC (faint praise, I know)  but also revealed that silo
mentality was rampant, and the original design optimized railway engineering but failed to maximize land value and had inferior connections for traffic and passengers.   There is an
opportunity here to create a total community solution rather than just another ditch.
 
Please advise how to proceed
 

 

From: Robert Chan <Robert.Chan@trca.ca> 
Sent: June 21, 2021 14:41
To:
Cc: Nick Lorrain <Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>; Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Meg St John <Meg.StJohn@trca.ca>; Crystal Robertson <Crystal.Robertson@trca.ca>;
RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions
 
Thanks 
 
We do use the more accurate ground elevations in our 2D model. It’s necessary to ensure the 2D model is giving reasonable results. Our 2D model grid is also very detailed as
you can see from the image below. We can get model results anywhere in the grid, versus only at cross-sections in the old HEC-RAS model.
 

Robert Chan, M.Eng., P.Eng.
Senior Engineer, Flood Risk Management
Engineering Services | Development and Engineering Services Division

T: (416) 661-6600 ext. 5728
E: robert.chan@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

 

From: 
Sent: Friday, June 18, 2021 6:00 PM
To: Robert Chan <Robert.Chan@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions
 
I’ve asked for help on this one!  Will advise.
 
Re pictures, they were taken in daylight, peak water levels occurred later in the evening, but with digital cameras, hard to tell!  Perhaps can get EXIF data from the pictures, will
inquire.
 
My concern was that the new accurate elevations were not used to normalize the floodwater elevation numbers fed into the modelling, a common error in my QA days ( not
water levels, rather that probes were not examined before and after measurements, and sometimes a defective batch was simply a probe that had been displaced.   So we
designed tests to look for that, what was the data distribution, modal or bimodal)
 

 
PS Thx
 

From: Robert Chan <Robert.Chan@trca.ca> 
Sent: June 18, 2021 17:37
To: 
Cc: Nick Lorrain <Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>; Meg St John <Meg.StJohn@trca.ca>; Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions
 
Resending with a better picture of the observed flooding:
 
I got the ~99 m elevation from the points below, which is from the two western baseball infield’s, the outfall elevations are even lower. We have the handy ability to
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pick a point at any location to get an elevation. Our new elevations are based on LiDAR which is significantly more accurate than the old base mapping (LiDAR +/-
10cm, old base mapping based on DEM +/- 50cm).
 

 
From the picture and video you sent it seems like the water level was round ~99.5 m based on the flooded footpath and the flooded baseball diamond.  The video and
the picture could have been taken below peak water levels so it could have reached above 99.5 m. The water level difference between the baseball diamond and
Scarlett Road is under 15 cm for a 100-year storm, so the surveyed high water level of 98.55 m does seem low. Perhaps the road was overtopped and the wrong debris
line was surveyed. This would make some sense as the water level would be around 99.35 m at Scarlett Road which is above the road grade.  If you could find some
pictures of debris lines, particularly at Scarlett Road bridge at Black Creek, that could be useful. The high water elevations should use the same vertical datum as our
mapping. If it’s not than the differences should be under 15 cm which isn’t too significant for this type of historical detective work.
 
 

 
Riverine flooding around Scarlett Road and East Drive is really unlikely. This is because the water from the main Humber would need to reach over elevation 100 m
before spilling onto Scarlett Road from the upstream end. You can see the 100 m contour in the map below, which is also shown in our official floodplain maps. From
the downstream end, water would need to reach over elevation 99 m. To see these elevations the river would need to experience over a 100-year storm which we
haven’t seen recently.
 
I suspect the recent observed flooding along Scarlett Road is due to urban drainage. Scarlett and East Dr is located at a low point where urban runoff would naturally
collect. It’s more likely that the area locally experienced a rain event that overwhelmed the sewer system, which is typically sized for <10-year storm event, causing
water to pond on the surface. There might be interactions between the river and urban systems if stormwater outfalls are submerged. But it sounds like this is more of
an urban drainage issue. Note that urban drainage systems are designed to accommodate some surface flooding (typically <0.3 m). So it’s possible that the observed
surface flooding could be within design limits of the urban system.
 



 
Our modelling comparing Alternatives 2 and 3 shows minimal flood benefit of expanding the channel as well between Weston and Cliff. Which is in line with your
thinking.
 
 
Robert Chan, M.Eng., P.Eng.
Senior Engineer, Flood Risk Management
Engineering Services | Development and Engineering Services Division

T: (416) 661-6600 ext. 5728
E: robert.chan@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

 

From: Robert Chan 
Sent: Friday, June 18, 2021 5:33 PM
To: 
Cc: Nick Lorrain <Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>; Meg St John <Meg.StJohn@trca.ca>; Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions
 
Hi
 
I got the ~99 m elevation from the points below, which is from the two western baseball infield’s, the outfall elevations are even lower. We have the handy ability to
pick a point at any location to get an elevation. Our new elevations are based on LiDAR which is significantly more accurate than the old base mapping (LiDAR +/-
10cm, old base mapping based on DEM +/- 50cm).
 

 
From the picture and video you sent it seems like the water level was round ~99.5 m based on the flooded footpath and the flooded baseball diamond.  The video and
the picture could have been taken below peak water levels so it could have reached above 99.5 m. The water level difference between the baseball diamond and
Scarlett Road is under 15 cm for a 100-year storm, so the surveyed high water level of 98.55 m does seem low. Perhaps the road was overtopped and the wrong debris
line was surveyed. This would make some sense as the water level would be around 99.35 m at Scarlett Road which is above the road grade.  If you could find some
pictures of debris lines, particularly at Scarlett Road bridge at Black Creek, that could be useful. The high water elevations should use the same vertical datum as our
mapping. If it’s not than the differences should be under 15 cm which isn’t too significant for this type of historical detective work.
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Riverine flooding around Scarlett Road and East Drive is really unlikely. This is because the water from the main Humber would need to reach over elevation 100 m
before spilling onto Scarlett Road from the upstream end. You can see the 100 m contour in the map below, which is also shown in our official floodplain maps. From
the downstream end, water would need to reach over elevation 99 m. To see these elevations the river would need to experience over a 100-year storm which we
haven’t seen recently.
 
I suspect the recent observed flooding along Scarlett Road is due to urban drainage. Scarlett and East Dr is located at a low point where urban runoff would naturally
collect. It’s more likely that the area locally experienced a rain event that overwhelmed the sewer system, which is typically sized for <10-year storm event, causing
water to pond on the surface. There might be interactions between the river and urban systems if stormwater outfalls are submerged. But it sounds like this is more of
an urban drainage issue. Note that urban drainage systems are designed to accommodate some surface flooding (typically <0.3 m). So it’s possible that the observed
surface flooding could be within design limits of the urban system.
 

 
Our modelling comparing Alternatives 2 and 3 shows minimal flood benefit of expanding the channel as well between Weston and Cliff. Which is in line with your
thinking.
 
Regards,
Robert Chan, M.Eng., P.Eng.
Senior Engineer, Flood Risk Management
Engineering Services | Development and Engineering Services Division

T: (416) 661-6600 ext. 5728
E: robert.chan@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca
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From: > 
Sent: Thursday, June 17, 2021 5:44 PM
To: Robert Chan <Robert.Chan@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions
 
I guess the meeting motivated some people near Scarlett Road.  Photographic proof of water levels arrived today.
 
There is a video taken from the footpath looking east towards Jane and also south to the bridge. This was taken from the X on the marked up drawing segment
essentially standing on the 100 line.  The bridge deck is about to become submerged, the cameraman retreated as the water was continuing to rise.  And the baseball
diamond is the one closest to the X ( 3 diamonds)
 
I also note that the regional boundary is less than a metre higher than the 100m line, and the water levels in the pictures document high water above the 100m line at
high water ( as stated, the cameraman retreated before flood water reached highest extent.  Still looking for some next days of the area showing debris lines )
 
The other picture is taken from Jane St and shows the diamond closest to Jane. Google shows the 3 diamonds better than the drawing.  The infield is just above water,
and the outfield is underwater.  The 100 line essentially demarks the outfield!
 
So based on this version of Hum-04, the high water was over 100m elevation in 2013, at Jane on the west side.   And even higher at Scarlett.  
 

From:  
Sent: June 16, 2021 20:57
To: 'Robert Chan' <Robert.Chan@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions
 
Hi, Robert
 
I’m having trouble finding the right people to comment on Scarlett Road flooding, but I do have a question.
 
The drawing you sent me seems to show the baseball diamond backstop at about 100m, not 99m.  The 100m line is darker and easy to find, also just inside the
regional which seems to be above the 101m line.
 
Somewhere I have a picture of the baseball backstop documenting the high water mark, about 1m above ground level.   I can try to find it if it helps.
 
I have been told that there has been recent flooding on Scarlett Rd near East Dr, your map indicates the road is at 99.2m   at East Dr and 99.4 on the bridge,
both higher than your high water of 98.55 suggesting there was no water on Scarlett Rd.  SO something seems wrong.
 
Perhaps we can clarify the map version used for the high water reporting and be sure we are not comparing apples to misidentified mystery fruit.
 
I monitored the EA meeting tonight,  went reasonably well except for the need for ‘mitigation’ at Scarlett once Jane and Rockcliffe are widened. 
 
You might also want to review capacity of the Weston Rd bridge, the data I was shown indicates enlarging the channel Weston-Cliff would be a waste of money
since the Weston bridge is a choke point.   And if you widen the Weston crossing, the channel overflows!
 
 
Stay well
 
Mike
 
 
 

From: Robert Chan <Robert.Chan@trca.ca> 
Sent: June 10, 2021 14:08
To: >
Cc: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Nick Lorrain <Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>; Meg St John <Meg.StJohn@trca.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions
 
Hi Mike,
 
Thank you again for the email. We’ve looked into your observations and offer some additional information to complement your understanding of the area.
 

Regarding the July 8th 2013 storm we have surveyed high water marks (HWM) from after the event. The table below summarizes some of the relevant flood
elevations with survey and ground data. Note the main Humber and Black Creek models are different (model platform, steady vs unsteady flow assumptions,
and boundary conditions). Otherwise the Regional flood elevations upstream of Scarlett would be higher than downstream at Black Creek.
 

Location July 8th High
Water Mark

100-year Flood
Elevation

Regional
Flood

Elevation
Ground Elevation

Main Humber at
Scarlett

97.56 m
98.8 m 102.3

~ 97.5 m (Floodplain elevation)

Golf Course n/a
96.76 100.7

~ 96.5 m
(random sampling closer to Scarlett)

Baseball Diamond n/a 99.56 100.72 ~ 99 m
Black Creek at Scarlett 98.55 m 99.5 100.7 m ~98 m (Floodplain elevation)

 

Based on surveyed HWM data the July 8th storm was below the 100-year storm in this area. Depending on the approach (hydrologic modelling vs flood

frequency from gauge data) the July 8th storm is somewhere between the 50-year and 100-year storm at Black Creek and Scarlett Road. At ~97.56 m the golf
course is mostly submerged and the bunkers would be small islands as you noted. The ground at the baseball diamond is higher than the HWM elevation at
Scarlett (99 m vs 98.55 m) so the water levels wouldn’t have been the same between the two locations. Based on this it seems the water elevations dropped
significantly as the water moved downstream from Jane St to the golf course.
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The Alternative 2 option has channel widening between Scarlett and Jane. You’re right in that if water levels are high enough downstream of Scarlett there
could be situations where channel widening alone is not effective because Scarlett road bridge is the main restriction. However, Alternative 2 also includes
lowering the channel under Scarlett Road bridge so there’s more conveyance capacity through the bridge, so we see improvements even in these rare
situations.
 
Note that water backing up into the widened channel doesn’t mean it won’t be able to convey additional flows. In the majority of cases there will be enough
momentum and energy in the water in Black Creek to push the standing water from the Humber back out to the golf course. In these cases the effectiveness of
the widened channel is decreased, but it’s definitely better than current conditions.
 
The 2D hydraulic model being used for this study is very detailed. A lot of focus is put on channel restrictions, especially the Jane Street crossing. So we’re very
confident that the impact of the existing crossing and proposed new crossings are captured accurately.
 
Regarding Lavender Creek flows our model already assumes the Stockyards shopping area drains to Lavender. The figure below shows the Lavender Creek
drainage area (48.03) where you can see the Stockyards north of St Clair W drains to Lavender. Our drainage areas are based on overland flow routes that
happens during larger storm events like the 100-year or Regional Storm. Whereas the City’s sewer shed maps are valid for whatever storm the sewers are
designed for (typically the 5 or 10 year storm). So there may be differences between what TRCA uses for hydrology modelling and what the City uses for sewer
design.
 

t
 
Regards,
Robert Chan, M.Eng., P.Eng.
Senior Engineer, Flood Risk Management
Engineering Services | Development and Engineering Services Division

T: (416) 661-6600 ext. 5728
E: robert.chan@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

 

From: Robert Chan 
Sent: Tuesday, June 1, 2021 1:41 PM
To: >
Cc: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Nick Lorrain <Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>; Meg St John <Meg.StJohn@trca.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions
 
Hi 
 
Thanks for the information. We’ll examine your points and we’ll reply with some more information in a week or so. We also remain happy to meet as
previously offered.
 
Thanks,
Robert Chan, M.Eng., P.Eng.
Senior Engineer, Flood Risk Management
Engineering Services | Development and Engineering Services Division

T: (416) 661-6600 ext. 5728
E: robert.chan@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

 

From: > 
Sent: Monday, May 31, 2021 4:46 PM
To: Robert Chan <Robert.Chan@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions
 
Hi, Robert
 
After the July, 2013 flood, I travelled the Black Creek valley from Eglinton to the Humber.  TRCA provided me with the flood plain mapping program maps for
the region, some going back to the 1980’s.
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I also spoke with the groundskeeper at the golf course.  What I was able to confirm was that the bunkers in the golf course near Black Creek were tiny islands. 
This was confirmed by tide marks and by observation of the staff.   On the east side of Scarlett Road, in Smythe Park there is a baseball diamond with a chain
link backstop.  Again, observation and tide marks confirmed the water level.  At peak, the water level was the same.  The TRCA composite aerial picture with
flooding overlay confirms this.  The Flood Plain mapping has elevations that confirm the regional flood levels are the essentially the same.  
 
The water level in Smythe Park cannot ever be lower than the level in the Humber River, and given restrictions at the Scarlett crossing, will always be a cm or
two higher. 
 
So mitigation Jane to Scarlett is effective only when the Humber is at a lower level than Black Creek, which may be the case for 100 -200 year storms, but NOT
the case for 2013 or Regional storms.
 
I have a bad feeling that some parameters for water levels and flow ignore the impacts of restrictions like the Jane crossing,  perhaps also have incorrect
numbers for Lavender Creek.  I know that when Stockyards shopping centre was built, they diverted their storm water from the Humber via St Clair and routed
it into Lavender Creek via Gunns Rd.  Caroline then explained that the city could re-route storm sewer branches without advising TRCA as long as they used
existing outfalls.  AT that point I realized that your values for Black Creek and especially Lavender Creek are suspect.  Lavender Creek tunnels were enlarged by
the city.
 
Hope this helps
 

 

From: Robert Chan <Robert.Chan@trca.ca> 
Sent: May 31, 2021 15:30
To: 
Cc: Nick Lorrain <Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>; Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Meg St John <Meg.StJohn@trca.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions
 
Hi ,
 

At the Rockcliffe CLC meeting on May 19th  you had some concerns of whether some of the proposed riverine flood mitigation measures would work. I recall
you mentioned gauge data from the July 8th 2013 storm that suggests water backing up from the main Humber River would make conveyance improvements
ineffective upstream of Scarlett. Would you be able to provide additional information on your insights and perhaps share the data you have? We could then
compare notes at a virtual meeting where we can also go over the technical analysis from the EA with you in more detail. Would you be available to meet next
week sometime – say Wednesday afternoon or Thursday morning?
 
Thanks,
 
Robert Chan, M.Eng., P.Eng.
Senior Engineer, Flood Risk Management
Engineering Services | Development and Engineering Services Division

T: (416) 661-6600 ext. 5728
E: robert.chan@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca
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ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

We acknowledge the land we are meeting on is the traditional territory of many
nations including the Mississaugas of the Credit, the Anishnabeg, the Chippewa, 
the Haudenosaunee and the Wendat people and is now home to many diverse 
First Nations, Inuit and Métis peoples.

We also acknowledge that Toronto is covered by Treaty 13 with the Mississaugas
of the Credit.

Using and participating in a land acknowledgement is a way to recognize the enduring 
presence and resilience of Indigenous peoples in this area and a reminder that we’re all 
accountable to the relationships.



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

• Everyone is muted upon entering the meeting.

• If you are using a smart phone, you can switch between webcam and slideshow view 
by swiping the screen.

• There will be pause points during the presentation to address questions.

• During the presentation, if you have a question or comment on the content being 
presented, please type your question into the Q&A box. We will try and get to all 
of the questions during the meeting. Staff may respond directly to questions in the 
Q&A box or the question may be posed to the panel by the facilitator.

• Following the presentation we will open up for a raised hand facilitated discussion.

• This meeting is being recorded to be posted on the project website. 
Questions received during the Q&A will be part of the public record.

HOUSEKEEPING



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

Webex App on Computer Internet browser on Computer

HOW TO ASK A QUESTION OR MAKE A COMMENT

Raise 
Hand

Raise 
Hand

Q&A Box Q&A Box
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For Telephone
• Press *3 to raise your hand

HOW TO ASK A QUESTION OR MAKE A COMMENT

On SmartPhone or Tablet

Raise 
Hand

Q&A Box
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WELCOME TO PIC #2

• Part 1: Project Overview
• Part 2: Preferred Alternative Solution 

from Phase 2 of the MCEA
• Part 3: Preliminary Design Concepts
• Part 4: Summary of Preliminary 

Preferred Design Concept and Next 
Steps 

PRESENTATION AGENDA

SEEK YOUR FEEDBACK ON:
• Design concepts
• Evaluation and preliminary preferred

6
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INTRODUCTIONS

Panel of Project Team Specialists
• Nick Lorrain – Senior Manager of Flood Risk Management, TRCA

• Melody Brown – Project Manager, TRCA

• Robert Chan, Senior Engineer, TRCA

• Casey Morris – Senior Project Manager, Transportation Services, City of Toronto

• Mike Collins – Senior Engineer, Toronto Water, City of Toronto

• Serge Ristic – Project Manager, Morrison Hershfield

• Sam Neale – Deputy Project Manager, Morrison Hershfield

• Karen Hofbauer – Senior Water Resources Engineer, Matrix Solutions Inc.

• Merrilees Willemse – Consultation and Facilitation, Dillon Consulting

Other staff are also available to answer your questions as needed.
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PROJECT OVERVIEW
Review of project focus and purpose
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FLOOD RISK 101: URBAN VS. RIVERINE

Urban and riverine flooding are both experienced in 
the Rockcliffe-Smythe area.

Riverine flooding occurs when the water levels of rivers 
rise, overflowing their banks. 

This is different than urban flooding, which consists of 
street flooding, basement flooding, and flooding of other 
low-lying areas due to the limited capacity of local 
drainage systems. 

Riverine Flooding effects Urban flooding when high water 
levels from Black Creek enter sewer systems through 
overland flow, and by restricting sewer outflows into the 
creek. Lowering water levels within the creek can help 
alleviate urban flooding but will not eliminate it.

Riverine Flooding

Urban flooding

https://toronto.citynews.ca/2020/07/08/severe-thunderstorm-warning-tornado-watch-
in-effect-for-toronto/
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BASEMENT FLOODING from URBAN SEWER SYSTEM

For Questions Related to 
Basement Flooding Contact:
Email: floodingstudy@toronto.ca

10

Toronto Water is reducing the risk of urban flooding through both local and trunk sewer 
improvements as identified through the Basement Flooding Protection Program (BFPP) and 
the Black Creek Sanitary Drainage Area Servicing Improvement efforts.

To reduce the risk of urban flooding in the Rockcliffe neighbourhood, the city is working towards:
• New storm and/or sanitary sewers on neighbourhood streets
• New stormwater storage tank
• New trunk sewers to add capacity to the Keele Trunk Sewer system

Together with the solutions proposed in this Riverine Flood Mitigation Project, the City’s 
sewer infrastructure improvements will substantially reduce flooding risk in the Rockcliffe 
neighbourhood.

Learn more about the basement flooding protection work at: 
https://www.toronto.ca/basementflooding

mailto:floodingstudy@toronto.ca
https://www.toronto.ca/basementflooding
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FLOODING IN THE ROCKCLIFFE AREA

The Rockcliffe-Smythe area is the most flood 
vulnerable area in TRCA’s jurisdiction.
There are hundreds of buildings within 
the floodplain; many of these properties 
have experienced surface and basement 
flooding during storms due to a combination 
of riverine flooding, inadequate surface 
drainage, and overloading of the City’s sewer 
systems.

This project is focused on addressing riverine 
flooding (not sanitary sewer backups, nor 
flooding due to storm sewer capacity).

116 ha of land and 225 buildings within the 
scoped study area is flooded due to riverine 
flooding during the 350-year storm event.

Map of the modelled extents of riverine flooding. 
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ACHIEVING THE OBJECTIVES OF THIS PROJECT
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MUNICIPAL CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PROCESS 

Spring
2021

Winter
2021 

Spring & 
Summer 

2022

Fall
2022

Problem
Opportunity

Alternative
Solutions

Environmental
Study Report

Design Concepts 
for Preferred 

Solution

Anticipated 
Approval of EA

1 2 3 4 5

WE ARE 
HERE

(PIC #2)

Public Review 
of ESR –
Fall 2022

PIC #1 –
Summer

2021

Fall
2021

Project Tasks Completed: 
 Phases 1 and 2 are complete

 Completed 1st round of public consultation

 Determined preferred alternative solution

 Developed and assessed preliminary design concepts

PUBLIC CONSULTATION

Notice of 
Commencement

13

The Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project is following the Municipal Class EA 
process for municipal road, water and wastewater projects as outlined by the Municipal 
Engineers Association. The class EA process establishes a planning and approval process 
for municipal infrastructure projects and must be undertaken prior to construction. 

TRCA and the City of Toronto are co-proponents of this Class EA. TRCA was retained by 
the City to manage this study on the City’s behalf.
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PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION 
FROM PHASE 2 OF THE PROJECT

14



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

RECAP OF THE ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS

Black Creek Channel Modifications 
• Between Jane Street to Alliance Avenue 

at Humber Boulevard

Lavender Creek Channel Modifications
• Between Black Creek and Upstream of 

Symes Rd

Bridge Replacements
• Jane Street
• Rockcliffe Boulevard
• Symes Road Culvert

Structure Removal
• Symes Road South Driveway
• Symes Road North Driveway (or replace)

New Structures
• Weston Road Flood Barrier

Additional Black Creek Channel 
Modifications 
• Between Scarlett Road to 

Jane Street

Alternative 1 Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Additional Black Creek Channel 
Modifications 
• Between Alliance Avenue at 

Humber Blvd to Weston Road

Additional Bridge Replacements
• Alliance Avenue
• Humber Boulevard

15

Alternative 2:
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FEEDBACK FROM PUBLIC CONSULTATION IN SUMMER 2021

16

Overall Input:
• Take action and make progress to address flood risks in Rockcliffe 

area – both riverine and basement flooding
• Communicate the process, cost and timelines of the project with the 

community
• Minimize impacts on:

• Transportation, transit and traffic
• Green space, trees, wildlife habitat and biodiversity
• Recreational amenities, particularly Smythe Park

There was a strong 
preference for 
Alternative 1 amongst 
respondents. It has the 
least impact on Smythe 
Park and associated 
amenities.

• Interest in naturalization efforts and restoring the natural river area
• Interest in adding new trails/connections throughout the study area

• Interest in how the City is addressing other flood mitigation measures for urban flooding
(other studies and City work)
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INCORPORATING FEEDBACK INTO DESIGN CONCEPTS

17

The feedback from consultation informed the project next steps including the 
development of design concepts. In particular:
• Impacts to Smythe Park have been reviewed and minimized
• Consider opportunities for enhancing public amenities/trails 
• Preserve and enhance public greenspace
• Improve the ecological value of the environment 
• Ongoing efforts to fast track the project timelines

Based on consultation, a member motion was adopted by City Council in summer 2021 
that directed the project team to explore opportunities to naturalize the Black Creek 
channel and report on findings as part of the environmental assessment process.
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CHANNEL NATURALIZATION

18

The plants and rocks in a natural 
channel cause the water to flow 
more slowly through the channel. 
So a natural channel requires 
more space to hold the same 
water in comparison to a smooth 
concrete channel. If you slow 
down the water then the water 
needs a place to sit. 

A natural channel requires at 
least three times more land than 

an engineered channel
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NATURALIZATION ANALYSIS

Hydraulic Requirements
• The larger channel area is required for flood conveyance 

because naturalization increases channel roughness which 
slows the water down.

• The wider naturalized channel would be flooded during 
storm events

Fluvial Geomorphology Requirements
• 120 m valley width is the smallest corridor width feasible 

based on natural channel design principles.
Grading Requirements

• 3:1 slope required for the channel banks and valley wall to 
ensure long-term slope stability requires a significantly larger 
footprint than engineered channel concepts

Property Impacts
• Single residential (multiple properties)
• High-rise residential (multiple properties)
• Employment lands (single property)
• TDSB Property (Rockcliffe Middle School)

Costs
• Significantly higher costs due to greater impacts

Municipal Servicing Impacts
• Extensive relocation of combined sewer infrastructure along 

Black Creek valley, significantly more than engineered 
channel concepts

• Shallow combined sewer crossings would require significant 
armouring or further relocation to prevent damage from 
channel erosion

• Precludes ability to implement Black Creek Sanitary Trunk 
Sewer and Basement Flooding Improvement Works

Transportation Infrastructure Impacts
• More extensive impact to Jane Street, Rockcliffe Boulevard, 

and Rockcliffe Court compared to engineered channel 
concepts due to wider crossings and channel width

Park Uses and Services
• Significantly limits the programmable park space as the 

natural channel is not appropriate for amenities and 
recreational space due to greater flood risk

• Greater impact to Smythe Park
• Significantly impacts Rockcliffe Yard which is required for 

Parks operations.

19
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NATURALIZATION - SCREENED OUT

20

Channel Naturalization

Naturalization is screened out through the naturalization 
analysis as the impacts outweigh the benefits. This alternative 
solution is not feasible due to high costs and impacts to the 
community, private properties and infrastructure.
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HOW ARE DECISIONS MADE?
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Decisions are influenced by considering public 
input, policies and regulations, and technical requirements.

Public Input

Technical 
Requirements

Policies and 
Regulations

Project Decision

Public Input:
• Feedback and input from the public related to local concerns, 

opportunities and priorities

Policies and Regulations:
• Compliance with relevant policies including Provincial Policy 

Statement, TRCA Living City Policies and City of Toronto Official Plan
• Reducing the risks to life, health, safety, property, and ecosystem 

health associated with flooding and whereby public safety must be 
prioritized

Technical Requirements:
• Feasibility of protecting or rebuilding existing infrastructure and safely 

conveying flood waters to provide 350-year storm event flood 
protection at a minimum



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION – ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1

Widen and deepen channel to 
create more capacity for water 
(Note: above image is for illustration purposes and 
has been vertically exaggerated)

22

This alternative is preferred because 
it has the least impacts and cost
while providing a similar level of 
flood protection as the other 
alternatives. It avoids significant 
impacts to Smythe Park. All 
alternatives require similar 
additional flood mitigation measures 
west of Jane Street.
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QUESTIONS SO FAR

Questions of clarification regarding:
• purpose of the project
• how the project team arrived at the preferred alternative solution

Please type your question/comment into the Q&A box.

Team members are in the background reviewing Q&A input and answering as many 
questions as they can. The facilitator is also asking some of the questions live to the 
panelists.

23
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PRELIMINARY DESIGN CONCEPTS

24
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Design Concepts 
Look at different ways to 
accomplish the preferred 
alternative solution.

WHAT ARE DESIGN CONCEPTS

• Focused on reducing or mitigating impacts and 
enhancing benefits

• More refined design of flood protection works
to withstand flooding associated with the 350 yr
storm and address long-term resiliency from 
climate change

• More detailed consideration of changes to 
infrastructure including bridges, roads, and 
underground servicing

Design Concepts for this project are focused on addressing 
flooding that is caused by the river flows (not sanitary sewer 
backups, nor flooding due to storm sewer capacity). However, 
designs must allow for urban runoff to reach the river.

25
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DESIGN CONCEPTS

Common 
Components

Bridge Replacements
• Scarlett Road
• Jane Street
• Rockcliffe Boulevard
• Symes Road Culvert

Road Realignment
• Rockcliffe Court

Structure Removal
• Symes Road South Driveway 

Bridge

New Structures
• Weston Road Flood Barrier

Black Creek 
Channel 

Modifications
Between Jane Street to Alliance 
Avenue at Humber Boulevard

One of the following concepts:
• BC1 – Engineered Channel
• BC3 – Hybrid Engineered 

Channel

Lavender Creek 
Channel Modifications

Between Black Creek and Upstream of 
Symes Rd

One of the following concepts:
• LC1 – Engineered Channel with 

North Driveway Bridge Removed
• LC2 – Engineered Channel with 

North Driveway Bridge Replaced 
with Larger Crossing

• LC3 – Smooth Concrete Channel 
with North Driveway Bridge 
Removed

• LC4 – Smooth Concrete Channel 
with North Driveway Bridge 
Replaced with Larger Crossing

26
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TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

27

Weston Road flood 
barrier: Replace sidewalk

Scarlett Road Bridge:
Replace and improve road 
lanes, sidewalks and cycling 
infrastructure

Symes Road Culvert 
Replacement:
- sidewalk improvements
- Improved crossing

Jane Street Bridge
-Sidewalk improvements

- Provision for cycling infrastructure
- Provision for future transit in 
dedicated right of way included 
within bridge substructure

Rockcliffe Bridge replacement
Rockcliffe Court re-alignment
- Re-align Rockcliffe court
- Enhance pedestrian crossing
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TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS
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Jane Street Bridge - Cross section
• Wider sidewalks – AODA standards
• Provision for future cycling infrastructure
• Provision for future transit in dedicated right of way included within bridge 

substructure
• Opportunity for new trail connection into Black Creek West and Smythe Park

24.9 m
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BLACK CREEK - DESIGN CONCEPT SNAPSHOT
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BC1 - Engineered Channel BC3 - Hybrid Engineered Channel
• Uniform channel shape and bank slopes
• Channel bank slope same as existing
• Channel approximately 3 times wider and 1.3 

times deeper than existing
• Entire channel surface hard and relatively 

smooth to maximize flood protection benefit and 
protect against erosion

• Opportunity for green space and public amenity 
space outside of channel

• Variable channel shape and bank slopes within 
property constraints

• Channel bank slope same as existing or flatter
• Channel approximately 3-5 times wider and 1.3 

times deeper than existing
• Channel surface can be a mix of hard surface and 

vegetation treatments.
• Upper 25-50% of channel banks may be 

covered with armourstones, boulders, 
grasses/meadow plants or small shrubs

• Lower 50-75% of channel banks must be hard, 
relatively smooth surface

• Less opportunity for green space and public 
amenity space outside of channel
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BLACK CREEK - ENGINEERED CHANNEL (BC1)

Concept Plan - Black Creek Engineered Channel

30
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BLACK CREEK - HYBRID ENGINEERED CHANNEL (BC3)

Concept Plan - Black Creek Hybrid Engineered Channel

31
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BLACK CREEK - DESIGN CONCEPT RENDERINGS

32
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CONSIDERATIONS FOR EVALUATION

33

For the evaluation and analysis of these concepts we consider differences and impacts related to:

Natural Environment Social Environment

Technical Cost
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PRELIMINARY EVALUATION CRITERIA

• Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic 
environment

• Potential effects to Species at Risk
• Potential effects to air quality
• Potential effects to ground water during construction

• Impacts to planned infrastructure capital works projects
• Impacts to private property and uses
• Effects on archaeological resources
• Impacts to cultural heritage features 
• Conformity with approved local and provincial plans and 

policies
• Potential to provide safe pedestrian and vehicular ingress and 

egress
• Impacts to traffic conditions and level of service
• Impacts to traffic conditions and level of service for alternate 

modes of transportation
• Disruption to adjacent property owners and businesses
• Effects to natural aesthetics
• Effects to parks and recreational amenities

This criteria was used to evaluate the 
Design Concepts and will be refined 
based on comments received

34

Natural Environment Social Environment
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PRELIMINARY EVALUATION CRITERIA

• Construction constraints, complexities and timeline
• Impacts to existing and proposed municipal servicing and 

utility infrastructure
• Flood risk reduction during Regulatory Flood
• Reduction in flooded area during a 350-yr storm 
• Effects on erosion potential downstream of the proposed 

works
• Effects on flood levels upstream and downstream of 

proposed works
• Climate change resiliency
• Effect of riverine flood impact to urban drainage system

• Operations and maintenance costs
• Potential reduction of costs associated with flood 

damages
• Costs associated with contaminated soil removal 

and site remediation
• Capital costs

This criteria was used to evaluate the 
Design Concepts and will be refined 
based on comments received

35

Technical Cost
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DESIGN CONCEPT CONSIDERATIONS AND TRADEOFFS

36

Black Creek - Design Concept Considerations and Tradeoffs
Consideration BC1 - Engineered Channel BC3 - Hybrid Engineered Channel

Riverine 
Flood Relief

100 year 
storm Essentially same urban and riverine flood relief

350 year 
storm

Flood waters fully contained in new channel

BC1 has slightly better flood relief than BC3

Regional 
Storm

Most flood relief (222 buildings removed 
from flood risk)

Less flood relief (196 removed from flood risk)

Appearance
Channel

Same appearance below to the 100-year storm water level

Limited options with hard surface up to top 
of channel

More natural looking options above the 100 year 
water level such as vegetated armour stones, 
boulders, grasses/meadow plants or small shrubs

Channel 
Surroundings

Opportunity for green space and vegetation 
enhancements outside of channel

Less opportunity for green space and vegetation 
enhancements outside of channel
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DESIGN CONCEPT CONSIDERATIONS AND TRADEOFFS
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Black Creek - Design Concept Considerations and Tradeoffs Continued
Consideration BC1 - Engineered Channel BC3 - Hybrid Engineered Channel

Climate Change 
Resiliency

More resilient to climate change Less resilient to climate change

Construction 
Timeline

Quicker to construct Longer to construct

Public Amenity 
Space

• More opportunity for public space amenity 
enhancements

• Less impact to existing park programming

• Less opportunity for for public space amenity 
enhancements

• More impact to existing park programming

Cost

• BC1 is about 10% less expensive to construct than 
BC3

• BC1 is less expensive to maintain long-term than 
BC3

• BC3 is about 10% more expensive to construct 
than BC1

• BC3 is more expensive to maintain long-term than 
BC1
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PRELIMINARY EVALUATION SUMMARY – BLACK CREEK

Legend

Most Preferred
Least Preferred
Preliminary Preferred Design Concept

38

EVALUATION 
CATEGORIES

BC1
Engineered Channel

BC3 
Hybrid Engineered Channel

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

SOCIAL AND CULTURAL 
ENVIRONMENT

TECHNICAL 
CONSIDERATIONS

COST CONSIDERATIONS
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PAUSE FOR QUESTIONS

Please type your question/comment into the Q&A box.

Team members are in the background reviewing Q&A input and answering as many 
questions as they can. The facilitator is also asking some of the questions live to the 
panelists.

39

Questions of clarification regarding the Black Creek design concepts:

• Do you understand the design concepts and the trade-offs between them?
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LAVENDER CREEK - DESIGN CONCEPT SNAPSHOT
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LC1 - Engineered Channel + No Driveway Bridge LC3 - Smooth Concrete Channel + No Driveway Bridge

• Uniform channel shape and bank slopes
• Channel bank slope similar to existing
• Channel approximately 1.6 times wider and 1.5 times 

deeper than existing
• North driveway bridge removed
• South driveway bridge removed

• Concrete or armour stone channel surface requiring 
more space

• Reduction of green space and public amenity space 
outside of channel

• More property impacts

• Uniform channel shape and bank slopes
• Channel bank slope similar to existing
• Channel approximately 1.3 times wider and 1.5 times 

deeper than existing
• North driveway bridge removed
• South driveway bridge removed

• Smooth concrete channel surface requiring less space
• More opportunity for green space and public amenity 

space outside of channel.
• Less property impacts

LC2 - Engineered Channel + North Driveway Bridge 
Replaced

LC4 - Smooth Concrete Channel + North Driveway Bridge 
Replaced

• Same as LC1 above but with the north driveway 
bridge replaced with a larger crossing

• Same as LC3 above but with the north driveway 
bridge replaced with a larger crossing
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LAVENDER CREEK - ENGINEERED CHANNEL (LC1 & LC2)

41

Concept Plan - Lavender Creek Engineered Channel (without or with north driveway crossing)
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LAVENDER CREEK - SMOOTH CONCRETE CHANNEL (LC3 & LC4)

42

Concept Plan - Lavender Creek Smooth Concrete Channel (without or with north driveway crossing)
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CONSIDERATIONS FOR EVALUATION
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For the evaluation and analysis of these concepts we consider differences and impacts related to:

Natural Environment Social Environment

Technical Cost
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DESIGN CONCEPT CONSIDERATIONS AND TRADEOFFS
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Lavender Creek - Design Concept Considerations and Tradeoffs

Consideration LC1/LC2 - Engineered Channel (without 
or with north driveway crossing)

LC3/LC4 - Smooth Concrete Channel (without or 
with north driveway crossing)

Riverine Flood Relief
All concepts have the essentially the same flood elevations

All concepts can contain the 350-year and Regional Storm flows in the new channels when paired 
with BC1

Climate Change Resiliency All concepts provide the same level of climate change resiliency

Appearance

North of 
Orman Ave All concepts have the same appearance north of Orman – concrete or grouted armour stone

South of 
Orman Ave

Channel lined with grouted armour stone may 
be more natural looking or visually interesting Smooth concrete channel



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

DESIGN CONCEPT CONSIDERATIONS AND TRADEOFFS
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Lavender Creek - Design Concept Considerations Continued

Consideration LC1/LC2 - Engineered Channel (without 
or with north driveway bridge)

LC3/LC4 - Smooth Concrete Channel (without or 
with north driveway bridge)

Public Amenity Space Reduction of green space and public amenity 
space outside of channel

More opportunity for green space and public amenity 
space outside of channel

Property Impacts

Most property impacts

LC1 includes removal of the Symes Road 
entrance to 240 Rockcliffe Court

Less property impacts - approximately half compared 
to LC1/LC2 due to smaller channel size

LC3 includes removal of the Symes Road entrance to 
240 Rockcliffe Court

Construction Timeline LC2 would have the longest construction time LC3 would have the shortest construction time

Cost

• LC1/LC2 cost more to construct and 
maintain

• LC2 has the highest construction and 
maintenance cost

• LC3/LC4 cost less to construct and maintain
• LC3 has the lowest construction and 

maintenance cost
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Least Preferred

PRELIMINARY EVALUATION SUMMARY – LAVENDER CREEK

Legend

Most Preferred Preliminary Preferred Design Concept

46

EVALUATION CATEGORIES
LC1

Engineered Channel
(No Driveway Bridge)

LC2
Engineered Channel

(North Driveway Bridge 
Replaced)

LC3
Smooth Concrete 

Channel
(No Driveway Bridge)

LC4
Smooth Concrete 

Channel
(North Driveway Bridge 

Replaced)

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

SOCIAL AND CULTURAL 
ENVIRONMENT

TECHNICAL 
CONSIDERATIONS

COST CONSIDERATIONS
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SUMMARY OF PRELIMINARY 
PREFERRED DESIGN CONCEPT

AND NEXT STEPS

47
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SUMMARY OF PRELIMINARY PREFERRED DESIGN CONCEPT

Common Components

Black Creek (BC1)
Engineered Channel

Between Jane Street to Alliance Avenue at 
Humber Boulevard

Lavender Creek (LC3)
Smooth Concrete Channel 

with North Driveway 
Bridge Removed 

Between Black Creek and Upstream of 
Symes Rd

48

Common Components: 
Bridge Replacements
• Scarlett Road
• Jane Street
• Rockcliffe Boulevard
• Symes Road Culvert

Road Realignment
• Rockcliffe Court

Structure Removal
• Symes Road South Driveway Bridge

New Structures
• Weston Road Flood Barrier
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PRELIMINARY PREFERRED BLACK CREEK DESIGN CONCEPT

BC1 - Black Creek Engineered Channel

49
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PRELIMINARY PREFERRED LAVENDER CREEK DESIGN CONCEPT

50

LC3 - Lavender Creek Smooth Concrete Channel (without north driveway bridge)



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

PRELIMINARY PREFERRED CHANNEL DESIGN CONCEPT OVERVIEW

51
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BENEFITS OF PRELIMINARY PREFERRED DESIGN CONCEPT

52

The preliminary preferred design concept provides many benefits to the community:
• Greatest reduction of riverine flood risk.
• Helps reduce the risk of urban flooding.
• Coordination with other City infrastructure projects to build for the future today.
• Increases the community's resiliency to climate change by creating much more space 

within the channel to contain flood waters.
• Minimizes impacts to Smythe Park to only what is needed to rebuild Jane Steet bridge 

and the channel beneath it. Flooding of Smythe Park is reduced.
• Consideration for opportunities to enhance public amenities such as future new trails.
• Least impact to private properties.
• Smallest footprint needed for Black Creek.
• Flexibility to reduce Lavender Creek footprint north of Orman Avenue allowing for 

more public greenspace and habitat restoration.
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NEXT STEPS – ACCELERATED MUNICIPAL CLASS EA

• Confirm the Preferred Design Concept based on 
feedback received.

• Refine the Preferred Design Concept. This includes:
- Advance the design to greater level of detail. 
- Refining to minimize impacts and develop impact 

mitigation plans.
- Develop terrestrial restoration plans.

• Develop an implementation phasing plan to 
optimize the order in which each infrastructure 
component will be built.

• On-going consultation with agencies, landowners 
and other stakeholders. 

• Prepare an Environmental Study Report (ESR) 
documenting the project work and 
recommendations.

Spring
2021

Winter
2021 

Spring &
Summer

2022

Fall
2022

Problem
Opportunity

Environmental
Study Report

Design Concepts 
for Preferred 

Solution

Anticipated 
Approval of EA

1 2 3 4 5
WE ARE HERE

PIC #2

Public Review of ESR -
Fall 2022

PIC #1 – Summer 
2021 Fall 2021

Notice of 
Commencement
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NEXT STEPS - IMPLEMENTATION

54

• This EA will establish a priority phasing plan for implementation to ensure that flood 
protection is provided to the area in an effective and timely manner.

• The City of Toronto applied for funding through the Federal DMAF program in October 
2021 and anticipate a response in 2022. If approved, the entire project could be 
constructed in phases with an anticipated 10-year timeframe.

• TRCA and the City of Toronto will continue to actively pursue all funding opportunities 
to ensure the entire project is funded and can be implemented as soon as possible.

Jane St Bridge 
Reconstruction 
Schedule

2025-20272024-20252023-2024

CONFIRMED FUNDING
Jane St. Bridge Reconstruction
• $28.5 million from the City of 

Toronto
• The Government of Canada is 

investing over $19 million

Symes Road Culvert Upgrade
• $8.5 million from the City of 

Toronto

Detailed Design

Construction

Major Bridge 
Reconstruction Work

Detailed Design

Major Utility 
Relocation Work

Fall 2022

Completion of EA

Completion of EASymes Road 
Culvert Upgrade 
Schedule
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Q&A DISCUSSION
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1. Do you have any questions about what the preferred design concepts include?
2. Do you have any questions about the evaluation and preliminary recommendations?
3. Do you have any questions or concerns with the recommendations?
4. What do you think are the most important considerations going forward?

Please type your question/comment into the Q&A box.

Team members are in the background reviewing the Q&A box and answering as many 
questions as they can. The facilitator is also asking some of the questions live to the 
panelists.
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION AVAILABLE

56

A variety of additional resources are available on our website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

Background Reports Materials from PIC #1 Ecology Reports
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THANK YOU 

WHAT TO EXPECT NEXT:
• Environmental Study Report: Fall 2022

• Preferred design concept will be advanced 
to a greater level of detail

CONTACT THE PROJECT TEAM: 
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project 
Project Coordinator

EMAIL: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca

WEBSITE: www.trca.ca/rockcliffe

PHONE: 416-661-6600 ext. 6471

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan ON, L4K 5R6

Thank you!
Melody Brown, P.Eng Casey Morris
TRCA City of Toronto

STAYING CONNECTED:
• Website contains the PIC materials and comment 

form – please fill in

• Send us your comments and questions at 
RockcliffeEA@trca.ca

• Join the project mailing list if you would like to be 
kept up to date as the project progresses
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• To minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe-Smythe neighbourhood to the extent practical

• To develop robust and low-maintenance flood mitigation solutions

• To minimize and mitigate potential impacts resulting from the implementation of flood mitigation solutions

• To coordinate riverine flood mitigation designs with concurrent transportation, sewer, and drainage projects in

the study area

Frequently Asked Questions: 

Q. Will Scarlett Road bridge be built before Jane Street bridge?

A. In future stages of design work, a detailed implementation plan will be developed to determine the phasing and

timing of construction for all components of the proposed solution, including the expansion of the Scarlett Road bridge.

The development of the implementation plan will include examining current flood risks and potential adverse impacts

on the community as the solution is being constructed. The plan will also consider higher areas of flood risk, assign

priority to the most vulnerable properties in the community, and ensure there are no significant adverse impacts in any

interim scenario.

Q. How will green space, vegetation, and trees be protected?

A. The preferred solution for the project will limit impacts to green space, vegetation, and trees to the extent practical,

while also adequately addressing riverine flooding in the area and limiting other adverse impacts to the community,

private properties, and infrastructure. Additional field studies will be conducted during the detailed design phase to

inventory trees and further develop plans to minimize impacts to greenspace and restore trees or vegetation. Plantings

around the channel and private property to improve aesthetics and privacy will also be considered (referred to as

screenings).

Q. Will the width of the trail along Lavender Creek decrease?

A. The Lavender Creek trail that runs East-West from Gunns Road to Symes Road will remain intact and the width of the

trail will not be reduced. The Lavender Creek trail that runs South-North from Symes Road to Hilldale Road is an informal

trail. New trails are out of scope of the study, but we are ensuring the space required for a formal trail in this location is

available in the future.

Q. What will be done to protect residents during the flood mitigation construction process?

A. Mitigation plans will be prepared to minimize and monitor impacts where possible. Following the environmental

assessment, detailed design work will include more information on construction staging and what can be expected for

the duration of construction. During construction, there will be an identified contact number for residents to discuss

construction impacts or issues that need to be addressed as the project unfolds.

FAQ Prepared Following PIC #2 Comment Period

Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 

Project Overview  
The City of Toronto, together with Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA), have initiated a Municipal Class 

Environmental Assessment (MCEA) to determine a preferred riverine flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe 

neighbourhood.  

This study will build upon recent advancements in the understanding of the causes of flooding within the community. 

Completion of the MCEA is the next step necessary to meet regulatory requirements prior to construction.  

The primary objectives of the riverine flood mitigation strategy are: 



Q. How is this project being funded?

A. The City has applied for Disaster Mitigation Adaptation Funding (DMAF) in October 2021, which is a request at the

federal level for cost share funding for the entirety of the project. The Jane Street bridge and Symes Road culvert already

have approved federal and/or City funding. The City is continuing to search for funding opportunities, including

Provincial infrastructure funding.

Q. What is the timeline for this project?

A. This is a very complex project with multiple parts. A project of this scale requires significant funding and  will be

implemented in phases. The preliminary construction schedule for the riverine flood mitigation works will have

construction complete as early as  the end of 2032, if fully funded. There are large underground services and utilities

that require significant coordination and planning to ensure the planned road and flood protection works can begin.

Please note, even though Basement Flooding Protection Projects (BFPP) and proposed riverine flooding mitigation 

infrastructure is hydraulically inter-connected, the 10-year project timeline for the riverine flood mitigation works does 

not delay the BFPP projects in this area. BFPP project works in the Rockcliffe area are scheduled to begin construction in 

2027. 

For more information visit trca.ca/rockcliffe 



Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 

Environmental Study Report  
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Public Information Centre #2 
Meeting Summary 

 
Date + Time: March 1, 2022  
  6:00-8:00PM 
 
Location:  Webex Virtual Event 
 
Attendees: 80 attendees with unique registered log-in. (Note: the number of attendees was counted 
based on the number of unique log-in devices that registered during the meeting. The count does not reflect 
if there were multiple people watching on a single device.)  
  
 
Project Staff: 

Organization Name 
Councillor Frances Nunziata 
Councillor Staff Geno Orsi 
TRCA Melody Brown 
TRCA Crystal Robertson 
TRCA Lisa Turnbull 
TRCA Nick Lorrain 
TRCA Robert Chan 
TRCA Rehana Rajabali 
TRCA Sameer Dhalla 
City of Toronto Casey Morris 
City of Toronto Mike Collins 
City of Toronto Cassidy Ritz  
City of Toronto Kevin Tudhope 
City of Toronto Mae Lee 
City of Toronto Mark De Miglio 
Morrison Hershfield Serge Ristic 
Morrison Hershfield Sam Neale 
Matrix Solutions Karen Hofbauer 
Dillon Consulting Merrilees Willemse 
Dillon Consulting Ying Ye 
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Meeting Overview 

On March 1, 2022, the Toronto and Regional Conservation Authority (TRCA) and City of Toronto (City) 
project team hosted the second Public Information Centre (PIC) virtual Webex Event for the Rockcliffe 
Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA) Project. The purpose of the 
PIC was to provide an update on the project work completed since the first PIC in June 2021 and to seek 
community feedback on the project. This included presenting and seeking feedback on the preferred 
solution, design concepts, evaluation and recommendations. Attendees were also provided with an update 
on the project schedule and next steps. The meeting included a presentation and facilitated question and 
answer period. 

The meeting was facilitated by team members from Dillon Consulting. Presentation materials were posted 
on the project website 2 weeks prior to the public meeting in order to allow participants time to review 
materials in advance of attending. Presentation materials continue to remain available on the project 
website. In addition, a project comment form was provided on the project website 2 weeks in advance of 
the meeting and for 2 weeks following the meeting to solicit additional input beyond the public meeting 
discussions.    
 
This meeting was undertaken as part of the consultation activities of Phase 3 of the MCEA process. 
Members of the public were invited via direct mail notification to 27,384 addresses, through the project 
website at trca.ca/Rockcliffe and various social media posts (Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram). 
 
This document summarizes the key themes of input received through the public meeting and comment 
forms. The document includes documentation of the public meeting, including the meeting agenda and 
questions and answers, as well as the input received through the online comment forms. A total of 6 online 
comment forms were received.   

 
Summary of Key Themes Heard through PIC and Comment 
Forms  
Key themes related to project issues and opportunities identified through input received at the public 
meeting and through the online comment forms included:  

- Interest in impacts that the recommended design may have on green space and trees  
- Concerns with construction impacts related to wildlife, noise/vibration, clearing and privacy 
- Interest in replanting and vegetation after construction is complete  
- Interest in funding for the project and timelines for implementation 
- Interest in the impacts on the widening of Black Creek and Lavender Creek  
- Concerns with construction staging approach and the potential to cause flooding issues elsewhere 
- Concerns with the conservative approach to modelling and the need for certain interventions  
- Interest in seeing immediate action to eliminate flood risks  

 

PIC Agenda 
Part 1: Introductions and Setting the Stage 

- Land acknowledgement and purpose of the meeting  
- Councillor Nunziata Introduction 
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Part 2: Project Overview 
- Focus of the project and process 

Part 3: Preferred Alternative Solution from Phase 2  
- Review of alternative solutions, previous consultation input, naturalization option, and the preferred 

solution 
- Pause for Questions and Answers (Q+A) 

Part 4: Preliminary Design Concepts 
- Review Black Creek design concepts and evaluation  

o Pause for brief Q&A 
- Review Lavender Creek design concepts and evaluation  
- Review the overall preliminary preferred design concept 
- Outline next steps and implementation 

Part 5: Facilitated Discussion Period 
- Opportunity for attendees to ask questions verbally to the project team or through the Q&A 

function 
Part 6: Close and thank you 

 

PIC Meeting Summary Notes 
Introduction and Presentation 

The meeting facilitator from Dillon Consulting welcomed the public and went over the purpose of the 
meeting. Councillor Frances Nunziata provided a welcome address. A presentation was given by the TRCA, 
City and Consultant Project Team from Morrison Hershfield. A copy of the presentation is included as 
Attachment 1 to this meeting summary. The event format was dialogue-based and allowed for questions 
and comments throughout the presentation. Questions and comments were received through the Q&A tool 
in Webex as well as verbally thorough a facilitated raised hand discussion. Following the Q&A discussion, 
Councillor Frances Nunziata gave closing remarks. 

Questions and Answers throughout the Event 

The discussion captured throughout the meeting is summarized below. Feedback received has been 
reviewed by project team members and will inform the next steps of the project work. The Q&A discussion 
documented here includes the questions and comments received throughout the event both verbally and 
through the written Q&A function in Webex. Questions were responded to verbally or through written 
responses during the meeting. Questions from the public are noted with a “Q”, comments from the public 
with a “C” and answers from staff with an “A”.   
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Questions Asked Verbally During Presentation Part 3: Preferred Alternative Solution from Phase 2 

Q: I don’t see the rebuilding of the Scarlett Bridge to accept more water during these events as part of these 
alternatives. Why not? If that doesn’t happen, you’re simply shifting the flooding issue from Humber Blvd to 
the houses along Black Creek Blvd. 

A: The Scarlett Bridge was not considered part of the design stage work for the first PIC. Since then, 
we have advanced with the work on the Scarlett Bridge. The Scarlett Bridge would represent a 
hydraulic control to a certain extent. The hydraulic control is not as governing as the Jane Bridge. 
The Jane Bridge represents the primary hydraulic control to convey the floodwaters. If Jane Bridge 
is constructed first, which is a scenario we have considered, there indeed would be some adverse 
impacts downstream for very infrequent storm events. Future design phases would include a very 
detailed staging plan to ensure that there would be no significant adverse impacts in any interim 
scenario. The expansion of the Scarlett Bridge and the considerations to the hydraulic control have 
been part of the study and have been incorporated in what we are now putting forward as the 
preferred solution. 

Q: Do you know how long it will take to rebuild the Jane Bridge? Some residents are worried about 
construction and drilling impacts to structures next to the construction.  

A: Based on the 10% design stage and depending on traffic control measures, it is anticipated that 
this construction would take two construction seasons. If there is a requirement to keep more than 
one traffic lane open (to be refined during future design stages), then we may be looking into some 
carry-over into year three. Jane St is a very important arterial connection for the city. There are also 
other works in the area that would affect the traffic, so the construction and staging would have to 
be looked at in conjunction with other plans like the Scarlett underpass and Eglinton Crosstown. An 
advanced plan will describe the traffic and transit impacts as part of the staging plan. 

Questions Asked Verbally During Presentation Part 4: Preliminary Design Concepts   

Q: Scarlet Rd must be done first, as you are putting the properties west of Jane St and Smythe Park at too 
much risk.  Has this been considered? 

A: As mentioned previously in the presentation one of the key project objectives is developing an 
implementation plan. We need to be clear that there are higher risk areas in the community that we 
need to consider when we develop the implementation plan. When we develop the implementation 
plan, we will be looking at the risks and undertaking a significant modelling exercise to understand 
what happens when each component is implemented and what the best course of action is going 
forward.  

Q: Has the team considered the age of the trees? Planting a young tree is quite different from the foliage 
that is currently there.  

A: We have not considered the exact age of the trees. We will be hiring a consultant as the project 
continue and develop tree protection and replanting plans further. We will determine the history of 
the tree, the species, and whether or not it is at risk to help us understand the area's tree canopy. 
We will understand more as we get further information on the areas impacted and surveys. 

Q: Is the work being done on Jane St going to include the Metrolinx LRT? 
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A: We are planning to future proof the Jane Bridge to accommodate for the right of way that would 
accommodate a dedicated Light Rail Transit (LRT) or bus corridor, depending on what Metrolinx 
decides is most practical for the infrastructure that they are planning. We will not be implementing 
those items with the Jane St reconstruction.  

Q: Will the width of the current trail at Lavender Creek decrease? 

A: The Lavender Creek trail is an informal trail, but we are looking into opportunities to allow for the 
future formalization of a trail. We are leaving space in the design of that area. We cannot comment 
on the width and dimensions at this time. [post meeting note: We are targeting 5 m of setback 
along the north side of the Lavender Creek channel alignment which would allow for future trail 
considerations.  However, this may be subject to change during later design stages to minimize 
disturbance to adjacent trees.] 

Questions Asked Verbally During Presentation Part 5: Discussion 

Q: What does the 100 year vs 350 year vs the regulatory flood mean? 

A: We refer to storm events or flood events that have a 1% chance in the case of 100-year flood or 
1 over 350 chance in the case of 350-year flood of occurring in any given year. It is really important 
to understand that it doesn't necessarily mean that it will only come back every 100 years.  

What we establish as the flooding hazard limit or regulatory flood is not just based on statistically 
derived storms (e.g., 100-year and 350-year storms), but also historical of floods within TRCA’s 
jurisdiction such as Hurricane Hazel and the July 2013 flood. The regulatory flood plains caused by 
Hurricane Hazel are much larger and wider than July 2013, which is closer in the range of a 100-
year storm. The target for flood protection for this EA is the 350-year storm. For many of the 
properties in the area, flood protection will be achieved all the way up to the regulatory or the 
Hurricane Hazel storm with the design concepts that have been proposed.   

Q: Is the 350-year storm event a fixed objective or input parameter? Recognizing that adjustments to this 
parameter will result in the fewer impacts at lower costs. Could this number be adjusted to ensure a more 
holistic trade-off of the impact? This might impact a trade-off that the community is willing to accept, 
especially in the cases where the impacts of the solution are unacceptable to the community, like in the 
specific case of removing the vegetation along Lavender Creek behind Hilldale Rd. 

A: When we are talking about the appropriate target, the study team believes that the 350-year 
storm is an appropriate target when considering a number of factors. The first factor is to 
compliment the basement flooding objectives that we heard from the City. The minimum target 
storm for basement flooding has been the 100-year storm. However, given things like uncertainty 
around climate change, is it prudent to strive for a higher standard than just a 100-year storm. Also, 
the regulatory floodplain and policy requirements around properties within the floodplain are 
currently subject to TRCA's regulatory land use planning criteria. Those within the Rockcliffe special 
policy area require floodproofing at minimum to 350-year flood or ideally the regulatory flood. The 
350-year target allows for both long-term resilience and reduced encumbrance on those properties 
that would remain within the regulatory floodplain even after the implementation of the measures 
proposed in the EA.  

More specifically, about Lavender Creek, it is important to note that other constraints influence the 
channel sizing of the depth, not just the selection of the storm, including channel crossings that 
need to be upgraded. Implementing the flood remediation along Lavender Creek would make it 
unlikely to preserve the existing vegetation along the banks of Lavender Creek. However, the study 
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team will investigate mitigation measures that would involve planting plans to offset the impact of 
vegetation loss along the creek.  

Q: The plan mentions removing the trail down into Smythe Park on the north side of the Jane Bridge. Would 
that mean the loss of access to the park from Jane St for years?  

A: Any trails that are impacted directly by the work in this project, such as the reconstruction of 
Jane St would be rebuilt.  

New additional trails that could be considered throughout the study area along the channel are not 
currently contemplated to be constructed at the same time as the channel. 

Q: Currently, the foliage or canopy blocks a lot of sound and light pollution from my property at Lavender 
Creek. Will you honour this current size of the canopy, and will the trail decrease in size?  

A: Yes, the amount of green space (grass and vegetation) between the current channel and house 
would be reduced because we need some of that space to build this larger channel. The amount of 
foliage that can be replanted as part of the channel reconstruction depends on the amount of space 
available between the channel and the houses. During later phases following the EA, there's the 
opportunity to have a smaller channel than what we're showing on the map now and, therefore, a 
larger canopy by modifying the channel to be smooth concrete with further refinements to allow for 
larger planting space. We cannot comment or commit to having the exact same canopy at this time, 
but we would be identifying that as a concern for the community for further consideration and 
investigation during later phases of the project. 

Q: The model that's being used suggests that Lavender Creek floods above its banks, and the water flows 
onto Hilldale Rd from the south every two years. Yet residents have not experienced this. Even my 
neighbour, who has been living there for 50 years, has never experienced Lavender Creek flooding to the 
point where it comes up Hilldale Road. What data has the project team collected to validate that modelling 
assumption and to reconcile with the differences between the model and what's experienced by the 
residents? 

A: We consider our models to be appropriate, and we need to be conservative given the conditions 
and objective of trying to mitigate flood conditions as much as possible. The model has been used 
by many consulting teams in the past successfully. We had the feasibility study use the same 
modelling base for their recommendations, which are consistent with the approach that we are 
currently proposing.  

We are also hearing comments on the other side saying that they have seen the flooding happen 
multiple years. We have to recognize that a 1% storm (e.g., 100 year storm) can happen back to 
back. We're using a set of standard criteria developed by the Ministry of Natural Resources and 
Forestry. We're using industry standards, industry practices, and detailed delineations to 
characterize this area better. When a particular storm event happens, that particular storm event 
may not fall exactly as per the distribution utilized in the model. The model uses a standardized 
industry best practice set of criteria in order to establish a limit and incorporate conservative 
assumptions. 

Additional comment added to the meeting minutes; The stated 2‐year flooding frequency of 
Lavender Creek is from flows generated by the watershed hydrology model and does not consider 
minor system drainage. For smaller storm events such as the 2-to-5-year storm the upstream 
combined sewers would capture and convey some flows away from Lavender Creek. It is worth 
noting the 350‐year storm, the design standard for the new channels, have not occurred in recent 
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memory. When a 350‐ year storm occurs the mechanisms of flooding would be different than what 
residents have historically observed, where major system flow using overland flow routes would 
dominate drainage patterns. 

Q: Is there going to be provincial funding? 

A: Not at this time. We are continuing to look into and inquire about it. 

Q: Will the expansion of the Scarlett Bridge reconstruction be the same size as what's happening at Jane St?   

A: The size will be different depending on hydraulics. The current Jane St configuration is an 
embankment in high fill that contributes to a significant hydraulic control. At Scarlett, we don't have 
that situation. The proposed span for the bridge would be much longer because it needs to cross 
the valley. As a result of the geography and hydraulics, the new span for the Scarlett Bridge will not 
be as long as the new span for Jane St. 

Q: What is the timeline of reconstruction for the Scarlett Bridge and Jane Bridge? 

A: The implementation plan will access the vulnerabilities. We would assign the highest priority to 
the most vulnerable properties. These details will be worked out as part of the implementation plan.  

Q: At least 10,000 new residential units in and around Keele, Weston, and St Clair area will be coming. 
What will the impact of all the developments be in the near future and longer term? 

A: We can advise that development applications must always adhere to the City's design criteria for 
wet weather flow management, sewer and water mains. That means each application has to 
demonstrate that there is sufficient capacity in the existing municipal infrastructure to 
accommodate the proposed development or the capacity has to be addressed by developers 
through their own funding and construction of infrastructure upgrades. New developments have to 
address stormwater on-site. The City is also taking steps to increase the capacity of the trunk 
collector system through the Keele relief trunk sewer project. 

Q: There's so much development happening in the area. In those residential plans, there's no mention of 
flooding or any type of program or work to be completed before these buildings get built. How will the 
study factor in those new developments and consider what we already have in our neighbourhood? Will the 
City of Toronto basement protection program work in line with what is happening? 

A: It is not in the scope of the study to look at individual development applications. When any 
individual application comes in, they have to ensure that they are not increasing flow coming off 
their site. The development has to match existing flows or reduce the flow.  

Additionally, the hydrology models are set up for future condition scenario that incorporates current 
land use plans to a 2031 horizon. So, these new developments have already been factored into our 
hydraulic model work.  

Q: What are you doing to validate the data? Why are you using a single catchment model? Why is the single 
catchment model good enough for Lavender Creek? 

A: The opportunity to calibrate models, especially for extreme events, are not always there. There 
are only so many stations that have a certain duration of the track record. Very few of these 
stations would be able to allow for calibration to the extent of the events that we are doing for the 
modelling for river and urban systems. Ideally, calibrated models would be preferred, but it is not 
uncommon to use non-calibrated models for the purpose of flood protection. The primary reason to 
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further discretize a catchment is to identify areas of different hydrologic responses. The Lavender 
Creek catchment is fully urbanized, which creates a homogeneous area that does not warrant 
additional subcatchments. We also have a combination of factors, including backwater, impact from 
the Black Creek, the conveyance of Lavender Creek, and the impact from the urban system. All the 
factors are interconnected, and it would be difficult to determine which factors are in play when 
there is flooding. The level of comfort we are bringing to this study is on the side of caution. More 
detailed discussions about the modelling approach and type of model used can be further discussed 
one-on-one in order to address detailed questions. 

Q: When will the 100-year and 350-year targets be revised to reflect climate change and the increased 
frequency of severe storms? 

A: The currently calculated 100-year and 350-year storms use a climate record up to the date of 
the hydrology study. The study takes into account any events that were experienced up to 2015. It 
is also important to recognize that the kinds of storms that cause flooding in the GTA are often very 
short in duration. The current climate modelling doesn't have the precision in time or the precision 
in space to be able to simulate what the future rainfall over the course of 6 or 12 hours would look 
like in the future. The current state of science does not allow us to look into that because it's so 
complex, and future climate modelling is typically done on a big scale. Therefore, it comes back to 
this idea of conservatism to account for that uncertainty. 

Q: Has this work considered the storm situation where severe ice buildup is followed by heavy rain and melt 
off? Is that something that is also looked at in these scenarios? 

A: In the Black Creek catchment, we have yet to see a case where ice has ever exceeded the open 
water regulatory storm. We have never seen any flooding caused by ice events exceed the flooding 
caused by the Hurricane Hazel scenario. Black Creek is also a very urbanized catchment with runoff 
from very developed areas. Urbanized environments tend to have less ice formation and more salt 
in the runoff. It tends to be the short high intensity storms that drive flooding. 

Q: There seems to be so much space that could be used in the Rockcliffe court area. Why is that not being 
used?   

A: We're looking to reduce the number of impacts on residential and City properties. The area that 
is currently being used by Rockcliffe yard is a significant backbone to the operations of parks and 
recreation. Without this piece of infrastructure, they would be unable to maintain parks in the area 
or have access to store equipment. It would be tough to find another piece of land that would suit 
the needs. 

[post meeting note: The creation of riverine storage was considered early on in the design process 
for the Project, but there is insufficient space within the Rockcliffe Yard area to provide sufficient 
storage volume to accommodate the flows within Black Creek.  In addition, the available space 
within the Rockcliffe Yard has already been identified for the creation of an underground storage 
tank for the City’s sanitary/combined sewer infrastructure.] 

Q: How is safety being considered to accommodate people with all abilities? Concerned that trails and areas 
along the river may not be safe. 

A: There are many aspects of safety. As far as a barrier to the channel, we are considering using 
vegetation to create a natural barrier to prevent people from falling or accidentally slipping into the 
channel. Where there is a significant hazard such as a steep drop, there would be a barrier like a 
wall or railing to stop people from falling into those areas.  
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In areas where trails will be reconstructed, the grading of these trails and safety measures will meet 
AODA standards. We will be building back better any trails impacted by the Project and 
infrastructure that we can to meet current best practices. 

C: Please put in the dial-in number for non-internet users on event notifications.  

Written Questions, Comments and Answers through the Questions and Answers Box 

Q: Will you please allow attendees to see the questions that are submitted? 

A: Questions are recorded in the PIC report and will be shared with the public.  

Q: Now that COVID-19 restrictions are ending, why can't we have a public face-to-face meeting? 

A: This online event was planned before the Ontario Government announced a full indoor opening 
for March 1, 2022. 

Q: How does the proposed solution mitigate the immediate impact that this solution would have on the 
community? 

A: Additional field studies will be conducted in detailed design to inventory trees around Lavender 
Creek. The project team acknowledges residents’ desire to maintain a natural buffer around 
Lavender Creek. The project team will incorporate this feedback when developing mitigation and 
planting plans to minimize the impact of the project to local residents. 

Q: Was naturalization evaluated for the channel between Scarlett and Jane? I understand it won't work from 
Humber to Jane, but why not closer to the Humber? 

A: We investigated how natural channels would fit into the Rockcliffe area and found it not feasible. 
A natural channel would require too much space and would cause significant impacts to property, 
and existing and proposed infrastructure. The costs would be significantly higher with longer 
construction times (it'll take longer to achieve flood protection). Due to erosion, a natural channel 
would be heavily armoured with large rocks or armour stone, which means it'll still won't look fully 
naturalized. 

Q: The existing condition of Lavender Creek from a vegetation perspective needs to be adequately 
documented since the mature vegetation provides a buffer between the industrial area and the trail/houses 
on the west side of Hilldale Road. It is also home to a habitat for birds and several other forms of wildlife. 

A: Additional field studies will be conducted in detailed design to inventory trees around Lavender 
Creek. The project team acknowledges residents’ desire to maintain a natural buffer around 
Lavender Creek. The project team will incorporate this feedback when developing mitigation and 
planting plans to minimize the impact of the project on local residents. 

Q: Can you just add permeated cement at the top of the channel allowing some low growing cover. This is 
used widely around the world. I don’t see this slowing down the water very much. It will look better and 
allow some water filtration. 

A: The study team is reviewing a number of surface treatments within the channel. The technical 
review of each surface option includes roughness (related to slowing down the water) and other 
factors such as erosion potential and maintenance. 

Q: Land policy to allow industrial employment land on a known floodplain? Are there other areas we can 
learn from?  Seems unwise to allow industrial employment on a floodplain. 
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A: The policy and planning framework for properties in the regulatory flood plain is outlined in the 
Living City Policies (https://trca.ca/planning-permits/living-city-policies/), as well as the Rockcliffe 
Special Policy Area policies within the City of Toronto's official plan. Plans are reviewed against 
these policies, which include provisions such as floodproofing, as part of TRCA's plan review roles. 
Note that the implementation of this Environmental Assessment is expected to reduce the 
regulatory floodplain for most of the properties in the study area. 

Q: How many floods west of Jane does it have to take before you do Scarlett Road? 

A: This will be reviewed in great detail as part of the implementation plan in the next phase of the 
project.  The technical assessment completed in the implementation planning phase will determine 
the best course of action moving forward. 

Q: Shouldn't the Jane and Scarlett bridge reconstructions be planned and funded at the same time? They 
aren't separate issues. And there is so much more flooding space between Scarlett and the Humber than 
east of Scarlett. 

A: This will be reviewed in great detail as part of the implementation plan in the next phase of the 
project.  The technical assessment completed in the implementation planning phase will determine 
the best course of action moving forward. 

Q: Earlier you have said with Jane widened there will be 2.5 times the amount of water passing through the 
bridge onto the Smythe area. How is it acceptable to do Jane before Scarlett Road? I live on Black Creek and 
back onto the park. The flooding is very dangerous to health and safety as well as the flora & fauna. You 
must do Scarlett Road first! Please explain further. 

A: This will be reviewed in great detail as part of the implementation plan in the next phase of the 
project.  The technical assessment completed in the implementation planning phase will determine 
the best course of action moving forward. 

Q: I live on Black Creek Blvd backing on Smyth Park, and in 2013, 2019, 2020, I witnessed flooding in the 
park that overflowed into my lower backyard. The water flow was backed up from the Scarlett Bridge, which 
has a flow capacity unable to handle heavy rain flooding. Unless the flow opening under the Scarlett Bridge 
is increased by 50-100 percent, backyard flooding will continue to be a problem. It should be noted that the 
intensity of the flooding is rapid and dangerous to wildlife and people. 

A: This will be reviewed in great detail as part of the implementation plan in the next phase of the 
project.  The technical assessment completed in the implementation planning phase will determine 
the best course of action moving forward. 

Q: What will the width of  the buffer between the industrial area and the trail/houses on the west side of 
Hilldale Road? 

A: Additional field studies will be conducted in detailed design to inventory trees around Lavender 
Creek. The project team acknowledges residents’ desire to maintain a natural buffer around 
Lavender Creek. The project team will incorporate this feedback when developing mitigation and 
planting plans to minimize the impact of the project to local residents. Also, we are looking into 
opportunities to allow for the future formalization of the informal trail along Lavender Creek.  

Q: I know that the City recently did a survey on the use of golf courses. How has Scarlett Woods been 
considered in this mix (if at all)? How might reimagining that space impact these mitigation strategies? 
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A: Scarlett Woods Golf is north of the study area and has not been considered as part of this 
project. The Lambton Golf and Country Club, just west of Scarlett Road, is a privately owned and 
operated golf course and was not part of the Review of City Golf Course Operations. This area is in 
a flood plain, and impacts to the property are less significant than at Scarlett Road and east. 

Q: I have video footage of the intensity and devastation that occurred during the July 7, 2013 flooding, 
where more rain fell 126mm in a few hours than fell during the entire day 124mm during Hurricane Hazel. I 
would be willing to share this video evidence with the panel dealing with the forgoing flooding.  

A: The Hurricane Hazel event considers 285mm of rainfall for its entire duration, over saturated 
soils, with 210mm falling over the course of approximately 12 hours; the resulting flows from 
Hurricane Hazel are therefore larger than what was experienced in July 2013. Thank you for your 
offer to send the video, the Study team would appreciate the video of the July 2013 storm event. 

Q: Widening the channel in Smythe Park should be made towards the south side of the park as the north 
side has a walking trail buffer zone separating backyards from the channel. 

A: Only localized channel widening will be required within Smythe Park on the downstream side of 
the Jane Street Bridge and the upstream side of the Scarlett Road Bridge.  This widening is to allow 
for a smooth hydraulic transition between the widened bridges and the existing channel.  The areas 
being considered for widening will be further refined as the design advances to maintain adequate 
setbacks from adjacent properties and to address impacts to trails. 

Q: How do you think west of Jane is going to handle this water from a huge canal to our what will be tiny 
channel and Scarlett Road not widened?  

A: Our study team has completed detailed hydraulic modelling to assess the function of the entire 
channel from upstream of Weston Road to the Humber River.  The models show that the inclusion 
of a new bridge at Scarlett Road will ensure there is no increase in flood risk downstream of Jane 
Street. 

Q: Will the width of the current trail (green space) which people walk along decrease at any point? (Between 
where the trail begins at Orman Ave. and ending at Humber Blvd S)? 

A: We are looking into opportunities to allow for future formalization of the informal trail along 
Lavender Creek. 

Q: I heard funding hasn't been secured for the Scarlett Bridge rebuild. It seems these plans are incomplete 
without it. Can government representatives please commit to funding it? 

A: The City has applied for Disaster Mitigation Adaptation Funding (DMAF) in October 2021 which 
is a request to the federal level for funding for the entirety of the project.  The Jane Street Bridge 
and Symes Culvert have approved funding at this time. 

Q: Your last point on that slide does not make sense. Less of a footprint and more greenspace does not 
make sense to me. Please explain 

A: A smaller hardened channel would leave more space in the overbank areas for green space and 
additional plantings. 

Q: Could we please have the public review in September before the municipal elections? 

A:  our schedule has a public review period of the final report in the fall 2022.  
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Q: Has funding been approved for the whole project? 

A: The City has applied for Disaster Mitigation Adaptation Funding (DMAF) in October 2021 which 
is a request to the federal level for funding for the entirety of the project.  The Jane Street Bridge 
and Symes Culvert have approved funding at this time. 

Q: Who can we speak to about expectations and concerns regarding the order of construction projects? 

A: Please send your feedback and concerns to the project email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca 

Q: How disruptive will the Major Utility Relocation Work be? How long would it take to do? 

A: The major utility relocations will be generally associated with the crossing replacements, which 
would be phased over 1 - 2 construction seasons at each location.  The impacts would include 
staged lane closures at each of the proposed crossings in consideration of the hydraulic 
implementation plan, traffic analysis, and other area projects.  

Q: How is a 10 year project timeline acceptable to residents who experience flooding yearly? Why isn’t this 
project taking priority over others? This delays the basement flooding protection program being completed 
in our area. 

A: This is a very complex project with multiple parts. A project of this scale will be implemented in 
phases. There are large underground services and utilities that require significant coordination and planning 
to ensure the planned road and flood protection works can begin. Even though BFPP projects and proposed 
riverine flooding mitigation infrastructure is hydraulically inter-connected, the 10-year project timeline does 
not delay the BFPP projects in this area. The BFPP project works in the Rockcliffe area are scheduled to 
begin construction in 2027.. 

Q: I do agree, having lived at the start of Smythe Park at Jane, that the bridge at Scarlett Rd be done first.  
The water runs to the top of the current culvert on slightly more than regular rain day. 

A: Within the Black Creek valley, major utility relocations for sections of the combined trunk sewer 
are required and will be subject to confirming appropriate construction methodology at later design 
stages but may take several construction seasons to complete. 

Q: Which resident streets will be impacted? 

A: The entire Black Creek Study looks at a large study area. Community impacts will be noticed 
during implementation of the various projects. There will be a change to the current traffic flow 
during construction. Construction activity will be focused on Scarlet Road, Jane Street, Rockcliffe 
Boulevard, Rockcliffe Court, Alliance Avenue and Symes Road. During some of these construction 
activities, roads may continue to operate at a reduced capacity, or if needed, close for the duration 
of the construction activity.  The complete phasing and implementation plan has yet to be 
completed at this stage of the study, 

Q: Most important consideration is the Scarlett bridge. The Scarlet bridge bottleneck cannot currently 
handle any more water. 

A: This will be reviewed in great detail as part of the implementation plan in the next phase of the 
project. The technical assessment completed in the implementation planning phase will determine 
the best course of action moving forward. 

C: The TRCA needs to have their powers re-implemented to its original mandate. To protect us from 
flooding by having the power to re-appropriate. 15 bodies were recovered from Black Creek after Hurricane 
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Hazel. 36 died at Raymore. The TRCA did a good job but are now given too many barriers by the City 
building on the flood plain and the province insufficient funding. 

Q: What will be done to protect residents during the construction process regarding flooding measures? 

A: This will be reviewed in great detail as part of the implementation plan in the next phase of the 
project. The technical assessment completed in the implementation planning phase will determine 
the best course of action moving forward. 

Q: Was the naturalization of the creek considered between Scarlett and Jane? All the imagery shows it being 
reviewed Jane up Humber Blvd.  

A: We investigated how natural channels would fit into the Rockcliffe area and found it not feasible. 
A natural channel would require too much space and would cause significant impacts to property 
existing and proposed infrastructure. The costs would be significantly higher with longer 
construction times (it'll take longer to achieve flood protection). Due to erosion, a natural channel 
would be heavily armoured with large rocks or armour stone, which means it still won't look fully 
naturalized. 
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Comment Form Response Summary 

The comment form was available on the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority’s website 
(www.trca.ca/rockcliffe) from February 15th to March 15th, 2022.  

Respondents selected whether they understand the differences between the design concepts and 
selected items they need more information on. Additionally, respondents were asked if they agree 
with the preferred design concept. Respondents also had an opportunity to provide input on the 
most important considerations going forward and further information they would like the team to 
know.  

6 respondents completed the comment form. Responses to open-ended questions were reviewed 
and categorized into themes. A summary of the key themes and feedback received from the 
comment form is outlined in the following pages. 

1. Did you attend the live virtual Public Information Centre #2 event on March 1, 2022 or 
watch the recording of the event? 

6 out of 6 respondents answered this question. 
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PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Design Concepts 
1. Do you understand the differences between the design concepts? 

6 out of 6 respondents answered this question. 

 

2. If you answered No to Question 1: What items do you need more information on: (Select 
all that apply) 

4 out of 6 respondents answered this question. 
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The other comments for Black Creek included: 

• Why is land not being expropriated from the city owned land, such as the parks work yard? 

• Why is Jane St bridge going to take two seasons to complete? 

The other comments for Lavender Creek included: 

• Why is the naturalized part of the creek being placed in a channel? 

• Lavender Creek floods primarily along the back of the homes on the Hilldale west side 
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The other comments for transportation included: 

• Why is Scarlett Road Bridge not going to be built first? 

• Why not replace all three bridges? 

• Why is there no holding tank in Rockcliffe Court as recommended in a past EA? 

 

PART 2: Evaluation of Design Concepts 
3. Black Creek - Do you agree that the Engineered Channel (BC1) design concept is the 

preferred concept? 

6 out of 6 respondents answered this question. 
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4. Lavender Creek - Do you agree that the Smooth Concrete Channel with the north 
driveway bridge removed (LC3) design concept is the preferred concept? 

6 out of 6 respondents answered this question. 
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5. Do you have any comments on the evaluation of the design concepts and selection of the 
preferred concept? 

4 out of 6 respondents answered this question. 

The feedback included: 

• The proposed Black Creek concepts (especially BC1) does not seem sufficient to preserve 
the neighbourhood's vital green space along the channel, especially between Rockcliffe 
and Humber Blvd 

• The creek should not be widened between Rockcliffe to Jane if the creek between Jane 
Street and Scarlett Road is not going to be widened  

• Reassess widening of the creek after the bridge construction is completed 

• No cement at Lavender Creek 

• Flooding occurred three times in the month of July 2013, 2019, and 2020, the flood 
waters backs up from the Scarlett Road underpass  

• I do not prefer any of these options because they continue to come up short 

• Building on a floodplain with cement puts the community and nature at risk of sewage 
flooding and riverine flooding  

PART 3: Next Steps 
6. What do you think are the most important considerations going forward? (Select all that 

apply) 
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7. Is there any further information you would like the study team to know? 

4 out of 6 respondents answered this question. 

The feedback included: 

• The neighbourhood is working class and lower-income and surrounded by industry and 
busy roads 

• Do not take away green space because there is little room to make the neighbourhood 
liveable 

• Scarlett Bridge should be built first than Jane  
• Remove bridges crossing over Lavender Creek  
• This project should be treated with urgency because it is a health & safety issue 
• Should not underestimate force and devastation to wildlife of the rapid flooding 
• Business and Industry have no place on the floodplain 
• What can residents do to ensure that our floodplain is protected?  

 

8. Is there any further information you would like the study team to know? 
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Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: March 1, 2022 9:34 PM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 2 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Did you attend the live virtual Public Information Centre #2 event on March 1, 2022 or watch the recording of the event?  

   Yes  

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you understand the differences between the design concepts?  

   Yes  

PART 2: Evaluation of Design Concepts 

Black Creek - Do you agree that the Engineered Channel (BC1) design concept is the preferred concept?  

   No  

Lavender Creek - Do you agree that the Smooth Concrete Channel with the north driveway bridge removed (LC3) design 
concept is the preferred concept?  

   No opinion  

Do you have any comments on the evaluation of the design concepts and selection of the preferred concept?  

   I'm not at all convinced that the proposed Black Creek concepts (especially BC1) are sufficient to preserve the neighbourhood's 
vital green space along the channel, especially between Rockcliffe and Humber Blvd. It's devastating to see.  

PART 3: Next Steps 

What do you think are the most important considerations going forward?  

    Planning of construction to minimize impacts on community and wildlife 

Is there any further information you would like the study team to know?  

   I need you to understand that this is mostly a lower-income, working class neighbourhood surrounded by industry and busy 
roads. We have so little to make this place liveable. Please please please don't take our green space away.  

Would you like to be added to the project email distribution list to receive future project updates?  

   Yes, please  

If "yes", please enter your email address:  

     
 

 



From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 2 Comment Form
Date: March 2, 2022 9:10:48 AM

Did you attend the live virtual Public Information Centre #2 event on March 1, 2022 or watch the
recording of the event?

 No

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options

Do you understand the differences between the design concepts?

 Yes

PART 2: Evaluation of Design Concepts

Black Creek - Do you agree that the Engineered Channel (BC1) design concept is the preferred
concept?

 Yes

Lavender Creek - Do you agree that the Smooth Concrete Channel with the north driveway bridge
removed (LC3) design concept is the preferred concept?

 Yes

PART 3: Next Steps

What do you think are the most important considerations going forward?

 Timeline and making progress towards implementation (including securing funding)

Would you like to be added to the project email distribution list to receive future project updates?

 No, thank you

mailto:noreply@trca.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca


From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 2 Comment Form
Date: March 9, 2022 5:58:31 PM

Did you attend the live virtual Public Information Centre #2 event on March 1, 2022 or watch the
recording of the event?

 Yes

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options

Do you understand the differences between the design concepts?

 No

Black Creek flood control channel concepts:

 
Footprint (size)
Landscaping and restoration (outside of the channel)
Other

If you answered "other", please elaborate:

 Why land is not being expropriated from the city owned land , such as the parks work yard. Why Jane st
bridge takes 2 seasons to complete.

Lavender Creek flood control channel concepts:

 

Footprint (size)
Materials (used to build the channel)
Landscaping and restoration (outside of the channel)
How the designs would address flood risks (effectiveness)
Other

If you answered "other", please elaborate:

 Why is the naturalized part of the creek being placed in a channel?Lavender Creek floods primarily along
the back of the homes on Hilldale west side.

Transportation infrastructure improvements:

 

Scarlett Road bridge
Jane Street bridge
Rockcliffe Boulevard bridge
Symes Road culvert
Weston Road flood barrier
Other

If you answered "other", please elaborate:

 Why is Scarlett road bridge not first 
Why not replace all 3 bridges . Why no holding tank in Rockcliffe court as recommended in past EA?

PART 2: Evaluation of Design Concepts

Black Creek - Do you agree that the Engineered Channel (BC1) design concept is the preferred
concept?

 No opinion

mailto:noreply@trca.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca


Lavender Creek - Do you agree that the Smooth Concrete Channel with the north driveway bridge
removed (LC3) design concept is the preferred concept?

 No opinion

Do you have any comments on the evaluation of the design concepts and selection of the preferred
concept?

 
I do not prefer any of these option b/c they continue to come up short
Allow building on a floodplain putting the community & nature at risk of sewage, flooding and more
cement as opposed to big picture thinking and cooperation up stream.

PART 3: Next Steps

What do you think are the most important considerations going forward?

 Other

If you answered "other", please elaborate:

 Having more consultation, refining plans, working on upstream eco solutions and advocating for
provincial funding and cooperation. The current designs are bandaids

Is there any further information you would like the study team to know?

 
What can residents do to ensure that our floodplain is protected? Business and Industry have no place
on the floodplain 
These mistakes of the past should not be allowed to expand or be accommodated going forward but here
we are.

Would you like to be added to the project email distribution list to receive future project updates?

 Yes, please

If "yes", please enter your email address:

 



From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 2 Comment Form
Date: March 15, 2022 4:47:42 PM

Did you attend the live virtual Public Information Centre #2 event on March 1, 2022 or watch the
recording of the event?

 Yes

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options

Do you understand the differences between the design concepts?

 Yes

Transportation infrastructure improvements:

 Scarlett Road bridge

PART 2: Evaluation of Design Concepts

Black Creek - Do you agree that the Engineered Channel (BC1) design concept is the preferred
concept?

 Yes

Lavender Creek - Do you agree that the Smooth Concrete Channel with the north driveway bridge
removed (LC3) design concept is the preferred concept?

 No opinion

Do you have any comments on the evaluation of the design concepts and selection of the preferred
concept?

 
Regarding the Scarlett Road bridge, as a resident of Black Creek Blvd backing on the park since 2002, I
have experienced flooding three times in the month of July 2013, 2019, 2020. The flood waters back up
from the Scarlett Road underpass

PART 3: Next Steps

What do you think are the most important considerations going forward?

 Planning of construction to minimize impacts on community and wildlife

Is there any further information you would like the study team to know?

 
The term ‘flooding’ brings to mind over spilling rain water. In fact the force and devastation to wildlife of
the rapid flooding, that sounds like a freight train crashing through, should not be underestimated in how
potentially dangetous.

Would you like to be added to the project email distribution list to receive future project updates?

 Yes, please

If "yes", please enter your email address:

 

mailto:noreply@trca.ca
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From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 2 Comment Form
Date: March 15, 2022 4:58:31 PM

Did you attend the live virtual Public Information Centre #2 event on March 1, 2022 or watch the
recording of the event?

 Yes

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options

Do you understand the differences between the design concepts?

 No

Lavender Creek flood control channel concepts:

 How the designs would address flood risks (effectiveness)

Transportation infrastructure improvements:

 
Scarlett Road bridge
Jane Street bridge

PART 2: Evaluation of Design Concepts

Black Creek - Do you agree that the Engineered Channel (BC1) design concept is the preferred
concept?

 No opinion

Lavender Creek - Do you agree that the Smooth Concrete Channel with the north driveway bridge
removed (LC3) design concept is the preferred concept?

 No

PART 3: Next Steps

What do you think are the most important considerations going forward?

 
Timeline and making progress towards implementation (including securing funding)
Planning of construction to minimize impacts on community and wildlife

Would you like to be added to the project email distribution list to receive future project updates?

 Yes, please

If "yes", please enter your email address:

 

mailto:noreply@trca.ca
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Rhianydd Phillips

From: Toronto and Region Conservation Authority <noreply@trca.ca>
Sent: March 15, 2022 11:42 AM
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: New submission from Rockcliffe EA PIC 2 Comment Form

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Did you attend the live virtual Public Information Centre #2 event on March 1, 2022 or watch the recording of the event?  

   Yes  

PART 1: Riverine Flood Mitigation Options 

Do you understand the differences between the design concepts?  

   Yes  

PART 2: Evaluation of Design Concepts 

Black Creek - Do you agree that the Engineered Channel (BC1) design concept is the preferred concept?  

   No  

Lavender Creek - Do you agree that the Smooth Concrete Channel with the north driveway bridge removed (LC3) design 
concept is the preferred concept?  

   No  

Do you have any comments on the evaluation of the design concepts and selection of the preferred concept?  

   If it is not required for the creek to be widened between Jane & Scarlett Road, it does not make sense that it needs to be from 
Rockliffe to Jane. Just deepening could work. Reassess after bridge construction completed. Lavender NO cement.  

PART 3: Next Steps 

What do you think are the most important considerations going forward?  

    Timeline and making progress towards implementation (including securing funding) 

Is there any further information you would like the study team to know?  

   Scarlett Bridge built 1st larger than Jane in 1 yr then Jane 1 yr. This is a health & safety issue & should be treated with urgency. 
Metrolinx & Scarlett overpass are NOT. -2 yrs from timeline. Remove both bridges crossing Lavender Cr.  

Would you like to be added to the project email distribution list to receive future project updates?  

   No, thank you  
 

 



From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Re: Concerns for /Jane Street Bridge Reconstruction + Path Widening
Date: March 4, 2022 9:47:37 AM

Hello Rockcliffe Study Team,

Thanks so much for your prompt response and adding me to the list, the information that
you've provided here already eases my concerns. 

All the best,

On Fri, 4 Mar 2022 at 09:39, RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> wrote:

Hello ,

Thank you for your email. Your email has been shared with the technical project team. We
understand your concerns related to potential construction impacts and the proximity of your
home to the activity. As part of the environmental assessment process, potential impacts
during construction and operation are identified and assessed. Through this process,
mitigation plans are prepared to minimize impacts where possible. These mitigation plans
include approaches for limiting dust, noise and traffic impacts. These plans also include
monitoring during construction to manage and reduce impacts. There will be temporary
construction nuisance impacts that cannot be avoided. The environmental assessment will
outline approaches to reducing these impacts as much as possible. The City and TRCA will
continue to work with residents to try and reduce impacts as work progresses.

Following the environmental assessment, detailed design work will include more detailed
construction planning. The detailed design work will include more information on
construction staging and what can be expected for the duration of construction. During
construction, there will be an identified contact number for residents to discuss construction
impacts or issues that need to be addressed as the project unfolds.

Regarding privacy and proximity of activity to your property, there will be a landscaping
plan as part of the design work. The plan considers impacts around residential properties,
and it will include efforts to protect existing trees and plant new trees as well as provide
screening using various plantings. The EA report will note the desire to provide privacy
screenings for adjacent properties so that this will be incorporated into the landscaping
plans.

We will add you to the project contact list to keep you informed and email you plans as they
become available.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6

mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca


Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

 

From:  
Sent: Wednesday, March 2, 2022 8:42 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Re: Concerns for Jane Street Bridge Reconstruction + Path
Widening

 

 

My name is . My home and front
outdoor area look out onto the path into Smythe Park just north of the Jane Street Bridge. I
have been following closely along with the presentations for this project and will continue to
pay attention to the information as it becomes released about this project. 

 

While all presenters expressed that plans will take into consideration the residents that have
homes close to the construction, 50 percent of my home is directly in the line of sight to this
reconfiguration. I am extremely concerned for my quality of life during this process thanks
to the widening of the Jane Street bridge as well as the results of widening the path into
Smythe park.

 

At this moment, the path is a popular accessway into the park. We have a lot of people
moving back and forth, most commonly in seasons with nice weather, but ultimately year
round. We have a divide with a grassy area that keeps the public separated from our outdoor
space and already offers minimal privacy. Should this accessway widen and the path be
moved closer to our properties, it will eliminate the distance between the public's access in
the park and will be a consistent disruption to the enjoyment of our outdoor space (Not to
mention that even with this level of distance, we have had people try to take our hanging
plants and other reachable items in our outdoor area-- closing this gap will not help with this
matter). We also have some trees in this grassy area that we would hope can be preserved
during this process, including a tree directly in front of our home that was a huge selling
feature in purchasing our property.

 

Then the construction of the Jane Street bridge, over two to three construction seasons, is
going to be 2-3 years of anticipated noise, dust, and traffic that we did not foresee when we
bought our first home.We are truly feet away from this expansion, and I believe that our
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concerns for our well-being during this time are very valid, and real, and this is an enormous
anxiety inducing situation for us.  We spent our life savings to purchase a home in Toronto
that we hoped we could enjoy, and then successfully sell, and now we may have a huge
hindrance in both of those goals based on when this construction is to begin and end. 

 

I would like you to please take into consideration not just myself, but any of the homes that
are extremely close to all of the construction and widening that will be happening.
Additionally, I'd like to know what the City of Toronto will do for my family to minimize
the level of disruption this will cause.  While I am aware of the benefits and the flood
prevention needs that are being met here in the long run, the impact that even a few years of
this kind of a project can have is substantial --and I believe it's imperative that residents have
some level of comfort and security during this time. 

 

Sincerely,

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

--

 

-- 



From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Melody Brown; Mike Collins; Casey Morris; Geno Orsi; Sacha.Smart@toronto.ca
Subject: Re: Hilldale Road Reconstruction - Flood Mitigation Coordination
Date: March 15, 2022 3:43:33 PM

Hello All,

Thank you for leading an informative public meeting on March 1st and thank you more
generally for the work that you do as public servants. I have no doubt about your commitment
to solving the problem that has been given to you. For the purpose of including further
comments in the public record for the EA, I have the following additional comments.  I would
also like to invite the project team to meet with myself and a few other Hilldale Residents for a
site walk along Lavender Creek.  I think it is important that we communicate in person, and on
site, some of our decades of observation and some of the reasons why we love where we live.

The approach I have taken below is my attempt to influence this project in a way that best
aligns with the approach of an Environmental Assessment.  That said, all this really comes
down to is one question.  "How does this investment improve our quality of life?"  It is
important to remember the big picture associated with any major investment in
infrastructure, and that is to improve the quality of life for the residents that it
is intended to support.  While mitigating flood risk on Black Creek is important to the
community, the fact of the matter is that it is just one of many factors that influence our
quality of life on Hilldale Road. One of the factors that makes life great on Hilldale Road, is
the fact that wedoo back to a natural creek surrounded by lush vegetation.  It is critical that the
project team understand this, and that a balanced/holistic approach is taken when evaluating
the impacts of the proposed solutions.  I have categorized my comments into three groups
below.

1. Adequately Documenting the Existing Conditions

A critical part of the environmental assessment process is to document the existing conditions
of the study area.  The purpose of this is to ensure that the impacts of the proposed solutions
are adequately documented.   Currently, the proposed solution does not balance the ambition
for 350-year flood protection with the every-day value that the community gets from this asset
and would have a net negative impact on the quality of life of the residents. 

 To adequately balance the trade offs, the existing function and value that the mature
vegetation along Lavender Creek currently provides for the community and the environment
needs to be documented and considered as part of the evaluation.  This value includes, but is
not limited to the following:
- A visual, sound and air quality buffer between the residential land uses on Hilldale and the
Industrial land uses to the west of the creek.
- Carbon Sequestration (concrete channel would not only require significant carbon emissions
to construct, but it would no longer provide the carbon sequestration benefits of the natural
channel and mature vegetation)
- Contribution to the City's tree canopy
- Improvement of air quality
-  Reduction of urban heat island effect
-  Habitat for several species of urban wildlife
- A highly used public recreation trail and natural oasis.
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2. Solutions Development and inclusion of a "do nothing" alternative
-  Building off comment 1, it is important to understand the value of the existing conditions,
especially if the proposed solution would radically deplete that value.  It is for this reason that
the solutions that are evaluated in the EA include a "do nothing" alternative.  I have not seen a
do-nothing alternative for Lavender Creek, nor have I seen the evaluation of a solution that is
a "middle ground," where the vegetation can be maintained, while reducing some flood risk. 
Surely there is a solution that can reduce flood risk (maybe not to a 350-year event), but to a
reasonable level without impacting the natural creek.

3. Evaluation Criteria
- Further building off comment 1 and 2, the evaluation criteria that was used to formulate this
recommendation did not mention any of the items listed in comment 1 that this specific
community and the city at large value.  The criteria should also be more closely tied to some
of the other policies and objectives of the City of Toronto, some of which are listed in
comment 1 above (tree canopy, carbon sequestration, air quality, recreation)

Thank you again for your diligence and for continuing to listen to my concerns.

With kind regards and continued thanks for your public service,

On Tue, Mar 1, 2022 at 2:41 PM RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> wrote:

Good afternoon Mr. ,

 

Thank you for your email. Your concerns and suggestions are acknowledged and have been
shared with the City of Toronto-TRCA study team.

 

Thank you,

 

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6

Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
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From: > 
Sent: Monday, February 28, 2022 9:40 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Mike Collins <Mike.Collins@toronto.ca>;
Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Geno Orsi <Geno.Orsi3@toronto.ca>;
Sacha.Smart@toronto.ca
Subject: Re: Hilldale Road Reconstruction - Flood Mitigation Coordination

 

Hello All,

 

Thank you for the update. Some follow up questions and comments below.  I want to
encourage the team to take my response as a valued resource, rather than a threat that they
feel compelled to defend against.  As such, I have not written anything in this email that
requires the technical team to defend their technical analysis, but rather, requires them to
understand the issues that are important to local residents.  This is something that the project
team can only learn from local residents through the public consultation process.  That said,
we will be following up with technical recommendations as well, once we have had more
time to digest the proposed solution and the TRCA's response to our first letter. 

 

Hilldale Road

 

While the Hilldale Road reconstruction is postponed, I would like to confirm that the work
to install sidewalks on Orman Ave and Symes Road will be proceeding this year as planned. 
The promise of sidewalks this year remains a critical priority for the safety and well being of
the community and can not be postponed.  This winter, the high snowfall has further
exemplified the urgency for these sidewalks, as pedestrians have had no choice but to walk
in the middle of the road since snow banks have taken the place of the narrow grass strip
that pedestrians were confined to.  

 

Lavender Creek

 

The proposed solution along the Lavender Creek portion of the project (Slide #40-41 of the
PIC presentation) represents a significant lack of understanding of the value that the
community places on the  Lavender Creek's natural riparian area. The proposed solution
would destroy one of the community's most prized public assets.  The vegetation that is
proposed to be removed currently provides a critical buffer between the residential and
industrial area to the west, it is used as a recreational trail, it is what makes the area
beautiful, and it is home to a variety of wildlife.  
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The proposed solution reminds me of something that might have gotten built in the1960's,
when the right "engineering" solution was prioritized without an understanding of its holistic
impact on the community and environment.  The best analogy I can think of would be if a
cardiologist prescribed heart medication to eliminate the risk of heart disease for a problem
that they weren't positive existed but that medication resulted in significant degradation of
the patient's daily quality of life and a lower life expectancy caused by the medication's side
effects.  

 

That the science behind the model remains questionable (lack of data to properly calibrate
it), makes the proposed solution even more unacceptable.  The solution's impacts far
outweigh its benefits and the $10 Million in funding to implement the solution could be
better applied in other parts of the project.

 

I should emphasize that we are not refuting the importance of increasing the capacity of
Black Creek.  The community remains extremely frustrated about the problems that Black
Creek has caused.  My neighbour has been living in his home on Hilldale Road, backing
onto Lavender creek, for 50 years.  Only once in those 50 years (2013), did Lavender Creek
rise to the level of his detached Garage, but bever has it come close to reaching his home. 
All instances of flooding for him have been the result of the sewer backing up. However,
that neighbour, every day for the past 50 years, has taken pride in where he lives and a big
part of that pride comes from the natural area behind his house.  Destroying it, would
destroy him. It would destroy something that many of us hold dear.

 

Regards,

 

 

 

 

On Thu., Dec. 2, 2021, 15:23 RockCliffeEA, <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> wrote:

Good afternoon ,
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We have received your letter and appendix report dated November 26th via
Councillor Nunziata’s office. Thank you for sharing your concerns and ideas.
Your request for further infrastructure improvements to be implemented is under
review by Toronto Water. Your request for reconsideration of the flood mitigation
needs associated with Lavender Creek is under review by the Rockcliffe Riverine
Flood Mitigation Municipal Class EA Study Team, which includes representation
from TRCA, Toronto Water and Transportation Services.

 

We will provide further response to you once we have completed our review. Feel
free to contact us via RockcliffeEA@trca.ca if you have any further concerns.

 

Thank you,

 

Melody Brown (TRCA), Mike Collins (Toronto Water) and Casey Morris
(Transportation Services)

On behalf of the Rockcliffe Study Team

 

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6

Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471

Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca

Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
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From: RockCliffeEA
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Date:

RockCliffeEA; 
Mike Collins; Casey Morris; Councillor Nunziata; Geno Orsi; Sacha.Smart@toronto.ca

RE: Hilldale Road Reconstruction - Flood Mitigation Coordination
March 25, 2022 4:47:45 PM

Good afternoon ,

Thank you for your comments. Your email has been shared with the technical project team. We
understand your concerns related to the impacts on Lavender Creek and the Hilldale residents. As
part of the environmental assessment (EA) process, we look at a number of different ways to
achieve the project objective of providing flood mitigation for the area while minimizing the impacts
on the community and surrounding natural areas. As part of the EA process, potential impacts to
existing conditions are identified and assessed. The City and TRCA will continue to work with
residents to reduce impacts as work progresses. We appreciate your invitation to meet in person
and complete a site tour with some of the local residents. TRCA and City staff will attend this site
tour next week, the details of which we will coordinate through a separate email. 

Regarding the understanding of existing conditions, we will take your input into consideration and
recognize the important role that the existing landscape provides to the community and wildlife. In
terms of the alternatives development, "do nothing" is always a consideration in an EA. The “do
nothing” option was assessed by the study team and will be included in the project documentation.
In this case, the "do nothing" option is not appropriate as there are existing flood risks that must be
addressed. Reducing impacts to existing vegetation is an important goal of the project. The preferred
solution for the project tries to limit impacts while also limiting other adverse impacts and
adequately addressing riverine flooding in the area. Restoration plans will consider the desire for
screening of private properties, screening of the channel, as well as ecological objectives. The 350
year flood risk mitigation target is not the only factor that influences the modifications needed to
Lavender Creek. A key piece of the puzzle for mitigating riverine flood risk to the Hilldale area is
increasing the conveyance capacity of the Symes Rd culvert. This in turn requires regrading of
Lavender Creek to accommodate the larger culvert and ensure positive drainage to Black Creek.
Different configurations for the Symes Rd culvert are severely constrained by existing critical
infrastructure in the area.

The 350-year storm is an appropriate target when considering several factors, such as basement
flooding objectives and uncertainty around climate change. The 350-year target allows for the best
value for future generations from the proposed infrastructure investment by providing both long-
term resilience and reduced encumbrance on properties that would remain within the regulatory
floodplain after the implementation of the measures proposed in the EA.

In terms of what we consider in the evaluation of solutions and design, we do consider the items you
raised such as air quality, tree canopy, habitat and recreation. These are listed under the natural and
social environment categories of the evaluation criteria shown on PIC#2 presentation slides #34 and
35. The outcome of the evaluation is such that although there are impacts to these criteria, there
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are greater social, technical and cost benefits that are achieved through the preferred concept than
through other options. During later phases following the EA, additional field studies will be
conducted in detailed design to determine the mitigation measures and planting plans for the
Lavender Creek area. Additionally the design will be refined to further reduce impacts. The
mitigation measures and plans would consider factors around preserving/replacing tree canopy and
wildlife habitat and offset negative urban heat island, carbon, and air quality impacts as well as
providing screening of the channel and for private properties. The environmental goals of the City
and TRCA will inform replanting and landscaping approaches.  

The project team acknowledges your desire to maintain the current conditions at Lavender Creek.
The project team will incorporate this feedback when developing mitigation and planting plans to
minimize the project's impact on local residents.

We will keep you informed as the project progresses.

Kind Regards,
 
The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
 

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: March 17, 2022 4:13 PM
To:  RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Mike Collins <Mike.Collins@toronto.ca>; Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Geno Orsi
<Geno.Orsi3@toronto.ca>; Sacha.Smart@toronto.ca
Subject: RE: Hilldale Road Reconstruction - Flood Mitigation Coordination
 
Good afternoon 
 
Thank you for your interest in the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA project and for
providing your comments. This email is to acknowledge receipt of your comments.  The study team
is looking into the items you have raised and will be providing you with a response within the next
couple weeks.
 
Kind Regards,
 
The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
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From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project
Date: March 15, 2022 3:23:10 PM

Hello Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Team,

Thank you for adding the Scarlett Road bridge construction to the EA. It brings great relief to
see it there. I believe it should be constructed first and the size should allow a larger amount of
water to pass through than the Jane Street bridge.

It is standard practice that the last bridge in a watershed is the largest simply because it has the
most water passing through it. Because the Scarlett Road bridge is currently smaller than the
Jane Street bridge, the Smythe area has been flooding terribly. The Jane street bridge can act
like a dam because there is too much water in the Smythe area. Opening the Scarlett Rd.
bridge first will give relief to the entire watershed and protect Smythe Park, properties, and the
health & safety of all living things. Constructing Jane first places the Smythe area in a
potentially horrendous flooding situation. The risk is much too high and appears to be
unnecessary. If this is all based on funding then please request that funding for the Jane Street
bridge be transferred to the Scarlett Road bridge.

Flooding starts along Smythe Park first, it always has. It first breaches the banks about 10
metres from the bend by Scarlett Road and it is quite some time later for it to breach east of
Jane. I have checked this many times by going to the creek, viewing the breach, checking the
TRCA webcam by Hilldale & Humber Boulevard as well as communicating with people east
of Jane. It is clear that the Scarlett Rd. bridge will give relief to the entire watershed if it’s
capacity is enlarged first. There have been numerous occasions, even this past year, where the
water breaches the banks in Smythe and nothing happens upstream. These are not serious
flooding situations but clear indicators that the Scarlett Rd. bridge should be done first. The
lack of proper data at the Scarlett Road bridge has been a serious problem. Please place a
water monitoring camera or a contemporary water monitoring system at Scarlett Road. This
would be beneficial for true monitoring of the watershed. We understand that if this was done
years ago, the Scarlett Road bridge construction would have been included in the EA at the
beginning. It is also apparent that eyewitnesses are valuable. I am hearing it from the Smythe
park area people as well as the Lavender Creek people. Maybe some kind of outreach for
pictures or video of flooded areas from eyewitnesses after a flooding event would be helpful in
tandem with the hydraulic modelling.

I believe that removing both bridges along Lavender Creek and the construction of the 3
bridges along Black Creek, will be sufficient to mitigate flooding. The cement banks should
not be added to Lavender Creek.

The Scarlett Road bridge is also the location where water testing should be done on a regular
basis. Because this creek is still known as the most polluted watershed in the GTA it should be
tested a few times a year at Scarlett Road and Lavender Creek. Yesterday, Lavender Creek
was green, testing would let us know what it was and given some ability to trace it. Black
Creek should be part of the TRCA watershed monitoring reports. If this is not part of your
scope please inform me of the best route to request this.

The time line is too long.



Because the construction of the Jane Street bridge and Scarlett Road bridge is for safety &
health reasons in the TRCA and the City of Toronto’s most serious flooding area, it should
have precedence over other construction work in the area and each should be completed in 1
construction season. Both bridges could be done in 2 years not 4 years. We all know that there
are lots of alternative routes around the bridges and the traffic interruptions over 2 years is
better than 4. Protecting our health, safety, properties and the environment is far more
important. These 2 bridges replaced alone will have an enormously positive impact to
everyone’s flooding issues along Black Creek. We must insist this takes priority over other
construction in the area, which is NOT a health & safety issue for the people who live here. I
am referring to Metrolinx and the Scarlett Road overpass which Serge mentioned as the cause
of a 2 construction season delay.

Does the portion of the creek from Jane to Alliance or Rockcliffe really have to be widened
that much? If so, why wouldn’t that be the same for Smythe? This may not be required.
Deepening may be enough. Please reassess this after all 3 bridges have been replaced.

Is it “normal” that more funds are not provided by the Provincial government for this kind of
TRCA project? Not just with the current government but since the inception of the TRCA.
Could I please have more information regarding the history of Provincial funding for TRCA
flooding mitigation projects? Why hasn’t the City of Toronto offered more money for the
Scarlett Road bridge?

The naturalization portion in this presentation seems like a waste of time and money. You
covered this in PIC 1. The Councillor asking the City to request you to review this again does
not make sense. Neither do the options that you presented. Many much simpler options were
not covered e.g. permeated pavement which is by far the most common and cost effective way
to do this. I am requesting that you consider permeated naturalized pavement at the top of the
widened creek, if you still believe the creek should be widened that much, upon completion of
the construction of all 3 bridges.

Why can’t the TRCA expropriate buildings on the flood plain? I know it had the authority to
earlier and by doing that saved lives. What has changed? What needs to be changed to help the
TRCA block any development along the banks of watersheds and to allow them the full
authority to expropriate land in order to protect the watersheds and ravine system? I
understand that the City said it was too expensive a few years back. What is the best path
forward?

I recognize that you have a challenging job having to deal with this flooding situation. A
situation that is clearly due to building along the banks of the creek, on flood plains, and the
toxic water is what makes it much more serious. This is primarily due to the City of Toronto’s
choices. You are then asked to fix it without proper funding. Thank you for your incredible
efforts.

Sincerely,

 

 



From: RockCliffeEA
To:
Cc: RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project
Date: April 5, 2022 3:01:46 PM

Hello 
 
Thank you for your email. Your email has been shared with the technical project team. We
understand your concerns related to the construction of the Scarlett Bridge. The expansion of the
Scarlett Bridge and the considerations of existing flooding conditions have been incorporated into
the preferred solution. In future stages of the environmental assessment process, an
implementation plan will be developed to determine the phasing and timing of the construction that
will be delivered as part of the project. The development of the implementation plan will include
examining current flood risks and potential adverse impacts on the community as the solution is
being constructed. Such potential impacts would include traffic due to bridge construction, flooding
and ecological impacts, and many other factors that will be considered. The plan will also consider
higher risk areas and assign priority to mitigating risk to the most vulnerable properties in the
community first. Computer modelling exercises will be undertaken to understand what will happen
to the flooding conditions as each component is implemented and determine the best course of
action to phase the construction. The results will be reviewed in detail to ensure there are no
significant adverse impacts in any interim scenario.

A downstream bridge may be smaller than an upstream bridge for a number of different reasons.
The necessary size of a bridge is influenced by several factors, including the amount of water, the
speed of the water, the surrounding ground shape, and how water is directed under the bridge.
Computer modelling exercises have been used to determine the necessary size of each bridge to
mitigate riverine flooding, given the unique conditions at each bridge. Additionally, geotechnical,
structural, topography and other engineering considerations can significantly influence the size of a
bridge.

Permeated naturalized pavement at the top of the widened creek was considered for Black Creek
under Design Concept BC3. The advantages and disadvantages of BC1 vs BC3 and the rationale for
BC1 as the recommended preferred design concept is provided in the PIC #2 materials. Cement or
other hard materials such as stone is proposed for the Lavender Creek banks for flood water
conveyance and erosion protection. The existing channel banks show clear signs of erosion that will
continue over time if not mitigated, putting adjacent infrastructure and property at risk. The
proposed design concepts for Lavender Creek provide both flood conveyance and erosion protection
within the smallest footprint possible.
 
Regarding funding for the project, the City has applied for Disaster Mitigation Adaptation Funding
(DMAF) in October 2021, which is a request at the federal level for cost share funding for the
entirety of the project. The Jane Street bridge and Symes Road culvert already have approved
federal and/or City funding. The City is continuing to look into funding opportunities, including
Provincial infrastructure funding. 
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Water levels read at the Alliance Avenue and Hilldale Road gauge have been correlated to flood
conditions within the Rockcliffe-Smythe area, including downstream at Scarlett Road and are a
useful indicator to the TRCA and first responders. Water spilling out of the channel into the
surrounding park or greenspace during storm conditions is considered acceptable. These spaces
form an integral part of the floodplain. The concern is when people’s houses or places of work are
within the floodplain. A water quality testing station does currently exist along Black Creek near
Scarlett Road. Water quality sampling has occurred at this station on a monthly basis since 2001. You
can find information about and results from TRCA’s monitoring program on this webpage: Resource
Library - Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA)

The expropriation of buildings is not being considered at this time. The study team looked at a
number of different ways to achieve the project objective of providing flood protection for the area
while minimizing the impacts on the surrounding properties. Expropriating these lands would be
costly, significantly impactful to the landowners, and require significant investment and additional
time. There would need to be legal agreements, environmental testing, studies and clean-up that
would impact the project timeline to implement flood protection and flood relief measures. These
delays would jeopardize the City’s ability to complete the project before federal funding expires
within 10 years of approval of funds.

TRCA works throughout the watershed, beyond Toronto and into neighbouring municipalities, in
coordination with local and provincial governments to provide interconnected solutions to flood
mitigation and avoid future developments within hazard areas. This occurs through current policy
and permitting practices to address existing land use issues and ensures future generations are
protected.

We confirm that you are on the project mailing list and will continue to receive emails from us to
keep you informed as the project progresses.
 
Kind Regards,
The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
 
 

From:  
Sent: March 15, 2022 3:23 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project
 
Hello Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Team,
Thank you for adding the Scarlett Road bridge construction to the EA. It brings great relief to see it
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there. I believe it should be constructed first and the size should allow a larger amount of water to
pass through than the Jane Street bridge.
It is standard practice that the last bridge in a watershed is the largest simply because it has the
most water passing through it. Because the Scarlett Road bridge is currently smaller than the Jane
Street bridge, the Smythe area has been flooding terribly. The Jane street bridge can act like a dam
because there is too much water in the Smythe area. Opening the Scarlett Rd. bridge first will give
relief to the entire watershed and protect Smythe Park, properties, and the health & safety of all
living things. Constructing Jane first places the Smythe area in a potentially horrendous flooding
situation. The risk is much too high and appears to be unnecessary. If this is all based on funding
then please request that funding for the Jane Street bridge be transferred to the Scarlett Road
bridge.
Flooding starts along Smythe Park first, it always has. It first breaches the banks about 10 metres
from the bend by Scarlett Road and it is quite some time later for it to breach east of Jane. I have
checked this many times by going to the creek, viewing the breach, checking the TRCA webcam by
Hilldale & Humber Boulevard as well as communicating with people east of Jane. It is clear that the
Scarlett Rd. bridge will give relief to the entire watershed if it’s capacity is enlarged first. There have
been numerous occasions, even this past year, where the water breaches the banks in Smythe and
nothing happens upstream. These are not serious flooding situations but clear indicators that the
Scarlett Rd. bridge should be done first. The lack of proper data at the Scarlett Road bridge has been
a serious problem. Please place a water monitoring camera or a contemporary water monitoring
system at Scarlett Road. This would be beneficial for true monitoring of the watershed. We
understand that if this was done years ago, the Scarlett Road bridge construction would have been
included in the EA at the beginning. It is also apparent that eyewitnesses are valuable. I am hearing it
from the Smythe park area people as well as the Lavender Creek people. Maybe some kind of
outreach for pictures or video of flooded areas from eyewitnesses after a flooding event would be
helpful in tandem with the hydraulic modelling.
I believe that removing both bridges along Lavender Creek and the construction of the 3 bridges
along Black Creek, will be sufficient to mitigate flooding. The cement banks should not be added to
Lavender Creek.
The Scarlett Road bridge is also the location where water testing should be done on a regular basis.
Because this creek is still known as the most polluted watershed in the GTA it should be tested a few
times a year at Scarlett Road and Lavender Creek. Yesterday, Lavender Creek was green, testing
would let us know what it was and given some ability to trace it. Black Creek should be part of the
TRCA watershed monitoring reports. If this is not part of your scope please inform me of the best
route to request this.
The time line is too long.
Because the construction of the Jane Street bridge and Scarlett Road bridge is for safety & health
reasons in the TRCA and the City of Toronto’s most serious flooding area, it should have precedence
over other construction work in the area and each should be completed in 1 construction season.
Both bridges could be done in 2 years not 4 years. We all know that there are lots of alternative
routes around the bridges and the traffic interruptions over 2 years is better than 4. Protecting our
health, safety, properties and the environment is far more important. These 2 bridges replaced
alone will have an enormously positive impact to everyone’s flooding issues along Black Creek. We
must insist this takes priority over other construction in the area, which is NOT a health & safety
issue for the people who live here. I am referring to Metrolinx and the Scarlett Road overpass which



Serge mentioned as the cause of a 2 construction season delay.
Does the portion of the creek from Jane to Alliance or Rockcliffe really have to be widened that
much? If so, why wouldn’t that be the same for Smythe? This may not be required. Deepening may
be enough. Please reassess this after all 3 bridges have been replaced.
Is it “normal” that more funds are not provided by the Provincial government for this kind of TRCA
project? Not just with the current government but since the inception of the TRCA. Could I please
have more information regarding the history of Provincial funding for TRCA flooding mitigation
projects? Why hasn’t the City of Toronto offered more money for the Scarlett Road bridge?
The naturalization portion in this presentation seems like a waste of time and money. You covered
this in PIC 1. The Councillor asking the City to request you to review this again does not make sense.
Neither do the options that you presented. Many much simpler options were not covered e.g.
permeated pavement which is by far the most common and cost effective way to do this. I am
requesting that you consider permeated naturalized pavement at the top of the widened creek, if
you still believe the creek should be widened that much, upon completion of the construction of all
3 bridges.
Why can’t the TRCA expropriate buildings on the flood plain? I know it had the authority to earlier
and by doing that saved lives. What has changed? What needs to be changed to help the TRCA block
any development along the banks of watersheds and to allow them the full authority to expropriate
land in order to protect the watersheds and ravine system? I understand that the City said it was too
expensive a few years back. What is the best path forward?
I recognize that you have a challenging job having to deal with this flooding situation. A situation that
is clearly due to building along the banks of the creek, on flood plains, and the toxic water is what
makes it much more serious. This is primarily due to the City of Toronto’s choices. You are then
asked to fix it without proper funding. Thank you for your incredible efforts.
Sincerely,

 
 
 



From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: councillor_nunziata@toronto.ca; mayor_tory@toronto.ca
Subject: Comments pertaining to Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Public Information Centre # 2 (held March

1st 2022)
Date: March 15, 2022 4:49:45 PM
Attachments: Rockcliffe_Syme_EA_comments_march_1_meeting.pdf

Hello,
Please find enclosed my comments.
Best regards,
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Toronto, March 15, 2022 
 
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Coordinator 
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority  
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan ON, L4K 5R6 
 
Sent by email to: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca 

Cc: Councillor Frances Nunziata · York South-Weston (councillor_nunziata@toronto.ca) and Mayor John 

Tory (mayor_tory@toronto.ca) 

Re: Comments pertaining to Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Public Information Centre # 2 
(held March 1st 2022) 
 
To Whom it May Concern: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the information provided at the public 
information centre #2, held March 1st. As a resident of the Rockcliffe-Syme neighbourhood who is an 
active user of Smythe Park, I would like to make the following points. 
 
Issue 1: Scarlet Road Bridge 
 
I am very pleased to see, for the first time, the replacement of the Scarlett Road bridge included as part 
of the preferred preliminary design concept. This is very much required to address the riverine flooding 
problem in the Rockcliffe neighborhood. However, the Scarlett Road bridge should be built larger in 
water capacity than the Jane Street bridge. This is standard practice in all watersheds. The last bridge in 
a watershed is always larger because there is simply more water to manage at that location. 
 
A camera and/or other water level measurement instrument should be installed to monitor the water 

levels at the Scarlett Road bridge. This will ensure TRCA’s modeling is accurate. Water quality testing 

must also be done at this location and frequently monitored. Water testing should also be in place in the 

Smythe Park area, like what the TRCA does for the Humber River. 

Issue 2: Timing 
 
The replacement of the Scarlett and Jane Street bridges are both driven by health and safety reasons 
(i.e. flooding of peoples’ homes and toxicity of the water1) and both are located in the most flood 
vulnerable area in TRCA’s jurisdiction. As such, they should have precedence over other construction 
work in the area and should be done in one construction season each (as opposed to two each). Scarlett 
Road bridge construction should be done BEFORE the Jane Street bridge and both bridges should be 
done in two years, not four years. 
 
The Project as presented at the meeting will take ten years to complete (2025 to 2035). This is simply 

too long and needs to be shortened.   

 
1 See for example https://www.thestar.com/news/insight/2016/10/15/the-ugliest-side-of-torontos-ravines.html 

mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
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https://www.thestar.com/news/insight/2016/10/15/the-ugliest-side-of-torontos-ravines.html


 

 

 
Issue 3: Lavender Creek 
 
All three bridges (Scarlett Road, Jane Street and Rockcliffe) should be done before any canal work is 
done. After the work on all three bridges is completed, the TRCA can reassess whether there is an actual 
need for the creek to be channeled in cement and/or whether any widening is required east of Jane to 
Rockcliffe.  It may be determined that the bridge work is enough.  

          

Best Regards, 

 

 
 

 
 



From: RockCliffeEA
To: RockCliffeEA;
Cc: councillor_nunziata@toronto.ca; mayor_tory@toronto.ca

Subject:

Date:

RE: Comments pertaining to Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Public Information Centre # 2 (held 
March 1st 2022)
March 25, 2022 3:51:28 PM

Hello 

Thank you for your email, it has been shared with the technical project team. We understand your
concerns related to construction timing and phasing.

In future stages of design work, a detailed implementation plan will be developed to determine the
phasing and timing of construction for all components of the proposed solution, including the
expansion of Scarlett Bridge. The development of the implementation plan will include examining
current flood risks and potential adverse impacts to the community as the solution is being
constructed. Such potential impacts would include traffic due to bridge construction, flooding and
ecological impacts, as well as many other factors that will be considered. The plan will also consider
higher risk areas and assign priority to the most vulnerable properties in the community. Computer
modelling exercises will be undertaken to understand what will happen to the flooding conditions as
each component is implemented and to determine what the best course of action will be to phase
the construction. The results will be reviewed in detail to ensure there are no significant adverse
impacts in any interim scenario.

The necessary size of a bridge is influenced by a number of factors. In addition to the amount of
water, the speed of the water, the surrounding ground shape and way in which water is directed
under the bridge are also important factors. Computer modelling exercises are used to determine
the necessary size of each bridge to mitigate riverine flooding given the unique conditions at each
bridge.  Additionally geotechnical, structural, topography and other engineering considerations can
significantly influence the size of a bridge.

A camera and water level gauge are located along Black Creek near the Alliance Avenue and Hilldale
Road intersection. You can view the gauge online and learn about the water level monitoring
network here. Water levels read at this gauge are indicative of flood conditions within the Rockcliffe-
Smythe area including downstream at Scarlett Road.  A water quality testing station does currently
exist along Black Creek near Scarlett Road. Water quality sampling has occurred at this station on a
monthly basis since 2001.

We confirm that you are on the project mailing list and will continue to receive emails from us to
keep you informed as the project progresses.

Kind Regards,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
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Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
 

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: March 17, 2022 4:23 PM
To:  RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: councillor_nunziata@toronto.ca; mayor_tory@toronto.ca
Subject: RE: Comments pertaining to Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Public Information
Centre # 2 (held March 1st 2022)
 
Good afternoon
 
Thank you for your interest in the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA project and for
providing your comments. This email is to acknowledge receipt of your comments.  The study team
is looking into the items you have raised and will be providing you with a response within the next
couple weeks.
 
Kind Regards,
 
The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
 

From:  
Sent: March 15, 2022 4:50 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: councillor_nunziata@toronto.ca; mayor_tory@toronto.ca
Subject: Comments pertaining to Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Public Information
Centre # 2 (held March 1st 2022)
 
Hello,
Please find enclosed my comments.
Best regards,
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From: RockCliffeEA
To:  RockCliffeEA
Cc: Frances Nunziata; Mayor Tory; Faisal Hassan; Ahmed.Hussen.C1@parl.gc.ca
Subject: RE: Black Creek EA
Date: March 30, 2022 12:56:54 PM

Hello 

Thank you for your email. Your email has been shared with the technical project team.

The proposed works will benefit many within the community who are currently within the ravine and floodplain.
This includes not just businesses but also public institutions such as schools and homeowners or residents in the
area.

The project has focused on finding a solution that can be implemented as soon as possible while also minimizing
impacts to the area, so that flood relief can be delivered to the community as soon as possible. Works limited to the
lands you referred to as Rockcliffe Court are not enough to provide a solution that meets the flood mitigation
objectives. An integrated suite of infrastructure improvements is needed to achieve the flood mitigation objectives
and is reflected in the solution being recommended in this EA.

TRCA works throughout the watershed, beyond Toronto and into neighbouring municipalities, in coordination with
local and provincial governments to provide interconnected solutions to flood mitigation. This occurs through
current policy and permitting practices to address existing land use issues and ensures future generations are
protected.

We understand and appreciate your concerns regarding the scope of the study. We will make sure to document these
in the reporting and we appreciate your perspectives on this issue.

We will keep you informed as the project progresses.

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: March 15, 2022 9:49 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Frances Nunziata <councillor_nunziata@toronto.ca>; Mayor Tory <mayor_tory@toronto.ca>; Faisal Hassan
<FHassan@ndp.on.ca>; Ahmed.Hussen.C1@parl.gc.ca
Subject: Black Creek EA

Dear All,

I am writing to share my feedback regarding the current Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Municipal
Class Environmental Assessment.

First I’d like thank the staff of TRCA for their valiant effort to try and remediate decades of land misuse, neglect
and  travesty.  They have been assigned an impossible task.

mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:mayor_tory@toronto.ca
mailto:FHassan@ndp.on.ca
mailto:Ahmed.Hussen.C1@parl.gc.ca


There are many constraints to this project.
The most noteworthy being the continued support of allowing future building and current land use along a well
documented highest risk floodplain in the TRCA’s jurisdiction.

Specifically the land known as Rockcliffe Court. It borders to the North Alliance Boulevard East to Hilldale/Symes
Rd and South to Terry Drive.

It is egregious to allow businesses to continue to operate there as it is a natural part of the ravine to use as nature
intended , for flood mitigation.

After reviewing the plans I can flag that I think it is short sighted, limited in scope, requires much more funding, and
implores cooperation up stream as far Vaughan, to think of big picture and interconnected solutions.

I am saddened to think about future plans to channel the final portion of Lavender Creek when clearly more cement
is not a future thinking, eco solution.

I could continue my critic and drill down to details about bridge sizes and work timelines, but to be honest I do feel
it a waste of time.

What I have seen from this proposal and constraints you have given the TRCA to work with, tells me all I need to
know.

No level of government (especially the provincial who has contributed $0 to this project).  are not interested in
building a legacy, doing the right thing, and making tough choices.

If you where there be land expropriation, site remediation, coordinated removal of combined sewage overflow
spouts and upstream opportunities for water diversion.

What this project tells me is that those in power are only motivated and interested in quick fixes, election cycle
promises and catering to the needs of industry and development, at the very real life and death risk of my neighbours
health, safety and wellness.

 These plans are not innovative, not designed to protect the next generation and are in now trying to “make things
right.”

These plans offer antiquated options, offered on the cheap because no level of government has the vision, empathy
or bravery to do better for it citizens in the long neglected community.

Shame.

Sincerely

Sent from my iPhone
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Cultural Environment 
Traditional Land Uses 
This project is located within the Traditional Territories and Treaty Lands of the Mississaugas of the Credit First 
Nation, Six Nations of the Grand River, the Haudenosaunee Confederacy, and the Huron Wendat Nation. No 
adverse effects to traditional land uses were identified during consultation with Indigenous communities.  

Aboriginal Reserves or Communities 
There are no Indigenous reserves or communities within the project limits; therefore, there will be no impact to 
Indigenous reserves or communities due to these works.  

Outstanding Native Land Claims or Treaty Rights 
The project is located within the boundaries of the Nanfan and Toronto Purchase Treaties. No impacts to treaty 
rights were identified during consultation with Indigenous communities.  

Consultation 
Prior the delivery of any notifications, the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation, and Parks (MECP) was 
contacted for advice and information about the Indigenous communities that should be contacted during the 
Indigenous Engagement process. Additional Indigenous community contact lists were considered, including lists 
held by Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA). TRCA was also directed by Infrastructure Canada, 
due to requirements of the Disaster Mitigation Action Fund (DMAF), to engage with the Assembly of First 
Nations and the Metis Nation of Ontario (MNO); both AFN and MNO were contacted at a later point during the 
project but were provided with all information. The following communities and agencies were engaged based 
on asserted or established interest: 

 Assembly of First Nations 
 Haudenosaunee Confederacy  
 Huron‐Wendat Nation  
 Métis Nation of Ontario 
 Mississaugas of the Credit First Nation 
 Six Nations of the Grand River First Nation 
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Summary of Notifications 

Notification  Date  Method  

Notification #1: Notice of 
Commencement.  21‐Jan‐2021  Email 

Notification #1: Notice of 
Commencement.  22‐Jan‐2021  Courier 

Notification #2: Public 
Information Centre #1.   27‐May‐2021  Email 

Notification #3: Public 
Information Centre #2.  10‐Feb‐2022  Email 

Notification #4: Completion.  7‐Feb‐2023  Email, courier 

Discussion of Concerns 
Archaeological Assessments 
The Huron Wendat Nation (HWN) and Mississaugas of the Credit First Nation (MCFN) indicated an interest in 
archaeological assessments related to this project. The completed Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment was provided 
to both nations on November 10, 2022. TRCA has committed to sharing information about further potential 
archaeological assessments related to this project and will do so during regular ‘touch point meetings’ between 
TRCA and each nation.  

MCFN stated that they have staff available to review archaeological strategy and that they expect TRCA 
archaeologists to conduct field work in compliance with MCFN’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology. All 
archaeological assessments completed by TRCA archaeologists are conducted in accordance with the Ministry of 
Tourism, Culture, and Sport’s (MTCS) Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists. TRCA archaeologists 
are familiar with MCFN’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology.  

Field Liaison Representatives/Monitors 
MCFN requested that Field Liaison Representatives (FLRs) be included in any field work related to this project, 
including: 

 Ecological and natural heritage technical studies 
 Archaeological assessments (Stages 2 through 4) and site visits 
 Monitoring of activities within 50m of areas of special concern (e.g. waterways and wetlands, archaeological 

sites, species at risk) 
 Post‐construction remediation activities and follow‐up impact monitoring.  

TRCA staff have committed to continue to provide information to MCFN about stated areas of interest. TRCA 
follows Indigenous engagement protocols set out in the TRCA Engagement Guidelines along with MHSTCI’s 
Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists. As a result, TRCA does not pay fees related to engagement. 
TRCA and MCFN continue to meet regularly to discuss archaeological assessments and explore ways to work 
together.  

HWN stated that they expect monitors to be included on any potential Stage 2 archaeological assessments 
related to this project. TRCA follows Indigenous engagement protocols set out in the TRCA Engagement Guidelines 
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along with MHSTCI’s Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists. As a result, TRCA does not pay fees 
related to engagement. TRCA continues to provide HWN with information related to archaeological assessments and 
is committed to exploring ways to work together.  
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Correspondence with First Nations 
Notifications 
Notification #1: Notice of Commencement  
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Notification #2: Public Information Centre #1 
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Notification #3: Public Information Centre #2 
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Notification #4: Notice of Completion 
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First Nations 

Assembly of First Nations 

Date  Sent by  Contacted  Method  Summary 

4‐Apr‐2022 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

General email 
(Assembly of 
First Nations 

[AFN]) 

Email 

Notification #1: Notice of 
Commencement; Notifications #2: 
Public Information Centre #1; 

Notification #3: Public Information 
Centre #2.  

 
Included explanation about why the 

AFN was only being sent 
notifications at this stage in the 

project. Provided information about 
Infrastructure Canada’s Disaster 

Mitigation Action Fund. 

 Asked AFN to reach out if there are 
any comments or questions about 

the project.  

18‐Apr‐2021  Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

General phone 
line (AFN)  Phone  Voicemail follow up regarding April 

4, 2022 email.  

27‐Jul‐2022  Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

General email 
(AFN)  Email  Follow up regarding April 4, 2022 

email. 

7‐Feb‐2023  Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

General email 
(AFN)  Email  Notification #4: Completion. 
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Haudenosaunee Confederacy via Haudenosaunee Development Institute  

Date  Sent by  Contacted  Method  Summary 

21‐Jan‐2021 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

General contact 
(Haudenosaunee 
Development 
Institute [HDI]) 

Email  Notification #1: Notice of 
Commencement. 

22‐Jan‐2021  Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

General contact 
(HDI)  Courier  Notification #1: Notice of 

Commencement. 

27‐May‐2021  Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

General contact 
(HDI)  Email  Notification #2: Public Information 

Centre #1.  

10‐Feb‐2022  Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

General contact 
(HDI)  Email  Notification #3: Public Information 

Centre #2. 

10‐Feb‐2022  Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

General contact 
(HDI)  Email  Undeliverable notification 

10‐Feb‐2022 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

General contact 
(HDI)  Email 

Resent Notification #3 to new email 
found on HDI website. Asked HDI to 

confirm if this new email is the 
correct one.  

14‐Feb‐2022  General contact 
(HDI) 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA)  Email  Confirmed the new email is the 

correct one to use. 

7‐Feb‐2023  Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

General contact 
(HDI)  Email, courier  Notification #4: Completion. 
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Huron Wendat Nation 

Date  Sent by  Contacted  Method  Summary 

21‐Jan‐2021 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Maxime Picard, 
Mélanie Vincent 
(Huron Wendat 
Nation [HWN]) 

Email  Notification #1: Notice of 
Commencement. 

22‐Jan‐2021 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Maxime Picard, 
Mélanie Vincent 
(Huron Wendat 
Nation [HWN]) 

Courier  Notification #1: Notice of 
Commencement. 

22‐Jan‐2021 

Maxime Picard 
(HWN) 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Email 

Response to Notification #1. 
Requested copy of Stage 1 when 

available. Want to participate in any 
potential Stage 2 archaeological 

assessments. 

22‐Jan‐2021 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Maxime Picard 
(HWN) 

Email 

Will inform the project team of the 
request to participate in potential 

Stage 2 archaeology. Will be in touch 
when there is more information 

available. 

27‐May‐2021 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Louis Lesage, 
Mario Gros‐

Louis, Mélanie 
Vincent (HDI) 

Email  Notification #2: Public Information 
Centre #1.  

2‐Jun‐2021 

Lori‐Jeanne 
Bolduc (HWN) 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Email 

Response to Notification #2. 
Requested information about 

archaeological assessment. HWN 
wants to participate in all 

archaeological fieldwork and review 
reports. 

10‐Feb‐2022 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Lori‐Jeanne 
Bolduc, Mario 
Gros Louis, 
Marie‐Sophie 
Gendron (HWN) 

Email  Notification #3: Public Information 
Centre #2. 

18‐Feb‐2022 

Dominic Ste‐
Marie (HWN) 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Email 

Response to Notification #3. Dominic 
Ste‐Marie is now the contact for 
such notices. HWN wants to send 
monitors to participate in potential 
Stage 2 archaeological assessments. 

Request that funding be made 
available. 
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Date  Sent by  Contacted  Method  Summary 

10‐Nov‐2022 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Dominic Ste‐
Marie, Lori‐

Jeanne Bolduc, 
Mario Gros 
Louis, Marie‐

Sophie Gendron 
(HWN) 

Email 
Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment. 
Will continue to keep HWN informed 
of potential Stage 2 assessments. 

7‐Feb‐2023 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Dominic Ste‐
Marie, Lori‐

Jeanne Bolduc, 
Mario Gros 
Louis, Marie‐

Sophie Gendron 
(HWN) 

Email, courier  Notification #4: Completion. 
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Métis Nation of Ontario 

Date  Sent by  Contacted  Method  Summary 

4‐Apr‐2022 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Brian Prairie 
(Métis Nation of 
Ontario [MNO]) 

Email 

Notification #1: Notice of 
Commencement; Notifications #2: 
Public Information Centre #1; 

Notification #3: Public Information 
Centre #2.  

 
Included explanation about why 

MNO was only being sent 
notifications at this stage in the 

project. Provided information about 
Infrastructure Canada’s Disaster 

Mitigation Action Fund. 

 Asked MNO to reach out if there are 
any comments or questions about 

the project.  

27‐May‐2021  Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

General phone 
number (MNO)  Email  Voicemail follow up regarding April 

4, 2022 email.  

10‐May‐2022  Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Brian Prairie 
(MNO)  Email  Follow up regarding April 4, 2022 

email. 

27‐Jul‐2022 
Kathryn Brown 

(TRCA) 
Jesse 

Fielwebster 
(MNO) 

Email  Follow up regarding April 4, 2022 
email. 

27‐Jul‐2022 

Jesse 
Fielwebster 
(MNO) 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Email 

Thanked Jesse for forwarding 
email.  

Not the correct contact. Jesse 
forwarded email to 

'consultations@metisnation.org'. 
That is where are all future 
communications should be 

directed.  

 

27‐Jul‐2022 
Kathryn Brown 

(TRCA) 
Jesse 

Fielwebster 
(MNO) 

Email  Thanked Jesse for forwarding email.  

31‐Aug‐2022 
Kathryn Brown 

(TRCA) 
Consultation 
Department 

(MNO) 
Email  Follow up regarding April 4, 2022 

email. 

31‐Aug‐2022 
Consultation 
Department 

(MNO) 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA)  Email  Automatic reply acknowledging 

email. 
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Date  Sent by  Contacted  Method  Summary 

2‐Sept‐2022 

Laura 
Desaulniers 

(MNO) 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Email 

Have received notices. Information 
will be reviewed the Region 8 
Consultation committee. The 

committee will review the project 
and decide if they are interested in 
further discussions. Laura will be in 
touch to set up a meeting if there is 

interest. 

9‐Sept‐2022 
Kathryn Brown 

(TRCA) 
Laura 

Desaulniers 
(MNO) 

Email  Thanked Laura for the information 

7‐Feb‐2023 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Consultation 
Department, 

Laura 
Desaulniers 

(MNO) 

Email, courier  Notification #4: Completion. 
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Mississaugas of the Credit First Nation  

Date  Sent by  Contacted  Method  Summary 

21‐Jan‐2021 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Chief Laforme, 
Fawn Sault, 

Megan DeVries 
(Mississauga of 
the Credit First 
Nation [MCFN]) 

Email  Notification #1: Notice of 
Commencement. 

22‐Jan‐2021 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Chief Laforme, 
Fawn Sault, 

Megan DeVries 
(Mississauga of 
the Credit First 
Nation [MCFN]) 

Courier  Notification #1: Notice of 
Commencement. 

23‐Feb‐2021 

Fawn Sault 
(MCFN) 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Letter via email 

Letter outlining the Department of 
Consultation and Accommodation’s 
(DOCA’s) areas of interest in the 

project (archaeology, FLR 
participation, cultural/historical, 
environment) and requests for 

further information. 

24‐Feb‐2021 

Megan DeVries 
(MCFN) 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA)  Letter via email 

Letter stating MCFN’s interest in 
archaeology related to this project. 
Requests for further information and 

review fees. 

24‐Feb‐2021 

Megan DeVries 
(MCFN) 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA)  Letter via email 

Letter stating MCFN's interest in 
sending Field Liaison 

Representatives (FLRs) to participate 
in field work. 

31‐Mar‐2021 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Fawn Sault 
(MCFN) 

Letter via email 

Letter responding to February 23, 
2021 letter from Fawn Sault at 

DOCA. Answered questions raised, 
provided requested 
reports/information. 

31‐Mar‐2021 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Megan DeVries 
(MCFN) 

Letter via email 

Letter responding to February 24, 
2021 letter from Megan DeVries at 
DOCA regarding archaeology related 
to this project. Answered questions 

raised, provided requested 
information. 

31‐Mar‐2021 
Kathryn Brown 

(TRCA) 
Megan DeVries 

(MCFN)  Letter via email 
Letter responding to February 24, 
2021 letter from Megan DeVries at 
DOCA regarding FLR participation in 
this project. Answered questions 
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Date  Sent by  Contacted  Method  Summary 

raised, provided requested 
reports/information. 

27‐May‐2021 
Kathryn Brown 

(TRCA) 
Fawn Sault, 

Megan DeVries 
(MCFN) 

Email  Notification #2: Public Information 
Centre #1.  

10‐Feb‐2022  Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Adam LaForme 
(MCFN)  Email  Notification #3: Public Information 

Centre #2. 

10‐Nov‐2022 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Adam LaForme, 
Abby (LaForme) 
Lee (MCFN)  Email 

Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment. 
Will continue to keep MCFN 
informed of potential Stage 2 

assessments. 

7‐Feb‐2023 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Chief Laforme, 
Adam LaForme, 
Abby (LaForme) 
Lee (MCFN) 

Email, courier  Notification #4: Completion. 
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Six Nations of the Grand River 

Date  Sent by  Contacted  Method  Summary 

21‐Jan‐2021 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Chief Hill, Lonny 
Bomberry (Six 
Nations of the 
Grand River) 

Email  Notification #1: Notice of 
Commencement. 

22‐Jan‐2021 
Kathryn Brown 

(TRCA) 
Lonny Bomberry 
(Six Nations of 
the Grand River) 

Courier  Notification #1: Notice of 
Commencement. 

27‐May‐2021 
Kathryn Brown 

(TRCA) 
Lonny Bomberry 
(Six Nations of 
the Grand River) 

Email  Notification #2: Public Information 
Centre #1.  

10‐Feb‐2022 
Kathryn Brown 

(TRCA) 
Lonny Bomberry 
(Six Nations of 
the Grand River) 

Email  Notification #3: Public Information 
Centre #2. 

11‐Oct‐2022 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Peter Graham 
(Six Nations of 
the Grand River)  Email 

All notices to confirm Six Nations of 
the Grand have received project 

information. INFC directed that this 
email be sent and a follow up call 

made. 

12‐Oct‐2022 
Kathryn Brown 

(TRCA) 
Peter Graham 
(Six Nations of 
the Grand River) 

Phone call  Follow up for October 11, 2022 
email with all project notices. 

12‐Oct‐2022 

Peter Graham 
(Six Nations of 
the Grand 
River) 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA)  Email 

Follow up for October 11, 2022 
email with all project notices. No 

questions or comments at this time. 

13‐Oct‐2022 
Kathryn Brown 

(TRCA) 
Peter Graham 
(Six Nations of 
the Grand River) 

Email  Thanked him for the response 

7‐Feb‐2023 

Kathryn Brown 
(TRCA) 

Chief Hill, Lonny 
Bomberry (Six 
Nations of the 
Grand River) 

Email, courier  Notification #4: Completion. 
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Stakeholder List 



Stakeholder List  

Agency  Division  Title, Department  Address 

PROVINCIAL AGENCIES

Conservation Ontario Policy and Planning Policy and Planning Liaison
120 Bayview Parkway, Newmarket ON 
L3Y 3W3

Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks Central Region
Environmental Assessment 
Branch

Metrolinx Manager, Facility Maintenance 
Hydro One Neworks Inc Hydro One

Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Cultural Industries (MHSTCI) Culture Division Team Lead (A), Heritage
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700, Toronto 
ON  M7A 0A7

Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
Community Planning and 
Development (East) Manager

13th Floor, 777 Bay Street, Toronto 
ON  M5G 2E5

Infrastructure Ontario Enviromental Specialist 14 Gable Lane, Kingston ON  K7M 9A7

Infrastructure Ontario Director, Land Use Planning
1 Dundas St. W., Suite 2000, Toronto 
ON  M5G 1Z3

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry Aurora District District Planner
50 Bloomington Road, Aurora ON  
L4G 0L8

Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry 
(NDMNRF)

Land Use Planning and 
Strategic Issues Section 

Regional Planner, Southern 
Region

4th Flr S, 300 Water St, 
Peterborough, ON K9J 3C7

Ontario Government Local MPP Faisal Hassan MPP ‐ York South‐Weston
1965 Weston Road, Toronto ON M9N 
1W8

Ontario Government Local MPP Michael Ford MPP ‐ York South‐Weston
1832 Weston Road, Toronto ON M9N 
1V8

FEDERAL AGENCIES

Department of Fisheries and Oceans
Fish and Fish Habitat 
Protection Program

Government of Canada Local MP Ahmed Hussen  MP ‐ York South‐Weston
48 Rosemount Ave., Unit B, Toronto, 
Ontario M9N 3B3

MUNICIPAL

Rockcliffe Middle School ‐ Toronto District School Board
400 Rockcliffe Blvd, Toronto, ON M6N 
4R8

Toronto District School Board
5050 Yonge St, North York, ON M2N 
5N8

Toronto Lands Corp (Toronto District School Board real estate portfolio)
Executive Manager, Real Estate 
and Leasing

60 St. Clair Ave. East, Suite 201 
Toronto, ON M4T 1N5

Toronto Catholic District School Board
80 Sheppard Ave E, North York, ON 
M2N 6E8

City of Toronto
Local City Councillor, Frances 
Nunziata  Councillor ‐ York South‐Weston

Constituency Office ‐ 2221 Keele 
Street, Unit 102, Toronto, ON M6M 
3Z5

City of Toronto Public Consultation Unit
Toronto City Hall 7th fl W, 100 Queen 
Street W. Toronto, ON M5H 2N2

PRIVATE UTILITIES

Enbridge Gas Senior Planning Analyst
500 Consumers Rd, North York, ON 
M2J 1P8

Bell Canada Structures Manager
COMMUNITY LIAISON COMMITTEE

Toronto District School Board 5050 Yonge St, North York, ON M2N 
5N8

Black Creek Alliance
Local homeowner Cordella Ave
Mount Dennis Community Association
Local homeowner Hilldale Rd
Local homeowner Hilldale Rd
Business/landowner 501 Alliance Ave
Local homeowner Hilldale Rd
Local homeowner Hilldale Rd
Black Creek Alliance Black Creek Blvd
PROJECT MANAGEMENT TEAM 

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Development and 
Engineering Services Flood Risk Management 

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, 
L4K 5R6 

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Restoration and 
Infrastrcuture Project Management Office

102 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, 
L4K 5R6 

City of Toronto  Transportation Services Major Projects
24th fl. E., 100 Queen St. W. Toronto 
ON   M5H 2N2

City of Toronto  Toronto Water
Water Infrastructure 
Management

18th Floor, 55 John Street Toronto ON 
M5V 0C4 

Morrison Hershfield Water Resources
Suite 300, 125 Commerce Valley Drive 
West, Markham, ON L3T 7W4



Matrix Solutions Water Resources
6865 Century Ave #3001, Mississauga, 
ON L5N 7K2

Dillon Consulting 
Enviromental Management, 
Community Infrastructure

235 Yorkland Boulevard, Suite 800
Toronto, Ontario, M2J 4Y8

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority  Policy Planning Senior Ecologist
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, 
L4K 5R6

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority  Development Planning Associate Director
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, 
L4K 5R6

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Infrastructure Planning & 
Policy Planner

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, 
L4K 5R6

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Development and 
Engineering Services

Senior Manager, Geotechnical 
Engineering

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, 
L4K 5R6

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Development and 
Engineering Services

Senior Manager, Flood 
Infrastructure and Hydrometrics

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, 
L4K 5R6

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Development and 
Engineering Services Flood Risk Management 

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, 
L4K 5R6 

City of Toronto 
Engineering & Construction 
Services

Senior Engineer, Engineering 
Support Services Infrastructure 
Coordination

Metro Hall 20th fl., 55 John St. 
Toronto, ON   M5V 3C6 

City of Toronto 
Engineering & Construction 
Services

Bridges, Structures & 
Expressways

Metro Hall 20th fl., 55 John St. 
Toronto, ON   M5V 3C6 

City of Toronto  Toronto Water
Senior Engineer, Water 
Infrastructure Management

18th Floor, 55 John Street Toronto ON 
M5V 0C4 

City of Toronto  Toronto Water
Senior Engineer, Infrastructure 
Planning & Programming

Metro Hall, 55 John St., 18th Floor
Toronto, ON M5V 3C6

City of Toronto  Toronto Water

Supervisor Stream Restoration, 
Infrastructure Planning & 
Programming

Metro Hall, 55 John St., 18th Floor
Toronto, ON M5V 3C6

City of Toronto  Parks
Manager, Parks ‐ Etobicoke York 
District 

Kipling Yard 441 Kipling Ave. Toronto, 
ON M8Z 5E7

City of Toronto 
Park Design & Strategic 
Capital Initiatives

Project Coordinator, Landscape 
Architects 

Metro Hall 24th fl., 55 John St. 
Toronto, ON   M5V 3C6

EXECUTIVE STEERING COMMITTEE

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Development and 
Engineering Services Director

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, 
L4K 5R6

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority  Policy Planning Director
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, 
L4K 5R6

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Restoration and 
Infrastructure Director

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, 
L4K 5R6

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Restoration and 
Infrastructure

Associate Director, Professional 
Services

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, 
L4K 5R6

City of Toronto  Transportation Services

Director, Transportation 
Services, Transportation Project 
Design & Management

Toronto City Hall 22nd fl. E., 100 
Queen St. W. Toronto ON   M5H 2N2 

City of Toronto 
Engineering & Construction 
Services

Director, Engineering & 
Construction Services, Design & 
Construction 

Metro Hall, 55 John St., 19th Floor
Toronto, ON M5V 3C6

City of Toronto 
Engineering and 
Construction Services

Manager, Engineering & 
Construction Services,  
Stormwater Infrastructure 

Metro Hall, 55 John St., 19th Floor
Toronto, ON M5V 3C6

City of Toronto  Toronto Water
Manager, Strategic Planning & 
Policy

Metro Hall, 55 John St., 18th Floor
Toronto, ON M5V 3C6

INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES

Mississaugas of the Credit First Nation
2789 Mississauga Road
Hagersville ON N0A 1H0

Six Nations of the Grand River First Nation

16 Sunrise Court Suite 600
PO Box 714
Ohsweken ON

Haudenosaunee Confederacy

16 Sunrise Court Suite 600
PO Box 714
Ohsweken ON

Huron‐Wendat Nation
255 Place Chef Michel Laveau
Wendake QC G0A 4V0

Assembly of First Nations
255 Place Chef Michel Laveau
Wendake QC G0A 4V0

Metis Nation of Ontario
255 Place Chef Michel Laveau
Wendake QC G0A 4V0

MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC

151 members of the public expressed interest in the project and a desire to be on the mailing list 

Please note: Personal information has been redacted for protection of privacy.
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement
Date: January 21, 2021 8:56:34 AM
Attachments: Final NoC 2 Pages.pdf

Good Morning,

Please be advised that, in conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority (TRCA) is commencing a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a
preferred riverine flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area, in the City of Toronto.
This study will incorporate and expand on the previous flood mitigation studies completed in this
area which includes the Black Creek (Rockcliffe Area) Riverine Flood Management Class
Environmental Assessment (2014) and the recently completed Black Creek at Rockcliffe Special Policy
Area Flood Remediation and Transportation Feasibility Study (2020). A “Notice of Commencement”

formally initiating the study was distributed to residents on January 21st, 2021, and has been
attached to this email.

If you have any questions or would like more detailed information about the project, please do not
hesitate to contact the study team at (416) 661-6600 ext. 6471, or by email at RockcliffeEA@trca.ca.

Kindest Regards,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

Notice of commencement Jan 
21, 2021 (1) attachment 1 of 
3 sent to all Federal 
Provincial, Municipal and 
private agencies listed on the 
project stakeholder list.

mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
http://trca.ca/rockcliffe


Notice of commeNcemeNt
muNicipal class eNviroNmeNtal assessmeNt

Rockcliffe RiveRine flood Mitigation PRoject

In conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA)
is commencing a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred
riverine flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area, in the City of Toronto. This
study will incorporate and expand on the previous flood mitigation studies completed in this
area which includes the Black Creek (Rockcliffe Area) Riverine Flood Management Class
Environmental Assessment (2014) and the recently completed Black Creek at Rockcliffe
Special Policy Area Flood Remediation and Transportation Feasibility Study (2020).

It is anticipated that TRCA, in conjunction with the City of Toronto, will undertake the Municipal
Class EA process in accordance with the requirements for Schedule C projects. This will require
completion of Phases 1 through 4 of the Municipal Class EA process. Upon completion of the
study, an Environmental Study Report (ESR) documenting the planning and decision-making
processes will be prepared for public and agency review and comment.

The primary objective of this Class EA is to minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe
area to the extent practical with robust and low maintenance solutions, while minimizing and
mitigating potential impacts resulting from the implementation of flood mitigation measures,
and coordinating riverine flood mitigation designs with concurrent transportation, sewer and
drainage projects in the study area.

There will be public and stakeholder consultation activities over the course of the study, as
per the Municipal Class EA process. Your input will be incorporated during the planning and
design process of this project. Notices will be provided in advance of future consultation
events. For further information about the project or the planning process being followed, or
to be added to an email contact list to receive notices related to the project, please contact:

Rockcliffe EA Project Team
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471 • Email: rockcliffeEA@trca.ca • Website: https://trca.ca/rockcliffe/

Under the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and the Environmental Assessment Act, unless otherwise stated in
the submission, any personal information such as name, address, telephone number and property location included in a submission

will become part of the public record files for this matter and will be released, if requested, to any person.

Notice issued: January 21, 2021

TDSB - notice of commencement Jan 21, 2021
(1) attachment
2 of 3



Notice of commeNcemeNt
muNicipal class eNviroNmeNtal assessmeNt

Rockcliffe RiveRine flood Mitigation PRoject, toRonto and
Region conseRvation authoRity and the city of toRonto
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Drilling Activities
Date: May 6, 2021 4:12:53 PM

Hello,

Please be advised that a borehole drilling program will be commencing within the Rockcliffe-Smythe
neighbourhood in support of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment project. Drilling will be undertaken May – July inclusive.

A drill rig will be used to drill boreholes within the road allowance or lands surrounding Black Creek
and Lavender Creek. Drilling will occur along Black Creek from Scarlett Rd to the confluence of
Lavender Creek and Black Creek (west of where Alliance Ave crosses the channel). Drilling will also
occur along Lavender Creek from where Symes Rd crosses the channel to the confluence of
Lavender Creek with Black Creek.

Residents and businesses can expect noise and temporary lane closures in some areas. Work will be
completed between the hours of 7am-7pm, in accordance with the noise by-law.

If you have questions about the project please check out the project website www.trca.ca/rockcliffe.
Project specific inquires can be sent to the project team at rockcliffeEA@trca.ca

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

Notice of drilling activities 
May 6, 2021 
sent to all Federal Provincial, 
Municipal and private agencies 
listed on the project stakeholder 
list.

mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
http://www.trca.ca/rockcliffe
mailto:rockcliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
http://trca.ca/rockcliffe


From: RockCliffeEA
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Public Information Centre
Date: May 27, 2021 9:04:19 AM
Attachments: Notice of PIC FINAL.pdf

Good Morning,

Please be advised that, in conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority (TRCA) has commenced a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a
preferred riverine flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area, in the City of Toronto.
This study will incorporate and expand on the previous flood mitigation studies completed in this
area which includes the Black Creek (Rockcliffe Area) Riverine Flood Management Class
Environmental Assessment (2014) and the recently completed Black Creek at Rockcliffe Special Policy
Area Flood Remediation and Transportation Feasibility Study (2020).

The first of two Public Information Centre’s (PIC) for the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation

Municipal Class Environmental Assessment will be held virtually on June 16th, 2021.  A “Notice of
Public Information Centre” formally inviting interested persons to learn more about the project has
been attached to this email. Please refer to the project website at trca.ca/rockcliffe for further
details about how to register and participate in the virtual PIC.

Kindest Regards,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

Notice of public information 
centre #1 (1) attachment
May 27, 2021 
sent to all Federal Provincial, 
Municipal and private 
agencies listed on the project 
stakeholder list. 1 of 3

mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
http://trca.ca/rockcliffe
mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
http://trca.ca/rockcliffe


Notice of Public iNformatioN ceNtre

Rockcliffe RiveRine flood Mitigation PRoject

In conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA)
has commenced a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred
riverine flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area in the City of Toronto. This
study will incorporate and expand on the previous flood mitigation studies completed in this
area and is the necessary next step prior to the implementation of the Jane Street crossing
improvements, funding for which was announced on October 30, 2020.

This project is being undertaken through the Municipal Class EA process in accordance with
the requirements for Schedule C projects. This will require completion of Phases 1 through
4 of the Municipal Class EA process. Upon completion of the study, an Environmental Study
Report (ESR) documenting the planning and decision-making processes will be prepared for
public and agency review and comment.

The primary objective of this Class EA is to minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe-Smythe
area to the extent practical with robust and low maintenance solutions, while minimizing and
mitigating potential impacts resulting from the implementation of flood mitigation measures.
The riverine flood mitigation designs will be coordinated with concurrent transportation, sewer
and drainage projects in the study area.

tHe firSt of tWo Public iNformatioN ceNtreS for tHe rocKcliffe riVeriNe
flooD mitiGatioN ProJect Will be HelD VirtuallY oN JuNe 16tH 2021.

At this virtual meeting the study team will be presenting a project overview, the alternative
solutions and next steps. We would like your input on the alternative solutions and your
feedback on the evaluation criteria which will be used to select the preferred solution. Details
of how to participate in the June 16th virtual PIC will be posted on the project website, or you
can email the study team for more information.

Please attend to share your ideas and concerns about this exciting project!

Rockcliffe EA Project Team
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471 • Email: rockcliffeEA@trca.ca

Website: https://trca.ca/rockcliffe/
Under the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and the Environmental Assessment Act, unless otherwise stated in
the submission, any personal information such as name, address, telephone number and property location included in a submission
will become part of the public record files for this matter and will be released, if requested, to any person.

Notice issued on May 27, 2021.

 2 of 3



NOTICE OF PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE

ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION PROJECT

Scoped Study Area

Broad Study Area

Lawrence ave w

K
e

e
Le

S
T

B
La

c
K

c
r

e
e

K
D

r

weSTOn rD

eGLInTOn ave w

D
U

FFe
r

In
S

T

ST cLaIr ave w

DUnDaS ST w

Ja
n

e
S

T

r
O

Ya
L

Y
O

r
K

r
D

IS
LIn

G
TO

n
a

v
e

BLOOr ST w

P
a

r
K

S
ID

e
D

r

QUeen ST w

Lake Ontario

rIverSIDe
Dr

DUPOnT ST

S
c

a
r

LeTT
r

D

1,000 2,000
Meters

401

Black
c

re
ek

T
H

e
QUeenS waY

LaKe SHOre BLvD w KInG S T w

 3 of 3



From: RockCliffeEA
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Drilling Activities
Date: October 7, 2021 11:26:39 AM
Attachments: Notice of Drilling October 2021.pdf

Good Morning,

Please be advised that a borehole drilling program will be commencing within the Rockcliffe-Smythe
neighbourhood in support of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment project. Please see attached Notice for further details.

If you have questions about the project please check out the project website www.trca.ca/rockcliffe.
Project specific inquires can be sent to the project team at rockcliffeEA@trca.ca

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

Notice of drilling activities
(1) attachment
Oct 7, 2021 
sent to all Federal Provincial, 
Municipal and private agencies 
listed on the project stakeholder 
list. 1 of 2
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Notice of Geotechnical Drilling 

October 7, 2021  

Please be advised that a borehole drilling program will be commencing within the Rockcliffe-Smythe 
neighbourhood in support of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment project. Drilling will commence between approximately October 18th to November 12th, 
inclusive, and take approximately 1 week to complete. 

A drill rig will be used to drill boreholes within the road allowance on Scarlett Road near Black Creek 
(between Clairton Crescent and Black Creek Trail). 

Residents and businesses can expect noise and temporary lane closures in some areas. Work will be 
completed between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., in accordance with the noise by-law.  

Rockcliffe EA Project Coordinator  
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority  
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan ON L4K 5R6 
Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca  
Phone: (416) 661-6600 ext 6471 

Notice of drilling activities
(1) attachment
Oct 7, 2021 
sent to all Federal Provincial, Municipal 
and private agencies listed on the project 
stakeholder list. 2 of 2
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Public Information Centre
Date: February 10, 2022 1:20:51 PM
Attachments: Notice of PIC2 FINAL.pdf

Good Afternoon,

Please be advised that, in conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority (TRCA) has commenced a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a
preferred riverine flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area, in the City of Toronto.
This study will incorporate and expand on the previous flood mitigation studies completed in this
area which includes the Black Creek (Rockcliffe Area) Riverine Flood Management Class
Environmental Assessment (2014) and the recently completed Black Creek at Rockcliffe Special Policy
Area Flood Remediation and Transportation Feasibility Study (2020).

The second of two Public Information Centre’s (PIC) for the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation

Municipal Class Environmental Assessment will be held virtually on March 1st, 2022.  A “Notice of
Public Information Centre” formally inviting interested persons to learn more about the project has
been attached to this email. Please refer to the project website at trca.ca/rockcliffe for further
details about how to register and participate in the virtual PIC.

Kindest Regards,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

Notice of public information 
centre #2
(2) attachment
Feb 10, 2022
sent to all Federal Provincial, 
Municipal and private agencies 
listed on the project stakeholder 
list. 1 of 3
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Notice of Public iNformatioN ceNtre

Rockcliffe RiveRine flood Mitigation PRoject

In conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA)
has commenced a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred
riverine flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area in the City of Toronto. This
study will incorporate and expand on the previous flood mitigation studies completed in this
area and is the necessary next step prior to the implementation of the Jane Street crossing
improvements, funding for which was announced on October 30, 2020.

This project is being undertaken through the Municipal Class EA process in accordance with
the requirements for Schedule C projects. This will require completion of Phases 1 through
4 of the Municipal Class EA process. Upon completion of the study, an Environmental Study
Report (ESR) documenting the planning and decision-making processes will be prepared for
public and agency review and comment.

The primary objective of this Class EA is to minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe-Smythe
area to the extent practical with robust and low maintenance solutions, while minimizing and
mitigating potential impacts resulting from the implementation of flood mitigation measures.
The riverine flood mitigation designs will be coordinated with concurrent transportation, sewer
and drainage projects in the study area.

tHe firSt of tWo Public iNformatioN ceNtreS for tHe rocKcliffe riVeriNe
flooD mitiGatioN ProJect Will be HelD VirtuallY oN JuNe 16tH 2021.

At this virtual meeting the study team will be presenting a project overview, the alternative
solutions and next steps. We would like your input on the alternative solutions and your
feedback on the evaluation criteria which will be used to select the preferred solution. Details
of how to participate in the June 16th virtual PIC will be posted on the project website, or you
can email the study team for more information.

Please attend to share your ideas and concerns about this exciting project!

Rockcliffe EA Project Team
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471 • Email: rockcliffeEA@trca.ca

Website: https://trca.ca/rockcliffe/
Under the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and the Environmental Assessment Act, unless otherwise stated in
the submission, any personal information such as name, address, telephone number and property location included in a submission
will become part of the public record files for this matter and will be released, if requested, to any person.

Notice issued on May 27, 2021.

2 of 3



NOTICE OF PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE

ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION PROJECT
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Drilling Activities
Date: March 16, 2022 2:02:57 PM
Attachments: Notice of Drilling March 2022.pdf

Good Afternoon,

Please be advised that a borehole drilling program will be commencing within the Rockcliffe-Smythe
neighbourhood in support of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment project. Please see attached Notice for further details.

If you have questions about the project please check out the project website www.trca.ca/rockcliffe.
Project specific inquires can be sent to the project team at rockcliffeEA@trca.ca

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

Notice of drilling activities (1) attachment 
Mar 16, 2022 sent to all Federal Provincial, 
Municipal and private agencies listed on 
the project stakeholder list. 1 of 2
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Notice of Geotechnical Drilling 

March 16, 2022  

Please be advised that a borehole drilling program will be commencing within the Rockcliffe-Smythe 
neighbourhood in support of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment project. Drilling will commence between approximately March 21st to April 1st, inclusive, 
and take approximately 1-2 days to complete. 

A drill rig will be used to drill boreholes within the road allowance on Symes Road between Hillborn 
Avenue and Terry Drive. 

Public access along Symes Road will be maintained at all times. Residents and businesses can expect 
noise and temporary lane closures in some areas. Work will be completed between the hours of 7:00 
a.m. to 7:00 p.m., in accordance with the noise by-law.

For more information regarding the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment project please refer to www.trca.ca/rockcliffe 

Rockcliffe EA Project Coordinator  
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority  
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan ON L4K 5R6 
Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca  
Phone: (416) 661-6600 ext 6471 

Notice of drilling activities(1) attachment Mar 
16, 2022 sent to all Federal Provincial, 
Municipal and private agencies listed on the 
project stakeholder list. 2 of 2
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From: RockCliffeEA
Bcc:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Drilling Activities
August 9, 2022 3:00:21 PM
image001.png
Notice of Drilling August 2022.pdf

Good Afternoon,

Please be advised that a borehole drilling program will be commencing within the Rockcliffe-Smythe 
neighbourhood in support of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment project. Please see attached Notice for further details.

If you have questions about the project please check out the project website www.trca.ca/rockcliffe. 
Project specific inquires can be sent to the project team at rockcliffeEA@trca.ca

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6 
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

Notice of drilling activities (1) attachment 
Aug 9, 2022 sent to all Federal 
Provincial, Municipal and private 
agencies listed on the project 
stakeholder list. 1 of 2
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Notice of Geotechnical Drilling 

August 9th, 2022  

Please be advised that a borehole drilling program will be commencing within the Rockcliffe-Smythe 
neighbourhood in support of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment project.  

Drilling will commence on August 16th, weather dependent and will take approximately 1 day to 
complete. 

A drill rig will be used to drill boreholes within the grassed area around Black Creek and Lavender Creek 
in the general area of Alliance Ave and Hilldale Road. 

Public access in the grassed area and along the adjacent roadways will be maintained at all times. 
Residents and businesses can expect noise. Work will be completed between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 
7:00 p.m., in accordance with the noise by-law.  

For more information regarding the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment project please refer to www.trca.ca/rockcliffe 

Rockcliffe EA Project Coordinator  
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority  
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan ON L4K 5R6 
Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca  
Phone: 647-426-4493 (new project phone number)  

Notice of drilling activities (1) 
attachment Aug 9, 2022 sent to all 
Federal Provincial, Municipal and 
private agencies listed on the project 
stakeholder list. 2 of 2
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From: Cook, Anita
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Androutsos, Tina; Puccetti, Maia; Gowdy, Andrew; Bolger, Kevin
Subject: RE: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement
Date: January 21, 2021 4:59:13 PM
Attachments: Final NoC 2 Pages.pdf

Hello Rockcliffe Team,
Thank you for the notification to the Toronto District School Board.
Would you mind please adding my contact to the list for any mailings and/or public meetings (virtual
or person) as Toronto Lands Corporation is agent and manager for Toronto District School Board
Asset portfolio.

At this time, I have reviewed the web page and don’t have any further questions.

Should there be a requirement for any school board property (temporary or permanent) in
consideration of any proposal/route, please do reach out to us well in advance to have a discussion
with regards to potential impacts and potentially alternative solutions.  TLC does work with public
partners and wants to ensure the partners are aware of school requirements in order that it may
continue to deliver the best educational programme for the student community.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at your convenience.
Regards,
Anita

Anita Cook, MBA, CRA, P.App| Executive Manager, Real Estate & Leasing | Toronto Lands Corporation (TLC)
A wholly owned subsidiary of the Toronto District School Board
60 St. Clair Ave. East, Suite 201 Toronto, ON   M4T 1N5

T:  cell : 416-573-2716 | acook.tlc@tdsb.on.ca |www.torontolandscorp.com

TDSB - JAN 21 2021
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From: Rhianydd Phillips
To: kbolger.tlc@tdsb.on.ca
Cc: Casey Morris; Sam Neale; Melody Brown; ACook.TLC@tdsb.on.ca; RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Date: June 14, 2022 11:29:30 AM
Attachments: RE Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement.msg

Hello Kevin Bolger,
          Manager, Real Estate and Leasing, TDSB

Yesterday, the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Team emailed Anita Cook from your office
(I’ve attached past correspondents), however this morning we received an postmaster failure
delivery notice. We found your email online and hope you can assist with this request.

The Municipal Class Environmental Assessment study team is undertaking a more detailed analysis
of potential project impacts and mitigations. We have identified that it may be beneficial to use the
Rockcliffe Middle School property (likely just the school yard) for temporary construction access and
staging. We would like to discuss if this may be an option and what the constraints and
considerations are.

We are aware that there were plans for the school to close this year. Could you please confirm if the
school is closing and if there are plans for the future of the school property?

You can review the latest project information from the March 1st 2022 Public Information Centre on
the website: www.trca.ca/rockcliffe

We would be happy to have a conference call with you to discuss the project and potential
temporary property needs if this is easiest for you.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: RockCliffeEA 
Sent: June 13, 2022 4:17 PM
To: ACook.TLC@tdsb.on.ca
Cc: Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Sam Neale <sneale@morrisonhershfield.com>;
Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>
Subject: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property
Impacts
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Good Afternoon Anita,

The Municipal Class Environmental Assessment study team is undertaking a more detailed analysis
of potential project impacts and mitigations. We have identified that it may be beneficial to use the
Rockcliffe Middle School property (likely just the school yard) for temporary construction access and
staging. We would like to discuss if this may be an option and what the constraints and
considerations are.

We are aware that there were plans for the school to close this year. Could you please confirm if the
school is closing and if there are plans for the future of the school property?

You can review the latest project information from the March 1st 2022 Public Information Centre on
the website: www.trca.ca/rockcliffe

We would be happy to have a conference call with you to discuss the project and potential
temporary property needs if this is easiest for you.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
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From: Rhianydd Phillips
To: Bolger, Kevin
Cc: RockCliffeEA; Melody Brown
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Date: June 16, 2022 11:34:21 AM
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png

Good Morning Kevin,

Thank you for your help on this matter.

Rhianydd

Rhianydd Phillips 
Coordinator, Flood Emergency Management 
Development and Engineering Services | Flood Emergency Management

T: 437-880-2273
C: 647-281-3893
E: rhianydd.phillips@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

From: Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca> 
Sent: June 15, 2022 4:58 PM
To: Rhianydd Phillips <Rhianydd.Phillips@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property
Impacts

Hi Rhianydd,

Thank you for your email.  I am not familiar with this school and have left a message with the school
facility team leader to discuss your request.  I will be in touch when I hear from them.

Thanks

Kevin

Kevin Bolger, B.COMM, CPM, FRI

Manager, Real Estate & Leasing | Toronto Lands Corporation (TLC)
60 St. Clair Ave. East, Suite 201 Toronto, ON   M4T 1N5
office:  416-393-0563 | cell: 416 254-5665 | kbolger.tlc@tdsb.on.ca
Our Vision: Exceptional learning spaces serving vibrant communities
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From: Rhianydd Phillips
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: FW: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Date: June 21, 2022 3:04:58 PM
Attachments: image002.png
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Rhianydd Phillips 
Coordinator, Flood Emergency Management 
Development and Engineering Services | Flood Emergency Management

T: 437-880-2273
C: 647-281-3893
E: rhianydd.phillips@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

From: Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca> 
Sent: June 20, 2022 1:27 PM
To: Rhianydd Phillips <Rhianydd.Phillips@trca.ca>
Subject: Re: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property
Impacts

Good morning Rhianydd

I received feedback from the school officials and the school is not closing at this time.  There will be
students from another school moving into this school and the properly is essentially continuing on as
a school for the foreseeable future. 

Thanks

Kevin 

Kevin Bolger, Manager of Real Estate, Toronto Lands Corporation 

On Jun 16, 2022, at 8:34 AM, Rhianydd Phillips <Rhianydd.Phillips@trca.ca> wrote:
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From: Bolger, Kevin
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Casey Morris; Sam Neale; Melody Brown; Cook, Anita
Subject: Re: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Date: June 21, 2022 4:59:58 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Hi Rhianydd,

I have reviewed the property limits in the area of the school and it appears that there is plenty
of City owned property located on either side of the creek. Furthermore, The city owned park
land next to the school is relatively flat and has an existing paved pathway that can be used for
access into the creek area from a municipal street. 

 From this, it appears that a suitable construction staging area can be made on City park
property so as to not disturb the school property, which will create safety concerns for the
students and parking issues for the staff plus damage to TDSB property. 

Happy to meet if you feel that further discussion is warranted.  To properly review this request
it will be helpful to have a list of information prepared, including:

Project timelines at the school and the area 
Image of school area being requested and the project construction zone in the area
Safety measures to ensure that the construction zone is separated from the active school area
Alternative parking area for the school staff

Thanks

Kevin Bolger, Manager of Real Estate, Toronto Lands Corporation 

On Jun 21, 2022, at 3:55 PM, RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> wrote:



TDSB WARNING - EXTERNAL EMAIL: This message comes from an
external organization. Do NOT reply, click links (embedded links) or open

attachment(s) unless you recognize the sender email address. Also, NEVER
provide your username and password as a result of an emailed request.

Good Afternoon Kevin,

Thank you for the confirmation of the school’s status. We understand that the school
property will continue to be used as a school for the foreseeable future. The MCEA
study team have identified that it may be beneficial to use the Rockcliffe Middle School
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property (likely just part of the school yard, and parking lot if possible) for temporary
construction access and staging. We would like to discuss if this may be an option and
what the constraints and considerations are.

We would be happy to have a conference call with you to discuss the project and
potential temporary property needs if this is easiest for you.

Thank you,
Rhianydd

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca> 
Sent: June 20, 2022 1:27 PM
To: Rhianydd Phillips <Rhianydd.Phillips@trca.ca>
Subject: Re: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary
Property Impacts

Good morning Rhianydd

I received feedback from the school officials and the school is not closing at this time.
 There will be students from another school moving into this school and the properly is
essentially continuing on as a school for the foreseeable future. 

Thanks

Kevin 

Kevin Bolger, Manager of Real Estate, Toronto Lands Corporation 

On Jun 16, 2022, at 8:34 AM, Rhianydd Phillips
<Rhianydd.Phillips@trca.ca> wrote:
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: Bolger, Kevin; RockCliffeEA
Cc: Casey Morris; Sam Neale; Melody Brown; Cook, Anita
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Date: June 27, 2022 3:47:11 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Good afternoon Kevin,

We are preparing a map of the proposed construction staging and access areas as well as further
description of the potential uses of the school property and the timeline. Once we have these in
hand, I will reach out to schedule a call with you.

Since we are still in the planning stages, we would like to discuss if this construction staging/access
area may be an option and what the constraints and considerations are. Sounds as though some of
the considerations are:

Maintaining sufficient parking
Safety of students & enclosure of construction area
Time of year when land will be used? If it is the summer would there be any different
considerations? Or is the school active/used by students during the summer as well?

Once I have more details on the proposed I will reach out to schedule a phone call.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca> 
Sent: June 21, 2022 5:00 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Sam Neale <sneale@morrisonhershfield.com>;
Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Cook, Anita <ACook.TLC@tdsb.on.ca>
Subject: Re: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property
Impacts

Hi Rhianydd,
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: RockCliffeEA; Bolger, Kevin
Cc: Casey Morris; Sam Neale; Melody Brown; Cook, Anita
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Date: July 14, 2022 4:43:29 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
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Good afternoon Kevin,

Please refer to the attached figure identifying potential construction staging areas.  The TRCA owned
park land next to the school will contain the new wider channel and is proposed to be used for
construction access and staging with access from municipal streets. The existing paved pathway is
proposed to be shifted south to make room for the wider channel. 

The potential benefits and other considerations for the use of the school property (Rockcliffe Middle
School) as an access/staging area are as follows:

The school property is considered a secondary or alternative staging/access area in the event
the contractor requires this additional space for construction and efficiency;
Use of the school property is anticipated to occur during construction of the Black Creek
channel between Jane Street and Rockcliffe Boulevard, which is anticipated to occur between
2025 and 2028. Also, potentially the school property may be used during replacement of the
Rockcliffe Boulevard bridge and associated servicing/utility relocations, which is anticipated to
occur between 2028 and 2030;
The areas identified on the staging plan are conservatively large.  These areas may be
required if a receiving fill site is not immediately available to accept excavated materials from
the Project, and materials need to be temporarily stored on site.  Ideally materials will be
excavated and loaded onto trucks for immediate removal from the site to minimize double
handling of materials;
Similarly to the above, new construction materials should typically arrive just-in-time for the
proposed construction sequence and not typically stored on site to minimize doubling
handling.  However, there may be exceptions to this to reduce delays due to missing materials
for a proposed construction sequence;
Benefits to using the school property:

Provides easier access to both sides of Black Creek for excavation of existing materials
and construction of the new channel;
Provides additional space for storage of materials and equipment if required by the
contractor;
May also provide opportunity to limit removal of more mature vegetation and trees
that are in the other potential staging and access areas on City/TRCA owned lands; and
The school yard it as at higher elevation which has a reduced risk of flooding during
construction, in comparison to other staging and access areas.

Since we are still in the planning stages, we would like to discuss if this construction staging/access
area in the school lands may be an option, and what the constraints and considerations are. From
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your earlier email it sounds as though some of the considerations are:
Maintaining sufficient parking
Safety of students & enclosure of construction area
Time of year when land will be used?

We would like to please have a conference call with you to discuss this further. Kindly please advise

of your availability for a call the week of July 25th.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: June 27, 2022 3:47 PM
To: Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Sam Neale <sneale@morrisonhershfield.com>;
Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Cook, Anita <ACook.TLC@tdsb.on.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property
Impacts

Good afternoon Kevin,

We are preparing a map of the proposed construction staging and access areas as well as further
description of the potential uses of the school property and the timeline. Once we have these in
hand, I will reach out to schedule a call with you.

Since we are still in the planning stages, we would like to discuss if this construction staging/access
area may be an option and what the constraints and considerations are. Sounds as though some of
the considerations are:

Maintaining sufficient parking
Safety of students & enclosure of construction area
Time of year when land will be used? If it is the summer would there be any different
considerations? Or is the school active/used by students during the summer as well?

Once I have more details on the proposed I will reach out to schedule a phone call.
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From: Bolger, Kevin
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Casey Morris; Sam Neale; Melody Brown
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
Geo - Conservation Land Next to Rockcliffe PS.pdf
202220628_Rockcliffe MCEA - Draft Figure of Potential Staging Areas.pdf

Good afternoon,

Thank you for your email with additional project information. 

I have once again reviewed the property ownership boundaries and it appears that TRCA already
owns sufficient property next to the creek area, including areas that you are requesting use.  The
information that I have (see attached image) illustrates this point but may not be 100% accurate and
perhaps a good starting point is to confirm the ownership boundaries and requesting that you please
provide a copy of the property surveys for this area?   One thing that I wasn’t sure is the access route
to the construction area should TDSB land use be approved, will access still be from the creek area
or will you need to drive across school property? It will be helpful to have this illustrated on the
drawing.

With a project of this size, including the length of disruption, use of heavy machinery, and the
negative impacts to school operations, I will need to include the TDSB school officials, (principal,
Regional Manager, facility team leader), in future meetings.  These school meetings will be necessary
even if no TDSB land is required to ensure that student safety is maintained during the construction
period.  As we are within the summer months, some of these TDSB staff may not be available until
September.  Based on other projects similar to this, TDSB’s comments have generally been the same,
large construction projects and school outdoor play space do not work well from a health and safety
point of view due to noise, dust, etc. and is discouraged.  The school may also require the use of the
entire outdoor play area for student programs and recess etc. so may not be available.

Per your comments on a portion of the school property may be used during replacement of the
Rockcliffe Boulevard bridge and associated servicing/utility relocations, there has been no
communication from the City of Toronto on this matter.  Similar to my comments on the creek
project, the use of school property for major projects is not ideal given the disruption to the school
community and concerns for student and staff health safety and will likely be discouraged.

I am available on Wednesday July 20th (this week) and have no scheduled meetings in the afternoon

at this point.  The next available time is Wednesday August 3rd, schedule is open at the moment.

Thanks,

Kevin

Kevin Bolger, B.COMM, CPM, FRI

Manager, Real Estate & Leasing | Toronto Lands Corporation (TLC)
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From: Bolger, Kevin
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Casey Morris; Sam Neale; Melody Brown
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Date: July 21, 2022 1:47:16 PM
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png
RE MCEA Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Potential Temporary Property Impacts.msg

Hi,

I responded to your earlier email, see attached, and never heard from anyone.  Please remove Anita
Cook from future emails, she is no longer employed at TLC.

Thanks

Kevin

Kevin Bolger, B.COMM, CPM, FRI

Manager, Real Estate & Leasing | Toronto Lands Corporation (TLC)
60 St. Clair Ave. East, Suite 201 Toronto, ON   M4T 1N5
office:  416-393-0563 | cell: 416 254-5665 | kbolger.tlc@tdsb.on.ca
Our Vision: Exceptional learning spaces serving vibrant communities

A wholly owned subsidiary of the Toronto District School Board

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: July 21, 2022 1:09 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca>
Cc: Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Sam Neale <sneale@morrisonhershfield.com>;
Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Cook, Anita <ACook.TLC@tdsb.on.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property
Impacts

TDSB WARNING - EXTERNAL EMAIL: This message comes from an external
organization. Do NOT reply, click links (embedded links) or open attachment(s)

unless you recognize the sender email address. Also, NEVER provide your
username and password as a result of an emailed request.
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Hello Kevin,

We would like to please have a conference call with you to discuss this further. Kindly please advise

of your availability for a call the week of July 25th.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: RockCliffeEA 
Sent: July 14, 2022 4:43 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca>
Cc: Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Sam Neale <sneale@morrisonhershfield.com>;
Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Cook, Anita <ACook.TLC@tdsb.on.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property
Impacts

Good afternoon Kevin,

Please refer to the attached figure identifying potential construction staging areas.  The TRCA owned
park land next to the school will contain the new wider channel and is proposed to be used for
construction access and staging with access from municipal streets. The existing paved pathway is
proposed to be shifted south to make room for the wider channel. 

The potential benefits and other considerations for the use of the school property (Rockcliffe Middle
School) as an access/staging area are as follows:

The school property is considered a secondary or alternative staging/access area in the event
the contractor requires this additional space for construction and efficiency;
Use of the school property is anticipated to occur during construction of the Black Creek
channel between Jane Street and Rockcliffe Boulevard, which is anticipated to occur between
2025 and 2028. Also, potentially the school property may be used during replacement of the
Rockcliffe Boulevard bridge and associated servicing/utility relocations, which is anticipated to
occur between 2028 and 2030;
The areas identified on the staging plan are conservatively large.  These areas may be
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: Bolger, Kevin; RockCliffeEA
Cc: Casey Morris; Sam Neale; Melody Brown; Mae (Rigmea) Lee; Robert Chan
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Date: August 19, 2022 4:29:38 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
20220812-TDSB brief re. Rockcliffe Middle School.pdf

Good afternoon Kevin,

As discussed, we've prepared the attached PowerPoint Presentation titled: BRIEF for Toronto District
School Board - AUGUST 11, 2022. We ask that you please ensure this presentation gets sent to the
appropriate division within TDSB for further discussion with the Rockcliffe Study Team.

The project is still in the planning stages. We are seeking TDSB & Rockcliffe Middle School input:
If the presented construction staging/access area in the school lands may be an option for
future consideration?
What are the constraints and considerations for using the school lands for temporary
construction access and staging?
If construction activity is limited to TRCA & City lands, are there any additional operational,
health & safety, or other considerations beyond what has already been raised?
If construction requires the use of the school's driveway for access, but not staging, are there
any additional operational, health & safety, or other considerations beyond what has already
been raised? 
Acceptable solutions to mitigate impacts

If school lands can be used for construction staging/access, or
If construction activity is limited to TRCA & City lands (e.g. what measures are required
to separate school property and students from construction in the adjacent area?)

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca> 
Sent: July 18, 2022 12:32 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>

TDSB - AUG 19 2022
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Municipal Class Environmental Assessment

BRIEF FOR TORONTO DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD
AUGUST 11, 2022

ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE 
FLOOD MITIGATION PROJECT
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ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

PROJECT BACKGROUND - FLOODING IN THE ROCKCLIFFE AREA

The Rockcliffe-Smythe area is the most flood 
vulnerable area in TRCA’s jurisdiction.

Many of properties in the area have 
experienced surface and basement flooding 
during storms due to a combination of riverine 
flooding, inadequate surface drainage, and 
overloading of the City’s sewer systems.

This project is focused on addressing riverine 
flooding (not sanitary sewer backups, nor 
flooding due to storm sewer capacity).

116 ha of land and 225 buildings within the 
scoped study area is flooded due to riverine 
flooding during the 350-year storm event.

Map of the modelled extents of riverine flooding

2

Rockcliffe Middle 
School
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ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

WHAT IS THE PROBLEM AND OPPORTUNITY?

The Rockcliffe-Smythe area is prone to riverine flooding, posing a 
risk to life and property. By implementing a combination of flood 
conveyance improvements (e.g. channel widening and crossing 
upsizing) and flood protection measures (e.g. floodwalls/berms), 
the flood risk within the area for many properties can be reduced. 

The implementation of riverine flood mitigation measures 
within the Rockcliffe-Smythe area will also provide added 
benefits including: 
• Resiliency to climate change,
• Improve performance of the existing urban drainage

system, and
• Synergies with other City of Toronto infrastructure

improvement projects.

Problem

Opportunity

Black Creek flooding

Black Creek flooding

3
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ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITYROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

4

MUNICIPAL CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PROCESS 

Spring
2021

Winter
2021 

Spring & 
Summer 

2022

Fall
2022

Problem
Opportunity

Alternative
Solutions

Environmental
Study Report

Design Concepts 
for Preferred 

Solution

Anticipated 
Approval of EA

1 2 3 4 5

WE ARE 
HERE

Public Review 
of ESR –
Fall 2022

PIC #1 –
Summer

2021

Fall
2021

Project Tasks Completed: 
 Phases 1, 2 and 3 are complete

 Completed 1st & 2nd round of public consultation

 Determined preferred design concept

Assessed impacts and identifying mitigation measures

PUBLIC CONSULTATION

Notice of 
Commencement

4

The Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project is following the Municipal Class EA 
process for municipal road, water and wastewater projects as outlined by the Municipal 
Engineers Association. The class EA process establishes a planning and approval process 
for municipal infrastructure projects and must be undertaken prior to construction. 

TRCA and the City of Toronto are co-proponents of this Class EA. TRCA was retained by 
the City to manage this study on the City’s behalf.

PIC #2 –
Winter 2022
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ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

EA PHASE 2 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION

Alternative 1

Widen and deepen channel to 
create more capacity for water 
(Note: above image is for illustration purposes and 
has been vertically exaggerated)

5

This alternative is preferred because 
it has the least impacts and cost
while providing a similar level of 
flood protection as the other 
alternatives. It avoids significant 
impacts to Smythe Park. All 
alternatives require similar 
additional flood mitigation measures 
west of Jane Street.
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ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

EA PHASE 3 PREFERRED DESIGN CONCEPT

Common Components

Black Creek (BC1)
Engineered Channel

Between Jane Street to Alliance Avenue at 
Humber Boulevard

Lavender Creek (LC3)
Smooth Concrete Channel 

with North Driveway 
Bridge Removed 

Between Black Creek and Upstream of 
Symes Rd

6

Common Components: 
Bridge Replacements
• Scarlett Road
• Jane Street
• Rockcliffe Boulevard
• Symes Road Culvert

Road Realignment
• Rockcliffe Court

Structure Removal
• Symes Road South Driveway Bridge

New Structures
• Weston Road Flood Barrier
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ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

EA PHASE 3 PREFERRED DESIGN CONCEPT

7

1. Channel engineering
Widen and deepen channel to create more 
capacity for water 

• Black Creek
• Lavender Creek

2. Infrastructure Components
Bridge Replacements
• Scarlett Road
• Jane Street
• Rockcliffe Boulevard
• Symes Road Culvert

Road Realignment
• Rockcliffe Court

Structure Removal
• Symes Road South Driveway Bridge

New Structures
• Weston Road Flood Barrier

Additional flood mitigation 
measures provided by expanded 
Scarlett Road bridge. Flood limits 

shown do not reflect this mitigation

Scarlett Road Bridge 
Replacement with Wider Span

Symes Road 
Driveway Bridge 

Removal
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ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

BLACK CREEK DESIGN CONCEPT

BC1 - Black Creek Engineered Channel

8

-No Permanent
Property Impacts

9 OF 16 WITH 
ATTACHMENTS



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

ROCKCLIFFE MIDDLE SCHOOL

The Rockcliffe Middle School (400 Rockcliffe Blvd.) is located 
within the project area.  

School requirements continue to be considered in project 
design & implementation to deliver flood risk mitigation while 
minimizing disruption to delivery of educational programme
and the student community.

The project team is committed to communicating potential 
impacts (temporary or permanent) of project implementation 
to school board properties and working with the school board 
to identify acceptable mitigation measures.

Correspondence with and information provided to TDSB 
throughout the Municipal Class EA process since January 2021.

9

Rockcliffe Middle School

TRCA property

TRCA property TDSB property
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ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING – POTENTIAL USE OF SCHOOL YARD

10

• TRCA property next to the school will contain the new wider
channel and is proposed to be the primary construction
access and staging area from municipal streets

• The use of Rockcliffe Middle School property yard area (green)
is being considered as a secondary option/additional staging
& access area in the event it is required for construction
efficiency or additional space when temporary storage is
required during construction of the following infrastructure
components:

• During 2025-2028 construction of the Black Creek
channel between Jane Street and Rockcliffe Boulevard

• Potentially during 2028-2030 replacement of the
Rockcliffe Boulevard bridge & associated servicing/utility
relocations

Note: areas identified on the staging plan 
are conservatively large

Rockcliffe 
Middle School

TRCA Property
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ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING – POTENTIAL USE OF SCHOOL YARD

11

• Facilitate implementation through easier access to both sides of Black Creek for construction of
the new channel and staging flexibility, thereby reducing risk of construction delays and
prolonged community disturbance

• May provide opportunity to limit removal of more mature vegetation and trees that are in the
other potential staging areas on City/TRCA-owned, publicly used lands

• School yard is at a higher elevation, reducing risk of flooding to construction materials and
therefore reducing delays

• Provides flexibility for additional space for temporary storage of materials and equipment if
required by the contractor, e.g.
o if a receiving fill site is not immediately available to accept excavated materials, or
o in exceptional circumstances where construction materials need to arrive out of use-

sequence on-site to reduce delays

Benefits
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ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING – POTENTIAL USE OF SCHOOL YARD

12

• Student and staff health & safety - measures needed to ensure that the construction zone is
separated from the active school area

• Health & safety administrative / planning need for TDSB school officials and staff to participate in
meetings during construction

• May pose parking and access issues for school staff
• Potential damage to TDSB property

Concerns Raised by TDSB

13 OF 16 WITH 
ATTACHMENTS



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING - TIMELINE

13

A priority phasing plan for implementation is being developed to ensure that flood protection is provided to the area 
in an effective and timely manner. Contingent on funding, the entire project could be constructed in phases with an 
anticipated 10-year timeframe.

Anticipated Implementation Schedule

2025-20282024-20252023-2024

Detailed Design

Black Creek channel 
reconstruction 

between Jane St. & Rockcliffe 
Blvd

Construction

Fall 2022

Completion of EA

Potential Use/Access Request of Rockcliffe Middle 
School property as alternate staging/access area:

2028-2030

Replacement of 
Rockcliffe Blvd. bridge
and associated servicing/utility 

relocations
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ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

INPUT SOUGHT FROM TDSB

The project is still in the planning stages. We are seeking TDSB & Rockcliffe Middle School input:

• If the presented construction staging/access area in the school lands may be an option for future
consideration?

• What are the constraints and considerations for using the school lands for temporary construction access
and staging?

• If construction activity is limited to TRCA & City lands, are there any additional operational, health & safety,
or other considerations beyond what has already been raised?

• If construction requires the use of the school's driveway for access, but not staging, are there any
additional operational, health & safety, or other considerations beyond what has already been raised?

• Acceptable solutions to mitigate impacts

• If school lands can be used for construction staging/access, or

• If construction activity is limited to TRCA & City lands (e.g. what measures are required to separate
school property and students from construction in the adjacent area?)

14
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ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

CONTACT US

Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project 
Project Team:

EMAIL: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca

WEBSITE: www.trca.ca/rockcliffe

PHONE:  (647) 426-4493

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan ON, L4K 5R6

15

Thank you!
Melody Brown Casey Morris
TRCA City of Toronto

Additional project information is available on the project website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

Contact us at:
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: RockCliffeEA; Bolger, Kevin
Cc: Casey Morris; Sam Neale; Mae (Rigmea) Lee; Robert Chan
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Date: September 6, 2022 1:39:26 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

Good afternoon Kevin,

We are following up regarding the informational presentation package sent to you on August 19th. Is
there any additional information the TDSB needs regarding the project and proposed works? When
may we expect to receive feedback from the TDSB?

We are hoping to be able to complete this Environmental Assessment project in the next couple
months and are seeking the TDSB’s input.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 647-426-4493 note new phone number
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: August 19, 2022 4:30 PM
To: Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Sam Neale <sneale@morrisonhershfield.com>;
Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Mae (Rigmea) Lee <Mae.Lee@toronto.ca>; Robert Chan
<Robert.Chan@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property
Impacts

Good afternoon Kevin,

As discussed, we've prepared the attached PowerPoint Presentation titled: BRIEF for Toronto District
School Board - AUGUST 11, 2022. We ask that you please ensure this presentation gets sent to the
appropriate division within TDSB for further discussion with the Rockcliffe Study Team.

TDSB - SEPT 6, 2022 - reply
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From: Bolger, Kevin
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Casey Morris; Sam Neale; Mae (Rigmea) Lee; Robert Chan
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Date: September 7, 2022 8:44:25 AM
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png

Good morning,

I sent the information package out to TDSB staff earlier this week, likely will take a few weeks at a
minimum to receive any responses.  Will let you know.

Thanks

Kevin

Kevin Bolger, B.COMM, CPM, FRI

Manager, Real Estate & Leasing | Toronto Lands Corporation (TLC)
60 St. Clair Ave. East, Suite 201 Toronto, ON   M4T 1N5
office:  416-393-0563 | cell: 416 254-5665 | kbolger.tlc@tdsb.on.ca
Our Vision: Exceptional learning spaces serving vibrant communities

A wholly owned subsidiary of the Toronto District School Board

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: September 6, 2022 1:39 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca>
Cc: Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Sam Neale <sneale@morrisonhershfield.com>; Mae
(Rigmea) Lee <Mae.Lee@toronto.ca>; Robert Chan <Robert.Chan@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property
Impacts

TDSB WARNING - EXTERNAL EMAIL: This message comes from an external
organization. Do NOT reply, click links (embedded links) or open attachment(s)

unless you recognize the sender email address. Also, NEVER provide your
username and password as a result of an emailed request.

TDSB - SEPT 7, 2022 - reply
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From: Bolger, Kevin
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Casey Morris; Sam Neale; Mae (Rigmea) Lee; Robert Chan
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Date: September 14, 2022 12:41:23 PM
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png

Hi,

I meet with TDSB yesterday on this request and reviewed the report that you provided.  They will
require more time to evaluate this request and to review their projected school requirements.  They
have arranged for an internal meeting at the end of September but may require further time
depending on the results of this meeting.

Thank you for your patience.

Kevin

Kevin Bolger, B.COMM, CPM, FRI

Manager, Real Estate & Leasing | Toronto Lands Corporation (TLC)
60 St. Clair Ave. East, Suite 201 Toronto, ON   M4T 1N5
office:  416-393-0563 | cell: 416 254-5665 | kbolger.tlc@tdsb.on.ca
Our Vision: Exceptional learning spaces serving vibrant communities

A wholly owned subsidiary of the Toronto District School Board

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: September 6, 2022 1:39 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca>
Cc: Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Sam Neale <sneale@morrisonhershfield.com>; Mae
(Rigmea) Lee <Mae.Lee@toronto.ca>; Robert Chan <Robert.Chan@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property
Impacts

TDSB WARNING - EXTERNAL EMAIL: This message comes from an external
organization. Do NOT reply, click links (embedded links) or open attachment(s)

unless you recognize the sender email address. Also, NEVER provide your
username and password as a result of an emailed request.

TDSB - SEPT 14, 2022 - reply
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: Bolger, Kevin; RockCliffeEA
Cc: Melody Brown; Casey Morris; Sam Neale; Mae (Rigmea) Lee; Robert Chan
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Date: September 14, 2022 2:01:28 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

Hi Kevin,

Thank you for the update. Please update us again after the meeting at the end of September. We are
interested in working with the TDSB and understanding the TDSB’s needs.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 647-426-4493 note new phone number
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca> 
Sent: September 14, 2022 12:41 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Sam Neale <sneale@morrisonhershfield.com>; Mae
(Rigmea) Lee <Mae.Lee@toronto.ca>; Robert Chan <Robert.Chan@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property
Impacts

Hi,

I meet with TDSB yesterday on this request and reviewed the report that you provided.  They will
require more time to evaluate this request and to review their projected school requirements.  They
have arranged for an internal meeting at the end of September but may require further time
depending on the results of this meeting.

Thank you for your patience.

Kevin

Kevin Bolger, B.COMM, CPM, FRI

TDSB - SEPT 14, 2022 
- reply from TRCA
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From: Bolger, Kevin
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Melody Brown; Casey Morris; Sam Neale; Mae (Rigmea) Lee; Robert Chan
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Date: September 14, 2022 2:08:44 PM
Attachments: image002.png
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No problem.

In advance of the TDSB meeting in a couple of weeks, it would be helpful to receive an updated
image of the requested use of school property, one that includes the access route to the
construction work zone.  We had discussed that this is likely through the school parking lot but
perhaps this is mistaken.

Appreciate your assistance.

Thanks

Kevin

Kevin Bolger, B.COMM, CPM, FRI

Manager, Real Estate & Leasing | Toronto Lands Corporation (TLC)
60 St. Clair Ave. East, Suite 201 Toronto, ON   M4T 1N5
office:  416-393-0563 | cell: 416 254-5665 | kbolger.tlc@tdsb.on.ca
Our Vision: Exceptional learning spaces serving vibrant communities

A wholly owned subsidiary of the Toronto District School Board

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: September 14, 2022 2:01 PM
To: Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Sam Neale
<sneale@morrisonhershfield.com>; Mae (Rigmea) Lee <Mae.Lee@toronto.ca>; Robert Chan
<Robert.Chan@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property
Impacts

TDSB WARNING - EXTERNAL EMAIL: This message comes from an external
organization. Do NOT reply, click links (embedded links) or open attachment(s)
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From: Bolger, Kevin
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Melody Brown; Casey Morris; Sam Neale; Mae (Rigmea) Lee; Robert Chan
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Date: September 14, 2022 3:39:20 PM
Attachments: image002.png
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Thank you, I will pass this sketch along to TDSB

Kevin Bolger, B.COMM, CPM, FRI

Manager, Real Estate & Leasing | Toronto Lands Corporation (TLC)
60 St. Clair Ave. East, Suite 201 Toronto, ON   M4T 1N5
office:  416-393-0563 | cell: 416 254-5665 | kbolger.tlc@tdsb.on.ca
Our Vision: Exceptional learning spaces serving vibrant communities

A wholly owned subsidiary of the Toronto District School Board

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: September 14, 2022 3:38 PM
To: Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Sam Neale
<sneale@morrisonhershfield.com>; Mae (Rigmea) Lee <Mae.Lee@toronto.ca>; Robert Chan
<Robert.Chan@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts

TDSB WARNING - EXTERNAL EMAIL: This message comes from an external
organization. Do NOT reply, click links (embedded links) or open attachment(s) unless

you recognize the sender email address. Also, NEVER provide your username and
password as a result of an emailed request.

Hi Kevin,

As the project is still in the concept design and planning stages, we do not have such details yet. For your
consideration you can assume the school’s driveway would be used for construction equipment access
with a direct route to the school field.

TDSB - SEPT 14, 2022 - 
reply
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The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 647-426-4493 note new phone number
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca> 
Sent: September 14, 2022 2:09 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Sam Neale
<sneale@morrisonhershfield.com>; Mae (Rigmea) Lee <Mae.Lee@toronto.ca>; Robert Chan
<Robert.Chan@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts

No problem.

TDSB - SEPT 14, 2022 - reply
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In advance of the TDSB meeting in a couple of weeks, it would be helpful to receive an updated image of
the requested use of school property, one that includes the access route to the construction work zone. 
We had discussed that this is likely through the school parking lot but perhaps this is mistaken.

Appreciate your assistance.

Thanks

Kevin

Kevin Bolger, B.COMM, CPM, FRI

Manager, Real Estate & Leasing | Toronto Lands Corporation (TLC)
60 St. Clair Ave. East, Suite 201 Toronto, ON   M4T 1N5
office:  416-393-0563 | cell: 416 254-5665 | kbolger.tlc@tdsb.on.ca
Our Vision: Exceptional learning spaces serving vibrant communities

A wholly owned subsidiary of the Toronto District School Board

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: September 14, 2022 2:01 PM
To: Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Sam Neale
<sneale@morrisonhershfield.com>; Mae (Rigmea) Lee <Mae.Lee@toronto.ca>; Robert Chan
<Robert.Chan@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts

TDSB WARNING - EXTERNAL EMAIL: This message comes from an external
organization. Do NOT reply, click links (embedded links) or open attachment(s) unless

you recognize the sender email address. Also, NEVER provide your username and
password as a result of an emailed request.

Hi Kevin,

Thank you for the update. Please update us again after the meeting at the end of September. We are
interested in working with the TDSB and understanding the TDSB’s needs.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

TDSB - SEPT 14, 2022 - reply

TDSB - SEPT 14, 2022 - reply

mailto:kbolger.tlc@tdsb.on.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:Melody.Brown@trca.ca
mailto:Casey.Morris@toronto.ca
mailto:sneale@morrisonhershfield.com
mailto:Mae.Lee@toronto.ca
mailto:Robert.Chan@trca.ca


From: Bolger, Kevin
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: FW: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Date: October 3, 2022 9:13:38 AM
Attachments: image004.png
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Good morning,

TDSB met last week to review the request to use Rockcliffe PS as a construction staging area.  Andrew
Gowdy, a senior planning officer at TDSB has provided the following response and summarizes the
discussion and direction that TDSB had for this request.  Please note that the TDSB meeting was in
attendance of very senior staff including the Associate Director and Executive Officer in charge of TDSB
operations.

Please let me know if you have any further questions and good luck with your project.

Thanks

Kevin

Kevin Bolger, B.COMM, CPM, FRI

Manager, Real Estate & Leasing | Toronto Lands Corporation (TLC)
60 St. Clair Ave. East, Suite 201 Toronto, ON   M4T 1N5
office:  416-393-0563 | cell: 416 254-5665 | kbolger.tlc@tdsb.on.ca
Our Vision: Exceptional learning spaces serving vibrant communities

A wholly owned subsidiary of the Toronto District School Board

From: Gowdy, Andrew <Andrew.Gowdy@tdsb.on.ca> 
Sent: September 30, 2022 5:27 PM
To: Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca>
Cc: Castaldo, Daniel <Daniel.Castaldo@tdsb.on.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts

Hi Kevin,

I am confirming that based on our discussion today with Stacey and Maia, the TDSB is unable to
lease the Rockcliffe MS site to TRCA for a construction staging area because the building and site
will be accommodating students. The proposed staging area for construction is not compatible
with students being on the site.

TDSB - Oct 3, 2022 - reply
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Best regards,

 Andrew Gowdy MCIP RPP
 System Planning Officer 
 Toronto District School Board , 1 Civic Centre Court, Etobicoke, ON M9C 2B3
 Cell:  (416) 938-8603   Email: andrew.gowdy@tdsb.on.ca    Preferred Pronouns: He/Him/His

Have your say!  Your feedback is very important to us.  Please let us know about your
experience with us by completing this short survey.  Thank you!

From: Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca> 
Sent: September 14, 2022 3:42 PM
To: Gowdy, Andrew <Andrew.Gowdy@tdsb.on.ca>; Castaldo, Daniel <Daniel.Castaldo@tdsb.on.ca>
Subject: FW: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts

Hi Andrew,

To assist with the upgoing meeting on the Rockcliffe PS land use request, I asked TRCA to update their
sketch to reflect that access to the proposed work area will be through the school parking lot.  The sketch
below confirms this, which may/likely make the school parking lot unusable during the construction
period.

Thanks

Kevin

Kevin Bolger, B.COMM, CPM, FRI

Manager, Real Estate & Leasing | Toronto Lands Corporation (TLC)
60 St. Clair Ave. East, Suite 201 Toronto, ON   M4T 1N5
office:  416-393-0563 | cell: 416 254-5665 | kbolger.tlc@tdsb.on.ca
Our Vision: Exceptional learning spaces serving vibrant communities

A wholly owned subsidiary of the Toronto District School Board

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: September 14, 2022 3:38 PM
To: Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Sam Neale
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From: Bolger, Kevin
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Date: October 5, 2022 4:39:33 PM
Attachments: image002.png
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Hi Rhianydd,

I will sort out who this project will be assigned to at TDSB/TLC.  It will not likely be Andrew, he looks after
student accommodation for TDSB and was involved to sort out the future plans for the school.  It will
likely need to be an operations person or a planner to ensure that the property safety measures are in
place.

Thank you for reaching out, we will be in touch.

Kevin

Kevin Bolger, B.COMM, CPM, FRI

Manager, Real Estate & Leasing | Toronto Lands Corporation (TLC)
60 St. Clair Ave. East, Suite 201 Toronto, ON   M4T 1N5
office:  416-393-0563 | cell: 416 254-5665 | kbolger.tlc@tdsb.on.ca
Our Vision: Exceptional learning spaces serving vibrant communities

A wholly owned subsidiary of the Toronto District School Board

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: October 5, 2022 4:26 PM
To: Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca>
Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts

TDSB WARNING - EXTERNAL EMAIL: This message comes from an external
organization. Do NOT reply, click links (embedded links) or open attachment(s) unless

you recognize the sender email address. Also, NEVER provide your username and
password as a result of an emailed request.

Hello Kevin,
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Thank you for providing a response. We are also seeking input in the scenario where construction
activities are limited to the City/TRCA lands. Would it be more appropriate for us to communicate with
Andrew Gowdy directly?

The follow up questions are:
If construction activity is limited to TRCA & City lands, are there any additional operational, health
& safety, or other considerations beyond what has already been raised?
Acceptable solutions to mitigate impacts if construction activity is limited to TRCA & City lands (e.g.
what measures are required to separate school property and students from construction in the
adjacent area?)

Rhianydd sent on behalf of the The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 647-426-4493 note new phone number
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca> 
Sent: October 3, 2022 9:13 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: FW: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts

Good morning,

TDSB met last week to review the request to use Rockcliffe PS as a construction staging area.  Andrew
Gowdy, a senior planning officer at TDSB has provided the following response and summarizes the
discussion and direction that TDSB had for this request.  Please note that the TDSB meeting was in
attendance of very senior staff including the Associate Director and Executive Officer in charge of TDSB
operations.

Please let me know if you have any further questions and good luck with your project.

Thanks

Kevin

Kevin Bolger, B.COMM, CPM, FRI

Manager, Real Estate & Leasing | Toronto Lands Corporation (TLC)
60 St. Clair Ave. East, Suite 201 Toronto, ON   M4T 1N5
office:  416-393-0563 | cell: 416 254-5665 | kbolger.tlc@tdsb.on.ca
Our Vision: Exceptional learning spaces serving vibrant communities
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From: Bolger, Kevin
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Singh, Amar
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Date: October 6, 2022 12:58:38 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Hi Rhianydd,

Going forward with this project, can you please work with Amar Singh, TLC senior land use planner, to
ensure that the property safety measures are in place.  Amar will work with any required TDSB staff to
review your project so that a construction management plan can be prepared.

Good luck with your project.

Thanks

Kevin

Kevin Bolger, B.COMM, CPM, FRI

Manager, Real Estate & Leasing | Toronto Lands Corporation (TLC)
60 St. Clair Ave. East, Suite 201 Toronto, ON   M4T 1N5
office:  416-393-0563 | cell: 416 254-5665 | kbolger.tlc@tdsb.on.ca
Our Vision: Exceptional learning spaces serving vibrant communities

A wholly owned subsidiary of the Toronto District School Board

From: Bolger, Kevin 
Sent: October 5, 2022 4:39 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts

Hi Rhianydd,

I will sort out who this project will be assigned to at TDSB/TLC.  It will not likely be Andrew, he looks after
student accommodation for TDSB and was involved to sort out the future plans for the school.  It will
likely need to be an operations person or a planner to ensure that the property safety measures are in
place.

Thank you for reaching out, we will be in touch.

TDSB - Oct 6, 2022 - Reply
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: Singh, Amar
Cc: RockCliffeEA
Subject: FW: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Date: October 13, 2022 10:37:44 AM
Attachments: image001.png
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Hello Amar,

The Rockcliffe EA team are also seeking input in the scenario where construction activities are limited to
the City/TRCA lands.

The follow up questions are:
If construction activity is limited to TRCA & City lands, are there any additional operational, health
& safety, or other considerations beyond what has already been raised?
Acceptable solutions to mitigate impacts if construction activity is limited to TRCA & City lands (e.g.
what measures are required to separate school property and students from construction in the
adjacent area?)

For more information visit: trca.ca/RockcliffeEA

Rhianydd sent on behalf of the The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 647-426-4493 note new phone number
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: Bolger, Kevin <KBolger.TLC@tdsb.on.ca> 
Sent: October 6, 2022 12:58 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Singh, Amar <ASingh.tlc@tdsb.on.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts

Hi Rhianydd,

Going forward with this project, can you please work with Amar Singh, TLC senior land use planner, to
ensure that the property safety measures are in place.  Amar will work with any required TDSB staff to
review your project so that a construction management plan can be prepared.

Good luck with your project.

TDSB - Oct 13, 2022 - Reply
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From: Singh, Amar
To: Rhianydd Phillips
Cc: Melody Brown; RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts
Date: October 26, 2022 2:41:04 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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TLC Request for Info Regarding Demolition and Construction.pdf

Thanks again for this meeting.

As discussed, I’m attaching a document that contains the type of information to consider during the CMP
process. Although this was prepared to respond to development proposals (with new buildings), a lot of
these items would apply to the proposed infrastructure project.

Amar Singh, RPP
Senior Planner | Land Use Planning | Toronto Lands Corporation 
60 St. Clair Ave. E., Suite 201,  Toronto, ON   M4T 1N5
Email: asingh.tlc@tdsb.on.ca
Our Vision:  Exceptional learning spaces serving vibrant communities

A wholly owned subsidiary of the Toronto District School Board

From: Rhianydd Phillips <Rhianydd.Phillips@trca.ca> 
Sent: October 24, 2022 3:48 PM
To: Singh, Amar <ASingh.tlc@tdsb.on.ca>
Cc: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts

TDSB WARNING - EXTERNAL EMAIL: This message comes from an external
organization. Do NOT reply, click links (embedded links) or open attachment(s) unless

you recognize the sender email address. Also, NEVER provide your username and
password as a result of an emailed request.

Hello Amar,

We've prepared the attached PowerPoint Presentation titled: BRIEF for Toronto District School Board -
AUGUST 11, 2022.
This will be discussed in more detail at the meeting on Wednesday.

Thank you,
Rhianydd sent on behalf of the The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
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Phone: 647-426-4493 note new phone number
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: RockCliffeEA 
Sent: October 20, 2022 2:58 PM
To: Singh, Amar <ASingh.tlc@tdsb.on.ca>
Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts

Hello Amar,

The project team does not have a Construction Management Plan (CMP) yet, but we are in the final steps
in the EA process and have had a previous consultation with TDSB through Kevin Bolger.
We are seeking input in the scenario where construction activities are limited to the City/TRCA lands. Are
you available for a call go over the project in more detail?

TRCA availability includes:
Monday Oct 24, 2022 – 3pm
Tuesday Oct 25, 2022 – 4pm
Wednesday Oct 26, 2022 – 1pm – 5pm
Thursday Oct 27, 2022 – 4pm

Thank you,
Rhianydd sent on behalf of the The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 647-426-4493 note new phone number
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: Singh, Amar <ASingh.tlc@tdsb.on.ca> 
Sent: October 20, 2022 1:37 PM
To: Rhianydd Phillips <Rhianydd.Phillips@trca.ca>
Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts

Hi Rhianydd,
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attachment 
2 of  6

mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
http://trca.ca/rockcliffe
https://trca.ca/
mailto:ASingh.tlc@tdsb.on.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:Melody.Brown@trca.ca
mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
http://trca.ca/rockcliffe
https://trca.ca/
mailto:ASingh.tlc@tdsb.on.ca
mailto:Rhianydd.Phillips@trca.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:Melody.Brown@trca.ca


Sorry – I must have missed this email. Do you have a Construction Management Plan (CMP) that you’re
able to share? We have a review committee set up with TDSB Design and Renewal and Health & Safety
staff where I can share this infrastructure project and seek feedback on your CMP and questions.

Amar

Amar Singh, RPP
Senior Planner | Land Use Planning | Toronto Lands Corporation 
60 St. Clair Ave. E., Suite 201,  Toronto, ON   M4T 1N5
Email: asingh.tlc@tdsb.on.ca
Our Vision:  Exceptional learning spaces serving vibrant communities

A wholly owned subsidiary of the Toronto District School Board

From: Rhianydd Phillips <Rhianydd.Phillips@trca.ca> 
Sent: October 20, 2022 1:24 PM
To: Singh, Amar <ASingh.tlc@tdsb.on.ca>
Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA – Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Potential Temporary Property Impacts

TDSB WARNING - EXTERNAL EMAIL: This message comes from an external
organization. Do NOT reply, click links (embedded links) or open attachment(s) unless

you recognize the sender email address. Also, NEVER provide your username and
password as a result of an emailed request.

Hello Amar,

I’m just writing this email to follow up with you in regards to my email sent to you on Thursday October
13.

The Rockcliffe EA team are seeking input in the scenario where construction activities are limited to the
City/TRCA lands.

Thank you,
Rhianydd

Rhianydd sent on behalf of the The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 647-426-4493 note new phone number
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
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1 

60 St. Clair Avenue East, Suite 201,  Toronto, ON    M4T 1N5 
Tel:  416-393-0573  Fax : 416-393-9928  

website :  www.torontolandscorp.com 

A subsidiary corporation of the TDSB 

INFORMATION REGARDING DEMOLITION AND CONSTRUCTION 

DEMOLITION 

1. What buildings are being demolished?
2. What is the building size, age, plans, assumed structural arrangement, and construction?
3. How will large pieces of concrete such as footings, floor slabs etc. be broken up? Jackhammer on

backhoe or sawing?
4. Any buried tanks onsite?
5. Has Phase 1 and 2 environmental assessment been conducted and if relevant, what are

remediation details?
6. From Phase 2 environmental assessment, is there any information on soil contamination that could

be an issue e.g. VOC’s (vapour migration into basements a typical worry), lead or other metals in
soil are a dust concern?

7. Is an environmental audit required, including dust control plan?
8. Will a designated substances survey be required?
9. Will a document describing how the designated substances will be dealt with prior to and during

demolition be required?
10. How long will the demolition take? When is it scheduled?
11. What will security be during demolition?
12. Will vibration monitoring be in place during demolition (and construction) activities?

EXCAVATION 

1. What are the number and spacing of perimeter caissons? Confirm caissons will be augured.
2. What is the depth of the excavation?
3. What wall retaining methods (tie back, rakers, struts) will be used?
4. What is nature of shoring wall: wood lagging, caisson wall, shotcrete. Depending on soil conditions,

a wood lagging wall is preferable from the TDSB point of view as there is less caisson drilling which
is conducted at the surface?

5. Will the builder want a tieback agreement?
6. Any shale to be removed?
7. Any vibratory compaction for driveways etc?

TRAFFIC DETAILS 

1. What is the traffic safety plan?
2. Where is loading zone(s)?
3. Where will the excavation ramp exit?
4. Will lane closures be requested?
5. Where will dump trucks queue?
6. Where will concrete trucks discharge/queue?
7. Where will trailer loads be unloaded?  Will crane hoist directly from that location?

TDSB - Oct 26 , 2022 (1) attachment 
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8. Will there be personnel to ensure pedestrian safety (e.g. a trained traffic control personnel/paid
duty policy officer)? Full time?

9. What are the restrictions on hours of delivery?
10. Any covered sidewalk during construction?
11. Lifts or other occasions that police will be required?
12. Has the City’s ‘Guidelines for Construction Zones in School Areas’ been used to develop the traffic

safety plan (https://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/2014/cc/bgrd/backgroundfile-70097.pdf)

CRANES 

1. What type of crane? Luffing or standard tower crane?
2. Where will mobile cranes set up?
3. Will crane erection and removal be on a weekend?
4. When will the crane climbing be done?
5. What will the limit of the crane swing be?
6. Limits on operation in adverse weather?

FALLING OBJECTS 

1. How far is the edge of the building from the nearest area frequented by students?
2. How far is the edge of the building from the school building?
3. What measures over and above the standard guardrail including a toe board will be taken?

ABOVE GRADE CONSTRUCTION PROCESS 

1. How will the above grade portion of the structure be constructed (e.g., slip form, jump form, fly
forms)

2. Is a concrete pump being used or will the concrete be hoisted in buckets resulting in many more
lifts by the crane?

3. Will there be an exterior hoist (elevator) and will it be located on a building elevation away from
the school?

4. Will scaffolds be used on the side of building facing the school?
5. Who is the contractor, what have they built lately, any reputational information, safety program or

accreditation beyond compliance with legal minimums? How much insurance will the project
carry?

6. How many open stories will there be during tower construction?
7. Will there be horizontal netting at the bottom of the open stories?

UTILITIES 

1. What will contractor be using for power onsite? Is there adequate THEC connection, if not when in
process does the Developer expect that. How long will a generator be used, where will it be
located, will it be fueled by diesel or natural gas?

2. Capping utilities prior to demolition is normal, is required by the demolition permit and can be
assumed with a competent contractor.
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3. Is new building being serviced by same pipes/power lines gas mains as the school? Potential for
accidental cut off if there is a construction problem.

4. If additional utility capacity is needed for the new development there may be excavation for sewers
etc. in the roadways nearby along with the building development construction.

5. Any special utilities on site (rare such as oil pipeline, steam line etc.)

GROUND WATER 

1. Is dewatering required?
2. If so, what method of dewatering will be used?
3. Provide copy of permit to take water
4. Provide copy of discharge permit or the details regarding discharge into sewer and potential flow

along curb
5. Geotechnical comments on potential settlement of school structure

Updated July 2021 
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From: Harvey, Joseph (MHSTCI)
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Barboza, Karla (MHSTCI); Hatcher, Laura (MHSTCI)
Subject: File 0013627: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement - Rockcliffe Riverine Flood
Date: February 16, 2021 11:20:02 AM
Attachments: 2021-02-16_RockCliffRiverine_MHSTCI-Ltr.pdf

Rockcliffe Study Team,

Please find attached MHSTCI’s comments on the above referenced project notice.
Please do not hesitate to contact Laura Hatcher if you have any questions.

Joseph Harvey
On behalf of

Laura Hatcher
Heritage Planner
Heritage Planning Unit
laura.e.hatcher@ontario.ca

MHSTCI - FEB 16, 2021
ATTACHMENTS 1 OF 4
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Ministry of Heritage, Sport,
Tourism and Culture Industries

Programs and Services Branch
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700
Toronto, ON  M7A 0A7
Tel: 437.239.3404

Ministère des Industries du Patrimoine,
du Sport, du Tourisme et de la Culture

Direction des programmes et des services
401, rue Bay, Bureau 1700
Toronto, ON  M7A 0A7
Tél:  437.239.3404

February 16, 2021 EMAIL ONLY

The Rockcliffe Study Team
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
101 Exchange Avenue
Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
RockcliffeEA@trca.ca

MHSTCI File : 0013627
Proponent : Toronto and Region Conservation Authority and The City of

Toronto
Subject : Notice of Commencement – Anticipated Schedule C MCEA
Project : Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project
Location : The City of Toronto

Rockcliffe Study Team:

Thank you for providing the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries (MHSTCI)
with the Notice of Commencement for the above-referenced project. MHSTCI’s interest in this
Environmental Assessment (EA) project relates to its mandate of conserving Ontario’s cultural
heritage.

Under the EA process, the proponent is required to determine a project’s potential impact on
cultural heritage resources. If any municipal bridges may be impacted by this project, we can
provide additional screening documentation as formulated by the Municipal Engineers
Association in consultation with MHSTCI.

Project Summary
In conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) is
commencing a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred riverine
flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area, in the City of Toronto. It is anticipated
that TRCA, in conjunction with the City of Toronto, will undertake the Municipal Class EA process
in accordance with the requirements for Schedule C projects.

Identifying Cultural Heritage Resources
While some cultural heritage resources may have already been formally identified, others may be
identified through screening and evaluation. Indigenous communities may have knowledge that
can contribute to the identification of cultural heritage resources, and we suggest that any
engagement with Indigenous communities includes a discussion about known or potential cultural
heritage resources that are of value to these communities. Municipal Heritage Committees,
historical societies and other local heritage organizations may also have knowledge that
contributes to the identification of cultural heritage resources.
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Archaeological Resources 
This EA project may impact archaeological resources and should be screened using the MHSTCI 
Criteria for Evaluating Archaeological Potential to determine if an archaeological assessment is 
needed. MHSTCI archaeological sites data are available at archaeology@ontario.ca. If the EA 
project area exhibits archaeological potential, then an archaeological assessment (AA) should be 
undertaken by an archaeologist licenced under the OHA, who is responsible for submitting the 
report directly to MHSTCI for review. 

Built Heritage Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes 
A Cultural Heritage Report: Existing Conditions and Preliminary Impact Assessment will be 
undertaken for the entire study area during the planning phase and will be summarized in the EA 
Report. This study will:  

1. Describe the existing baseline cultural heritage conditions within the study area by
identifying all known or potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes,
including a historical summary of the study area. MHSTCI has developed screening
criteria that may assist with this exercise: Criteria for Evaluating for Potential Built Heritage
Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes.

2. Identify preliminary potential project-specific impacts on the known and potential built
heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes that have been identified. The report
should include a description of the anticipated impact to each known or potential built
heritage resource or cultural heritage landscape that has been identified.

3. Recommend measures to avoid or mitigate potential negative impacts to known or
potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes. The proposed
mitigation measures are to inform the next steps of project planning and design.

Where a known or potential built heritage resource or cultural heritage landscape may be directly 
and adversely impacted, and where it has not yet been evaluated for Cultural Heritage Value or 
Interest (CHVI), completion of a Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) is required to fully 
understand its CHVI and level of significance. The CHER must be completed as part of the final 
EA report. If a potential resource is found to be of CHVI, then a Heritage Impact Assessment 
(HIA) will need to be undertaken and included in the final EA report. Our Ministry’s Info Sheet #5:
Heritage Impact Assessments and Conservation Plans outlines the scope of HIAs. Please send 
the HIA to MHSTCI for review and make it available to local organizations or individuals who have 
expressed interest in review. 

While some cultural heritage landscapes are contained within individual property boundaries, 
others span across multiple properties. For certain cultural heritage landscapes, it will be more 
appropriate for the CHER and HIA to include multiple properties, in order to reflect the extent of 
that cultural heritage landscape in its entirety.  

Cultural heritage resources are often of critical importance to Indigenous communities. Indigenous 
communities may have knowledge that can contribute to the identification of cultural heritage 
resources, and we suggest that any engagement with Indigenous communities includes a 
discussion about known or potential cultural heritage resources that are of value to them.  

ATTACHMENTS 3 OF 4

http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/GetFileAttach/021-0478E~3/$File/0478E.pdf
mailto:archaeology@ontario.ca
http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/GetFileAttach/021-0500E~1/$File/0500E.pdf
http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/GetFileAttach/021-0500E~1/$File/0500E.pdf
http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/publications/Heritage_Tool_Kit_Heritage_PPS_infoSheet.pdf
http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/publications/Heritage_Tool_Kit_Heritage_PPS_infoSheet.pdf


0013627 -Toronto - Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project MHSTCI Letter/Comments 3 

Environmental Assessment Reporting 
All technical cultural heritage studies and their recommendations are to be addressed and 
incorporated into EA projects. Please advise MHSTCI whether any technical cultural heritage 
studies will be completed for this EA project, and provide them to MHSTCI before issuing a Notice 
of Completion or commencing any work on the site. If screening has identified no known or 
potential cultural heritage resources, or no impacts to these resources, please include the 
completed checklists and supporting documentation in the EA report or file.  

Thank you for consulting MHSTCI on this project and please continue to do so throughout the EA 
process. If you have any questions or require clarification, do not hesitate to contact Laura 
Hatcher.  

Sincerely, 

Joseph Harvey 
On behalf of 

Laura Hatcher  
Heritage Planner 
Heritage Planning Unit  
laura.e.hatcher@ontario.ca 

It is the sole responsibility of proponents to ensure that any information and documentation submitted as part of their EA report or file 
is accurate.  MHSTCI makes no representation or warranty as to the completeness, accuracy or quality of the any checklists, reports 
or supporting documentation submitted as part of the EA process, and in no way shall MHSTCI be liable for any harm, damages, 
costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result if any checklists, reports or supporting documents are discovered to be 
inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent.  

Please notify MHSTCI if archaeological resources are impacted by EA project work. All activities impacting archaeological resources 
must cease immediately, and a licensed archaeologist is required to carry out an archaeological assessment in accordance with the 
Ontario Heritage Act and the Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists.   

If human remains are encountered, all activities must cease immediately and the local police as well as the Registrar, Burials of the 
Ministry of Government and Consumer Services (416-326-8800) must be contacted. In situations where human remains are 
associated with archaeological resources, MHSTCI should also be notified to ensure that the site is not subject to unlicensed 
alterations which would be a contravention of the Ontario Heritage Act. 
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From: RockCliffeEA 
Sent: Friday, March 12, 2021 3:17 PM
To: Harvey, Joseph (MHSTCI) <Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Barboza, Karla (MHSTCI) <Karla.Barboza@ontario.ca>; Hatcher, Laura (MHSTCI)
<Laura.E.Hatcher@ontario.ca>
Subject: RE: File 0013627: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement -
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood

Good afternoon,

Thank you for your response to the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Notice of
Commencement. We will continue to consult with MHSTCI throughout the EA process.

Municipal bridges may be impacted by this project (may need to be replaced). As such could you
please provide the additional screening documentation related to this?

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: Harvey, Joseph (MHSTCI) <Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2021 11:20 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Barboza, Karla (MHSTCI) <Karla.Barboza@ontario.ca>; Hatcher, Laura (MHSTCI)
<Laura.E.Hatcher@ontario.ca>
Subject: File 0013627: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement -
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood

Rockcliffe Study Team,

Please find attached MHSTCI’s comments on the above referenced project notice.
Please do not hesitate to contact Laura Hatcher if you have any questions.

Joseph Harvey
On behalf of

Laura Hatcher
Heritage Planner
Heritage Planning Unit
laura.e.hatcher@ontario.ca

MHSTCI - MAR  12 2021 REPLY
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From: Harvey, Joseph (MHSTCI)
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Barboza, Karla (MHSTCI); Hatcher, Laura (MHSTCI)
Subject: RE: File 0013627: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement - Rockcliffe Riverine

Flood
Date: October 27, 2021 7:07:04 PM

Hello,

Please accept my sincere apologies for the delay,

The Municipal Engineers Association provides screening criteria for work on bridges
that falls under the Municipal Class EA with a checklist and background material
available online and developed in coordination with MHSTCI. Please contact Laura
Hatcher if you have any additional questions.

Joseph Harvey
On behalf of

Laura Hatcher
Heritage Planner
Heritage Planning Unit
laura.e.hatcher@ontario.ca

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: October 27, 2021 9:48 AM
To: Harvey, Joseph (MHSTCI) <Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca>
Cc: Barboza, Karla (MHSTCI) <Karla.Barboza@ontario.ca>; Hatcher, Laura (MHSTCI)
<Laura.E.Hatcher@ontario.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: File 0013627: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement -
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender.

Good Morning,

As noted in our earlier email, municipal bridges may be impacted by this project (may need to be
replaced). As such could you please provide the additional screening documentation, refenced in
your letter, related to this?

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

MHSTCI - OCT 27, 2021
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From: Harvey, Joseph (MCM)
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Hatcher, Laura (MCM); Barboza, Karla (MCM)
Subject: RE: File 0013627: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement - Rockcliffe Riverine

Flood
Date: November 2, 2022 3:30:44 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

Hi Rhianydd,

Thanks for sending the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER). We usually take 30 days to
review reports. Given that your aiming to release the Environmental Study Report (ESR) for public
review on November 22, we will provide comments on the CHER and ESR during that period.

Please let us know if you would like to receive any comments before you release the ESR for public
review.

Thanks,

Joseph Harvey | Heritage Planner
Inclusion and Heritage Division | Heritage Branch | Heritage Planning Unit
Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism
613.242.3743
Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca
From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: October 27, 2022 4:28 PM
To: Harvey, Joseph (MCM) <Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca>
Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; Hatcher, Laura (MCM) <Laura.E.Hatcher@ontario.ca>;
Barboza, Karla (MCM) <Karla.Barboza@ontario.ca>
Subject: RE: File 0013627: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement -
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender.

Good Afternoon Joseph Harvey,

As previously requested by MHSTCI, the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report for the Rockcliffe
Special Policy Area Environmental Assessment is available for download on SharePoint: 
 APP_J_Rockcliffe_Cultural_Heritage_Report.pdf

The Environmental Study Report will be released for public review on November 22nd, 2022. You will
receive notice via email once it is available.

Please let the project team know if you have further questions or concerns.

Thank you,
Rhianydd, sent on behalf of the Rockcliffe Study Team

MHSTCI - Nov 2, 2022 
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From: Harvey, Joseph (MCM)
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Barboza, Karla (MCM)
Subject: RE: File 0013627: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement - Rockcliffe Riverine

Flood
Date: December 8, 2022 10:28:36 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
2022-12-08_RockcliffeRiverine-CHER-MCM-Comments.pdf

Hi Rhianydd,

Please find attached comments on the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report prepared for the
Rockcliffe Special Policy Area Environmental Assessment.

Please note that the responsibility for administration of the Ontario Heritage Act and matters related
to cultural heritage recently transferred from the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) to
the Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism (MCM). Individual staff roles and contact
information remain unchanged. Please continue to send any notices, report and/or documentation
to both Karla Barboza and myself.

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions or concerns.

Regards,

Joseph Harvey | Heritage Planner
Inclusion and Heritage Division | Heritage Branch | Heritage Planning Unit
Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism
613.242.3743
Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: October 27, 2022 4:28 PM
To: Harvey, Joseph (MCM) <Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca>
Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; Hatcher, Laura (MCM) <Laura.E.Hatcher@ontario.ca>;
Barboza, Karla (MCM) <Karla.Barboza@ontario.ca>
Subject: RE: File 0013627: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement -
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender.

Good Afternoon Joseph Harvey,

As previously requested by MHSTCI, the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report for the Rockcliffe
Special Policy Area Environmental Assessment is available for download on SharePoint: 
 APP_J_Rockcliffe_Cultural_Heritage_Report.pdf

The Environmental Study Report will be released for public review on November 22nd, 2022. You will
receive notice via email once it is available.

MHSTCI - Dec 8, 2022
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Ministry of Citizenship and
Multiculturalism

Heritage Branch
Citizenship, Inclusion and
Heritage Division
5th Floor, 400 University Ave.
Toronto ON M7A 2E7
Tel.:  613.242.3743

Ministère des Affaires civiques
et du Multiculturalisme

Direction du patrimoine
Division des affaires civiques, de
l’inclusion et du patrimoine
5th étage, 400, av. University
Toronto ON  M7A 2E7
Tél.:  613.242.3743

December 8, 2022 EMAIL ONLY

Rockcliffe Study Team
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
101 Exchange Avenue
Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
RockcliffeEA@trca.ca

MCM File : 0013627
Proponent : Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
Subject : Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report
Project : Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project
Location : City of Toronto

Rockcliffe Study Team:

Thank you for submitting the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (dated, March 2022, prepared
by MacNaughton Hermsen Britton Clarkson Planning Limited (MHBC)) for the Rockcliffe Riverine
Flood Mitigation Project Class EA for our review and comment.

Please note that the responsibility for administration of the Ontario Heritage Act and matters
related to cultural heritage recently transferred from the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport
(MTCS) to the Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism (MCM). Individual staff roles and
contact information remain unchanged. Please continue to send any notices, report and/or
documentation to both Karla Barboza and myself.

MCM’s interest in this Environmental Assessment (EA) project relates to its mandate of
conserving Ontario’s cultural heritage.

Under the EA process, the proponent is required to determine a project’s potential impact on 
known (previously recognized) and potential cultural heritage resources.

Project Summary
In conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) is
commencing a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred riverine
flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area, in the City of Toronto. It is anticipated
that TRCA, in conjunction with the City of Toronto, will undertake the Municipal Class EA process
in accordance with the requirements for Schedule C projects.
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Comments
We would like to clarify the purpose of some technical cultural heritage studies. A CHER is for
site-specific property and entails more robust background research. It is not appropriate to use
Ontario Regulation 9/06 as investigative criteria without detailed background research on each
identified potential built heritage resource and/or cultural heritage landscape. The CHER provided
includes a broad survey of the known built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes
within the project study area. For larger study areas, we continue to recommend that a Cultural
Heritage Report: Existing Conditions and Preliminary Impact Assessment be undertaken as per
our letter dated February 16, 2021. The present CHER should be revised to follow the outline
below.

Once it has been revised, please submit the report to MCM as early as possible prior to the
issuance of the notice of completion or with that notice.

A Cultural Heritage Report: Existing Conditions and Preliminary Impact Assessment should:
• Describe the existing baseline cultural heritage conditions within the study area by

identifying all known or potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes,
including a historical summary of the study area. The Ministry has developed screening
criteria that may assist with this exercise: Criteria for Evaluating for Potential Built Heritage

Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes.

• Identify preliminary potential project-specific impacts on the known and potential built
heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes that have been identified. The report
should include a description of the anticipated impact to each known or potential built
heritage resource or cultural heritage landscape that has been identified.

• Recommend measures to avoid or mitigate potential negative impacts to known or
potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes. The proposed
mitigation measures are to inform the next steps of project planning and design.

Community input should be sought to identify locally recognized and potential cultural heritage
resources. Sources include, but are not limited to, municipal heritage committees, historical
societies and other local heritage organizations. Cultural heritage resources are often of critical
importance to Indigenous communities.

Indigenous communities may have knowledge that can contribute to the identification of cultural
heritage resources, and we suggest that any engagement with Indigenous communities includes
a discussion about known or potential cultural heritage resources that are of value to them.

We attached a table with detailed comments and recommendations to support documentation
around cultural heritage due diligence.
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Thank you for consulting MCM on this project. Please contact me with any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

Joseph Harvey
Heritage Planner
joseph.harvey@Ontario.ca

It is the sole responsibility of proponents to ensure that any information and documentation submitted as part of their EA report or file
is accurate.  The Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism (MCM) makes no representation or warranty as to the completeness,
accuracy or quality of the any checklists, reports or supporting documentation submitted as part of the EA process, and in no way
shall MCM  be liable for any harm, damages, costs, expenses, losses, claims or actions that may result if any checklists, reports or
supporting documents are discovered to be inaccurate, incomplete, misleading or fraudulent.

Should previously undocumented archaeological resources be discovered, they may be a new archaeological site and therefore
subject to Section 48(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act. The proponent or person discovering the archaeological resources must cease
alteration of the site immediately and engage a licensed consultant archaeologist to carry out an archaeological assessment, in
compliance with Section 48(1) of the Ontario Heritage Act.

The Funeral, Burial and Cremation Services Act, 2002, S.O. 2002, c.33 requires that any person discovering human remains must
cease all activities immediately and notify the police or coroner. If the coroner does not suspect foul play in the disposition of the
remains, in accordance with Ontario Regulation 30/11 the coroner shall notify the Registrar, Ontario Ministry of Public and Business
Service Delivery, which administers provisions of that Act related to burial sites. In situations where human remains are associated
with archaeological resources, the Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism should also be notified (at archaeology@ontario.ca) to
ensure that the archaeological site is not subject to unlicensed alterations which would be a contravention of the Ontario Heritage Act.
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Item Document 
Section 

Given Text MCM Comments 

1. General Term “cultural heritage resources” The term “cultural heritage resources” includes archaeological 
resources, built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes. 

Since this report addresses known and potential built heritage 
resources and cultural heritage landscapes within the study area, the 
term “cultural heritage resources” should be replaced with the terms 
“built heritage resources” and “cultural heritage landscapes”.   

2. General NA This report provides a broad survey of the known and potential built 
heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes within study area. 
The tile of the report should be revised from ‘Cultural Heritage 
Evaluation Report’ to Cultural Heritage Report: Existing Conditions 
and Preliminary Impact Assessment.  

Here is a suggested outline: 
- Executive Summary
- Table of Contents
- List of Images
- List of Maps
- Project Personnel
- Acknowledgements

1. Introduction
a. Report Scope & Purpose (exiting section 1.0)
b. Project Overview (exiting section 2.0)
c. Description of Study Area (existing section 2.1, see

also comment 5 below)
2. Methodology

a. Legislative and Regulatory Framework (existing
section 2.2, see also comment 6 below)

b. Methodology (existing section 3.0)
3. Summary of Historical Development (existing section 4.0

and 7.2)
4. Existing Conditions
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Item Document 
Section 

Given Text MCM Comments 

a. Description of Field Review
b. Identification of Known and Potential Built Heritage

Resources and Cultural Heritage Landscapes
(existing sections 2.3, 2.4, 5.0 and 6.0)

5. Preliminary Impact Assessment (See comment 10 below)
6. Conclusion and Recommendations (see comment 11

below)

3. 1.0 (Executive 
Summary) 

MHBC was retained by Wood Group PLC to undertake a Cultural 
Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) for the Municipal Class 
Environmental Assessment for the Flood Remediation and 
Transportation Feasibility Study (FRTFS) of the Rockcliffe Special 
Policy Area Environmental Assessment in the City of Toronto. 
The Municipal Class Environmental Assessment must consider a 
variety of issues which includes natural, social, cultural, as well as 
economic environments. 

… 

The Executive Summary will need to be revised to reflect the 
recommended revisions to the report.  

4. 2.0 
(Introduction) 

p. 11

MHBC was retained by Wood Group to undertake a Cultural 
Heritage Evaluation Report (CHER) for the Municipal Class 
Environmental Assessment for the Flood Remediation and 
Transportation Feasibility Study (FRTFS) of the Rockcliffe 
Special Policy Area in the City of Toronto. The Municipal Class 
Environmental Assessment must consider a variety of issues 
which includes natural, social, 
cultural, as well as economic environments. 

… 

To better align with the purpose and intent of a Cultural Heritage 
Report we recommend the following revision: 

MHBC was retained by Wood Group to undertake a Cultural Heritage 
Report: Existing Conditions and Preliminary Impact Assessment  
to describe the existing baseline cultural heritage conditions 
within the study area; identify preliminary potential project-
specific impacts to known and potential built heritage resources 
and cultural heritage landscapes; and recommend measures to 
avoid or mitigate these impacts Evaluation Report (CHER) for the 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment for the Flood 
Remediation and Transportation Feasibility Study (FRTFS) of the 
Rockcliffe Special Policy Area in the City of Toronto. The Municipal 
Class Environmental Assessment must consider a variety of issues 
which includes natural, social, cultural, as well as economic 
environments. 
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Item Document 
Section 

Given Text MCM Comments 

5.   2.1 (Location 
and Description 
of the Study 
Area)  

Figure 1 

p. 11

Figure 1: Aerial photo noting location of study area boundaries in 
red with approximate location of bridges (yellow) and culvert 
(orange). (Source: MHBC, 2019) 

A map should be provided which clearly identifying all known and 
potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes. 
Please show the boundaries of the heritage properties and reference 
them in the legend. 

6. 2.2 (Terms of 
Reference) 

p. 14-15

This Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report has been guided by the 
Criteria for Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and 
Cultural Heritage Landscapes by the Ministry of Heritage, Sport, 
Tourism and Culture Industries (MHSTCI), which is provided in 
Appendix F of this report.  

The Ontario Heritage Toolkit is an explanatory guide to the 
Ontario Heritage Act. The Ontario Heritage Toolkit is comprised 
of several volumes including Heritage Resources in the Land Use 
Planning Process. This document includes InfoSheet #5 
regarding Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports and Conservation 
Plans. According to this InfoSheet, a Cultural Heritage Evaluation 
Report (CHER) generally contains, but is not limited to the 
following information:  

• Historical Research, Site Analysis and Evaluation;

• Identification of the Significance and Heritage Attributes
of the Cultural Heritage Resource;

• Description of the proposed Development or Site
Alteration;

• Measurement of Development or Site Alteration Impact;

• Consideration of Alternatives, Mitigation and
Conservation Methods;

• Implementation and Monitoring; and

• Summary Statement and Conservation 
Recommendations.

This section should be removed and replaced with references to the 
following acts, regulations and policies governing land use planning 
and resource development support heritage conservation:  

• The Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) which is the primary
legislation establishing a framework for policies and
programs to conserve Ontario’s heritage.

• The Planning Act, which states that the “conservation of
features of significant architectural, cultural, historical,
archaeological or scientific interest” (cultural heritage
resources) is a “matter of provincial interest”.

• The Provincial Policy Statement, issued under the Planning
Act, links heritage conservation to long-term economic
prosperity and requires municipalities and the Crown to
conserve significant cultural heritage resources.

• The Environmental Assessment Act, which defines
“environment” to include cultural conditions that influence the
life of humans or a community. Cultural heritage resources
are important components of those cultural conditions.
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Item Document 
Section 

Given Text MCM Comments 

7. 3.0 
(Methodology 
and Screening 
for Potential 
Cultural Heritage 
Resources)  

p. 17-18

• 3.1 Methodology

• 3.1.1 Preliminary Screening

• 3.1.2 Secondary Screening

As the scope and methodology is based on the Ministry’s Criteria for 
Evaluating Potential for Built Heritage Resources and Cultural 
Heritage Landscapes, we recommend that this section be organized 
consistent with the checklist: 

• Part A: Screening for Known (or recognized) Cultural
Heritage Value

• Part B: Screening for Potential Cultural Heritage Value

• Part C: other considerations – Part C considers local and
Indigenous knowledge.

8. 6.2 (Screening 
for Potential 
Built Heritage 
Resources and 
Cultural 
Heritage 
Landscapes)  

p. 32-34

Criteria for identifying potential Cultural Heritage Landscapes 
are provided below as per Provincial 
Policy Statement 2014 and the Ontario Heritage Toolkit. 

A cultural heritage landscape is defined by Provincial Policy 
Statement 2014 as follows: 

… 

This section should be removed as the criteria under Regulation 9/06 
of the Ontario Heritage Act is used to determine a potential cultural 
heritage resources cultural heritage value or interest.  

In addition, report terminology should be updated to align with the 
PPS 2020 

9. 7.0 (Evaluation 
of Cultural 
Heritage)  

• 7.1 Evaluation Criteria

• 7.1.1 Evaluation Criteria under Ontario Regulation 9/06

• 7.1.2 Evaluation Criteria for Bridges and Engineering
Structures

• 7.2 Historical Summary of Bridges/Culverts in North
America and Ontario

• 7.3 Evaluation of Bridges and Culvert within the Study
Area

• 7.4 Evaluation of the Conn Smythe Subdivision

This section should be removed as it is not appropriate to use 
Ontario Regulation 9/06 as investigative criteria without detailed 
background research on each identified potential built heritage 
resource and/or cultural heritage landscape.  

See cover letter. 
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Item Document 
Section 

Given Text MCM Comments 

10. New Section 

Pre-liminary 
Impacts 
Assessment  

NA We recommend a new section entitled Preliminary Impacts 
Assessment be included prior to the report’s recommendations and 
conclusions.  

Prior to undertaking a preliminary impact assessment - the information 
provided in this report will need to be expanded upon to identify and 
account for potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage 
landscapes. 

Please note that additional community input may be required to 
identify potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage 
landscapes. Sources include, but are not limited to, municipal heritage 
committees, historical societies and other local heritage organizations. 

The preliminary impact assessment will identify and assess the 
proposed activity to determine any impacts direct or indirect – that it 
may have on a property’s potential cultural heritage value or interest.  

A direct adverse impact would have a permanent and irreversible 
negative affect on the cultural heritage value or interest of a property 
or result in the loss of a heritage attribute on all or part of the property. 
Examples of direct adverse impacts include, but are not limited to:  

• removal or demolition of all or part of any heritage attribute

• any land disturbance, such as a change in grade and/or
drainage patterns that may adversely affect the property

• alterations to the property in a manner that is not
sympathetic, or is incompatible, with cultural heritage value
or interest of the property.

An indirect adverse impact would be the result of an activity on or near 
the property that may adversely affect its cultural heritage value or 
interest and/or heritage attributes. Examples of indirect adverse 
impacts include, but are not limited to: 

Attachment #1
Page 9 of 11

MHSTCI - Dec 8, 2022



File 0013627 -Toronto -Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCM Letter 9 

Item Document 
Section 

Given Text MCM Comments 

• shadows that alter the appearance of a heritage attribute or
change the visibility of an associated natural feature or
plantings, such as a tree row, hedge or garden

• isolation of a heritage attribute from its surrounding
environment, context or a significant relationship

• vibration damage to a structure due to construction or
activities on or adjacent to the property

• alteration or obstruction of a significant view of or from the
property from a key vantage point.

The preliminary Impact assessment should be organized in a table 
with the following headings shown, in order from Left to right:  

• Cultural heritage resource reference number and type of
property

o E.g., church, residence, bridge, culvert, public park

• Location

• Heritage Recognition
o E.g., listed property, OHA Pt. IV designation,

Provincial Heritage Property, or properties identified
in this Cultural Heritage Report.

• Type and Description of Potential/Anticipated Impact
o E.g., direct or Indirect

• Mitigation Measures
o Provides mitigation options, identifying alternatives

and a preferred option
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Item Document 
Section 

Given Text MCM Comments 

11. 8.0 (Conclusion 
and 
Recommendatio
ns) 

p. 48

Bridges and Culverts 
This CHER has provided an analysis of all the bridges and 
culverts within the identified study area and has determined that 
none of them are considered significant cultural heritage 
resources. If any of these bridges and culverts are to be impacted 
by the Flood Remediation and Transportation Feasibility of the 
Rockcliffe Special Policy Area Environmental Assessment, review 
by way of a Heritage Impact Assessment is not necessary.  

150 Symes Road 
The study area includes one cultural heritage resource located at 
150 Symes Road, which is designated under Part IV of the 
Ontario Heritage Act and is subject to a Heritage Easement 
Agreement. This property is sited away from Black Creek Channel 
at a distance of more than 600 metres. Therefore, it is unlikely 
that any activities related to flood remediation as part of this 
Environmental Assessment will have an impact on the property at 
150 Symes Road. A Heritage Impact Assessment is not 
necessary for this property provided that the EA will not result in 
alterations to this property or lands which are directly adjacent.  

Conn Smythe Subdivision 
The study area also includes a portions of the post WWII-era 
Conn Smythe Subdivisions which are located near what is now 
Smythe Park, at the west end of the broader study area. The Conn 
Smythe subdivision areas as noted in this report meet the PPS 
2014 definition of a potential Cultural Heritage Landscape. 
Provided that the EA will not result in alterations to these areas 
which are related to a) the removal/demolition of buildings and 
structures, and/or b) changes to lot fabric and circulation patterns, 
review by way of a Heritage Impact Assessment is not necessary. 

This section should be redrafted - see comment above. 

The conclusion should be redrafted to include recommendations on 
how to avoid or mitigate potential negative impacts to known or 
potential built heritage resources and cultural heritage landscapes 
within the study area. The proposed mitigation measures are meant to 
inform the next steps of project planning and design.  

Further technical cultural heritage studies (e.g., CHERs/HIAs) may 
need to be undertaken for any known or potential built heritage 
resources and cultural heritage landscapes impacted by future 
proposed works. Any recommended technical cultural heritage studies 
should be completed as early as possible during detailed design and 
prior to any ground disturbing activities. 
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From: Melody Brown
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: FW: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood EA
Date: December 15, 2022 5:36:38 PM
Attachments: TRCA Board of Directors Report_Nov10_2022.pdf

Rockcliffe EA_referred Riverine Flood Mitigation Design_Concept Plans.pdf
Rockcliffe EA_Preferred Riverine Flood Mitigation Design Summary.pdf

From: Fox, Brandon <bfox@dillon.ca> 
Sent: December 15, 2022 5:29 PM
To: Barboza, Karla (MHSTCI) <Karla.Barboza@ontario.ca>; Harvey, Joseph (MCM)
<joseph.harvey@ontario.ca>
Cc: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Nick
Lorrain <Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>; Rhianydd Phillips <Rhianydd.Phillips@trca.ca>
Subject: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood EA

Hi Karla and Joseph, 

Thank you again for meeting with Melody and I today to discuss the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood
Mitigation Report Class EA (MCM File 0013627). 

As discussed, attached are some documents explaining the project in a bit more detail. We have also
cross referenced the bridges impacted by the project and can confirm that none of the bridges are
identified on the City of Toronto Heritage Register (https://www.toronto.ca/city-
government/planning-development/heritage-preservation/heritage-register/) and we do not believe
they have heritage potential based on publicly available information and existing conditions data
collected. 

Based on this, we are hoping you can confirm the approach we discussed today which would be to
proceed with publishing the ESR based on the CHER completed but that we include a
commitment to update the CHER to a Cultural Heritage Existing Conditions Report prior to
construction as part of detail design and that the updated report reflect MCM's comments dated
December 8, 2022. 

Please let us know if you require any additional information or require anything further. Once again,
thank you for your time and help in pushing this project ahead. It is greatly appreciated. 

Thanks,
Brandon 

Brandon Fox
Associate
Dillon Consulting Limited
130 Dufferin Avenue Suite 1400
London, Ontario, N6A 5R2 
T - 519.438.1288 ext. 1307
F - 519.672.8209
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Item 8.6
Section I – Items for Board Of Directors Action

TO: Chair and Members of the Board of Directors
Thursday, November 10, 2022 Meeting

FROM: Sameer Dhalla, Director, Development and Engineering Services

RE: ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION PROJECT MUNICIPAL CLASS
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Update on Progress

____________________________________________________________________________
KEY ISSUE
An update and report back on the completion of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation (RRFM)
Project Municipal Class Environmental Assessment.

RECOMMENDATION:

WHEREAS the Black Creek at Rockcliffe area is the highest ranked flood vulnerable
cluster within TRCA’s jurisdiction;

AND WHEREAS Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) and the City of
Toronto have completed the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment study, and
most recently reported on flood risk in the Black Creek Rockcliffe area including next
steps in pursuing flood remediation at Authority meeting #5/20 held on June 26, 2020;

THEREFORE, LET IT BE RESOLVED THAT the update on the completion of the Rockcliffe
Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Municipal Class Environmental Assessment be
received;

AND THAT staff request the Board’s approval to enter into agreements with various 
levels of government to advance implementation of this project. This may include
agreements stemming from grant and funding proposals as part of TRCA’s continued
support to the City of Toronto for their 2021 Disaster Mitigation Adaptation Fund
application, operational and maintenance agreements, detailed design, and
implementation.

BACKGROUND
The Rockcliffe neighbourhood is located in Ward 5 (York South-Weston) of the City of Toronto
and within the regulatory floodplain of Black Creek. Historical development in the floodplain and
alterations to the river channel prior to modern floodplain management practices has resulted in
significant risk. It is an area with a high concentration of structures in the floodplain and is the
highest ranked Flood Vulnerable Cluster (FVC) in TRCA’s jurisdiction in terms of flood risk and 
consequence, according to the 2018 Flood Risk Assessment and Ranking study results, which
were received by the Board of Directors via Resolution #A180/19, on October 25, 2019.
Development in the area is controlled by Special Policy Area (SPA) policies originally approved
in 1991. Based on updated hydraulic modelling there are approximately 366 buildings located
within the regulatory floodplain. Many of these structures have experienced surface and
basement flooding during severe storms in July 2013, August 2018, and July 2019 due to both
riverine flooding and/or urban flooding from the City's sewer systems.
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Item 8.6
TRCA and the City of Toronto have been coordinating efforts to reduce flooding risks in the
Rockcliffe area. In 2014, the TRCA and the City completed two separate Environmental
Assessment (EA) studies that examined options to reduce riverine and urban flooding,
respectively. These EA studies are:

1) Black Creek (Rockcliffe Area) Riverine Flood Management Class Environmental
Assessment, completed in 2014 by Amec Foster Wheeler – this TRCA EA study
investigated riverine flooding and recommended riverine flood remediation measures;
and,

2) Basement Flooding Study Area 4 and Combined Sewer Overflow Control Environmental
Assessment completed August 2014 by XCG – this City of Toronto EA study
investigated sewer system flooding and recommended sewer system improvements to
reduce basement flooding.

Since the completion of the 2014 Class Environmental Assessment, TRCA has undertaken
several technical modeling studies within the Black Creek and broader Humber River
watersheds using new data, updated software and meteorological and flood information from
the 2013 and 2018 storm events. These studies include a comprehensive watershed hydrology
update resulting in new regulatory and design storm flow estimates for floodplain delineation
(2015 Humber River Hydrology Update), and a high resolution two-dimensional (2D) hydraulic
model leveraging detailed data inputs like LiDAR within the Rockcliffe community (2018 Black
Creek at Rockcliffe 2D Model and Floodplain Mapping Update).

With many properties experiencing flood risk during more frequent storms and the recognition of
the various riverine, pluvial, and transportation considerations at play, the results of TRCA’s 
refined models and subsequent discussions with City of Toronto staff resulted in the need to re-
assess and evaluate the feasibility of the recommended flood remediation alternatives
developed in the 2014 Environmental Assessment. The reassessment of flood remediation
solutions formed the basis for the “Black Creek at Rockcliffe Special Policy Area Flood 
Remediation and Transportation Feasibility Study” (Wood 2020) (Feasibility Study) which was
completed in July 2020 and provided a number of infrastructure and process recommendations
related to flood mitigation within the Rockcliffe community. The key recommendation from the
Feasibility Study was that the City and TRCA should proceed with a Municipal Class
Environmental Assessment as a Schedule C project.

At Board of Directors Meeting held on June 26, 2020, Resolution #A77/20 was approved as
follows:

WHEREAS the Black Creek at Rockcliffe area is the highest ranked flood vulnerable 
cluster within TRCA’s jurisdiction; 

AND WHEREAS Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) and the City of 
Toronto have completed Environmental Assessment studies, and most recently reported 
on flood risk in the Black Creek Rockcliffe area including next steps in pursuing flood 
remediation at Authority meeting #2/18 held on March 23, 2018; 

THEREFORE, LET IT BE RESOLVED THAT the Black Creek at Rockcliffe Special 
Policy Areas Flood Remediation and Transportation Feasibility Study be received; 

THAT TRCA develop and enter into an agreement with the City of Toronto to undertake, 
as a co-proponent in collaboration with City staff, a Municipal Class Environmental 
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Item 8.6
Assessment that will finalize the flood remediation recommendations, while addressing 
transportation issues, along Black Creek and its tributaries within the Rockcliffe area; 

AND FURTHER THAT TRCA report back upon completion of the Environmental 
Assessment study. 

RATIONALE

Environmental Assessment Process

Project Location and Study Area
The Project is located in the community of Rockcliffe-Smythe in Ward 5 (York-South Weston) in
the City of Toronto. The Project location is generally bounded by Scarlett Road and the Humber
River to the west and to immediately upstream of Weston Road in the east. The Project includes
approximately 2.8 km of Black Creek and 1 km of Lavender Creek. Both watercourses are
located in the Black Creek subwatershed of the Humber River watershed.

The Project study area has been divided into two sub-areas. The first is defined as the Scoped
Study Area within which direct impacts and benefits from the Project are likely to occur, while
the second, the Broad Study Area is the area within which indirect impacts (e.g. traffic detours)
are likely to occur. The two study sub-areas delineation is provided in Attachment 1.

Project Goals
The Project addresses the following primary objectives:

 Minimizes riverine flood risks within the Rockcliffe SPA to the greatest extent practical in
accordance with the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA) process with
the emphasis on practical, robust and low maintenance solutions;

 Minimizes and mitigates to the extent possible impacts on the residents, area
businesses, public amenities, traffic and transit operations;

 Prioritizes flood protection measures through the development of an implementation
plan; and

 Allows for integration with future transportation (e.g. Jane Street Transit Facility) and
municipal servicing initiatives (e.g. Basement Flooding Protection Program) proposed
by, or currently being conducted by the City of Toronto.

It is acknowledged that riverine flooding is not the only source of flooding within the Rockcliffe
SPA, and residents continue to experience basement and property flooding as a result of urban
flooding of the City’s drainage network (e.g. storm and combined sewers, and roadways). 
Although the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project (RRFM) is being undertaken to
address only riverine flooding, the benefits developed from this study will support the
improvements identified through the City’s Basement Flooding Protection Program (BFPP) 
initiatives to address urban flooding within Areas 4 and Area 45 in the City.

Problem and Opportunity Statement
Previously completed studies have identified that flood protection for up to a 350-year storm
event is feasible while balancing impacts of infrastructure improvements with flood reduction
benefits. As such, the target level of flood protection to be achieved for the Rockcliffe SPA
through this project is the 350-year or greater. The implementation of infrastructure
improvements to reduce flood risk will also provide resiliency to climate change for more
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frequent storm events. Ancillary benefits of the project include synergies with the urban system
improvements considered as part of the City’s BFPP, as well as future transportation 
improvements planned at the Jane Street Bridge and Rockcliffe Boulevard Bridge.

Existing Land Uses
The Broad Study Area consists predominantly of established residential communities, with
existing small-scale retail and commercial uses. The Broad Study Area is also characterized by
historical industrial and manufacturing operations located along the rail corridors that traverse
the Broad Study Area.

The Black Creek subwatershed has an overall contributing drainage area of approximately 65.1
km2. The subwatershed is highly urbanized and consists primarily of low to medium density
residential areas with some industrial, institutional, and commercial areas throughout. The
Lavender Creek subwatershed, that drains into Black Creek, has a drainage area of 5.8 km2
and has a predominantly residential land use. While both the Black Creek and Lavender Creek
subwatersheds have some potential for intensification, there is no undeveloped green space
available for new development.

Flood Characterization
Flooding within the Rockcliffe SPA occurs during all modelled storm events (2-year to Regional).
There are two principal riverine flood mechanism in the area:

 Historic land development that predates modern land use planning and flood plain
management policies resulting in development occurring to close to the watercourses
within the SPA;

 Insufficient size of bridges, culverts, and channels resulting in water backing up at the
structure impacting upstream water levels resulting in water spilling out of the channels
into adjacent residential and commercial areas.

Development and Evaluation of Alternative Solutions
Initial high-level screening related to feasibility, constraints, and flood reduction potential was
completed on a long list of alternative solutions. The long list of alternative solutions was based
on the work completed as part of the previous feasibility study. The following types of alternative
solutions were considered for the high-level screening:

 Do nothing;
 Channel conveyance improvements;
 Crossing conveyance improvements;
 Flood barriers;
 Storage;
 Flood diversions; and
 Policy measures.

The next step was to develop a short list of feasible alternatives including the following:

 Alternative 1 – Conveyance improvements between Jane Street and Alliance Avenue
 Alternative 2 – Conveyance improvements between Scarlett Road and Alliance Avenue
 Alternative 3 – Conveyance improvements between Scarlett Road and Weston Road.
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Flooding on Lavender Creek is highly dependent on the water levels at the confluence with
Black Creek. To simplify the assessments at this stage of the Class EA process, the proposed
conveyance improvements on Lavender Creek were maintained from the Feasibility Study
(Wood, 2020) for all three alternatives. This approach allows for optimizing the design on Black
Creek first, followed by further refinements to the conveyance improvements on Lavender Creek
in the subsequent stages of the Project.

The alternatives were evaluated using a set of standard criteria, including natural environment,
social and cultural environment, technical consideration and cost. Alternative 1 was selected as
the preferred alternative.

Development and Evaluation of Design Concepts
Following the selection of the preferred alternative, alternative design concepts were developed
and evaluated, with the intent for each design concept to meet the objectives and design criteria
outlined earlier in the Class EA process. It is noted that each of the design concepts include
some common elements, including (a) bridge replacements at Scarlett Road, Jane Street and
Rockcliffe Boulevard; (b) culvert replacement at Symes Road; and (c) floodwall on the upstream
side of Weston Road.

Three (3) design concepts were developed for Black Creek (BC1, BC2 and BC3), considering a
range from engineered channel to full naturalization. Four (4) design concepts were developed
for Lavender Creek (LC1, LC2, LC3 and LC4), considering different surface treatment and
removal of an underutilized driveway.

The design concepts were evaluated in keeping with the Class EA requirements and expanding
on the evaluation framework developed during the evaluation of alternatives.

Description of Preferred Design
An overview of the Preferred Design is presented in Attachment 2 (Black Creek), Attachment
3 (Lavender Creek) and Attachment 4 (Scarlett Road) comprised of the following components:

Black Creek:
 Replacement of bridges at Scarlett Road, Jane Street and Rockcliffe Boulevard with

longer spans;
 Widening of the concrete channel between Jane Street and Alliance Avenue, with

uniform trapezoidal channel, hard and smooth surface to maximize conveyance and
protect against erosion, as well as 2:1 to 2.5:1 slopes and benches when appropriate;

 Transition of the existing concrete channel thought the widened crossing for Scarlett
Road and upstream of Jane Street;

 Replacement of sidewalks and trails;
 Provisions for future bike lanes;
 Realignment of Rockcliffe Court and Rockcliffe Yard Driveway and parking lot;
 Weston Road flood wall;
 Relocation of impacted municipal services (water, sanitary storm); and
 Vegetation screening.

Lavender Creek:
 Widening of the concrete channel between Symes Road and the confluence with Black

Creek, with uniform trapezoidal channel, hard and smooth surface to maximize
conveyance and protect against erosion, as well as 2:1 to 2.5:1 slope;

52

MHSTCI - Dec 15, 2022 - reply 
(3) attachments Page 6 of 22
Attachment 1



Item 8.6
 Vegetation screening;
 Relocation of municipal services;
 Replacement of the Symes Road culvert with a larger structure;
 Removal of the north driveway bridge; and
 Replacement of the south driveway bridge.

Potential Environmental Impacts, Mitigation and Net Effect
The Project considered a range of environmental impacts, including terrestrial and aquatic
environment, Species at Risk (SAR), air quality, surface water quality, groundwater quality,
impacts on other infrastructure projects, impacts to private properties, impacts on public
properties, disturbance to built heritage, public safety, traffic, transit operations, area
businesses, recreational facilities, aesthetics, SPA status and others. Appropriate mitigation
measures have been proposed to address the identified impacts when required.

Timing of Proposed Works
A proposed construction phasing and implementation plan has been developed with
consideration for flood risk, traffic modelling results, constructability, and staging. The project
team identified the following priorities for development of the phasing and implementation plan.

1. Funding availability;
a. Current Disaster Mitigation Adaptation Fund (DMAF) funding for Jane Street

bridge needs to be spent by 2030.
b. Additional DMAF funds for the remainder of the Project will need to be spent by

the end of 2032 (pending approval of the funding application).
2. Constructability, functionality and staging;
3. Riverine flood protection;

a. Providing flood protection to properties at greatest risk of flooding under existing
conditions first

b. Minimizing properties subject to additional or new flood risk during interim
condition

4. Toronto Water Basement Flooding Protection Program (BFPP) works coordination
(beginning 2027); and

5. Traffic impacts.

The proposed construction phasing and implementation plan is presented in Table 1, and
provides the most logical sequence and cost-efficient construction from a constructability,
functionality, and staging consideration. The Jane Street bridge would be constructed first
followed by construction of downstream to upstream contiguous components (e.g., Black Creek
between Jane Street and Rockcliffe Boulevard, then Rockcliffe Boulevard bridge, etc.). This
provides the following benefits:

 Provides the greatest and most immediate flood relief to the existing flood risk in the
area by constructing the Jane Street bridge first;

 Allows for the efficient use of staging areas so that lay down areas would remain
accessible during construction and would not become landlocked by completed works;

 Mitigates the need for temporary transition zones from wider to narrow sections of
channel or to structures;

 Allows for positive channel drainage to prevent buildup of sediment and debris; and
 Allows for efficient sequencing of servicing and utility relocations.
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Table1: Anticipated Construction Period for Each of the Major Project Components

Implementation
Phase

Project Component
Approximate Construction
Period in Consideration of

Traffic and Staging

Recommended Order of Completion
within each Phase

1a Jane Street Bridge 2025 – 2028 Before upstream channel

1b Weston Road
Floodwall

2025
Anytime

Black Creek Channel
– Jane Street to

Rockcliffe Boulevard
2025 – 2028

After Jane Street Bridge

2 Scarlett Road Bridge
and associated

transition channel
grading

2028 – 2030

Anytime

Rockcliffe Boulevard
Bridge

2028 – 2030
Before upstream channel works

Black Creek Channel
– Rockcliffe

Boulevard to Alliance
Avenue

2028 – 2030

Before Lavender Creek works and after
Rockcliffe Boulevard Bridge

Lavender Creek –
Black Creek

confluence to Symes
Road

2028 – 2030

After Black Creek channel works and
Rockcliffe Boulevard Bridge

3 Symes Road Culvert
and Lavender Creek
upstream transition

2030 – 2031
After completion of Phase 2

Note:

1. Mitigation measures associated with each of the Project components, such as road restoration/realignment,
municipal servicing and utility relocations, and trail replacements will occur during the same timeframe as each of
the Project components.

Capital Cost
Capital costs associated with the Project include construction of the Preferred Design, and
associated property acquisitions and/or easements, municipal servicing relocations, and private
utility relocations (assumed to be 20% of the municipal servicing costs at each location).  A
summary of the capital costs is provided in Table .

The cost estimates have been presented in accordance with the proposed construction phasing
are presented in Table 1. These costs also account for the following supporting components,
which were estimated as percentages of the capital cost: interim phasing works (5%), consulting
engineering services (7.25%), and public art (1%).
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Table 2: Capital Cost Summary for the Preferred Design

Implementation
Phase

Item Description
Base Cost

(2021 dollars)

+30%
Contingency

1a Jane Street Bridge, Channel, Servicing, Utilities,
Road, and Adjacent Trails

$46,537,000 $60,500,000

1b Black Creek Channel (BC1) – Jane Street to
Rockcliffe Boulevard, Servicing, and Black Creek
West Trail $23,892,000 $31,060,000

Weston Road Floodwall

2 Scarlett Road Bridge, Road and Servicing

$69,620,000 $90,520,000

Rockcliffe Boulevard Bridge, Rockcliffe Court, City
Yard Driveway, and Black Creek East Trail

Black Creek Channel (BC1) – Rockcliffe Boulevard to
Alliance Avenue

Lavender Creek Channel (LC3) – Black Creek
confluence to Symes Road

3 Symes Road Culvert and Adjacent Trails

$10,163,000 $13,210,000Lavender Creek Channel (LC3) – Upstream of Symes
Road to Tie-in

TOTAL $150,212,000 $195,290,000
Note:
1. Costing based on semi-detailed itemization and MTO 2021 parametric guidelines.
2. Costing based on 2021 dollars and does not include future inflation costs.
3. +30% contingency based on Class 3 cost estimate classification system for road rail and transportation infrastructure
(98R-18) (AACE, 2020)

Monitoring
This design is expected to be implemented in phases over approximately seven to eight years,
likely requiring separate construction contracts. This implies that different monitoring,
operations, and maintenance activities may overlap between different phases of the project. The
requirement for monitoring is expected to be further refined as part of the detailed design and
tendering, as well as the actual construction sequence developed by the contractor.

In addition, both the City and TRCA will assume responsibility for several new assets in terms of
their operations and maintenance. For this purpose, defined protocols are typically established
and standardized for most of the City’s assets (bridges, culverts, roads, servicing infrastructure, 
park amenities, etc.). A more site-specific protocol is expected for the new sections of the Black
Creek and Lavender Creek channels.

The monitoring sequence will generally consist of the following:

 Pre-construction monitoring;
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 Monitoring during construction; and
 Post-construction monitoring.

The purpose of pre-construction monitoring will be to establish the baseline set of data to
evaluate the effectiveness of mitigation measures during and after the construction. It is
emphasized that some of baseline data may become outdated if collected too far in advance of
a certain implementation phase. As such, the requirements for pre-construction monitoring
should be incorporated in individual contracts.

The purpose of monitoring during construction is to ensure that all construction activities are
carried out in conformity with pertinent environmental regulations and other industry standards.
The purpose of the post-construction monitoring component is to ensure that all the lands
disturbed because of construction activities are restored as soon as reasonably possible, as
well as to ensure that the preferred design is functioning as intended.

Public Consultation Process
As a requirement of the Schedule C MCEA process TRCA and City staff completed a
comprehensive public consultation process which included hosting Public Information Centers
(PICs) to solicit input from the public to help direct the project outcome. This section provides a
brief overview of the events and the key themes of input received during the formal public
consultation process. Due to the ongoing pandemic and public health protection measures, the
PICs were virtual events hosted via Webex. During the events, participants could type questions
into the Q&A box for staff to review and respond to in writing, or participants could use the raise
hand function and ask questions or make comments verbally.  The PICs were also recorded,
and copies were posted on the project website for the public to view if they missed the live
meeting. Following each PIC, members of the public were encouraged to submit additional
comments or questions to the project team via an online comment form, email, or by phone.

PIC #1 – June 16, 2021
PIC #1 covered Phases 1 and 2 of the MCEA process. The purpose of PIC #1 was to:

 Introduce the project to the public, including review of the problem-opportunity statement
and focus of the EA;

 Clarify the MCEA decision making process;
 Provide project context information, including information on the history of the project

and related studies;
 Review work done to-date, including review of alternative solutions and evaluation

criteria; and
 Engage members of the public in a dialogue about flood mitigation issues and potential

solutions and the environmental effects of interest.

Forty-eight (48) members of the public attended PIC #1. (Note: the number of attendees was
counted based on the number of unique log-in devices that registered during the virtual meeting.
The count does not reflect if there were multiple people watching on a single device.) Questions 
and comments received during and following the PIC focused primarily on understanding the
scope of the study, understanding the alternative solutions being considered, and identifying
potential impacts to natural and recreational spaces that the public is concerned with. In
addition, there were questions about the process and implementation schedule given that some
residents have experienced recent flooding and would like to see swift action.
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Participants raised concerns with the impacts of solutions on park space, trees, wildlife,
pedestrian connections, and traffic. There was a desire to see a naturalization solution that
would allow for a more natural riverine condition rather than a concrete channel solution.
Further, participants were concerned with the urban flooding issues in the area that are also
causing basement flooding. Although this is not within the scope of the RRFM EA, participants
wanted to see more information about what the City of Toronto is doing to address urban
flooding in the sewer system and the schedule for that work.

Where possible during the PIC, responses to the questions were provided by project team staff
either in writing through the Q&A function, or verbally. Input received from the public during PIC
#1 informed the refinement of alternative solutions and the completion of the evaluation. This
included the review of a naturalization solution. Input also informed the next steps in the Phase
3 MCEA work on design concepts and effects assessment. Questions that pertained to urban
flooding were passed on to City of Toronto staff for further review.

PIC #2 – March 1, 2022
PIC #2 covered Phase 3 of the MCEA process. The purpose of PIC #2 was to:

 Review the purpose of the EA and findings from Phases 1 and 2 of the study on the
Rockcliffe flood mitigation;

 Present how input from PIC #1 informed the project work and selection of the preferred
solution.

 Present the design concepts for the preferred solution;
 Present the evaluation of design concepts and the preliminary Preferred Design concept

for feedback;
 Engage members of the public in a dialogue about the preliminary Preferred Design

concept and approach to the effects assessment and mitigation plans; and
 Clarify the EA study, next steps and decision-making process.

Eighty (80) members of the public attended PIC #2. (Note: the number of attendees was
counted based on the number of unique log-in devices that registered during the virtual meeting.
The count does not reflect if there were multiple people watching on a single device.) Questions 
and comments received during and following the PIC focused primarily on understanding the
design concepts and the preliminary Preferred Design and understanding the impacts to
residents, properties, and green space. Participants were most interested in:

 Impacts that the recommended design may have on green space and trees;

 Concerns with construction impacts related to wildlife, noise/vibration, clearing and
privacy;

 Replanting and vegetation plans after construction is complete;

 Impacts from the widening of Black Creek and Lavender Creek;

 Concerns with the construction phasing approach and the potential for increased interim
flood risk during construction;

 Concerns with the conservative approach to hydrologic modelling and flood risk
characterization and related questions regarding the need for certain interventions,
particularly along Lavender Creek; and

 Interest in seeing immediate action to reduce flood risks including implementation of the
project.

Participants were also interested in the project timeline and necessary funding commitments
required for implementation.
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Input from PIC #2 informed the confirmation of the Preferred Design concept and informed the
completion of the effects assessment and mitigation plans included in the ESR. Many of the
concerns raised during PIC #2 pertained to the mitigation and re-landscaping plans following
construction. These concerns have been identified and addressed in the mitigation section of
the Environmental Study Report (ESR).

Stakeholder Consultation  
As part of the EA process, the TRCA and City established a Community Liaison Committee
(CLC) to provide input into the study and to help share project information with the public.
Establishment of a CLC is above the minimum mandated public consultation for a MCEA. The
CLC members were engaged to provide community knowledge, interest, and input into the
study. The CLC was made up of members of the local community representing residents,
businesses, and key stakeholder groups such as residents’ associations and local advocacy
groups. A list of stakeholders was created through input from TRCA, the City, and the local
Councillor’s office to identify potential CLC participants. It is important to note that the CLC
included members who live on Hilldale Road.  The purpose of the CLC was to:

 Provide valuable and timely input into the EA while understanding the project scope;
 Assist TRCA and the City in obtaining public input and advice;
 Identify issues that may concern the community regarding the project;
 Review and provide comments on project materials for PIC consultation in order to help

guide the study and to help refine the communication of project information to the public;
and,

 Assist in disseminating project information in the community.

Two CLC meetings were held during the EA process. Due to the ongoing pandemic and public
health protection measures, the CLC meetings were virtual meetings held via Webex. CLC #1
was held on May 19, 2021, and CLC #2 was held on February 1, 2022. Stakeholders were
invited to join the CLC and attend meetings through email invitations that were circulated
approximately 2 weeks prior to the CLC meetings. Materials presented to the CLC were the
basis of the materials presented at the PICs with the presentation materials then refined for the
PICs based on feedback from the CLC.  Input received at the two CLC meetings was
documented in meeting summaries.  

CLC #1 – May 19, 2021  
Nine (9) stakeholders attended the first CLC meeting. The purpose of the meeting was to
introduce the project and project team to the CLC members; clarify the role of the CLC and the
project process; provide project context information; describe the work done to date on the
project related to Phases 1 and 2 of the MCEA process; and engage CLC members in a
dialogue about key questions at this stage, particularly related to the project history, preliminary
alternative solutions, evaluation criteria, and how best to engage the broader public on the
project.  

Input during CLC meeting #1 focused primarily on how technical information was presented and
what the public may have concerns with at PIC #1. The CLC members helped identify where
simplification/clarification of technical information was needed in advance of PIC #1. The CLC
members also shared some of the key issues that the public would be interested in regarding
the study focus, alternative solutions, and local impacts of concern. CLC members highlighted
that basement flooding was a major issue and that at PIC #1 City staff would need to clarify
work being completed related to urban flooding in the area. In addition, CLC members identified
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that the process, cost, and timelines for project implementation are of interest given the ongoing
flood concerns and potential for residential property damage during storm events. The CLC also
provided input on how to reach members of the public and inform them of PIC #1. Input from
CLC #1 was used to refine consultation materials for PIC #1.  

CLC #2 – February 1, 2022  
Six (6) stakeholders attended CLC meeting #2. The purpose of the meeting was to provide an
update on work done to-date and the project schedule; review the EA process, preferred
solution, design concepts and preliminary recommendations; engage CLC members in a
dialogue about the designs, evaluation, and recommendations; and to gather input on how to
best engage and communicate with the public for PIC #2.  

Input during the CLC meeting focused on potential issues related to the design concepts and
impacts to residents, transportation, and green spaces. There were multiple questions about
implementation, timelines, and construction approaches, including concerns about flood risks
during construction. CLC members provided input on how to better visualize the design options
so that people can more clearly understand the differences between the options. Issues related
to impacts of construction on wildlife, trails, and natural corridors were raised. CLC members
also identified concerns with how PIC #1 was advertised, and concerns related to public
notifications. CLC members provided suggestions for improving communications to encourage
PIC attendance. Ongoing concerns were raised with the timeline for implementation as well as
timelines for addressing urban flooding through the City’s basement flooding program. Input 
from CLC #2 was used to refine consultation materials and the marketing campaign for PIC #2.

Landowner Consultation
As part of the MCEA consultation program, correspondence was sent to directly impacted
landowners as these potential impacts were identified throughout the Project and meetings were
offered to further discuss the potential impacts.

During Phase 2 of the MCEA process one landowner was identified as potentially directly
impacted. In advance of PIC #1 information regarding the project was shared with the
landowner via email and phone, however, the landowner did not reply to offers to meet. During
Phase 3 of the MCEA process three additional landowners was identified as potentially directly
impacted. Letters were sent via registered mail to all potentially directly impacted landowners in
advance of PIC #2. The letters described the potential direct impacts to their property and the
landowners were invited to contact the Project team to discuss the proposed works and
impacts. Letters were delivered in February 2022 and to an additional landowner in June 2022
that was identified through design refinements to mitigate other impacts. A response was
received from just one of the directly impacted landowners. The response was regarding
existing buried infrastructure on the private property that conflicted with the proposed
infrastructures. The design was reviewed in more detail, which confirmed that a conflict was not
expected.

Further attempts to contact the non-responsive, directly impacted, landowners were made in
September 2022 via phone and email. The previous letters along with similar letters that
reflected updated information regarding the potential impacts were sent via email to the
landowners. Responses were then received from all landowners and the study team met with
each individually to discuss the potential impacts, mitigation measures, and next steps related to
each location.
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Additionally, the Project team met with various indirectly impacted landowners within the
community upon request of the landowner. These landowners were informed of the Project via
the public consultation process. Most of the requests were for informal site walks that the
landowner used to show the Project team the existing vegetation, wildlife habitat and
recreational amenities that they were concerned would be impacted. The Project team took note
of these existing conditions and ensured it was considered in the evaluation of impacts and
development of mitigation measures.

Ongoing consultation was undertaken with indirectly affected residents on Hilldale Road whose
properties are adjacent to the Lavender Creek corridor. These residents expressed concerns
with the proposed solution for Lavender Creek and loss of greenspace in the Lavender Creek
corridor. Multiple emails and letters were exchanged with a particular resident who was
representing the concerns of themselves and some of their neighbours. Additionally, both a site
walk, and a virtual meeting were held with the resident involving key Project staff from the City,
TRCA and the consultant team. Various concerns were raised by the residents throughout the
consultations and the Project team provided detailed responses and developed mitigation
measures to address the resident’s concerns.

Next Steps
The study team is currently completing the Environmental Study Report (ESR) which has been
tentatively scheduled to be released to the public on November 22, 2022. As per the direction
from the City of Toronto, the public review period will consist of a 30-day review and the study
team will make digital copies of the ESR available for public review via e-readers at the
Jane/Dundas Branch of the City’s Public Library, and the Project website.

Staff will continue to work with the City of Toronto and senior levels of government to secure
and identify funding opportunities to undertake the detailed design process and implementation.
As a critical piece of flood control infrastructure, the RRFM project represents an important
example of a capital project focused on disaster risk reduction. Staff will continue to provide
support to the City of Toronto for the approved DMAF project for the Jane Street Bridge
reconstruction with implementation starting in 2025, with approved funding of $48 million.

The City and TRCA are currently waiting on a decision and or announcement from the federal
government on the October 2021 DMAF application for the remainder of the proposed flood
mitigation works as proposed through the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Municipal
Class Environmental Assessment and the City’s Basement Flooding Protection Program with a 
total intake ask of $324 million. The provincial government has also been requested by the City
through a previous Council resolution to provide funding in support of implementation of this
project.

Relationship to Building the Living City, the TRCA 2013-2022 Strategic Plan
This report supports the following strategy set forth in the TRCA 2013-2022 Strategic Plan:
Strategy 2 – Manage our regional water resources for current and future generations

FINANCIAL DETAILS
Funding for the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment was made available through a fee for service delivery agreement with the City of
Toronto within account 107-82.

DETAILS OF WORK TO BE DONE
TRCA will work with the City of Toronto to coordinate press releases and social media updates
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communicating notices, the approval, and or any decisions related to the Environmental
Assessment to the public and key stakeholders.

Report prepared by: Nick Lorrain; Rob Chan; Melody Brown
Emails:nick.lorrain@trca.ca; robert.chan@trca.ca; melody.brown@trca.ca
For Information contact: Nick Lorrain, (437) 880-2375
Email: nick.lorrain@trca.ca
Date: November 10, 2022
Attachments: 4

Attachment 1: Study Area
Attachment 2: Preferred Design – Black Creek
Attachment 3: Preferred Design – Lavender Creek
Attachment 4: Preferred Design – Black Creek at Scarlett Road
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Table 7.1: Summary of the Preferred Design Components 

Area Description

Black Creek
Channel Improvements

Concrete Channel at Scarlett Road
• Transition of the existing concrete trapezoid channel through the widened crossing for Scarlett

Road.  This includes the expansion and replacement of the concrete channel from the top of the
existing low flow channel (south side) to the proposed south abutment of the Scarlett Road
Bridge;

• Concrete channel surface treatment to be hard and smooth to maximize flood protection benefit
and protect against erosion. This reach has been designed for a Manning’s n value (i.e. roughness)
of 0.013 to match the existing concrete being tied into; and

• Relocation of impacted municipal services (water, sanitary, and storm) and utilities.

Engineered Channel from Jane Street to Alliance Avenue
• Uniform trapezoidal channel with 40 m bottom width;
• Channel side slopes, which will be subject to further refinement during detailed design to meet

geotechnical requirements (refer to Appendix B):
o 2:1 where the existing remaining slope plus the proposed slope height are less than 5 m;
o 2.5:1 where the existing remaining slope plus the proposed slope height are greater than 5 m;
o 2.5:1 and 2 m minimum mid-slope bench where the existing remaining slope plus the proposed

height are greater than 6 m; or
o Use of vertical walls in combination with the above slope requirements to fit within existing

constraints
• Engineered channel surface to be hard and relatively smooth to maximize flood protection benefit

and protect against erosion. The reach has been designed for a maximum Manning’s n (i.e.,
roughness) value of 0.03.
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Area Description

• Vegetation screening provided to the extent possible along the Black Creek corridor.

Black Creek
Crossing and Other

Improvements

• Scarlett Road bridge replaced with 30.6 m span bridge including transition channel and grading to
accommodate the larger bridge span;
o Replacement of cycling infrastructure and sidewalk like-for-like;

• Jane Street culvert replaced with 55 m span bridge;
o Provision for future cycling infrastructure with allowance for two 2.6 m cycling corridors
o 2.5 m wide sidewalks;
o Wider bridge abutment and approach embankment to accommodate future expansion for a

Jane Street transit facility; and
o Realignment of the Jane Street trails to Smythe park on the north and south sides of Black

Creek with AODA and City of Toronto compliant designs.
• Rockcliffe Boulevard bridge upgraded to 41.2 m span bridge;

o 2.5 m wide sidewalks
• Realignment of Rockcliffe Court and Rockcliffe Yard Driveway and parking lot;
• Realignment of the Black Creek West trail;
• Weston Road flood wall constructed to a top of wall elevation of 107.52 m in the City’s vertical

datum (CGVD28) or 107.40 m in TRCA’s vertical datum (CGVD28:78) to prevent overtopping of
Weston Road in the 350-year storm while avoiding adverse impacts upstream;

• Relocation of impacted sewer outfalls to above the 100-year riverine water level;
• Relocation of impacted municipal services (water, sanitary, and storm) and utilities; and
• Vegetation screening provided to the extent possible along the Black Creek corridor.

Lavender Creek
Channel Improvements

Proposed Lavender Creek Channel
• Vegetation screening provided to the extent possible along the Lavender Creek corridor.

Upstream of Confluence with Black Creek to Symes Road
• Uniform trapezoidal channel with 7 m bottom width including a 3 m maintenance bench on the west

side of the low flow channel;
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Area Description

• 2.5:1 bank slopes (existing remaining slope plus proposed slopes are less than 6 m in height and a
2 m minimum mid-slope bench is not anticipated to be required, however this may change as the
channel is subject to further design refinement at the next stage); and

• Relocation of impacted municipal services (water, sanitary, and storm) and utilities.
Upstream of Symes Road to Tie in with Existing Lavender Creek

• Channel transition to tie into existing Lavender Creek.
• Currently designed using 2:1 side slopes, however this will need to be refined at detailed design to

meet geotechnical requirements to ensure long term slope stability using 2.5:1 side slopes and
vertical walls.

Smooth Concrete Channel from North Driveway to Symes Road
• Smooth concrete channel to maximize flood protection while minimizing footprint and impacts to

greenspace and property. The reach has been designed for a maximum Manning’s n (i.e.
roughness) value of 0.015.

Engineered Concrete Channel from Upstream of Confluence with Black Creek to North Driveway
• Engineered channel surface to be hard and relatively smooth to maximize flood protection benefit

and protect against erosion. The reach has been designed for a maximum Manning’s n (i.e.

roughness) value of 0.03.

Lavender Creek
Crossing

Improvements

• North driveway bridge removed
• South driveway bridge removed
• Symes Road culvert replaced with twin 5.5 m span x 1.85 m rise concrete box culverts
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From: Fox, Brandon
To: Harvey, Joseph (MCM)
Cc: Melody Brown; Casey Morris; Nick Lorrain; Rhianydd Phillips; Barboza, Karla (MCM)
Subject: Re: FW: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood EA
Date: December 22, 2022 10:19:38 AM

Hi Joseph, 

Thank you for this. We greatly appreciate your and Karla's time in discussing this project and
the path forward we've collectively come up with. The ESR will be circulated early in the new
year. 

Thanks again and we hope you both have a great holiday. 

Brandon 
Brandon Fox
Associate
Dillon Consulting Limited
130 Dufferin Avenue Suite 1400
London, Ontario, N6A 5R2 
T - 519.438.1288 ext. 1307
F - 519.672.8209
M - 226.984.9504
BFox@dillon.ca
www.dillon.ca

Closure Notice: Please be advised that Dillon Offices will be closed from December 24 -
January 3, 2023. 

On Mon, Dec 19, 2022 at 3:15 PM Harvey, Joseph (MCM) <Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca>
wrote:

Hi Brandon,

Thanks for the conversation on Thursday, December 15, and the additional
background information.

We have reviewed the information and it seems that the structures to be
demolished may not have cultural heritage value, therefore we are fine with the
proposed approach.

The ESR shall include a commitment to update the CHER to a Cultural Heritage
Report: Existing Conditions and Preliminary Impact Assessment as part of detail
design and prior to any construction activities. The updated report will reflect MCM's
comments dated December 8, 2022. 
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We look forward to reviewing the ESR. Please do not hesitate to reach out if you
have any further questions or concerns,

Thanks, 

Joseph Harvey | Heritage Planner

Citizenship, Inclusion and Heritage Division | Heritage Branch | Heritage Planning Unit

Ministry of Citizenship and Multiculturalism

613.242.3743

Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca

From: Fox, Brandon <bfox@dillon.ca> 
Sent: December 15, 2022 5:29 PM
To: Barboza, Karla (MCM) <Karla.Barboza@ontario.ca>; Harvey, Joseph (MCM)
<Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca>
Cc: Melody Brown <melody.brown@trca.ca>; Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>;
Nick Lorrain <Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>; Rhianydd Phillips <Rhianydd.Phillips@trca.ca>
Subject: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood EA

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender.

Hi Karla and Joseph, 

Thank you again for meeting with Melody and I today to discuss the Rockcliffe Riverine
Flood Mitigation Report Class EA (MCM File 0013627). 

As discussed, attached are some documents explaining the project in a bit more detail. We
have also cross referenced the bridges impacted by the project and can confirm that none of
the bridges are identified on the City of Toronto Heritage Register
(https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-development/heritage-
preservation/heritage-register/) and we do not believe they have heritage potential based on
publicly available information and existing conditions data collected. 

Dec 22, 2022 - reply from 
MHSTCI 
no attachments page 2 of 2

mailto:Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca
mailto:bfox@dillon.ca
mailto:Karla.Barboza@ontario.ca
mailto:Joseph.Harvey@ontario.ca
mailto:melody.brown@trca.ca
mailto:Casey.Morris@toronto.ca
mailto:Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca
mailto:Rhianydd.Phillips@trca.ca
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com_-3Furl-3Dhttps-253A-252F-252Fwww.toronto.ca-252Fcity-2Dgovernment-252Fplanning-2Ddevelopment-252Fheritage-2Dpreservation-252Fheritage-2Dregister-252F-26data-3D05-257C01-257Cjoseph.harvey-2540ontario.ca-257Cf7d57730626e40f6ca7f08dadeebed76-257Ccddc1229ac2a4b97b78a0e5cacb5865c-257C0-257C0-257C638067402298371578-257CUnknown-257CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0-253D-257C3000-257C-257C-257C-26sdata-3D79HaeWU9hKsRYSUQ8-252B3GsNjPAufIHAqNcFr-252B6fYaQBo-253D-26reserved-3D0&d=DwMFAw&c=JnLCALisrKxQZnQdpANaBZUceEgEGD7wjEyj__0JcDA&r=n44ueZQcQq8uvpfGhBHiPw&m=M6Pr_v_30CLkm6otsFPINqk11sU0bhReXwPG_v57537DCC3ox3utb2JOYx6Yk8hm&s=pWBndaV_uY7WlgoqRHE1azm11SMSkIV6HemAQfpEVYw&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com_-3Furl-3Dhttps-253A-252F-252Fwww.toronto.ca-252Fcity-2Dgovernment-252Fplanning-2Ddevelopment-252Fheritage-2Dpreservation-252Fheritage-2Dregister-252F-26data-3D05-257C01-257Cjoseph.harvey-2540ontario.ca-257Cf7d57730626e40f6ca7f08dadeebed76-257Ccddc1229ac2a4b97b78a0e5cacb5865c-257C0-257C0-257C638067402298371578-257CUnknown-257CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0-253D-257C3000-257C-257C-257C-26sdata-3D79HaeWU9hKsRYSUQ8-252B3GsNjPAufIHAqNcFr-252B6fYaQBo-253D-26reserved-3D0&d=DwMFAw&c=JnLCALisrKxQZnQdpANaBZUceEgEGD7wjEyj__0JcDA&r=n44ueZQcQq8uvpfGhBHiPw&m=M6Pr_v_30CLkm6otsFPINqk11sU0bhReXwPG_v57537DCC3ox3utb2JOYx6Yk8hm&s=pWBndaV_uY7WlgoqRHE1azm11SMSkIV6HemAQfpEVYw&e=


From: SecondaryLandUse@HydroOne.com
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: SecondaryLandUse@HydroOne.com
Subject: Hydro One Response: Rockcliffe Riverine flood Mitigation Project -TRCA
Date: March 2, 2021 1:28:29 PM
Attachments: 20210302-NoticeOfCommence-Rockcliffe Riverine flood Mitigation Project -TRCA.pdf

Please see the attached for Hydro One's Response.

Hydro One Networks Inc
SecondaryLandUse@HydroOne.com

This email and any attached files are privileged and may contain confidential information
intended only for the person or persons named above. Any other distribution, reproduction,
copying, disclosure, or other dissemination is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
email in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply email and delete the transmission
received by you. This statement applies to the initial email as well as any and all copies
(replies and/or forwards) of the initial email

HYDRO ONE - MAR 2, 2021

ATTACHMENTS 1 OF 4
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Hydro One Networks Inc 
483 Bay St 

Toronto, ON 

March 02, 2021 

Re: Rockcliffe Riverine flood Mitigation Project -TRCA 

Attention: 
The Rockcliffe Study Team Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 

Thank you for sending us notification regarding (Rockcliffe Riverine flood Mitigation Project -TRCA).  In 
our preliminary assessment, we have confirmed that Hydro One has existing high voltage Transmission 
facilities within your study area (see map attached). At this time we do not have sufficient information 
to comment on the potential resulting impacts that your project may have on our infrastructure as well 
as our planned trail infrastructure falling within our right of way. As such, we must stay informed as 
more information becomes available so that we can advise if any of the alternative solutions present 
actual conflicts with our assets, and if so; what resulting measures and costs could be incurred by the 
proponent. Note that this response does not constitute approval for your plans and is being sent to you 
as a courtesy to inform you that we must continue to be consulted on your project. 

In addition to the existing infrastructure mentioned above, the applicable transmission corridor may 
have provisions for future lines or already contain secondary land uses (e.g., pipelines, watermains, 
parking). Please take this into consideration in your planning.  

Also, we would like to bring to your attention that should (Rockcliffe Riverine flood Mitigation Project -
TRCA) result in a Hydro One station expansion or transmission line replacement and/or relocation, an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) will be required as described under the Class Environmental Assessment 
for Minor Transmission Facilities (Hydro One, 2016). This EA process would require a minimum of 6 
months for a Class EA Screening Process (or up to 18 months if a Full Class EA were to be required) to be 
completed. Associated costs will be allocated and recovered from proponents in accordance with the 
Transmission System Code.  If triggered, Hydro One will rely on studies completed as part of the EA you 
are current undertaking. 

Consulting with Hydro One on such matters during your project's EA process is critical to avoiding 
conflicts where possible or, where not possible, to streamlining processes (e.g., ensuring study coverage 
of expansion/relocation areas within the current EA).  Once in receipt of more specific project 
information regarding the potential for conflicts (e.g., siting, routing), Hydro One will be in a better 
position to communicate objections or not objections to alternatives proposed. 

If possible at this stage, please formally confirm that Hydro One infrastructure and associated rights-of-
way will be completely avoided, or if not possible, allocate appropriate lead-time in your project 
schedule to collaboratively work through potential conflicts with Hydro One, which ultimately could 
result in timelines identified above. 

ATTACHMENTS 2 OF 4



In planning, note that developments should not reduce line clearances or limit access to our 
infrastructure at any time. Any construction activities must maintain the electrical clearance from the 
transmission line conductors as specified in the Ontario Health and Safety Act for the respective line 
voltage. 

Be advised that any changes to lot grading or drainage within, or in proximity to Hydro One transmission 
corridor lands must be controlled and directed away from the transmission corridor. 

Please note that the proponent will be held responsible for all costs associated with modifications or 
relocations of Hydro One infrastructure that result from your project, as well as any added costs that 
may be incurred due to increased efforts to maintain said infrastructure. 

We reiterate that this message does not constitute any form of approval for your project. Hydro One 
must be consulted during all stages of your project. Please ensure that all future communications about 
this and future project(s) are sent to us electronically to secondarylanduse@hydroone.com 

Sent on behalf of, 

Secondary Land Use 
Asset Optimization  
Strategy & Integrated Planning 
Hydro One Networks Inc. 
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From: SUN Hongxia on behalf of SECONDARY LAND USE Department
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: SECONDARY LAND USE Department
Subject: Hydro One Response: 20220317-NoticeOfPIC2-Rockcliffe Riverine flood Mitigation Project -TRCA
Date: March 17, 2022 9:23:47 AM
Attachments: 20220317-NoticeOfPIC2-Rockcliffe Riverine flood Mitigation Project -TRCA.pdf

Please see the attached for Hydro One's Response.

Hydro One Networks Inc
SecondaryLandUse@HydroOne.com

This email and any attached files are privileged and may contain confidential information intended only for the
person or persons named above. Any other distribution, reproduction, copying, disclosure, or other dissemination is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply email and
delete the transmission received by you. This statement applies to the initial email as well as any and all copies
(replies and/or forwards) of the initial email

mailto:Susan.SUN@HydroOne.com
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Hydro One Networks Inc 
483 Bay St 

Toronto, ON 

March 17, 2022 

Re: Rockcliffe Riverine flood Mitigation Project -TRCA 

Attention: 
The Rockcliffe Study Team Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 

Thank you for sending us notification regarding (Rockcliffe Riverine flood Mitigation Project -TRCA).  We 
have confirmed that Hydro One has existing high voltage Transmission facilities within your study area. 
At this time we do not have sufficient information to comment on the potential resulting impacts that 
your project may have on our infrastructure. As such, we must stay informed as more information 
becomes available so that we can advise if any of the alternative solutions present actual conflicts with 
our assets, and if so; what resulting measures and costs could be incurred by the proponent. Note that 
this response does not constitute approval for your plans and is being sent to you as a courtesy to 
inform you that we must continue to be consulted on your project. 

In addition to the existing infrastructure mentioned above, the applicable transmission corridor may 
have provisions for future lines or already contain secondary land uses (e.g., pipelines, watermains, 
parking). Please take this into consideration in your planning.  

Also, we would like to bring to your attention that should (Rockcliffe Riverine flood Mitigation Project -
TRCA) result in a Hydro One station expansion or transmission line replacement and/or relocation, an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) will be required as described under the Class Environmental Assessment 
for Minor Transmission Facilities (Hydro One, 2016). This EA process would require a minimum of 6 
months for a Class EA Screening Process (or up to 18 months if a Full Class EA were to be required) to be 
completed. Associated costs will be allocated and recovered from proponents in accordance with the 
Transmission System Code.  If triggered, Hydro One will rely on studies completed as part of the EA you 
are current undertaking. 

Consulting with Hydro One on such matters during your project's EA process is critical to avoiding 
conflicts where possible or, where not possible, to streamlining processes (e.g., ensuring study coverage 
of expansion/relocation areas within the current EA).  Once in receipt of more specific project 
information regarding the potential for conflicts (e.g., siting, routing), Hydro One will be in a better 
position to communicate objections or not objections to alternatives proposed. 

If possible at this stage, please formally confirm that Hydro One infrastructure and associated rights-of-
way will be completely avoided, or if not possible, allocate appropriate lead-time in your project 
schedule to collaboratively work through potential conflicts with Hydro One, which ultimately could 
result in timelines identified above. 

In planning, note that developments should not reduce line clearances or limit access to our 
infrastructure at any time. Any construction activities must maintain the electrical clearance from the 



transmission line conductors as specified in the Ontario Health and Safety Act for the respective line 
voltage. 

Be advised that any changes to lot grading or drainage within, or in proximity to Hydro One transmission 
corridor lands must be controlled and directed away from the transmission corridor. 

Please note that the proponent will be held responsible for all costs associated with modifications or 
relocations of Hydro One infrastructure that result from your project, as well as any added costs that 
may be incurred due to increased efforts to maintain said infrastructure. 

We reiterate that this message does not constitute any form of approval for your project. Please note 
that your project may require you to submit a Property Management Proposal (PMP) for Hydro One to 
fully assess the impact to our assets. To learn more about this process please visit Secondary Land Uses 
(hydroone.com) 

Sent on behalf of, 

Secondary Land Use 
Asset Optimization  
Strategy & Integrated Planning 
Hydro One Networks Inc. 

https://www.hydroone.com/business-services/secondary-land-use
https://www.hydroone.com/business-services/secondary-land-use
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: SecondaryLandUse@HydroOne.com
Subject: RE: Hydro One Response: Rockcliffe Riverine flood Mitigation Project -TRCA
Date: July 27, 2021 4:59:36 PM
Attachments: 20210624-NoticeOfPIC1-Rockcliffe Riverine flood Mitigation Project -TRCA.pdf

Rockcliffe EA _TAC#1_Excerpt for Hydro One.pdf

Good afternoon,

Thank you for your response to the Notice of Public Information Centre (PIC). A recording of the June

16th 2021 PIC as well as the presentation materials are available for viewing on the project website:
www.trca.ca/rockcliffe

We can confirm at this time that works are proposed within the Hydro One rights-of-way and below
Hydro One transmission lines. Attached are conceptual 10% engineering design drawings of the
proposed infrastructure in proximity to Hydro One infrastructure/rights-of-way and below is a
summary of the relevant works and anticipated effects.

Summary of proposed works currently under 10% to 30% design to support the Rockcliffe Riverine
Flood Mitigation MCEA below:

Replacement of the existing 3650 mm span x 900 mm rise culvert with twin 5486 mm span x
1828 mm rise box culverts (culvert size subject to further refinement during MCEA).
Widen the existing Lavender Creek channel to approximately 22.5 m from approximately 75 m
upstream of the Symes Road crossing to the confluence with Black Creek (channel dimension
subject to further refinement during MCEA). 
Relocation of the 1200 mm and 2286 mm x 2591 mm sanitary sewers further south into the
hydro corridor.  Alignment to be designed and confirmed during this MCEA.
Relocation or replacement of the existing 300 mm watermain at the Symes Road and
Lavender Creek crossing.
Removal of the 150 mm watermain at the Symes Road and Lavender Creek crossing; and
Restoration of Symes Road with a new urban crossing through the hydro corridor as a result
of the above mentioned works. 

Anticipated effects within the hydro corridor are still being determined and may include:
Construction of new permanent and/or temporary access for hydro corridor lands in the
vicinity of Symes Road and Lavender Creek;
Use of heavy equipment within hydro corridor;
Excavation, backfilling, and temporary material stock piling within hydro corridor;
Removal of large diameter concrete pipes and box culvert;
Installation of large diameter concrete pipes and box culverts;
Installation of piles to support culvert and sewer replacements;
Temporary flow diversions for Lavender Creek and combined sewers;
Re-alignment of the pedestrian trail at the Symes Road and Lavender Creek crossing;
Landscaping of disturbed areas; and
Paving and restoration of Symes Road.

HYDRO ONE - JUL 27, 2021 REPLY
1 OF 2
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We wish to engage in meaningful consultation with Hydro One regarding the proposed works to
avoid delays going into detailed design and implementation. The replacement of the Symes Rd
culvert is budgeted for and scheduled for 2023-2025 (likely timeline). Please advise of any concerns,
comments/design criteria or questions. We would be happy to set up a call to discuss the proposed
works further.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: Susan.SUN@HydroOne.com <Susan.SUN@HydroOne.com> On Behalf Of
SecondaryLandUse@HydroOne.com
Sent: Thursday, June 24, 2021 1:42 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Hydro One Response: Rockcliffe Riverine flood Mitigation Project -TRCA

Please see the attached for Hydro One's Response.

Hydro One Networks Inc
SecondaryLandUse@HydroOne.com

This email and any attached files are privileged and may contain confidential information intended
only for the person or persons named above. Any other distribution, reproduction, copying,
disclosure, or other dissemination is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error,
please notify the sender immediately by reply email and delete the transmission received by you.
This statement applies to the initial email as well as any and all copies (replies and/or forwards) of
the initial email

2 OF 3 
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Hydro One Networks Inc 
483 Bay St 

Toronto, ON 

June 24, 2021 

Re: Rockcliffe Riverine flood Mitigation Project -TRCA 

Attention: 
The Rockcliffe Study Team Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 

Thank you for sending us notification regarding (Rockcliffe Riverine flood Mitigation Project -TRCA).  In 
our preliminary assessment, we have confirmed that Hydro One has existing high voltage Transmission 
facilities within your study area. At this time we do not have sufficient information to comment on the 
potential resulting impacts that your project may have on our infrastructure. As such, we must stay 
informed as more information becomes available so that we can advise if any of the alternative 
solutions present actual conflicts with our assets, and if so; what resulting measures and costs could be 
incurred by the proponent. Note that this response does not constitute approval for your plans and is 
being sent to you as a courtesy to inform you that we must continue to be consulted on your project. 

In addition to the existing infrastructure mentioned above, the applicable transmission corridor may 
have provisions for future lines or already contain secondary land uses (e.g., pipelines, watermains, 
parking). Please take this into consideration in your planning.  

Also, we would like to bring to your attention that should (Rockcliffe Riverine flood Mitigation Project -
TRCA) result in a Hydro One station expansion or transmission line replacement and/or relocation, an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) will be required as described under the Class Environmental Assessment 
for Minor Transmission Facilities (Hydro One, 2016). This EA process would require a minimum of 6 
months for a Class EA Screening Process (or up to 18 months if a Full Class EA were to be required) to be 
completed. Associated costs will be allocated and recovered from proponents in accordance with the 
Transmission System Code.  If triggered, Hydro One will rely on studies completed as part of the EA you 
are current undertaking. 

Consulting with Hydro One on such matters during your project's EA process is critical to avoiding 
conflicts where possible or, where not possible, to streamlining processes (e.g., ensuring study coverage 
of expansion/relocation areas within the current EA).  Once in receipt of more specific project 
information regarding the potential for conflicts (e.g., siting, routing), Hydro One will be in a better 
position to communicate objections or not objections to alternatives proposed. 

If possible at this stage, please formally confirm that Hydro One infrastructure and associated rights-of-
way will be completely avoided, or if not possible, allocate appropriate lead-time in your project 
schedule to collaboratively work through potential conflicts with Hydro One, which ultimately could 
result in timelines identified above. 

In planning, note that developments should not reduce line clearances or limit access to our 
infrastructure at any time. Any construction activities must maintain the electrical clearance from the 

ATTACHMENTS 2 OF 3



transmission line conductors as specified in the Ontario Health and Safety Act for the respective line 
voltage. 

Be advised that any changes to lot grading or drainage within, or in proximity to Hydro One transmission 
corridor lands must be controlled and directed away from the transmission corridor. 

Please note that the proponent will be held responsible for all costs associated with modifications or 
relocations of Hydro One infrastructure that result from your project, as well as any added costs that 
may be incurred due to increased efforts to maintain said infrastructure. 

We reiterate that this message does not constitute any form of approval for your project. Hydro One 
must be consulted during all stages of your project. Please ensure that all future communications about 
this and future project(s) are sent to us electronically to secondarylanduse@hydroone.com 

Sent on behalf of, 

Secondary Land Use 
Asset Optimization  
Strategy & Integrated Planning 
Hydro One Networks Inc. 
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From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: Thursday, April 28, 2022 4:53 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; SECONDARY LAND USE Department
<Department.SecondaryLandUse@hydroone.com>
Cc: SUN Hongxia <Susan.SUN@HydroOne.com>; ORIOTIS Jim <Jim.Oriotis@HydroOne.com>
Subject: RE: Hydro One Response: Notice of PIC2 Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project -TRCA

*** Exercise caution. This is an EXTERNAL email. DO NOT open attachments or click
links from unknown senders or unexpected email. ***

Good afternoon,

We have received the attached letter from Hydro One in response to the Notice of PIC #2, which
requests information regarding potential conflicts with Hydro One infrastructure. This information
had been provided to Hydro One previous via email on July 27, 2021 but we had not received any
further comment from Hydro One. We can confirm at this time that works are still proposed within
the Hydro One rights-of-way and below Hydro One transmission lines. The proposed works in the
vicinity of Hydro One infrastructure is similar to what was previously described however, some
refinements have been made including:

The proposed Lavender Creek channel width has been reduced,
Symes Road culvert replacement size has been reduced, and
Relocation of the existing 2286x2591 mm sewer is no longer proposed and instead this sewer
will be protected.

Attached are updated conceptual 10% engineering design drawings of the proposed infrastructure in
proximity to Hydro One infrastructure/rights-of-way and below is an updated summary of the
relevant works and anticipated effects.

Summary of proposed works currently under 10% to 30% design to support the Rockcliffe
Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA below:

· Replacement of the existing 3650 mm span x 900 mm rise culvert with twin 5500 mm
span x 1850 mm rise cast-in-place box culverts (culvert size subject to further refinement
during MCEA).

· Widen the existing Lavender Creek channel to approximately 19 m from approximately
75 m upstream of the Symes Road crossing to the confluence with Black Creek (channel
dimension subject to further refinement during MCEA).

· Relocation of the 1200 mm sanitary sewer further south into the hydro corridor.
· Protection of the 2286x2591 mm sanitary sewer above the culvert crossing during

replacement of the culvert
· Relocation or replacement of the existing 300 mm watermain at the Symes Road and

Lavender Creek crossing.
· Removal of the 150 mm watermain at the Symes Road and Lavender Creek crossing;

and
· Restoration of Symes Road with a new urban cross-section through the hydro corridor

as a result of the above mentioned works.

HYDRO ONE - APR 28, 2022 REPLY
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Anticipated effects within the hydro corridor are still being determined and may include:
· Construction of new permanent and/or temporary access for hydro corridor lands in the

vicinity of Symes Road and Lavender Creek;
· Use of heavy equipment within hydro corridor;
· Excavation, backfilling, and temporary material stock piling within hydro corridor;
· Removal of large diameter concrete pipes and box culvert;
· Installation of large diameter concrete pipes and box culverts;
· Installation of piles to support culvert and sewer replacements;
· Temporary flow diversions for Lavender Creek and combined sewers;
· Re-alignment of the pedestrian trail at the Symes Road and Lavender Creek crossing;
· Landscaping of disturbed areas; and
· Paving and restoration of Symes Road.

A recording of the March 1st 2022 PIC as well as the presentation materials are available for viewing
on the project website: www.trca.ca/rockcliffe

We wish to engage in meaningful consultation with Hydro One regarding the proposed works to
avoid delays during detailed design and implementation. Please advise of any concerns,
comments/design criteria or questions. We would be happy to set up a call to discuss the proposed
works further.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: July 27, 2021 4:59 PM
To: SecondaryLandUse@HydroOne.com
Subject: RE: Hydro One Response: Rockcliffe Riverine flood Mitigation Project -TRCA

Good afternoon,

Thank you for your response to the Notice of Public Information Centre (PIC). A recording of the June

16th 2021 PIC as well as the presentation materials are available for viewing on the project website:
www.trca.ca/rockcliffe

We can confirm at this time that works are proposed within the Hydro One rights-of-way and below
Hydro One transmission lines. Attached are conceptual 10% engineering design drawings of the
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Some people who received this message don't often get email from rockcliffeea@trca.ca. Learn why this is important

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: Monday, May 2, 2022 10:17 AM
To: SECONDARY LAND USE Department <Department.SecondaryLandUse@hydroone.com>;
RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: SUN Hongxia <Susan.SUN@HydroOne.com>; ORIOTIS Jim <Jim.Oriotis@HydroOne.com>
Subject: RE: Hydro One Response: Notice of PIC2 Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project -TRCA

*** Exercise caution. This is an EXTERNAL email. DO NOT open attachments or click
links from unknown senders or unexpected email. ***

Hello Matey,

Thank you for confirming you have no concerns with the proposed work. The
SecondaryLandUse@HydroOne.com email is on the distribution list, we would like to confirm if you
have additional contacts to be added?

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: SECONDARY LAND USE Department <Department.SecondaryLandUse@hydroone.com> 
Sent: April 29, 2022 10:40 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: SUN Hongxia <Susan.SUN@HydroOne.com>; ORIOTIS Jim <Jim.Oriotis@HydroOne.com>;
SECONDARY LAND USE Department <Department.SecondaryLandUse@hydroone.com>
Subject: RE: Hydro One Response: Notice of PIC2 Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project -TRCA

Good morning,

Thank you for the feedback and the details.
We are aware of the work and have no concerns – we just wanted to make sure that we
remain on the distribution list so that we receive updates as your project progresses.

Thanks
Matey

HYDRO ONE - MAY 2, 2022 REPLY

HYDRO ONE - APRIL 29, 2022

mailto:rockcliffeea@trca.ca
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:Department.SecondaryLandUse@hydroone.com
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:Susan.SUN@HydroOne.com
mailto:Jim.Oriotis@HydroOne.com
mailto:SecondaryLandUse@HydroOne.com
mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Ftrca.ca%2Frockcliffe&data=05%7C01%7CDepartment.SecondaryLandUse%40hydroone.com%7Cee7340401a804b44bf4808da2c466984%7Cc0f38700d7f74200ae377eebf475cdc1%7C0%7C0%7C637870978185951852%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=rMoyK2slYKWtcT5WrCHUdrFXvA%2FtcFptZVQ%2F1ZISBDs%3D&reserved=0
mailto:Department.SecondaryLandUse@hydroone.com
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:Susan.SUN@HydroOne.com
mailto:Jim.Oriotis@HydroOne.com
mailto:Department.SecondaryLandUse@hydroone.com


From: RockCliffeEA
To: SECONDARY LAND USE Department; RockCliffeEA; ORIOTIS Jim; SUN Hongxia
Subject: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Requesting Information re. Implementation Process
Date: August 16, 2022 4:33:22 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Hello,

As previously described the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA project proposes a number of
infrastructure upgrades and relocations within the Hydro One right-of-way and below Hydro One
transmission lines. This infrastructure work would be undertaken by the City of Toronto. We would
like to confirm the process that will need to be undertaken for consultation and permitting with
Hydro One during the detailed design stage of the project. Could you please provide guidance
documents or a description of the expected consultation/review points during the detailed design
stage and construction stage, the required permits/approvals that must be obtained and the process
to obtain them? 

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 647-426-4493 (new project phone number) 
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: SECONDARY LAND USE Department <Department.SecondaryLandUse@hydroone.com> 
Sent: May 3, 2022 10:09 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; SECONDARY LAND USE Department
<Department.SecondaryLandUse@hydroone.com>
Cc: SUN Hongxia <Susan.SUN@HydroOne.com>; ORIOTIS Jim <Jim.Oriotis@HydroOne.com>
Subject: RE: Hydro One Response: Notice of PIC2 Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project -TRCA

Good morning
The secondarylanduse@hydroone.com should be the only email on your list for EA
notices and documentation.
This will ensure that communications are reviewed and responded to.

Thanks
Matey

HYDRO ONE - AUG 16, 2022 REPLY

HYDRO ONE - MAY 3, 2022
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Some people who received this message don't often get email from rockcliffeea@trca.ca. Learn why this is important

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2022 4:33 PM
To: SECONDARY LAND USE Department <Department.SecondaryLandUse@hydroone.com>;
RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; ORIOTIS Jim <Jim.Oriotis@HydroOne.com>; SUN Hongxia
<Susan.SUN@HydroOne.com>
Subject: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Requesting Information re. Implementation
Process

*** Exercise caution. This is an EXTERNAL email. DO NOT open attachments or click
links from unknown senders or unexpected email. ***

Hello,

As previously described the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA project proposes a number of
infrastructure upgrades and relocations within the Hydro One right-of-way and below Hydro One
transmission lines. This infrastructure work would be undertaken by the City of Toronto. We would
like to confirm the process that will need to be undertaken for consultation and permitting with
Hydro One during the detailed design stage of the project. Could you please provide guidance
documents or a description of the expected consultation/review points during the detailed design
stage and construction stage, the required permits/approvals that must be obtained and the process
to obtain them? 

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 647-426-4493 (new project phone number) 
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: SECONDARY LAND USE Department <Department.SecondaryLandUse@hydroone.com> 
Sent: May 3, 2022 10:09 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; SECONDARY LAND USE Department
<Department.SecondaryLandUse@hydroone.com>
Cc: SUN Hongxia <Susan.SUN@HydroOne.com>; ORIOTIS Jim <Jim.Oriotis@HydroOne.com>
Subject: RE: Hydro One Response: Notice of PIC2 Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project -TRCA

Good morning
The secondarylanduse@hydroone.com should be the only email on your list for EA

HYDRO ONE - AUG 17, 2022 REPLY
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From: ORIOTIS Jim
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: SUN Hongxia; SECONDARY LAND USE Department; MATEV Matey; LIU Julie
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Requesting Information re. Implementation Process
Date: August 17, 2022 7:48:13 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
Hydro One Technical Review Form (002).pdf

To whom it may concern:

Please reply with detailed description of work/access (if any) being proposed within Hydro One’s
transmission corridor and associated drawings (preferably final or near final design).

The attached Technical Review form will serve to guide you with critical information in preparing
drawings.  A completed / returned form will initiate your formal submission to Hydro One.

A lead TRCA contact for our future communication is greatly appreciated.

Don’t hesitate to call with any questions.

Jim



Jim Oriotis
Senior Real Estate Coordinator
Toronto Area (Interim)
Southwest Ontario & Niagara Region
Hydro One Networks Inc.
185 Clegg Road
Markham, ON L6G 1B7
Tel:   905.946.6261
Cell:  647.938.6261
Fax:  905.946.6242
Email:  jim.oriotis@hydroone.com
This message contains confidential and/or privileged information and is intended for the addressee only.  Any unauthorized copying, use or
disclosure of this message is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this message in error, please immediately notify the sender and then
delete it without reading, copying or forwarding it to anyone.  Thank you.

HYDRO ONE - AUG 17, 2022
ATTACHMENT 1 OF 6
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Hydro One Secondary Land Use Technical Review Requirements and 

Completeness Checklist 

This form must be completed and submitted to the appropriate Hydro One Real Estate Coordinator for all 
secondary land use proposals.  
Each of the requirements below must be included in the submission (where applicable).  If any of the items 
below is not checked the submitted plans will not be circulated for technical review, unless a valid reason is 
provided in the “Notes” column.  

SLU Proposal Details 

 Applicant Name: 

Mailing Address: Phone Number(s): 

Email: 

Property Location 
(Address/Intersection): 

Description of 
Secondary Land Use: 

Plan/Drawings Number 
and Dates: 

 

 Drawing/Plan Completeness Checklist 

Includ
ed

Notes 

Drawings, Plans and Maps Requirements 

Cover letter providing detailed description of the project 

A key map showing the Proponent’s overall project area 

Plan-view drawing(s) (see specific requirements below) 

Profile/sectional-view drawing(s) (see specific requirements 

below) 

  Plan-View Drawing Requirements 

All existing and proposed works/infrastructure on the transmission corridor 
shown and clearly labeled 

Hydro One transmission corridor boundaries shown in colour 

All transmission structures affected by the proposal shown and 

clearly labeled 

6 m access route through the corridor shown in colour 

ATTACHMENT 2 OF 6



15 m maintenance exclusion zones around each affected tower 

(measured from the face of the tower legs) shown in colour 

10 m construction exclusion zones around each affected tower 

(measured from the face of the tower legs) shown in colour 

Distances between the tower legs and any proposed 

works/infrastructure on the corridor shown and clearly labeled 

Cross-sections clearly labeled 

Legend(s) 

For resubmissions, any changes from previous submissions are clearly 

marked/labeled 

Profile/Sectional-view Drawing Requirements 

Existing and proposed elevations shown in different colours and 

clearly labeled 

Any proposed works/infrastructure clearly labeled 

All applicable heights clearly shown and clearly labeled 

Hydro One transmission corridor boundaries shown in colour 

All transmission structures affected by the proposal shown and clearly 

labeled 

Distances between affected transmission structures and any 

proposed works/infrastructure shown and clearly labeled 

10 m and 15 m exclusion zones from each transmission tower 

leg shown in colour 

Legend(s) 
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SECONDARY LAND USE PROPOSAL SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 
IN AND AROUND HYDRO ONE TRANSMISSION CORRIDORS 

Hydro One strives to work with proponents to review secondary land use proposals on the ROWs to ensure they are compatible 
with the safety and maintenance requirements of its high-voltage equipment.  The Hydro One transmission network can consist 
of steel lattice towers, monopoles, twin wood poles, overhead conductors and underground cable ducts.     Our transmission 
lines conduct electricity at 115kV, 230kV or 500kV.   

Technical reviews for each proposal must be completed by Hydro One.  These reviews may require several weeks or months to 
complete depending on the complexity of the proposal.  Currently our turnaround time is about 12 – 16 weeks. Resubmissions 
may require the same timelines.  Hydro One technical reviews must be approved and occupation agreements in place prior to 
any construction work. Detailed drawings that need to be submitted include: site plan, grading, drainage, lighting, landscaping, 
signage (including any other above grade structures) and profiles for underground works.  Additional drawings may be requested 
but please do not send them to us unless we have asked for them. 

To effectively review and provide comments, your proposal must include the following information: 

● LAND/EASEMENT PROPERTY LINES:  On the site plans indicate and label property lines of the Hydro One right-of-way in
RED.  Label the ROW as Hydro One Transmission (not Open Space).

● HYDRO ONE STRUCTURES:  Illustrate and label all Hydro One structures and the overhead centreline of the towers.   The
Real Estate Coordinator can provide Hydro One structure numbers.

● GRADES and DRAINAGE:  Indicate existing and proposed grades.  Grading changes must not result in standing water
anywhere along the corridor, and especially not within 15 metre radial zone of transmission structures.

● MAINTENANCE ACCESS ROUTE:  Indicate and label a 6 metre wide Hydro One maintenance access route to each Hydro
One structure. 

● MAINTENANCE ZONE and CONSTRUCTION EXCLUSION ZONE: Indicate and label a 15 metre radial maintenance work
zone and a 10.0 metre radial construction exclusion zone around each Hydro One structure measured from the tower
footings.  If any proposed infrastructure is contemplated within this 15 metre zone, the distance from the edge of the
proposed infrastructure to the edge of the nearest tower footing must be shown.

● LIGHTING:  Keep lighting as far away from our circuits as possible, toward the outer edge of the corridor.   The locations
and the height of each light post must be clearly illustrated and described.

● LANDSCAPING:  Plantings which grow to a maturity height over 3 metres are not permitted on the ROW.  Hydro One has
a Compatible Species List which can be provided.

● RESUBMITTED DRAWINGS: If a resubmission of drawings is required, the revised drawings must include “bubbles” over
the areas where changes were made to help us identify the areas that need to be reviewed.

Contact Hydro One Real Estate Services at 1.888.231.6657 for the Real Estate Coordinator for your municipality.  The Real Estate 
Coordinator arranges for Hydro One review of your proposal, advises of documentation and prepares the Agreements.    
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TECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR SECONDARY LAND USE PROPOSALS 
ON HYDRO ONE TRANSMISSION CORRIDORS 

Your project may involve proposed works on Hydro One electrical transmission corridors or rights-of-way (ROW).  Hydro One will 
work with proponents to review secondary land use proposals on the ROWs to ensure that they are compatible with the safety 
and maintenance requirements of its high-voltage equipment. The Hydro One transmission network can consist of steel lattice 
towers, monopoles, twin wood poles, overhead and underground conductors, etc.     

When preparing a proposal, there are a number of technical considerations that should be kept in mind.  A number of these are 
outlined below.  Please note that this is not intended to be a comprehensive list of requirements, but aims to serves as a 
guideline to prepare a proposal.  Reviews for each proposal are conducted individually by Hydro One and may require several 
weeks or months to complete depending on the complexity of the proposal. 

Technical Considerations: 

Grading, Drainage and Stormwater Management 

o Grading changes must not result in standing water anywhere along the corridor, and especially not within the 15
metre radial zone of transmission structures.

o No fill material may be placed on the ROW without written approval from Hydro One.
o Catch basins that are not positioned within a paved roadway are not permitted.
o Stormwater management (SWM) ponds placed under 115 and 230 kV transmission lines cannot exceed two-thirds

of the corridor width.
o SWM ponds under 500 kV transmission lines cannot exceed one-third of the corridor width.
o SWM ponds must be designed to withstand the effects of 100-year storm conditions.

Roads and Parking 

o Roads crossing the ROW should be perpendicular to the hydro corridor.
o Roads off ROW should stay 15 metre clear of transmission structures.
o Curb cuts or access gates should be provided for Hydro One maintenance vehicles.
o Parking facilities on 115 kV and 230 kV ROWs should be restricted to passenger vehicles only.  Large truck and

trailer parking is generally not permitted.
o Parking facilities are generally not permitted under 500 kV ROWs.
o Transmission towers near roads and parking areas must be protected by standard highway barriers.

Vertical Clearances 

o Transmission conductors (wires) are dynamic in nature. They can sag lower to the ground depending on parameters
such as ambient temperature and operating conditions.

o Minimum vertical clearances must be maintained from the maximum design sag levels of the conductors (worst-
case scenario). Hydro One will review these clearances as they are case-specific and not immediately apparent by
observation alone.

Access to Structures 

o An unhindered, minimum 6-metre wide access path to facilities on the corridor must be provided for maintenance
vehicles.

o A 15 metre clear working radius around transmission structures is required in order to maintain access for vehicles
carrying out routine maintenance.

o A 3 metre radius around each tower footing must be left unpaved for access to the footing.
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Pipelines & Underground Facilities 

o All underground facilities must be designed to withstand the loading conditions created by heavy maintenance
vehicles that may be used by Hydro One.

o The ROW must be restored to pre-construction condition once the project is completed.
o Excavation using heavy machinery is prohibited within 10 metres of tower footings to protect foundations. Within

10 metres, excavation must be carried out by hand or by use of a VAC system.
o Pipelines on ROWs must adhere to the provisions of CSA Standard C22.3 No. 6.

Landscape Plantings 

o Plantings which grow to a maturity height over 3 metres are not permitted on the ROW.  Hydro One has a
‘Compatible Species List’ which will be provided as applicable.  It must be noted that plantings should not be
planted in such a way as to impede access to the transmission towers.  An area of 15 metres around transmission
towers should be kept clear of shrubs to permit Hydro One access to towers.

Other Requirements 

o Buildings and permanent structures are not permitted on corridor lands.
o Flammable or hazardous materials may not be stored on ROWs.
o Consideration should be given to minimizing the use of conductive (metallic) material where alternatives exist (e.g.

fences).
o The proponent is responsible for all costs of modifying, relocating, or monitoring Hydro One assets as a result of the

proposal.
o Grounding studies, induction studies, spark discharge and / or step touch potential studies may be required to

confirm that the proposal will not conflict with the Hydro One electrical infrastructure. .

Property Rights:  Who is the landowner? 

o Transmission corridor lands can be owned by private landowners, Municipalities, Province of Ontario (Infrastructure
Ontario), railway companies, and First Nations and Métis communities.

o Hydro One Networks Inc. owns the transmission components/network.
o Hydro One Networks Inc. has rights either registered on land title or by legislation to operate the transmission

network.

Property Rights:  What Agreements do you require? 

Contact Hydro One Real Estate Services at 1.888.231.6657 for the Real Estate Coordinator for your municipality.  The 
Real Estate Coordinator arranges for Hydro One review of your proposal, advises of documentation and prepares the 
Agreements.   
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From: ORIOTIS Jim
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: SUN Hongxia; SECONDARY LAND USE Department; MATEV Matey; LIU Julie
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Requesting Information re. Implementation Process
Date: September 8, 2022 8:19:13 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
Hydro One Technical Review Form (002).pdf

When can I expect City/TRCA’s detailed drawing package and completed HONI tech form (attached
again). 

This will initiate our technical review and return comments for this project.

Jim

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 7, 2022 2:23 PM
To: ORIOTIS Jim <Jim.Oriotis@HydroOne.com>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: SUN Hongxia <Susan.SUN@HydroOne.com>; SECONDARY LAND USE Department
<Department.SecondaryLandUse@hydroone.com>; MATEV Matey
<Matey.MATEV@HydroOne.com>; LIU Julie <julie.liu@HydroOne.com>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Requesting Information re.
Implementation Process

*** Exercise caution. This is an EXTERNAL email. DO NOT open attachments or click
links from unknown senders or unexpected email. ***

Good afternoon Jim,

Thank you for the information. Can you please confirm if 90% design be the appropriate first point of
contact whereby the outlined permit application package would be submitted to Hydro One?

The infrastructure proposed within and near the Hydro One facilities will be municipal infrastructure.
Therefore, the submission will likely be coming from the City of Toronto. Until this submission is
made you can continue to use rockcliffeea@trca.ca as the lead TRCA/project contact for future
communications.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 647-426-4493 note new phone number

HYDRO ONE - Sept 8, 2022 - 
reply
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: ORIOTIS Jim
Cc: SUN Hongxia; SECONDARY LAND USE Department; MATEV Matey; LIU Julie; RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Requesting Information re. Implementation Process
Date: September 21, 2022 11:54:22 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

Hi Jim,

The implementation of the work in the vicinity of Hydro One’s infrastructure is contingent on
funding and has not yet been scheduled. Pending funding it is anticipated the construction would
commence around 2028. It is reasonable to anticipate a first submission to Hydro One no earlier
than 2025.

Can you please confirm if 90% design be the appropriate first point of contact whereby the outlined
permit application package would be submitted to Hydro One?

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 647-426-4493 note new phone number
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: ORIOTIS Jim <Jim.Oriotis@HydroOne.com> 
Sent: September 8, 2022 8:19 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: SUN Hongxia <Susan.SUN@HydroOne.com>; SECONDARY LAND USE Department
<Department.SecondaryLandUse@hydroone.com>; MATEV Matey
<Matey.MATEV@HydroOne.com>; LIU Julie <julie.liu@HydroOne.com>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Requesting Information re.
Implementation Process

When can I expect City/TRCA’s detailed drawing package and completed HONI tech form (attached
again). 

This will initiate our technical review and return comments for this project.

HYDRO ONE - Sept 21, 2022 
- reply

HYDRO ONE - Sept 8, 2022
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From: ORIOTIS Jim
To: Casey Morris; RockCliffeEA
Cc: SUN Hongxia; SECONDARY LAND USE Department; MATEV Matey; LIU Julie; GOWAN Greg
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Requesting Information re. Implementation Process
Date: October 19, 2022 8:31:29 AM
Attachments: image001.png
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Hydro One Technical Review Form (002).pdf

Hello Casey,

Without drawings I cannot fully visualize the impact on HONI’s corridor.

What you have outlined below may require new easements and temporary working rights.

I would budget 8- 12 months lead time to achieve rights.   (Note -  if applicable, any public road
purchase will require additional time)

Send us drawings when available for a more comprehensive review / discussion of process approval
and associated timelines.

Attached find a form to guide you in drawing preparation for HONI’s review.   To initiate your formal
submission please reply with completed form and drawing package, when ready.

Jim

From: Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2022 3:56 PM
To: ORIOTIS Jim <Jim.Oriotis@HydroOne.com>; 'RockCliffeEA' <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: SUN Hongxia <Susan.SUN@HydroOne.com>; SECONDARY LAND USE Department
<Department.SecondaryLandUse@hydroone.com>; MATEV Matey
<Matey.MATEV@HydroOne.com>; LIU Julie <julie.liu@HydroOne.com>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Requesting Information re.
Implementation Process

*** Exercise caution. This is an EXTERNAL email. DO NOT open attachments or click
links from unknown senders or unexpected email. ***

Good day Jim,

Thanks for your response.
We would likely need some temporary easements for access and restoration.
For discussions about easements and access for temp license works would that still fall under the
same time frame as noted?

Below is a Summary of proposed works within or near the Hydro One corridor. 

HYDRO ONE - Oct 19, 2022 
 (1 of 2)
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Replacement of the existing 3650 mm span x 900 mm rise culvert with twin 5500 mm
span x 1850 mm rise cast-in-place box culverts (culvert size subject to further refinement
during MCEA).

· Widen the existing Lavender Creek channel to approximately 19 m from approximately
75 m upstream of the Symes Road crossing to the confluence with Black Creek (channel
dimension subject to further refinement during MCEA).

· Relocation of the 1200 mm sanitary sewer further south into the hydro corridor.
· Protection of the 2286x2591 mm sanitary sewer above the culvert crossing during

replacement of the culvert
· Relocation or replacement of the existing 300 mm watermain at the Symes Road and

Lavender Creek crossing.
· Removal of the 150 mm watermain at the Symes Road and Lavender Creek crossing; and
· Restoration of Symes Road with a new urban cross-section through the hydro corridor as

a result of the above mentioned works.

Anticipated effects within the hydro corridor are still being determined and may include:
· Construction of new permanent and/or temporary access for hydro corridor lands in the

vicinity of Symes Road and Lavender Creek;
· Use of heavy equipment within hydro corridor;
· Excavation, backfilling, and temporary material stock piling within hydro corridor;
· Removal of large diameter concrete pipes and box culvert;
· Installation of large diameter concrete pipes and box culverts;
· Installation of piles to support culvert and sewer replacements;
· Temporary flow diversions for Lavender Creek and combined sewers;
· Re-alignment of the pedestrian trail at the Symes Road and Lavender Creek crossing;
· Landscaping of disturbed areas; and
· Paving and restoration of Symes Road.

Kind regards,

Casey
C:416.873.7503

From: ORIOTIS Jim [mailto:Jim.Oriotis@HydroOne.com] 
Sent: October 18, 2022 11:10 AM
To: Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; 'RockCliffeEA' <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: SUN Hongxia <Susan.SUN@HydroOne.com>; SECONDARY LAND USE Department
<Department.SecondaryLandUse@hydroone.com>; MATEV Matey
<Matey.MATEV@HydroOne.com>; LIU Julie <julie.liu@HydroOne.com>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Requesting Information re.
Implementation Process

HYDRO ONE - Oct 19, 2022 
 (2 of 2) Reply
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Some people who received this message don't often get email from casey.morris@toronto.ca. Learn why this is
important

Hello Casey,

90 percent drawings are greatly appreciated.  Do you have a summary of work that is anticipated
within the Hydro One corridors?

Typically a 2025 submission should be ample time to conduct our technical review and approval in
advance of 2028 construction.

Do you foresee a sale of land to accommodate these improvements?  Or Easements/temp license
rights to perform work?

Jim

From: Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 18, 2022 10:33 AM
To: 'RockCliffeEA' <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; ORIOTIS Jim <Jim.Oriotis@HydroOne.com>
Cc: SUN Hongxia <Susan.SUN@HydroOne.com>; SECONDARY LAND USE Department
<Department.SecondaryLandUse@hydroone.com>; MATEV Matey
<Matey.MATEV@HydroOne.com>; LIU Julie <julie.liu@HydroOne.com>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project – Requesting Information re.
Implementation Process

*** Exercise caution. This is an EXTERNAL email. DO NOT open attachments or click
links from unknown senders or unexpected email. ***

Good day Jim,

Just wanted to circle back with you regarding the below;

The implementation of the work in the vicinity of Hydro One’s infrastructure is contingent on funding
and has not yet been scheduled. Pending funding it is anticipated the construction would commence
around 2028. It is reasonable to anticipate a first submission to Hydro One no earlier than 2025.

Can you please confirm if 90% design be the appropriate first point of contact whereby the
outlined permit application package would be submitted to Hydro One?

Kind regards,

Casey
C:416.873.7503

HYDRO ONE - Oct 18, 2022 

mailto:casey.morris@toronto.ca
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
mailto:Casey.Morris@toronto.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:Jim.Oriotis@HydroOne.com
mailto:Susan.SUN@HydroOne.com
mailto:Department.SecondaryLandUse@hydroone.com
mailto:Matey.MATEV@HydroOne.com
mailto:julie.liu@HydroOne.com


From: EA Notices to CRegion (MECP)
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Potter, Katy (MECP); Caicedo, Jimena (MECP); Casey Morris; Wai Ming Lo
Subject: RE: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement
Date: November 2, 2021 3:04:40 PM
Attachments: image002.png

Supporting Attachment - Species at Risk Proponents Guide to Preliminary Screening (Draft May 2019).pdf

Yes, here is the supporting document for reference.

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: October-29-21 3:51 PM
To: EA Notices to CRegion (MECP) <eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca>
Cc: Potter, Katy (MECP) <Katy.Potter@ontario.ca>; Caicedo, Jimena (MECP)
<Jimena.Caicedo@ontario.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; Casey Morris
<Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Wai Ming Lo <waiming.lo@toronto.ca>
Subject: RE: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender.

Hi Chunmei,

Could you kindly please provide the document “The Client’s Guide to Preliminary Screening
for Species at Risk (Draft May 2019)” that was referred to on page 7 of the letter?

Page 6 of the letter advises us to contact you for advise on the level of Air Quality Impact
Assessment required for this project. The study team proposes to complete a qualitative
assessment of air quality as a permanent/long term impact to air quality is not anticipated.
Please advise if the Ministry would like to discuss this further.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: EA Notices to CRegion (MECP) <eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca> 
Sent: Friday, March 26, 2021 11:18 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Potter, Katy (MECP) <Katy.Potter@ontario.ca>; Caicedo, Jimena (MECP)

MECP - NOV 2, 2021

MECP - OCT 29, 2021 REPLY
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<Jimena.Caicedo@ontario.ca>
Subject: RE: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement

Good morning The Rockcliffe Study Team,

please find the attached letter as the ministry’s general comments for the above noted project. if
you have any questions regarding these comments, please feel free to contact me directly.

Thank you,

Chunmei Liu | Regional EA and Planning Coordinator

Environmental Assessment Branch, Ontario Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
Chunmei.Liu@ontario.ca | Website: http://www.ene.gov.on.ca/
We want to hear from you. How was my service? You can provide feedback at 1-888-745-8888 or
ontario.ca/inspectionfeedback
Nous attendons vos commentaires. Qu’avez-vous pensé de mon service? Vous pouvez nous faire
part de vos commentaires au 1-888-745-8888 ou à ontario.ca/retroactioninspection

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: January-21-21 8:59 AM
To: EA Notices to CRegion (MECP) <eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca>
Subject: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender.

Good Morning,

Please be advised that, in conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority (TRCA) is commencing a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a
preferred riverine flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area, in the City of Toronto.
This study will incorporate and expand on the previous flood mitigation studies completed in this
area which includes the Black Creek (Rockcliffe Area) Riverine Flood Management Class
Environmental Assessment (2014) and the recently completed Black Creek at Rockcliffe Special Policy
Area Flood Remediation and Transportation Feasibility Study (2020). A “Notice of Commencement”

formally initiating the study was distributed to residents on January 21st, 2021, and has been
attached to this email.

If you have any questions or would like more detailed information about the project, please do not
hesitate to contact the study team at (416) 661-6600 ext. 6471, or by email at RockcliffeEA@trca.ca.

Kindest Regards,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca

MECP - MAR 26, 2021

MECP - JAN 21, 2021  REPLY 
COMMENCEMENT 
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March 26, 2021  File No.: EA 01-06-05 

Rockcliffe EA Project Team 
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue,  
Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6 
rockcliffeEA@trca.ca 
416-661-6600 x.6471
https://trca.ca/rockcliffe/

Re:      Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation 
City of Toronto 
Municipal Class EA  
Response to Notice of Commencement 

Dear Project Team, 

This letter is in response to the Notice of Commencement for the above noted project. The Ministry of 
the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) acknowledges that the City of Toronto and 
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (proponent) has indicated that the study is following the 
approved environmental planning process for a Schedule C project under the Municipal Class 
Environmental Assessment (Class EA).  

The updated (February 2021) attached “Areas of Interest” document provides guidance regarding 
the ministry’s interests with respect to the Class EA process. Please address all areas of interest in 
the EA documentation at an appropriate level for the EA study. Proponents who address all the 
applicable areas of interest can minimize potential delays to the project schedule. Further 
information is provided at the end of the Areas of Interest document relating to recent 
changes to the Environmental Assessment Act through Bill 197, Covid-19 Economic 
Recovery Act 2020. 

The Crown has a legal duty to consult Aboriginal communities when it has knowledge, real or 
constructive, of the existence or potential existence of an Aboriginal or treaty right and contemplates 
conduct that may adversely impact that right.  Before authorizing this project, the Crown must ensure 
that its duty to consult has been fulfilled, where such a duty is triggered.  Although the duty to consult 
with Aboriginal peoples is a duty of the Crown, the Crown may delegate procedural aspects of this 
duty to project proponents while retaining oversight of the consultation process.  

The proposed project may have the potential to affect Aboriginal or treaty rights protected under 
Section 35 of Canada’s Constitution Act 1982.  Where the Crown’s duty to consult is triggered in 
relation to the proposed project, the MECP is delegating the procedural aspects of rights-based 
consultation to the proponent through this letter.  The Crown intends to rely on the delegated 
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consultation process in discharging its duty to consult and maintains the right to participate in the 
consultation process as it sees fit. 

Based on information provided to date and the Crown`s preliminary assessment the proponent is 
required to consult with the following communities who have been identified as potentially affected by 
the proposed project: 

-Mississaugas of the Credit First Nation
-Six Nations of the Grand River (both the Six Nations Elected Council and the
Haudenosaunee Confederacy Chiefs Council)
-Huron-Wendat Nation (only if there are potential archeological impacts)

Steps that the proponent may need to take in relation to Aboriginal consultation for the proposed 
project are outlined in the “Code of Practice for Consultation in Ontario’s Environmental Assessment 
Process”. Additional information related to Ontario’s Environmental Assessment Act is available 
online at: www.ontario.ca/environmentalassessments.  

Please also refer to the attached document “A Proponent’s Introduction to the Delegation of 
Procedural Aspects of consultation with Aboriginal Communities” for further information, 
including the MECP’s expectations for EA report documentation related to consultation with 
communities.  

The proponent must contact the Director of Environmental Assessment Branch 
(EABDirector@ontario.ca) under the following circumstances subsequent to initial discussions with 
the communities identified by MECP: 

- Aboriginal or treaty rights impacts are identified to you by the communities
- You have reason to believe that your proposed project may adversely affect an Aboriginal or

treaty right
- Consultation with Indigenous communities or other stakeholders has reached an impasse
- A Part II Order request is expected on the basis of impacts to Aboriginal or treaty rights

The MECP will then assess the extent of any Crown duty to consult for the circumstances and will 
consider whether additional steps should be taken, including what role you will be asked to play 
should additional steps and activities be required.   

A draft copy of the report should be sent directly to me prior to the filing of the final report, 
allowing a minimum of 30 days for the ministry’s technical reviewers to provide comments. 

Please also ensure a copy of the final notice is sent to the ministry’s Central Region EA 
notification email account (eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca) after the draft report is 
reviewed and finalized. 

Should you or any members of your project team have any questions regarding the material above, 
please contact me at chunmei.liu@ontario.ca.   
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Yours truly, 

Chunmei Liu 
Regional Environmental Assessment Coordinator – Central Region 

cc    Katy Potter, Supervisor, Environmental Assessment Services, MECP 
Jimena Caicedo, Manager, Toronto District Office, MECP 

Attach: Areas of Interest 
A Proponent’s Introduction to the Delegation of Procedural Aspects of Consultation with 
Aboriginal Communities 

AREAS OF INTEREST (v. February 2021) 

It is suggested that you check off each section after you have considered / addressed it. 

� Planning and Policy 

• Projects located in MECP Central Region are subject to A Place to Grow: Growth Plan for the
Greater Golden Horseshoe (2020). Parts of the study area may also be subject to the Oak
Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan (2017), Niagara Escarpment Plan (2017), Greenbelt Plan
(2017) or Lake Simcoe Protection Plan (2014). Applicable plans and the applicable policies
should be identified in the report, and the proponent should describe how the proposed project
adheres to the relevant policies in these plans.

• Additionally, if the project is located within the boundaries of the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan, we
also strongly recommend that the project team review the information and resources available on
the province's website related to protecting Lake Simcoe found
here: https://www.ontario.ca/page/protecting-lake-simcoe, including the Lake Simcoe phosphorus
reduction strategy.

• The Provincial Policy Statement (2020) contains policies that protect Ontario’s natural heritage
and water resources. Applicable policies should be referenced in the report, and the proponent
should describe how the proposed project is consistent with these policies.

• In addition to the provincial planning and policy level, the report should also discuss the planning
context at the municipal and federal levels, as appropriate.

� Source Water Protection 

The Clean Water Act, 2006 (CWA) aims to protect existing and future sources of drinking water.  To 
achieve this, several types of vulnerable areas have been delineated around surface water intakes 
and wellheads for every municipal residential drinking water system that is located in a source 
protection area. These vulnerable areas are known as a Wellhead Protection Areas (WHPAs) and 
surface water Intake Protection Zones (IPZs). Other vulnerable areas that have been delineated 
under the CWA include Highly Vulnerable Aquifers (HVAs), Significant Groundwater Recharge Areas 
(SGRAs), Event-based modelling areas (EBAs), and Issues Contributing Areas (ICAs).  Source 

ATTACHMENT 4 OF 17

https://www.ontario.ca/document/place-grow-growth-plan-greater-golden-horseshoe
https://www.ontario.ca/document/place-grow-growth-plan-greater-golden-horseshoe
https://www.ontario.ca/page/oak-ridges-moraine-conservation-plan-2017
https://www.ontario.ca/page/oak-ridges-moraine-conservation-plan-2017
https://www.escarpment.org/LandPlanning/NEP
https://www.ontario.ca/document/greenbelt-plan-2017/
https://www.ontario.ca/page/lake-simcoe-protection-plan
https://www.ontario.ca/page/protecting-lake-simcoe
https://www.ontario.ca/page/provincial-policy-statement-2020


protection plans have been developed that include policies to address existing and future risks to 
sources of municipal drinking water within these vulnerable areas.   

Projects that are subject to the Environmental Assessment Act that fall under a Class EA, or one of 
the Regulations, have the potential to impact sources of drinking water if they occur in designated 
vulnerable areas or in the vicinity of other at-risk drinking water systems (i.e. systems that are not 
municipal residential systems). MEA Class EA projects may include activities that, if located in a 
vulnerable area, could be a threat to sources of drinking water (i.e. have the potential to adversely 
affect the quality or quantity of drinking water sources) and the activity could therefore be subject to 
policies in a source protection plan.  Where an activity poses a risk to drinking water, policies in the 
local source protection plan may impact how or where that activity is undertaken. Policies may 
prohibit certain activities, or they may require risk management measures for these activities.  
Municipal Official Plans, planning decisions, Class EA projects (where the project includes an activity 
that is a threat to drinking water) and prescribed instruments must conform with policies that address 
significant risks to drinking water and must have regard for policies that address moderate or low 
risks. 

• In October 2015, the MEA Parent Class EA document was amended to include reference to the
Clean Water Act (Section A.2.10.6) and indicates that proponents undertaking a Municipal Class
EA project must identify early in their process whether a project is or could potentially be
occurring with a vulnerable area. Given this requirement, please include a section in the
report on source water protection.

o The proponent should identify the source protection area and should clearly document
how the proximity of the project to sources of drinking water (municipal or other) and any
delineated vulnerable areas was considered and assessed. Specifically, the report should
discuss whether or not the project is located in a vulnerable area and provide applicable
details about the area.

o If located in a vulnerable area, proponents should document whether any project activities
are prescribed drinking water threats and thus pose a risk to drinking water (this should be
consulted on with the appropriate Source Protection Authority). Where an activity poses a
risk to drinking water, the proponent must document and discuss in the report how the
project adheres to or has regard to applicable policies in the local source protection plan.
This section should then be used to inform and be reflected in other sections of the report,
such as the identification of net positive/negative effects of alternatives, mitigation
measures, evaluation of alternatives etc.

• While most source protection plans focused on including policies for significant drinking water
threats in the WHPAs and IPZs it should be noted that even though source protection plan
policies may not apply in HVAs, these are areas where aquifers are sensitive and at risk to
impacts and within these areas, activities may impact the quality of sources of drinking water for
systems other than municipal residential systems.

• In order to determine if this project is occurring within a vulnerable area, proponents can use this
mapping tool: http://www.applications.ene.gov.on.ca/swp/en/index.php. Note that various layers
(including WHPAs, WHPA-Q1 and WHPA-Q2, IPZs, HVAs, SGRAs, EBAs, ICAs) can be turned
on through the “Map Legend” bar on the left. The mapping tool will also provide a link to the
appropriate source protection plan in order to identify what policies may be applicable in the
vulnerable area.

• For further information on the maps or source protection plan policies which may relate to their
project, proponents must contact the appropriate source protection authority. Please consult
with the local source protection authority to discuss potential impacts on drinking water.
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Please document the results of that consultation within the report and include all 
communication documents/correspondence. 

More Information  
For more information on the Clean Water Act, source protection areas and plans, including specific 
information on the vulnerable areas and drinking water threats, please refer to Conservation 
Ontario’s website where you will also find links to the local source protection plan/assessment report.  

A list of the prescribed drinking water threats can be found in section 1.1 of Ontario Regulation 
287/07 made under the Clean Water Act. In addition to prescribed drinking water threats, some 
source protection plans may include policies to address additional “local” threat activities, as 
approved by the MECP.  

� Climate Change 

The document "Considering Climate Change in the Environmental Assessment Process" (Guide) is 
now a part of the Environmental Assessment program's Guides and Codes of Practice. The Guide 
sets out the MECP's expectation for considering climate change in the preparation, execution and 
documentation of environmental assessment studies and processes. The guide provides examples, 
approaches, resources, and references to assist proponents with consideration of climate change in 
EA. Proponents should review this Guide in detail.  

• The MECP expects proponents of Class EA projects to:

1. Consider during the assessment of alternative solutions and alternative designs, the
following:

a. the project's expected production of greenhouse gas emissions and impacts on
carbon sinks (climate change mitigation); and

b. resilience or vulnerability of the undertaking to changing climatic conditions (climate
change adaptation).

2. Include a discrete section in the report detailing how climate change was considered in the
EA.

How climate change is considered can be qualitative or quantitative in nature and should be scaled 
to the project’s level of environmental effect. In all instances, both a project's impacts on climate 
change (mitigation) and impacts of climate change on a project (adaptation) should be considered.  

• The MECP has also prepared another guide to support provincial land use planning direction
related to the completion of energy and emission plans. The "Community Emissions Reduction
Planning: A Guide for Municipalities" document is designed to educate stakeholders on the
municipal opportunities to reduce energy and greenhouse gas emissions, and to provide
guidance on methods and techniques to incorporate consideration of energy and greenhouse gas
emissions into municipal activities of all types. We encourage you to review the Guide for
information.

� Air Quality, Dust and Noise 

• If there are sensitive receptors in the surrounding area of this project, a quantitative air
quality/odour impact assessment will be useful to evaluate alternatives, determine impacts and
identify appropriate mitigation measures. The scope of the assessment can be determined based
on the potential effects of the proposed alternatives, and typically includes source and receptor
characterization and a quantification of local air quality impacts on the sensitive receptors and the
environment in the study area. The assessment will compare to all applicable standards or
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guidelines for all contaminants of concern. Please contact this office for further consultation 
on the level of Air Quality Impact Assessment required for this project if not already 
advised. 

• If a quantitative Air Quality Impact Assessment is not required for the project, the MECP expects
that the report contain a qualitative assessment which includes:

o A discussion of local air quality including existing activities/sources that significantly
impact local air quality and how the project may impact existing conditions;

o A discussion of the nearby sensitive receptors and the project’s potential air quality
impacts on present and future sensitive receptors;

o A discussion of local air quality impacts that could arise from this project during both
construction and operation; and

o A discussion of potential mitigation measures.

• As a common practice, “air quality” should be used an evaluation criterion for all road projects.

• Dust and noise control measures should be addressed and included in the construction plans to
ensure that nearby residential and other sensitive land uses within the study area are not
adversely affected during construction activities.

• The MECP recommends that non-chloride dust-suppressants be applied. For a comprehensive
list of fugitive dust prevention and control measures that could be applied, refer to Cheminfo
Services Inc. Best Practices for the Reduction of Air Emissions from Construction and Demolition
Activities report prepared for Environment Canada. March 2005.

• The report should consider the potential impacts of increased noise levels during the operation of
the completed project. The proponent should explore all potential measures to mitigate significant
noise impacts during the assessment of alternatives.

� Ecosystem Protection and Restoration 

• Any impacts to ecosystem form and function must be avoided where possible. The report should
describe any proposed mitigation measures and how project planning will protect and enhance
the local ecosystem.

• Natural heritage and hydrologic features should be identified and described in detail to assess
potential impacts and to develop appropriate mitigation measures. The following sensitive
environmental features may be located within or adjacent to the study area:
o Key Natural Heritage Features: Habitat of endangered species and threatened species, fish

habitat, wetlands, areas of natural and scientific interest (ANSIs), significant valleylands,
significant woodlands; significant wildlife habitat (including habitat of special concern
species); sand barrens, savannahs, and tallgrass prairies; and alvars.

o Key Hydrologic Features: Permanent streams, intermittent streams, inland lakes and their
littoral zones, seepage areas and springs, and wetlands.

o Other natural heritage features and areas such as: vegetation communities, rare species of
flora or fauna, Environmentally Sensitive Areas, Environmentally Sensitive Policy Areas,
federal and provincial parks and conservation reserves, Greenland systems etc.

We recommend consulting with the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF), Fisheries 
and Oceans Canada (DFO) and your local conservation authority to determine if special measures or 
additional studies will be necessary to preserve and protect these sensitive features. In addition, you 
may consider the provisions of the Rouge Park Management Plan if applicable. 
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� Species at Risk 

• The Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks has now assumed responsibility of
Ontario’s Species at Risk program. Information, standards, guidelines, reference materials and
technical resources to assist you are found at https://www.ontario.ca/page/species-risk.

• The Client’s Guide to Preliminary Screening for Species at Risk (Draft May 2019) has been
attached to the covering email for your reference and use. Please review this document for next
steps.

• For any questions related to subsequent permit requirements, please contact
SAROntario@ontario.ca.

� Surface Water 

• The report must include enough information to demonstrate that there will be no negative impacts
on the natural features or ecological functions of any watercourses within the study area.
Measures should be included in the planning and design process to ensure that any impacts to
watercourses from construction or operational activities (e.g. spills, erosion, pollution) are
mitigated as part of the proposed undertaking.

• Additional stormwater runoff from new pavement can impact receiving watercourses and flood
conditions. Quality and quantity control measures to treat stormwater runoff should be considered
for all new impervious areas and, where possible, existing surfaces. The ministry’s Stormwater
Management Planning and Design Manual (2003) should be referenced in the report and utilized
when designing stormwater control methods.  A Stormwater Management Plan should be
prepared as part of the Class EA process that includes:

• Strategies to address potential water quantity and erosion impacts related to stormwater
draining into streams or other sensitive environmental features, and to ensure that
adequate (enhanced) water quality is maintained

• Watershed information, drainage conditions, and other relevant background information
• Future drainage conditions, stormwater management options, information on erosion and

sediment control during construction, and other details of the proposed works
• Information on maintenance and monitoring commitments.

• Ontario Regulation 60/08 under the Ontario Water Resources Act (OWRA) applies to the Lake
Simcoe Basin, which encompasses Lake Simcoe and the lands from which surface water drains
into Lake Simcoe. If the proposed sewage treatment plant is listed in Table 1 of the regulation,
the report should describe how the proposed project and its mitigation measures are consistent
with the requirements of this regulation and the OWRA.

• Any potential approval requirements for surface water taking or discharge should be identified in
the report. A Permit to Take Water (PTTW) under the OWRA will be required for any water
takings that exceed 50,000 L/day, except for certain water taking activities that have been
prescribed by the Water Taking EASR Regulation – O. Reg. 63/16. These prescribed water-
taking activities require registration in the EASR instead of a PTTW. Please review the Water
Taking User Guide for EASR for more information. Additionally, an Environmental Compliance
Approval under the OWRA is required for municipal stormwater management works.
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� Groundwater 

• The status of, and potential impacts to any well water supplies should be addressed.  If the
project involves groundwater takings or changes to drainage patterns, the quantity and quality of
groundwater may be affected due to drawdown effects or the redirection of existing contamination
flows.  In addition, project activities may infringe on existing wells such that they must be
reconstructed or sealed and abandoned. Appropriate information to define existing groundwater
conditions should be included in the report.

• If the potential construction or decommissioning of water wells is identified as an issue, the report
should refer to Ontario Regulation 903, Wells, under the OWRA.

• Potential impacts to groundwater-dependent natural features should be addressed.  Any changes
to groundwater flow or quality from groundwater taking may interfere with the ecological
processes of streams, wetlands or other surficial features.  In addition, discharging contaminated
or high volumes of groundwater to these features may have direct impacts on their function.  Any
potential effects should be identified, and appropriate mitigation measures should be
recommended.  The level of detail required will be dependent on the significance of the potential
impacts.

• Any potential approval requirements for groundwater taking or discharge should be identified in
the report. A Permit to Take Water (PTTW) under the OWRA will be required for any water
takings that exceed 50,000 L/day, with the exception of certain water taking activities that have
been prescribed by the Water Taking EASR Regulation – O. Reg. 63/16. These prescribed water-
taking activities require registration in the EASR instead of a PTTW. Please review the Water
Taking User Guide for EASR for more information.

• Consultation with the railroad authorities is necessary wherever there is a plan to use
construction dewatering in the vicinity of railroad lines or where the zone of influence of the
construction dewatering potentially intercepts railroad lines.

� Excess Materials Management 

• In December 2019, MECP released a new regulation under the Environmental Protection Act,
titled “On-Site and Excess Soil Management” (O. Reg. 406/19) to support improved management
of excess construction soil. This regulation is a key step to support proper management of excess
soils, ensuring valuable resources don’t go to waste and to provide clear rules on managing and
reusing excess soil. New risk-based standards referenced by this regulation help to facilitate local
beneficial reuse which in turn will reduce greenhouse gas emissions from soil transportation,
while ensuring strong protection of human health and the environment. The new regulation is
being phased in over time, with the first phase in effect on January 1, 2021. For more information,
please visit https://www.ontario.ca/page/handling-excess-soil.

• The report should reference that activities involving the management of excess soil should be
completed in accordance with O. Reg. 406/19 and the MECP’s current guidance document titled
“Management of Excess Soil – A Guide for Best Management Practices” (2014).

• All waste generated during construction must be disposed of in accordance with ministry
requirements
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� Contaminated Sites 

• Any current or historical waste disposal sites should be identified in the report. The status of
these sites should be determined to confirm whether approval pursuant to Section 46 of the EPA
may be required for land uses on former disposal sites. We recommend referring to the MECP’s
D-4 guideline for land use considerations near landfills and dumps.
o Resources available may include regional/local municipal official plans and data; provincial

data on large landfill sites and small landfill sites; Environmental Compliance Approval
information for waste disposal sites on Access Environment.

• Other known contaminated sites (local, provincial, federal) in the study area should also be
identified in the report (Note – information on federal contaminated sites is found on the
Government of Canada’s website).

• The location of any underground storage tanks should be investigated in the report. Measures
should be identified to ensure the integrity of these tanks and to ensure an appropriate response
in the event of a spill. The ministry’s Spills Action Centre must be contacted in such an event.

• Since the removal or movement of soils may be required, appropriate tests to determine
contaminant levels from previous land uses or dumping should be undertaken. If the soils are
contaminated, you must determine how and where they are to be disposed of, consistent with
Part XV.1 of the Environmental Protection Act (EPA) and Ontario Regulation 153/04, Records of
Site Condition, which details the new requirements related to site assessment and clean up.
Please contact the appropriate MECP District Office for further consultation if contaminated sites
are present.

� Servicing, Utilities and Facilities 

• The report should identify any above or underground utilities in the study area such as
transmission lines, telephone/internet, oil/gas etc. The owners should be consulted to discuss
impacts to this infrastructure, including potential spills.

• The report should identify any servicing infrastructure in the study area such as wastewater,
water, stormwater that may potentially be impacted by the project.

• Any facility that releases emissions to the atmosphere, discharges contaminants to ground or
surface water, provides potable water supplies, or stores, transports or disposes of waste must
have an Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) before it can operate lawfully.  Please
consult with MECP’s Environmental Permissions Branch to determine whether a new or
amended ECA will be required for any proposed infrastructure.

• We recommend referring to the ministry’s environmental land use planning guides to ensure that
any potential land use conflicts are considered when planning for any infrastructure or facilities
related to wastewater, pipelines, landfills or industrial uses.

� Mitigation and Monitoring 

• Contractors must be made aware of all environmental considerations so that all environmental
standards and commitments for both construction and operation are met.  Mitigation measures
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should be clearly referenced in the report and regularly monitored during the construction stage 
of the project.  In addition, we encourage proponents to conduct post-construction monitoring to 
ensure all mitigation measures have been effective and are functioning properly.   

• Design and construction reports and plans should be based on a best management approach
that centres on the prevention of impacts, protection of the existing environment, and
opportunities for rehabilitation and enhancement of any impacted areas.

• The proponent’s construction and post-construction monitoring plans must be documented in the
report, as outlined in Section A.2.5 and A.4.1 of the MEA Class EA parent document.

� Consultation 

• The report must demonstrate how the consultation provisions of the Class EA have been fulfilled,
including documentation of all stakeholder consultation efforts undertaken during the planning
process. This includes a discussion in the report that identifies concerns that were raised and
describes how they have been addressed by the proponent throughout the planning process.
The report should also include copies of comments submitted on the project by interested
stakeholders, and the proponent’s responses to these comments (as directed by the Class EA to
include full documentation).

• Please include the full stakeholder distribution/consultation list in the documentation.

� Class EA Process 

• If this project is a Master Plan: there are several different approaches that can be used to conduct
a Master Plan, examples of which are outlined in Appendix 4 of the Class EA. The Master Plan
should clearly indicate the selected approach for conducting the plan, by identifying
whether the levels of assessment, consultation and documentation are sufficient to fulfill the
requirements for Schedule B or C projects. Please note that any Schedule B or C projects
identified in the plan would be subject to Part II Order Requests under the Environmental
Assessment Act, although the plan itself would not be. Please include a description of the
approach being undertaken (use Appendix 4 as a reference).

• If this project is a Master Plan: Any identified projects should also include information on the
MCEA schedule associated with the project.

• The report should provide clear and complete documentation of the planning process in order to
allow for transparency in decision-making.

• The Class EA requires the consideration of the effects of each alternative on all aspects of the
environment (including planning, natural, social, cultural, economic, technical). The report should
include a level of detail (e.g. hydrogeological investigations, terrestrial and aquatic assessments,
cultural heritage assessments) such that all potential impacts can be identified, and appropriate
mitigation measures can be developed. Any supporting studies conducted during the Class EA
process should be referenced and included as part of the report.

• Please include in the report a list of all subsequent permits or approvals that may be required for
the implementation of the preferred alternative, including but not limited to, MECP’s PTTW, EASR
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Registrations and ECAs, conservation authority permits, species at risk permits, MTO permits 
and approvals under the Impact Assessment Act, 2019.  

• Ministry guidelines and other information related to the issues above are available at
http://www.ontario.ca/environment-and-energy/environment-and-energy. We encourage you to
review all the available guides and to reference any relevant information in the report.

Amendments to the EAA through the Covid-19 Economic Recovery Act, 2020 

Once the EA Report is finalized, the proponent must issue a Notice of Completion providing a 
minimum 30-day period during which documentation may be reviewed and comment and input can 
be submitted to the proponent.  The Notice of Completion must be sent to the appropriate MECP 
Regional Office email address (for projects in MECP Central Region, the email is 
eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca). 

The public has the ability to request a higher level of assessment on a project if they are concerned 
about potential adverse impacts to constitutionally protected Aboriginal and treaty rights. In addition, 
the Minister may issue an order on his or her own initiative within a specified time period. The 
Director (of the Environmental Assessment Branch) will issue a Notice of Proposed Order to the 
proponent if the Minister is considering an order for the project within 30 days after the conclusion of 
the comment period on the Notice of Completion. At this time, the Director may request additional 
information from the proponent. Once the requested information has been received, the Minister will 
have 30 days within which to make a decision or impose conditions on your project. 

Therefore, the proponent cannot proceed with the project until at least 30 days after the end of the 
comment period provided for in the Notice of Completion. Further, the proponent may not proceed 
after this time if: 

• a Part II Order request has been submitted to the ministry regarding potential adverse
impacts to constitutionally protected Aboriginal and treaty rights, or

• the Director has issued a Notice of Proposed order regarding the project.

Please ensure that the Notice of Completion advises that outstanding concerns are to be directed to 
the proponent for a response, and that in the event there are outstanding concerns regarding 
potential adverse impacts to constitutionally protected Aboriginal and treaty rights, Part II Order 
requests on those matters should be addressed in writing to: 

Minister Jeff Yurek 
Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks 
777 Bay Street, 5th Floor 
Toronto ON M7A 2J3 
minister.mecp@ontario.ca 

and 

Director, Environmental Assessment Branch  
Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks 
135 St. Clair Ave. W, 1st Floor 
Toronto ON, M4V 1P5 
EABDirector@ontario.ca 
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A PROPONENT’S INTRODUCTION TO THE DELEGATION OF PROCEDURAL ASPECTS OF 
CONSULTATION WITH ABORIGINAL COMMUNITIES 

I. PURPOSE

The Crown has a legal duty to consult Aboriginal communities when it has knowledge of an existing 
or asserted Aboriginal or treaty right and contemplates conduct that may adversely impact that right. 
In outlining a framework for the duty to consult, the Supreme Court of Canada has stated that the 
Crown may delegate procedural aspects of consultation to third parties.  This document provides 
general information about the Ontario Crown’s approach to delegation of the procedural aspects of 
consultation to proponents.   

This document is not intended to instruct a proponent about an individual project, and it does not 
constitute legal advice.   

II. WHY IS IT NECESSARY TO CONSULT WITH ABORIGINAL COMMUNITIES?

The objective of the modern law of Aboriginal and treaty rights is the reconciliation of Aboriginal 
peoples and non-Aboriginal peoples and their respective rights, claims and interests. Consultation is 
an important component of the reconciliation process.  

The Crown has a legal duty to consult Aboriginal communities when it has knowledge of an existing 
or asserted Aboriginal or treaty right and contemplates conduct that might adversely impact that right.  
For example, the Crown’s duty to consult is triggered when it considers issuing a permit, 
authorization or approval for a project which has the potential to adversely impact an Aboriginal right, 
such as the right to hunt, fish, or trap in a particular area.  
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The scope of consultation required in particular circumstances ranges across a spectrum depending 
on both the nature of the asserted or established right and the seriousness of the potential adverse 
impacts on that right.  

Depending on the particular circumstances, the Crown may also need to take steps to accommodate 
the potentially impacted Aboriginal or treaty right. For example, the Crown may be required to avoid 
or minimize the potential adverse impacts of the project.   

III. THE CROWN’S ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITIES IN THE DELEGATED CONSULTATION
PROCESS

The Crown has the responsibility for ensuring that the duty to consult, and accommodate where 
appropriate, is met. However, the Crown may delegate the procedural aspects of consultation to a 
proponent.   

There are different ways in which the Crown may delegate the procedural aspects of consultation to 
a proponent, including through a letter, a memorandum of understanding, legislation, regulation, 
policy and codes of practice.  

If the Crown decides to delegate procedural aspects of consultation, the Crown will generally: 

• Ensure that the delegation of procedural aspects of consultation and the responsibilities of the
proponent are clearly communicated to the proponent;

• Identify which Aboriginal communities must be consulted;
• Provide contact information for the Aboriginal communities;
• Revise, as necessary, the list of Aboriginal communities to be consulted as new information

becomes available and is assessed by the Crown;
• Assess the scope of consultation owed to the Aboriginal communities;
• Maintain appropriate oversight of the actions taken by the proponent in fulfilling the

procedural aspects of consultation;
• Assess the adequacy of consultation that is undertaken and any accommodation that may be

required;
• Provide a contact within any responsible ministry in case issues arise that require direction

from the Crown; and
• Participate in the consultation process as necessary and as determined by the Crown.

IV. THE PROPONENT’S ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITIES IN THE DELEGATED CONSULTATION
PROCESS

Where aspects of the consultation process have been delegated to a proponent, the Crown, in 
meeting its duty to consult, will rely on the proponent’s consultation activities and documentation of 
those activities. The consultation process informs the Crown’s decision of whether or not to approve 
a proposed project or activity.  

A proponent’s role and responsibilities will vary depending on a variety of factors including the extent 
of consultation required in the circumstance and the procedural aspects of consultation the Crown 
has delegated to it.  Proponents are often in a better position than the Crown to discuss a project and 
its potential impacts with Aboriginal communities and to determine ways to avoid or minimize the 
adverse impacts of a project.  

A proponent can raise issues or questions with the Crown at any time during the consultation 
process.  If issues or concerns arise during the consultation that cannot be addressed by the 
proponent, the proponent should contact the Crown.    
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a) What might a proponent be required to do in carrying out the procedural aspects of
consultation?

Where the Crown delegates procedural aspects of consultation, it is often the proponent’s 
responsibility to provide notice of the proposed project to the identified Aboriginal communities.  The 
notice should indicate that the Crown has delegated the procedural aspects of consultation to the 
proponent and should include the following information:  

• a description of the proposed project or activity;
• mapping;
• proposed timelines;
• details regarding anticipated environmental and other impacts;
• details regarding opportunities to comment; and
• any changes to the proposed project that have been made for seasonal conditions or other

factors, where relevant.

Proponents should provide enough information and time to allow Aboriginal communities to provide 
meaningful feedback regarding the potential impacts of the project.  Depending on the nature of 
consultation required for a project, a proponent also may be required to:  

• provide the Crown with copies of any consultation plans prepared and an opportunity to
review and comment;

• ensure that any necessary follow-up discussions with Aboriginal communities take place in a
timely manner, including to confirm receipt of information, share and update information and
to address questions or concerns that may arise;

• as appropriate, discuss with Aboriginal communities potential mitigation measures and/or
changes to the project in response to concerns raised by Aboriginal communities;

• use language that is accessible and not overly technical, and translate material into Aboriginal
languages where requested or appropriate;

• bear the reasonable costs associated with the consultation process such as, but not limited
to, meeting hall rental, meal costs, document translation(s), or to address technical & capacity
issues;

• provide the Crown with all the details about potential impacts on established or asserted
Aboriginal or treaty rights, how these concerns have been considered and addressed by the
proponent and the Aboriginal communities and any steps taken to mitigate the potential
impacts;

• provide the Crown with complete and accurate documentation from these meetings and
communications; and

• notify the Crown immediately if an Aboriginal community not identified by the Crown
approaches the proponent seeking consultation opportunities.

b) What documentation and reporting does the Crown need from the proponent?

Proponents should keep records of all communications with the Aboriginal communities involved in 
the consultation process and any information provided to these Aboriginal communities.  

As the Crown is required to assess the adequacy of consultation, it needs documentation to satisfy 
itself that the proponent has fulfilled the procedural aspects of consultation delegated to it. The 
documentation required would typically include:  
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• the date of meetings, the agendas, any materials distributed, those in attendance and copies
of any minutes prepared;

• the description of the proposed project that was shared at the meeting;
• any and all concerns or other feedback provided by the communities;
• any information that was shared by a community in relation to its asserted or established

Aboriginal or treaty rights and any potential adverse impacts of the proposed activity,
approval or disposition on such rights;

• any proposed project changes or mitigation measures that were discussed, and feedback
from Aboriginal communities about the proposed changes and measures;

• any commitments made by the proponent in response to any concerns raised, and feedback
from Aboriginal communities on those commitments;

• copies of correspondence to or from Aboriginal communities, and any materials distributed
electronically or by mail;

• information regarding any financial assistance provided by the proponent to enable
participation by Aboriginal communities in the consultation;

• periodic consultation progress reports or copies of meeting notes if requested by the Crown;
• a summary of how the delegated aspects of consultation were carried out and the results; and
• a summary of issues raised by the Aboriginal communities, how the issues were addressed

and any outstanding issues.

In certain circumstances, the Crown may share and discuss the proponent’s consultation record with 
an Aboriginal community to ensure that it is an accurate reflection of the consultation process.  

c) Will the Crown require a proponent to provide information about its commercial
arrangements with Aboriginal communities?

The Crown may require a proponent to share information about aspects of commercial arrangements 
between the proponent and Aboriginal communities where the arrangements:  

• include elements that are directed at mitigating or otherwise addressing impacts of the
project;

• include securing an Aboriginal community’s support for the project; or
• may potentially affect the obligations of the Crown to the Aboriginal communities.

The proponent should make every reasonable effort to exempt the Crown from confidentiality 
provisions in commercial arrangements with Aboriginal communities to the extent necessary to allow 
this information to be shared with the Crown.  

The Crown cannot guarantee that information shared with the Crown will remain confidential. 
Confidential commercial information should not be provided to the Crown as part of the consultation 
record if it is not relevant to the duty to consult or otherwise required to be submitted to the Crown as 
part of the regulatory process.  

V. WHAT ARE THE ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF ABORIGINAL COMMUNITIES’ IN THE
CONSULTATION PROCESS?

Like the Crown, Aboriginal communities are expected to engage in consultation in good faith. This 
includes: 

• responding to the consultation notice;
• engaging in the proposed consultation process;
• providing relevant documentation;
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• clearly articulating the potential impacts of the proposed project on Aboriginal or treaty rights;
and

• discussing ways to mitigates any adverse impacts.

Some Aboriginal communities have developed tools, such as consultation protocols, policies or 
processes that provide guidance on how they would prefer to be consulted.  Although not legally 
binding, proponents are encouraged to respect these community processes where it is reasonable to 
do so. Please note that there is no obligation for a proponent to pay a fee to an Aboriginal community 
in order to enter into a consultation process.  

To ensure that the Crown is aware of existing community consultation protocols, proponents should 
contact the relevant Crown ministry when presented with a consultation protocol by an Aboriginal 
community or anyone purporting to be a representative of an Aboriginal community.  

VI. WHAT IF MORE THAN ONE PROVINCIAL CROWN MINISTRY IS INVOLVED IN APPROVING
A PROPONENT’S PROJECT?

Depending on the project and the required permits or approvals, one or more ministries may 
delegate procedural aspects of the Crown’s duty to consult to the proponent. The proponent may 
contact individual ministries for guidance related to the delegation of procedural aspects of 
consultation for ministry-specific permits/approvals required for the project in question. Proponents 
are encouraged to seek input from all involved Crown ministries sooner rather than later. 

ATTACHMENT 17 OF 17



From: Liu, Chunmei (MECP)
To: Melody Brown; RockCliffeEA
Cc: Potter, Katy (MECP); Nick Lorrain; Brandon Fox; Rhianydd Phillips
Subject: Re: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Study
Date: May 19, 2022 2:31:15 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

Thank you for your summary of our conversation Melody! If you have further questions about
the Class EAs, please feel free to contact us for discussion

Best regards,
Chunmei

Get Outlook for iOS

From: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>
Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2022 2:12:49 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; Liu, Chunmei (MECP) <Chunmei.Liu@ontario.ca>
Cc: Potter, Katy (MECP) <Katy.Potter@ontario.ca>; Nick Lorrain <Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>; Brandon
Fox <bfox@dillon.ca>; Rhianydd Phillips <Rhianydd.Phillips@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Study

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender.

Hello Chunmei,

Thank you for your time yesterday to discuss the submission of the Rockcliffe Riverine MCEA
environmental study report (ESR) and for your cooperation to exclude the draft ESR review. Here is a
summary of key points from our discussion:

Submission of the draft ESR prior to filing is no longer required for this project. MECP needs to
receive the 100% complete report for their review including all appendices. The ESR can be
submitted to MECP at the same time as filing for public review.
Electronic submission (PDF files) to MECP is sufficient. Either provide MECP with a link to
download the documents or they can download them from a public website if all required
documents are available that way.

Appendices must include all document from studies that affected/helped make
decisions throughout the EA process. If it is just background information for reference
but doesn’t fundamentally change the decision making process then don’t necessarily
need to provide them as part of the ESR appendices.
The ESR does not need to include content regarding all Areas of Interest listed in the
March 26, 2021 letter from MECP, just the ones that apply to the project.

Re. timeline before proponent can proceed with implementation: the study team will receive
a response letter from MECP once MECP has completed their review. Typically MECP can
complete their review within the 60 day window (minimum 30 days public review + minimum
30 days after public review to receive notice of any Part II orders from the Minister). If more
time is needed for review Chunmei will email us, typically just an extra week may be needed.
If MECP has comments following their review of the filed ESR then either:

MECP - MAY 19, 2022 

MECP - MAY 19, 2022 REPLY
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Proponent to provide MECP with a letter addressing the comments and append this
response letter to the final ESR. Refiling of the ESR for public review is not needed.
If the comments require significant changes to the ESR or the work completed then the
proponent will need to refile the ESR.

There is not a prescriptive guideline/process document of what EAs will require review of the
draft ESR prior to filing. In general it can be anticipated for MCEA Schedule C projects, and
possibly some Schedule B projects, but not always. It depends on the potential project
impacts and specific concerns.

Thank you again for your time and the helpful information.

Melody Brown, P.Eng.
Project Manager, Flood Risk Management
Engineering Services | Development and Engineering Services

T: (416) 661-6600 ext. 5320
E: melody.brown@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2022 11:51 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; chunmei.liu@ontario.ca
Cc: Potter, Katy (MECP) <Katy.Potter@ontario.ca>; Caicedo, Jimena (MECP)
<Jimena.Caicedo@ontario.ca>; EA Notices to CRegion (MECP) <eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca>;
Nick Lorrain <Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>; Brandon Fox <bfox@dillon.ca>; Melody Brown
<Melody.Brown@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement

Good morning Chunmei,

We are kindly requesting a phone call with you to plan for the MECP’s review of the draft ESR. What
is the best number to reach you on?

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Project Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
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From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: April 28, 2022 8:53 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; chunmei.liu@ontario.ca
Cc: Potter, Katy (MECP) <Katy.Potter@ontario.ca>; Caicedo, Jimena (MECP)
<Jimena.Caicedo@ontario.ca>; EA Notices to CRegion (MECP) <eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca>;
Nick Lorrain <Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>; Brandon Fox <bfox@dillon.ca>
Subject: RE: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement

Good morning Chunmei,

We are kindly requesting a phone call with you to plan for the MECP’s review of the draft ESR.

Thank you,

Melody Brown, P.Eng.
Senior Project Manager, Flood Risk Management
Engineering Services | Development and Engineering Services

T: (416) 661-6600 ext. 5320
E: melody.brown@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: April 1, 2022 5:00 PM
To: chunmei.liu@ontario.ca
Cc: Potter, Katy (MECP) <Katy.Potter@ontario.ca>; Caicedo, Jimena (MECP)
<Jimena.Caicedo@ontario.ca>; EA Notices to CRegion (MECP) <eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca>;
RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Nick Lorrain
<Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>; Brandon Fox <bfox@dillon.ca>
Subject: RE: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement

Good afternoon Chunmei Liu,

The Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Class EA project team is starting to prepare the
Environmental Study Report.
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In the attached letter dated March 26, 2021 you requested submission of the draft ESR for a 30 day
review period by the Ministry in advance of filing the report. We are happy to provide a draft to the
Ministry for review and would like to please have a phone call with you to further discuss this
request and develop a submission plan within our project scheduling constraints.  For example,
perhaps there are certain sections of the ESR that are of greatest interest to the Ministry that can be
submitted in advance?

Kindly please advise of your availability for a phone call to discuss this further.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Project Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: EA Notices to CRegion (MECP) <eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca> 
Sent: November 2, 2021 3:05 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Potter, Katy (MECP) <Katy.Potter@ontario.ca>; Caicedo, Jimena (MECP)
<Jimena.Caicedo@ontario.ca>; Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Wai Ming Lo
<waiming.lo@toronto.ca>
Subject: RE: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement

Yes, here is the supporting document for reference.

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: October-29-21 3:51 PM
To: EA Notices to CRegion (MECP) <eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca>
Cc: Potter, Katy (MECP) <Katy.Potter@ontario.ca>; Caicedo, Jimena (MECP)
<Jimena.Caicedo@ontario.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; Casey Morris
<Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Wai Ming Lo <waiming.lo@toronto.ca>
Subject: RE: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Commencement

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender.

Hi Chunmei,

MECP APR 1, 2022 REPLY 
2 OF 2

mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Ftrca.ca%2Frockcliffe&data=05%7C01%7Cchunmei.liu%40ontario.ca%7C2062486601d04cefb29d08da39c32fe2%7Ccddc1229ac2a4b97b78a0e5cacb5865c%7C0%7C0%7C637885807740494863%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=mPjKECzfRyw3FoAnLX8pj3QkYf0qg937n5A4VdzS0AE%3D&reserved=0
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ftrca.ca%2F&data=05%7C01%7Cchunmei.liu%40ontario.ca%7C2062486601d04cefb29d08da39c32fe2%7Ccddc1229ac2a4b97b78a0e5cacb5865c%7C0%7C0%7C637885807740494863%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Ih48jfH7GSE0AmNb7PNmogTCg4j9SN2WQ3EIf8BYVjw%3D&reserved=0
mailto:eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:Katy.Potter@ontario.ca
mailto:Jimena.Caicedo@ontario.ca
mailto:Casey.Morris@toronto.ca
mailto:waiming.lo@toronto.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca
mailto:Katy.Potter@ontario.ca
mailto:Jimena.Caicedo@ontario.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:Casey.Morris@toronto.ca
mailto:waiming.lo@toronto.ca


From: Andersen, Jeff (MECP)
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: MCEA - Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Study – SAR Preliminary Screening
Date: June 9, 2022 3:30:28 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Rockcliffe Study Team;

Files received I good order.  Review pending.

Regards;

JJA

JEFF J. ANDERSEN

MANAGEMENT BIOLOGIST
PERMISSIONS SECTION, SPECIES AT RISK BRANCH
LAND AND WATER DIVISION
ONTARIO MINISTRY OF THE ENVIRONMENT, CONSERVATION AND PARKS

50 Bloomington Road, Aurora ON L4G 0L8 | jeff.andersen@ontario.ca | 289-221-1705

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: June 7, 2022 12:02 PM
To: Species at Risk (MECP) <SAROntario@ontario.ca>
Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; EA Notices to CRegion (MECP)
<eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca>; Liu, Chunmei (MECP) <Chunmei.Liu@ontario.ca>; Potter, Katy
(MECP) <Katy.Potter@ontario.ca>; Caicedo, Jimena (MECP) <Jimena.Caicedo@ontario.ca>; Melody
Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Karen Hofbauer <khofbauer@matrix-solutions.com>; Kelly Molnar
<kmolnar@matrix-solutions.com>; pdecarvalho@matrix-solutions.com; Sam Neale
<sneale@morrisonhershfield.com>; Serge Ristic <SRistic@morrisonhershfield.com>
Subject: MCEA - Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Study – SAR Preliminary Screening

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender.

Good afternoon,

Please be advised that, in conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority (TRCA) is undertaking a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA) to determine a
preferred riverine flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area, in the City of Toronto. For
more information about the project please refer to the project webpage: trca.ca/rockcliffe

In accordance with the Preliminary Screening stage outlined in the MECP’s Client’s Guide to

MECP - JUN 9, 2022
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Preliminary Screening for Species at Risk (Draft May 2019) please accept this Species At Risk
Information Request. At this time the preferred design concept has been identified and potential
impacts and mitigating measures are being refined.

We are requesting any pertinent data for the Scoped Study Area relating to SAR that have not yet
been considered, as well as any advice or feedback related to the proposed strategy or additional
field surveys that may be required during later design phases to address potential SAR species.
Additionally, we request any indication on permitting timelines assuming impacts to SAR are
anticipated. This would be beneficial to reduce potential for construction delays.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact the study team at 226.332.4392 or via email
to rockcliffeea@trca.ca.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: Andersen, Jeff (MECP); RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: MCEA - Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Study – SAR Preliminary Screening
Date: June 13, 2022 3:25:53 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Thank you for the confirmation Jeff.

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: Andersen, Jeff (MECP) <Jeff.Andersen@ontario.ca> 
Sent: June 9, 2022 3:30 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: MCEA - Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Study – SAR Preliminary Screening

Rockcliffe Study Team;

Files received I good order.  Review pending.

Regards;

JJA

JEFF J. ANDERSEN

MANAGEMENT BIOLOGIST
PERMISSIONS SECTION, SPECIES AT RISK BRANCH
LAND AND WATER DIVISION
ONTARIO MINISTRY OF THE ENVIRONMENT, CONSERVATION AND PARKS

50 Bloomington Road, Aurora ON L4G 0L8 | jeff.andersen@ontario.ca | 289-221-1705

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: June 7, 2022 12:02 PM
To: Species at Risk (MECP) <SAROntario@ontario.ca>
Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; EA Notices to CRegion (MECP)
<eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca>; Liu, Chunmei (MECP) <Chunmei.Liu@ontario.ca>; Potter, Katy
(MECP) <Katy.Potter@ontario.ca>; Caicedo, Jimena (MECP) <Jimena.Caicedo@ontario.ca>; Melody

MECP - JUN 13, 2022 
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From: Andersen, Jeff (MECP)
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: MCEA - Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Study – SAR Preliminary Screening
Date: June 28, 2022 9:18:50 AM
Attachments: image001.png

RockCliffeEA;

MECP staff have nothing further to add, however, depending on the numbers of treed species at risk
Bat habitat intended for removal, acoustic surveys may be required.

Regards;

JJA

JEFF J. ANDERSEN

MANAGEMENT BIOLOGIST
PERMISSIONS SECTION, SPECIES AT RISK BRANCH
LAND AND WATER DIVISION
ONTARIO MINISTRY OF THE ENVIRONMENT, CONSERVATION AND PARKS

50 Bloomington Road, Aurora ON L4G 0L8 | jeff.andersen@ontario.ca | 289-221-1705

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: June 7, 2022 12:02 PM
To: Species at Risk (MECP) <SAROntario@ontario.ca>
Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; EA Notices to CRegion (MECP)
<eanotification.cregion@ontario.ca>; Liu, Chunmei (MECP) <Chunmei.Liu@ontario.ca>; Potter, Katy
(MECP) <Katy.Potter@ontario.ca>; Caicedo, Jimena (MECP) <Jimena.Caicedo@ontario.ca>; Melody
Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Karen Hofbauer <khofbauer@matrix-solutions.com>; Kelly Molnar
<kmolnar@matrix-solutions.com>; pdecarvalho@matrix-solutions.com; Sam Neale
<sneale@morrisonhershfield.com>; Serge Ristic <SRistic@morrisonhershfield.com>
Subject: MCEA - Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Study – SAR Preliminary Screening

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender.

Good afternoon,

Please be advised that, in conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority (TRCA) is undertaking a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA) to determine a
preferred riverine flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area, in the City of Toronto. For
more information about the project please refer to the project webpage: trca.ca/rockcliffe

MECP JUN 28 , 2022
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From: Capelle, Pauline (NDMNRF)
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: FW: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Public Information Centre
Date: April 5, 2022 3:23:49 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Notice of PIC2 FINAL.pdf

Hello,

I am writing to say that the Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural
Resources and Forestry (NDMNRF) has received the below notice with regard to the
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation, Municipal Class EA.

NDMNRF has an interest in continued involvement in this EA. Please add Pauline
Capelle as your NDMNRF contact on further communications and submissions.

Many thanks,
Pauline

Pauline Capelle (she/her), Regional Planner
Land Use Planning and Strategic Issues Section | Southern Region
Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry
Pauline.Capelle@Ontario.ca | 705-761-5633

As part of providing accessible customer service, please let me know if you have any accommodation needs or require
communication supports or alternate formats.

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2022 1:21 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Public Information Centre

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender.

Good Afternoon,

Please be advised that, in conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority (TRCA) has commenced a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a
preferred riverine flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area, in the City of Toronto.
This study will incorporate and expand on the previous flood mitigation studies completed in this
area which includes the Black Creek (Rockcliffe Area) Riverine Flood Management Class
Environmental Assessment (2014) and the recently completed Black Creek at Rockcliffe Special Policy
Area Flood Remediation and Transportation Feasibility Study (2020).

MNRF - APR 5, 2022
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The second of two Public Information Centre’s (PIC) for the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation

Municipal Class Environmental Assessment will be held virtually on March 1st, 2022.  A “Notice of
Public Information Centre” formally inviting interested persons to learn more about the project has
been attached to this email. Please refer to the project website at trca.ca/rockcliffe for further
details about how to register and participate in the virtual PIC.

Kindest Regards,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: Capelle, Pauline (NDMNRF)
Cc: RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Public Information Centre
Date: April 6, 2022 1:02:27 PM
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png

Hello Pauline,

Thank your for your interest in the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation EA Project.
You have been added to the project mailing list.

Does the NDMNRF have any questions or comments regarding the materials
provided at PIC#2? Is there any additional information you would like regarding the
project and proposed works?

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Project Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: Capelle, Pauline (NDMNRF) <Pauline.Capelle@ontario.ca> 
Sent: April 5, 2022 3:24 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: FW: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Public Information Centre

Hello,

I am writing to say that the Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural
Resources and Forestry (NDMNRF) has received the below notice with regard to the
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation, Municipal Class EA.

NDMNRF has an interest in continued involvement in this EA. Please add Pauline
Capelle as your NDMNRF contact on further communications and submissions.

Many thanks,
Pauline

MNRF - APR 6, 2022 REPLY
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From: Capelle, Pauline (NDMNRF)
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Public Information Centre
Date: April 11, 2022 4:48:09 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Hello,

Thanks for your response and confirming I have been added to the project mailing
list. I am circulating your PIC #2 materials to relevant staff and hope to have some
general comments to provide in the next couple of weeks. Thanks for your patience
and I will let you know if there is any additional information we require!

All the best,

Pauline Capelle (she/her)
Regional Planner
705-761-5633

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: April 6, 2022 1:02 PM
To: Capelle, Pauline (NDMNRF) <Pauline.Capelle@ontario.ca>
Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Public Information Centre

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender.

Hello Pauline,

Thank your for your interest in the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation EA Project.
You have been added to the project mailing list.

Does the NDMNRF have any questions or comments regarding the materials
provided at PIC#2? Is there any additional information you would like regarding the
project and proposed works?

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Project Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

MNRF - APR 11, 2022

MRNF

mailto:Pauline.Capelle@ontario.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Ftrca.ca%2Frockcliffe&data=04%7C01%7CPauline.Capelle%40ontario.ca%7C0997294e519442b14f5008da17ef3a67%7Ccddc1229ac2a4b97b78a0e5cacb5865c%7C0%7C0%7C637848613488801185%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=h3LrqzfLuJhFosf%2F2%2FrjTtt3isdalA4HGNCQY1LIKsE%3D&reserved=0


705-761-5633

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: May 9, 2022 1:29 PM
To: Capelle, Pauline (NDMNRF) <Pauline.Capelle@ontario.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Public Information Centre

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender.

Hello Pauline,

The EA Rockcliffe Study Team would like to follow up with you in regards to any questions
or comments NFMNRF may have regarding the materials provided at PIC#2? Is there any
additional information you would like regarding the project and proposed works?

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Project Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: Capelle, Pauline (NDMNRF) <Pauline.Capelle@ontario.ca> 
Sent: April 11, 2022 4:48 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Public Information Centre

Hello,

Thanks for your response and confirming I have been added to the project mailing
list. I am circulating your PIC #2 materials to relevant staff and hope to have some
general comments to provide in the next couple of weeks. Thanks for your patience
and I will let you know if there is any additional information we require!

All the best,

Pauline Capelle (she/her)
Regional Planner
705-761-5633
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: Capelle, Pauline (NDMNRF); RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Public Information Centre
Date: May 25, 2022 8:51:48 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

Hello Pauline,

Thank you to NDMNRFP for reviewing the current project materials and providing comments at this
time in the project.

Your comments will be sure to be captured in the Environmental Study Report. Notice will be sent to
you once the complete Environmental Study Report has been filed for review.

Thanks again,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Project Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: Capelle, Pauline (NDMNRF) <Pauline.Capelle@ontario.ca> 
Sent: May 24, 2022 10:49 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Public Information Centre

Hello,

Thank you for following up and for your patience. I have attached NDMNRF
comments based on the PIC#2 materials available to date as part of this EA. We
appreciate the opportunity to comment and feel free to follow up with me with any
questions.

All the best,

Pauline Capelle (she/her)
Regional Planner

MNRF - MAY 25, 2022 REPLY
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Ministry of Northern Development,
Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry

Land Use Planning and Strategic Issues
Section
Southern Region

Regional Operations Division
300 Water Street
Peterborough, ON K9J 3C7

Tel.:     705 761-4839
Fax.:    705 755-3233

Ministère du Développement du Nord,
des Mines, des Richesses naturelles et des Forêts

Section de l'aménagement du territoire et des
questions stratégiques
Région du Sud

Division des opérations régionales
300, rue Water
Peterborough (ON) K9J 3C7

Tél. :     705 761-4839
Téléc. : 705 755-3233

May 24, 2022

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Sent by email to: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca

Dear: Rockcliffe Study Team

SUBJECT: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project, Municipal Class EA

The Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry
(NDMNRF) has reviewed the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project materials
provided to date, as part of the TRCA and City of Toronto’s Municipal Class EA and
appreciates this opportunity to provide the following comments:

Natural Hazards

Special Policy Area 
NDMNRF understands that the study area encompasses lands within the Rockcliffe
Special Policy Area (SPA) boundary. Please note that should the project result in any
change or modification to the official plan policies, land use designations or boundaries
applying to SPA lands, prior approval by the Ministers of MMAH and NDMNRF will be
required before any change can be made, as per Provincial Policy Statement Section
3.1.4. NDMNRF recommends including information at the EA stage about expected
changes to the floodplain and potential modifications to the SPA, subject to provincial
approval.

Technical Guides 
The province sets out minimum standards to ensure that flood risks and costs to society
resulting from riverine flooding are reduced.  The province’s Technical Guide – River & 
Stream Systems: Flooding Hazard Limit (2002), as well as Technical Guide –
Understanding Natural Hazards (2001) were developed to support municipal
implementation of natural hazard policies in the PPS and is applied by NDMNRF when
considering flood hazards and proposed approaches to floodplain management.

MNRF - MAY 24, 2022 
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NDMNRF engineering staff have reviewed the EA information provided to date and
have no concerns at this time.

Natural Resources

Black Creek in this location is identified as having a warm water thermal regime. For
warm water systems, in-water work is permitted July 1 – March 31.

Should the works require:
- the relocation of fish outside of the work area, a Licence to Collect Fish for

Scientific purposes under the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act will be required.
- the relocation of wildlife outside the work area (including amphibians, reptiles,

and small mammals), a Wildlife Collector’s Authorization under the Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Act will also be required.

Closing Comments

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.  NDMNRF has an interest in
continued involvement in this EA.  Please add Pauline Capelle as your NDMNRF
contact on further communications and submissions.  Please do not hesitate to contact
me for further information or clarification of the comments provided.

Best Regards,

[Original Signed By] 

Pauline Capelle
Regional Planner, Land Use Planning and Strategic Issues Section
Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry
(705) 761-5633
pauline.capelle@ontario.ca
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Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 

Environmental Study Report  

 
 

Record of Consultation with Potentially Impacted Landowners 
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May 21, 2021 
 
Occupant of 240 Rockcliffe Court 
240 Rockcliffe Court 
York ON  M6N 0A9 
 
   
Re: Notice of Drilling Activities near 240 Rockcliffe Court and,  

Notice of Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Project  
 
Dear Occupant of 240 Rockcliffe Court, 
 
In conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) has commenced a 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment to determine a preferred riverine flood mitigation strategy for the 
Rockcliffe-Smythe area in the City of Toronto. This study will incorporate and expand on the previous flood 
mitigation studies completed in this area and is the necessary next step prior to the implementation of the Jane 
Street crossing improvements, funding for which was announced on October 30, 2020.  
 
Please be advised that a borehole drilling program has commenced in the Rockcliffe-Smythe neighbourhood in 
support of this project and that boreholes will be drilled in close vicinity to your property.  
 
Additionally, the study team would like the opportunity to talk to you about the project and the proposed 
construction activities. 
 
The project is an Environmental Assessment that will be looking at a variety of options to prevent flooding in the 
Rockcliffe-Smythe area. Specifically, we would like to talk with you about work proposed along Lavender Creek 
and the creek crossings off of Symes Road as those crossings are one of a number of areas we have identified 
as potentially requiring modification. 
 
Do you have any availability within the next few weeks to talk to the project team about this project? We are 
available to talk during normal business hours, or in the evening if that is easier.  
 
We have attached our Notice of Commencement for the Project in case you did not receive it.  
 
Borehole Drilling Notice 
 
Drilling will be undertaken May – July inclusive within the Rockcliffe-Smythe area. Residents and businesses can 
expect noise and temporary lane closures in some areas. Work will be completed on weekdays between the 
hours of 7am-7pm, in accordance with the noise by-law.  
 
A drill rig will be used to drill boreholes within the road allowance or lands surrounding Black Creek and Lavender 
Creek. Drilling will occur along Black Creek from Scarlett Rd to the confluence of Lavender Creek and Black 
Creek (west of where Alliance Ave crosses the channel). Drilling will also occur along Lavender Creek from where 
Symes Rd crosses the channel to the confluence of Lavender Creek with Black Creek.  
 
Partial lane closure of the north bridge that connects your property to Symes Road will be 
required. 
 
The drill rig will be setup on the north bridge and drilling will be undertaken in this area for approximately 3 days. 
This is expected to occur between the dates of May 28 – June 4, inclusive, but is subject to change due to 
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weather and other uncontrollable factors. Work will be completed on weekdays between the hours of 7am-7pm, in 
accordance with the noise by-law.  
 
During drilling activities access on the north bridge will be reduced to 3m in width and noise can be expected. 
 
If you provide us with your email or phone number we can inform you if the scheduling of the work 
changes. 
 
More information about the project can be found on the project website www.trca.ca/rockcliffe.  
 
Please let us know if you have any questions and we look forward to hearing from you about your availability to 
discuss the project.  
 
You can reach us at rockcliffeEA@trca.ca or leave a voice message at 416-661-6600 ext. 6471 and a team 
member will return your call promptly. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Melody Brown, P.Eng  Riad Rahman, SCPM, PMP, P.Eng 
Project Manager  Senior Project Manager 
Flood Risk Management     Transportation Services, Major Projects 
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority  City of Toronto 
 



From: Riad Rahman
To: Meg St John
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Project: Lavender Creek Crossings
Date: Tuesday, May 11, 2021 2:51:11 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Riad Rahman, SCPM, PMP, P.Eng. (he/him)
Senior Project Manager
Transportation Services, Major Projects
City of Toronto
City Hall, 22nd Floor East Tower
100 Queen Street West
Toronto, Ontario M5H 2N2

416-392-8340
Riad.Rahman@toronto.ca

 
 

From: Meg St John [mailto:Meg.StJohn@trca.ca] 
Sent: May 11, 2021 2:51 PM
To: Riad Rahman <Riad.Rahman@toronto.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Project: Lavender Creek Crossings
 
That’s great! And I saw your email. Thanks Riad.

 
 
Meg St John (she/her)
Senior Project Manager, Project Management Office
Professional Services | Restoration and Infrastructure

T: (416) 661-6600 ext. 5621
C: (437) 244-2562
E: meg.stjohn@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

 

From: Riad Rahman <Riad.Rahman@toronto.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2021 2:46 PM
To: Meg St John <Meg.StJohn@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Project: Lavender Creek Crossings
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Was successful in getting through. Left a message for the owner and will be e-mailing him now.
 
Riad Rahman, SCPM, PMP, P.Eng. (he/him)
Senior Project Manager
Transportation Services, Major Projects
City of Toronto
City Hall, 22nd Floor East Tower
100 Queen Street West
Toronto, Ontario M5H 2N2

416-392-8340
Riad.Rahman@toronto.ca

 
 

From: Meg St John [mailto:Meg.StJohn@trca.ca] 
Sent: May 11, 2021 2:37 PM
To: Riad Rahman <Riad.Rahman@toronto.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Project: Lavender Creek Crossings
 
Great, thanks. Just sent you the contact info .
 
Meg St John (she/her)
Senior Project Manager, Project Management Office
Professional Services | Restoration and Infrastructure

T: (416) 661-6600 ext. 5621
C: (437) 244-2562
E: meg.stjohn@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

 

From: Riad Rahman <Riad.Rahman@toronto.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2021 2:35 PM
To: Meg St John <Meg.StJohn@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Project: Lavender Creek Crossings
 
Hi Meg,
 
Can you confirm the number you tried. I am going to call now.
 
Riad Rahman, SCPM, PMP, P.Eng. (he/him)
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From: RockCliffeEA
To:
Subject: 240 Rockcliffe Court, Toronto - Information on Adjacent Project
Date: November 29, 2021 3:48:45 PM
Attachments: 20211129_Letter to Landowner_240 Rockcliffe Court_signed.pdf

Final NoC 2 Pages.pdf

Good Afternoon,

City of Toronto has provided these email addresses for the owners of 240 Rockcliffe Court, Toronto,
our apologies if this is not the correct contact information.

The Toronto and Region Conservation Authority is undertaking a Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment in the Rockcliffe- Smythe neighbourhood of Toronto. We are attempting to contact the
owners of 240 Rockcliffe Court to inform them of the project and related activities anticipated to
take place adjacent to this property. Attached is a letter containing additional details about the
project as well as the Notice of Commencement that was distributed at the start of the project. The
team would appreciate an opportunity to discuss this with you further.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

240 Rockcliffe, November 29, 2021
Original Communications
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November 29, 2021 

 
 

Re: Notice of Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Project  

Dear 240 Rockcliffe Court, 

In conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) has commenced 
a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment to determine a preferred riverine flood mitigation strategy for 
the Rockcliffe-Smythe area in the City of Toronto. This study will incorporate and expand on the previous 
flood mitigation studies completed in this area and is the necessary next step prior to the implementation of 
the Jane Street crossing improvements, funding for which was announced on October 30, 2020.  

The study team would like the opportunity to talk to you about the project and the proposed 
construction activities. 

The project is an Environmental Assessment that will be looking at a variety of options to prevent flooding in 
the Rockcliffe-Smythe area. Specifically, we would like to talk with you about work proposed along Lavender 
Creek and the creek crossings off of Symes Road as those crossings are one of a number of areas we have 
identified as potentially requiring modification. 

Do you have any availability within the next few weeks to talk to the project team about this project? We are 
available to talk during normal business hours, or in the evening if that is easier.  

We have attached our Notice of Commencement for the Project in case you did not receive it.  

More information about the project can be found on the project website www.trca.ca/rockcliffe.  

Please let us know if you have any questions and we look forward to hearing from you about your availability to 
discuss the project.  

You can reach us at rockcliffeEA@trca.ca or leave a voice message at 416-661-6600 ext. 6471 and a team 
member will return your call promptly. 

Sincerely, 

Melody Brown, P.Eng   
Project Manager 
Flood Risk Management   
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 

Casey Morris
Senior Project Manager
Transportation Services, Major Projects 
City of Toronto
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Notice of commeNcemeNt
muNicipal class eNviroNmeNtal assessmeNt

Rockcliffe RiveRine flood Mitigation PRoject

In conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA)
is commencing a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred
riverine flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area, in the City of Toronto. This
study will incorporate and expand on the previous flood mitigation studies completed in this
area which includes the Black Creek (Rockcliffe Area) Riverine Flood Management Class
Environmental Assessment (2014) and the recently completed Black Creek at Rockcliffe
Special Policy Area Flood Remediation and Transportation Feasibility Study (2020).

It is anticipated that TRCA, in conjunction with the City of Toronto, will undertake the Municipal
Class EA process in accordance with the requirements for Schedule C projects. This will require
completion of Phases 1 through 4 of the Municipal Class EA process. Upon completion of the
study, an Environmental Study Report (ESR) documenting the planning and decision-making
processes will be prepared for public and agency review and comment.

The primary objective of this Class EA is to minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe
area to the extent practical with robust and low maintenance solutions, while minimizing and
mitigating potential impacts resulting from the implementation of flood mitigation measures,
and coordinating riverine flood mitigation designs with concurrent transportation, sewer and
drainage projects in the study area.

There will be public and stakeholder consultation activities over the course of the study, as
per the Municipal Class EA process. Your input will be incorporated during the planning and
design process of this project. Notices will be provided in advance of future consultation
events. For further information about the project or the planning process being followed, or
to be added to an email contact list to receive notices related to the project, please contact:

Rockcliffe EA Project Team
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471 • Email: rockcliffeEA@trca.ca • Website: https://trca.ca/rockcliffe/

Under the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and the Environmental Assessment Act, unless otherwise stated in
the submission, any personal information such as name, address, telephone number and property location included in a submission

will become part of the public record files for this matter and will be released, if requested, to any person.

Notice issued: January 21, 2021
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Jacquelyn Hayward  
Director, Transportation 
Project Design and Management 

Transportation Services  

City Hall, 22th Floor 
100 Queen Street West 
Toronto, Ontario M5H 2N2 

Reply to: Casey Morris 
Senior Project Manager 

E-mail:   casey.morris@toronto.ca

February 15, 2022 

DELIVERED BY COURIER 

Re:   Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment – Notice of potential property impacts on 240 Rockcliffe Court 

Dear Property Owner(s): 

The City of Toronto and Toronto and Region Conservation Authority are carrying out a 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred riverine flood 
mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area, in the City of Toronto. The primary 
objective of this Class EA is to minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe area to the 
extent practical with robust and low maintenance solutions, while minimizing and 
mitigating potential impacts resulting from the implementation of flood mitigation 
measures, and coordinating riverine flood mitigation designs with concurrent 
transportation, sewer and drainage projects in the study area. The study is being 
undertaken in accordance with the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 
requirements as set out by the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act, 1990. More 
information on this project can be found on the project website: trca.ca/rockcliffe  

Potential impacts to your property 

Although the City makes all efforts to build our infrastructure within City right-of-way, you 
are receiving this letter because a portion of your property may be impacted by riverine 
flooding improvement recommendations as part of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment.    

Preliminary Recommendations 

The study recommendation is for a widening the Lavender Creek channel and to relocate 
municipal servicing including combined trunk sewer and watermain. We want to ensure 
that any issues, comments or questions you have are heard before we finalize our study.  

Delivered by Courier to Lakeview Investments 240 Rockcliffe 
on Feb 23, 2022 
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A portion of the 1,200mm combined trunk sewer realignment is proposed to be 
constructed beneath the property at 240 Rockcliffe Court. Please see Attachment 1 – 
Rockcliffe_LC1_Greenspace_rev2 indicating the anticipated area of impact. The proposed 
combined trunk sewer (shown in red) requires a permanent municipal easement 
approximately 15 metres wide (outlined in orange).  

Replacement of a portion of the existing 150-300mm watermain through property is also 
required and will be completed within existing easement allowance.  

Additionally, a portion of the Lavender Creek channel is proposed to be widened and 
extend into the property at 240 Rockcliffe Court he Symes Rd culvert is also proposed to 
be reconstructed and a portion of the structure is proposed within the property at 240 
Rockcliffe Court. Please see Attachment 1 – Rockcliffe_LC1_Greenspace_rev2 indicating 
the area of impact. The proposed channel widening and reconstruction of Symes Rd 
culvert requires a property acquisition of the lands within which the channel and structure 
will be located.  

To accommodate the proposed widening of Lavender Creek, the existing driveway 
crossing to Symes Road will be permanently removed as well as the unused crossing to 
the south.  

Please note the Municipal Class EA is currently in early design stages and the above 
noted designs and property impacts may be subject to further refinement and optimization 
as the project advances through detailed design.  In addition, temporary construction 
easements may be required to implement components of the design.  

Current stage of project 

Please note that the study is a planning level exercise that identifies a high-level plan of 
infrastructure that is needed to address the study objectives. In late 2022, this study will be 
completed and detailed design is anticipated to begin as early as 2023. This will involve 
refinement of the design based on detailed surveys, locations of other existing 
underground utilities, engineering and other considerations.   

Through detailed design, further efforts will be taken to reduce the property needs and 
utilize lands owned by the City or TRCA as much as possible for the widening of Lavender 
Creek and realignment of municipal servicing. Should there still be a need to enter into 
property acquisition negotiations with the City at that time, the City will be in touch through 
the property acquisition process outlined below.  

Property acquisition process 

The City's Real Estate Services would be responsible for negotiating an easement under 
your property. The City strives to balance municipal and community needs with the rights 
of property owners. The focus is on negotiating mutually acceptable agreements for the 
required assessments, which will be used as the basis for discussing the terms and 
conditions with you once the necessary project approvals are in place.  
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Next steps 

At this stage of the study, affected owners are notified and consulted on the possible 
future need to acquire lands to advance the study recommendations.    

If you have any questions about the project or would like to learn more, please consider 
attending the Public Information Centre hosted by the City and TRCA on Tuesday, March 
1st, 2022 at 6:00 PM to 8:00 PM via virtual meeting software. Further details of the meeting 
are included on Attachment 2 – Notice of Public Information Centre.  

Additionally, if you would like to have a teleconference or individual virtual meeting with the 
study team, please contact the Rockcliffe Project Coordinator at your convenience via 
phone or email, to set up a mutually convenient time to discuss the project. They can be 
reached at 416-661-6600 x.6471 or by email at rockcliffeEA@trca.ca   

Sincerely, 

Casey Morris 
Senior Project Manager, 
Transportation Services  
City of Toronto  

Copy: Melody Brown, Project Manager, Flood Risk Management, TRCA 
Mae Lee, Senior Coordinator, Public Consultation Unit, City of Toronto 

Attachments:   Rockcliffe_LC1_Greenspace_rev2 
Notice of Public Information Centre 





Notice of Public iNformatioN ceNtre

Rockcliffe RiveRine flood Mitigation PRoject

In conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) has
commenced a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred riverine flood
mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area in the City of Toronto. This study will incorporate
and expand on the previous flood mitigation studies completed in this area and is the necessary next
step prior to the implementation of the Jane Street crossing improvements, funding for which was
announced on October 30, 2020.

This project is being undertaken through the Municipal Class EA process in accordance with the
requirements for Schedule C projects. This will require completion of Phases 1 through 4 of the
Municipal Class EA process. Upon completion of the study, an Environmental Study Report (ESR)
documenting the planning and decision-making processes will be prepared for public and agency
review and comment.

The primary objective of this Class EA is to minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe-Smythe area
to the extent practical with robust and low maintenance solutions, while minimizing and mitigating
potential impacts resulting from the implementation of flood mitigation measures. It is proposed to
widen and deepen sections of the existing Black Creek and Lavender Creek channels within the
scoped study area, as well as reconstruct larger bridges and culverts crossing the channels and
construct a flood barrier at Weston Rd. These riverine flood mitigation designs will be coordinated with
concurrent transportation, sewer and drainage projects in the study area.

tHe SecoND of tWo Public iNformatioN ceNtreS for tHe ProJect Will be HelD
VirtuallY WitH a liVe meetiNG oN marcH 1St 2022.

At this live virtual meeting the study team will be presenting a project update, the preferred solution,
alternative design concepts, project next steps and will be answering your questions live. We would
like your input on the alternative design concepts and the evaluation criteria which will be used to
select the preferred design concept. Presentation materials will be available on the project website
before the live event.

Details of how to participate in the virtual public information centre will be posted on the project
website, or you can contact the study team below for more information. Please attend to share your
ideas about this exciting project!

Rockcliffe EA Project Team
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471 • Email: rockcliffeEA@trca.ca • Website: https://trca.ca/rockcliffe/

Under the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and the Environmental Assessment Act, unless otherwise stated in

the submission, any personal information such as name, address, telephone number and property location included in a submission

will become part of the public record files for this matter and will be released, if requested, to any person.

Notice issued on February 10, 2022.



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION PROJECT

NOTICE OF PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE
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Delivery status

Delivered
Delivery details

Received by
Canada Post

Delivered
Feb. 23

Delivery progress

Information updated: Mar. 17

Customers may experience delays as we put safety first. Please track
your item. Our agents have no further information.

Customers may experience delays as we continue to put safety first.
Please track your item. Our call centre has no further information.

 (https://www.canadapost-postescanada.ca/cpc/en)Menu

With the changing COVID-19 situation & Omicron variant we’re experiencing impacts on staffing. As we
maintain safety protocols and adjust operations to serve Canadians, customers may experience delays.
More Information. (https://www.canadapost-postescanada.ca/cpc/en/our-company/news-and-
media/corporate-news/coronavirus-disease-covid-19.page?icid=display_c_int_hero_covid_100)

Share Print 

Track: RN626079211CA

Canada Post - Lakeview Investments 240 
Rockcliffe Receipt
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From: RockCliffeEA
To:
Cc: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study - Greenline Renovations
Date: September 22, 2022 10:20:35 AM
Attachments: image001.png

TR Lakeview 240 Rockcliffe.pdf

Good morning 

The City of Toronto and Toronto and Region Conservation Authority are jointly carrying out a
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred riverine flood mitigation
strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe neighbourhood. We are trying to contact landowners and tenants
in the area to inform them of works proposed at and near their properties and offer further
discussion. Staff at your office advised that it is best to contact you via email rather than phone.

The attached letter was delivered via courier to 240 Rockcliffe Court in February 2022 and outlines
the works proposed that may be of interest to you and your business.

Can you please confirm how best to contact you in the future? Also please confirm if you are the
landowner of 240 Rockcliffe Court?

The project team is available to answer any questions you may have.

Thank you for your attention,

The Rockcliffe EA Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 647-426-4493
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

Greenline Renovations - 240 
Rockcliffe, Sept 22, 2022 - resent 
letter from Feb 2022. 

mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Ftrca.ca%2Frockcliffe&data=05%7C01%7CJim.Oriotis%40HydroOne.com%7C2c33e67752bc40bbbdd008da90fdf90d%7Cc0f38700d7f74200ae377eebf475cdc1%7C0%7C0%7C637981717738212049%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=GHjG1naSmOXAoDAzJsbwTf%2BKBo7YFXj0cQ2mjVfztBQ%3D&reserved=0
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ftrca.ca%2F&data=05%7C01%7CJim.Oriotis%40HydroOne.com%7C2c33e67752bc40bbbdd008da90fdf90d%7Cc0f38700d7f74200ae377eebf475cdc1%7C0%7C0%7C637981717738212049%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=kYunDyprk6qPjxQktFWO03OqJe75Xlvll2fsr32ZA1o%3D&reserved=0


From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc:
Subject: RE: [EXT] Fwd: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study - Greenline Renovations
Date: September 26, 2022 1:32:01 PM
Attachments: image004.png

image001.png
image002.png
image003.png
TR Lakeview 240 Rockcliffe.pdf

Dear Rockcliffe EA Team –

We act for , owner of 240 Rockcliffe. We are hoping to have a friendly discussion
with you about the attached notice and the status of the EA, as well as your specific
needs/intentions related to the 240 Rockcliffe lands.

Are you available Thursday September 29, 2022 between 10am and 2pm? Or Friday September 30th

2pm onward?

McCarthy Tétrault LLP
Suite 5300
TD Bank Tower
Box 48, 66 Wellington Street West
Toronto ON M5K 1E6

Please, think of the environment before printing this message.

Visit www.mccarthy.ca for strategic insights and client solutions.

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Sent: Thursday, September 22, 2022 10:20:32 AM
To: 
Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study - Greenline Renovations

Good morning 

The City of Toronto and Toronto and Region Conservation Authority are jointly carrying out a
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred riverine flood mitigation
strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe neighbourhood. We are trying to contact landowners and tenants
in the area to inform them of works proposed at and near their properties and offer further

Greenline Renovations - 240 
Rockcliffe, Sept 26, 2022 - reply from 
McCarthy 1 of 2

https://www.mccarthy.ca/
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca


discussion. Staff at your office advised that it is best to contact you via email rather than phone.

The attached letter was delivered via courier to 240 Rockcliffe Court in February 2022 and outlines
the works proposed that may be of interest to you and your business.

Can you please confirm how best to contact you in the future? Also please confirm if you are the
landowner of 240 Rockcliffe Court?

The project team is available to answer any questions you may have.

Thank you for your attention,

The Rockcliffe EA Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 647-426-4493
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

External Email: Exercise caution before clicking links or opening attachments | Courriel externe: Soyez
prudent avant de cliquer sur des liens ou d'ouvrir des pièces jointes

This e-mail may contain information that is privileged, confidential and/or exempt from
disclosure. No waiver whatsoever is intended by sending this e-mail which is intended only
for the named recipient(s). Unauthorized use, dissemination or copying is prohibited. If you
receive this email in error, please notify the sender and destroy all copies of this e-mail. Our
privacy policy is available at  {www.mccarthy.ca}. Click here to unsubscribe from
commercial electronic messages. Please note that you will continue to receive non-commercial
electronic messages, such as account statements, invoices, client communications, and other
similar factual electronic communications. Suite 5300, TD Bank Tower, Box 48, 66
Wellington Street West, Toronto, ON M5K 1E6

Greenline Renovations - 240 
Rockcliffe, Sept 26, 2022 - 
reply from McCarthy 2 of 2

mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
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mailto:listmanager@mccarthy.ca?subject=I%20wish%20to%20unsubscribe%20from%20commercial%20electronic%20messages%20from%20McCarthy%20Tetrault


From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc:
Subject: RE: [EXT] RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study - Greenline Renovations Meeting
Date: September 29, 2022 12:27:56 PM
Attachments: image004.png
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TR Lakeview 240 Rockcliffe.pdf

Rockcliffe Study team –

The City wrote us the attached letter asking to connect, and again reached out following up when
the owner didn’t initially respond. We are meeting at the City’s request. The client is an experienced
business person but has zero understanding of EAs, planning, expropriation or any of the other
topics the City has directly and indirectly raised in this letter in regards to his land. He is not in a
position to understand, on his own, what you guys are even talking about. I specialize in planning
and expropriation law and my colleague  specializes in environmental law. We
do fully understand the matters referred to in the notice and will be in a position to actually dialogue
with you as peers and ask the right questions about these topics you have raised on his behalf – the
owner himself will not.

Absolutely you should invite anyone from City legal you feel would be helpful to have there – we
have a good reputation there and they know we don’t bite.

I should clarify that our approach to this sort of meeting is to try and be friendly and productive. First
and foremost listening to and better understanding what you propose, and then potentially
discussing the way forward in a collegial (and without prejudice) way. For example there may be
modifications to the proposal that achieve the same technical objectives but that dramatically
reduce the adverse impact on our clients lands, and therefore the future expropriation cost. Once
we better understand your specific goals and timelines that will help us understand which
consultants we made need to engage in order to better explore such possibilities, or whether you
are even open to discussing such possibilities. We also aren’t adverse (and have a mandate) to
discuss if appropriate other creative win-win solutions like free land conveyances as part of a larger
development scheme, if that were a direction you thought it productive for the discussion to go.

I hope that is helpful context and look forward to meeting with you.

McCarthy Tétrault LLP
Suite 5300
TD Bank Tower
Box 48, 66 Wellington Street West
Toronto ON M5K 1E6

Please, think of the environment before printing this message.

Greenline Renovations - 240 
Rockcliffe, Sept 29, 2022 - reply 
from McCarthy 



Visit www.mccarthy.ca for strategic insights and client solutions.

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: Thursday, September 29, 2022 11:52 AM
To: 

Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: [EXT] RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study - Greenline Renovations
Meeting

Good Morning 

Can you please confirm the nature of why legal staff want to meet at this stage of the discussion?
Usually these initial discussions are an overview of the project with the land owner, prior to legal and
real estate conversations.

Would you be able to identify what in particular you wish to discuss?

Once we have a better idea of some of the discussion points the City can better determine and
coordinate with their legal representatives, which may take some additional time.

Kind regards,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6 
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: 
Sent: September 28, 2022 4:12 PM
To: Rhianydd Phillips <Rhianydd.Phillips@trca.ca>; Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>;
Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; 
Mae (Rigmea) Lee <Mae.Lee@toronto.ca>; Mike Collins <Mike.Collins@toronto.ca>; Nick Lorrain
<Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: [EXT] RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study - Greenline Renovations
Meeting

Greenline Renovations - 240 Rockcliffe, 
Sept 29, 2022 - reply from Project Team. 

https://www.mccarthy.ca/
mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Ftrca.ca%2Frockcliffe&data=05%7C01%7Cmfoderick%40mccarthy.ca%7Cf8c24856e8574333477208daa232a60f%7Cf24697e9ab2e463e89aa39af94aac362%7C1%7C0%7C638000635658717205%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=7c9k%2FzNnMa7By3%2BaJaJO4g1Gv1vvRnWnBXY1z6lghlk%3D&reserved=0
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mailto:Casey.Morris@toronto.ca
mailto:Melody.Brown@trca.ca
mailto:Mae.Lee@toronto.ca
mailto:Mike.Collins@toronto.ca
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Yes we are. Please suggest something the week of October 10-14 (not including the 10th).

McCarthy Tétrault LLP
Suite 5300
TD Bank Tower
Box 48, 66 Wellington Street West
Toronto ON M5K 1E6

Please, think of the environment before printing this message.

Visit www.mccarthy.ca for strategic insights and client solutions.

From: Rhianydd Phillips <Rhianydd.Phillips@trca.ca> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2022 3:46 PM
To:  Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Melody
Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>;  Mae
(Rigmea) Lee <Mae.Lee@toronto.ca>; Mike Collins <Mike.Collins@toronto.ca>; Nick Lorrain
<Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: [EXT] RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study - Greenline Renovations
Meeting

Hello 

Thank you for providing an alternative date. Unfortunately, October 6th does not work for TRCA
staff.

Before we proceed, we need to confirm if McCarthy Tetrault is a legal team representing 
/ Greenline Renovations? If so, we need to coordinate a few additional members of the team

who may be required to attend this call.

Thank you,
Rhianydd

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6 
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

Greenline Renovations - 240 Rockcliffe, Sept 28, 
2022 - reply from McCarthy 
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From: 
Sent: September 28, 2022 3:38 PM
To: Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>;

Mae (Rigmea) Lee
<Mae.Lee@toronto.ca>; Mike Collins <Mike.Collins@toronto.ca>; Nick Lorrain
<Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>; Rhianydd Phillips <Rhianydd.Phillips@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: [EXT] RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study - Greenline Renovations
Meeting

How about: October 6th 10-1 pm would work, as well as after 4 pm.

McCarthy Tétrault LLP
Suite 5300
TD Bank Tower
Box 48, 66 Wellington Street West
Toronto ON M5K 1E6

Please, think of the environment before printing this message.

Visit www.mccarthy.ca for strategic insights and client solutions.

From: Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2022 11:08 AM
To: 'Melody Brown' <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; 

Mae (Rigmea) Lee
<Mae.Lee@toronto.ca>; Mike Collins <Mike.Collins@toronto.ca>; Nick Lorrain
<Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>; Rhianydd Phillips <Rhianydd.Phillips@trca.ca>
Subject: [EXT] RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study - Greenline Renovations Meeting

Hi Melody,

City staff are no longer available at this time, can we look for another time early next week?
Monday looks open with the exception of 1-3.

Casey Morris (he/him)
Senior Project Manager | Major Projects

Greenline Renovations - 240 Rockcliffe, 
Sept 28, 2022 - reply from McCarthy 
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From:
To: Casey Morris
Cc: RockCliffeEA; ; Mike Collins
Subject: Re: [EXT] RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study - Greenline Renovations Meeting
Date: October 11, 2022 5:53:40 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image004.png
image005.png
image006.png
image007.png
image009.png
image001.png
image009.png
image004.png
image005.png
image006.png
image007.png
image004.png
image005.png
image006.png
image007.png
image004.png
image005.png
image006.png

4-5 yes for both of us

Sent from my iPhone

On Oct 11, 2022, at 12:28 PM, Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca> wrote:


Good day ,

Hope you had a nice Thanksgiving.

Would you be available for a 30 min webex meeting this Thursday between 9-10:30 or
3:30-5:00pm?

Kind regards,

Casey
C:416.873.7503

From: RockCliffeEA [mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca] 
Sent: October 3, 2022 12:22 PM
To: 
Cc:  RockCliffeEA
<RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: [EXT] RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study - Greenline 
Renovations Meeting

Hello ,
 Thank you for the response, the project team appreciates it. 
 The Rockcliffe Study Team will get back to you once we determine the availability 
of relevant staff. 

Thank you,
Rhianydd sent on behalf of the Rockcliffe Study Team 

Greenline Renovations - 240 Rockcliffe, 
Oct 11 2022 - reply from McCarthy 

mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=user31c90842
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MINUTES 

Project: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study  

Meeting: 240 Rockcliffe Court – Greenline Renovations Property and McCarthy Tétrault LLP 

Date: October 13th, 2022 – 4:00 pm – 4:30 pm 

Attendees:  

- – McCarthy Tétrault LLP,  
-  – McCarthy Tétrault LLP,  
- Soojin Lee – In House Legal for the City of Toronto’s Transportation Services  
- Casey Morris – City of Toronto, Transportation Services 
- Mike Collins – City of Toronto, Toronto Water 
- Melody Brown – Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) 
- Nick Lorrain – Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) 
- Rhianydd Phillips – Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) 

Minutes prepared by Rhianydd Phillips (TRCA) on October 17, 2022.  

MINUTES ACTION BY/ 
DATE 

1. Introductions  
 

INFO 

2. Project Overview  
 
- Displayed to attendees; Attachment #1: titled “240 Rockcliffe 

Impacts”.  
- The ultimate goal of the project is to minimize riverine flood risk in the 

Rockcliffe area to the extent practical to accommodate the flashy 
river response from rain events. 

INFO 

3. Problem and opportunities  
 
- The Rockcliffe-Smythe area is prone to frequent riverine flooding, 

posing a risk to life and property. Flood risk within the area can be 
reduced. Flood protection for up to a 350-year storm event is 
feasible. 

- This project balances the impacts of infrastructure changes with flood 
reduction benefits with the primary objective to provide flood 
mitigation with robust, low maintenance solutions and to provide 
resiliency to climate change for more frequent storm events. 

- The project team has ensured synergies with other urban 
improvement projects such as the City of Toronto’s Basement 
Flooding Protection Program. 

- Future transportation improvements are planned at the Jane Street 
Bridge and Rockcliffe Boulevard Bridge within this project scope. 

INFO 

4. Plan review – Preferred design  
 

INFO 



Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study 
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MINUTES ACTION BY/ 
DATE 

- The property at 240 Rockcliffe Court has two existing driveways/access 
points between Symes Road and 240 Rockcliffe Court. The City of 
Toronto owns both access points (bridges).  

- As part of the widening of the channel, the recommendation includes a 
permanent acquisition of approximately 3430 m2 of 240 Rockcliffe Court 
for the proposed Lavender Creek channel.  

- The removal of the Symes North driveway alternate access and 
abandoned south driveway.  

- A permanent easement of 1,441 m2 required for relocation of the 1,200 
mm combined trunk sewer.  
 
Note: Red line on the image shows the easement area, see attachment 
#1.  

5. Question and Answer Period  
 

- Question from  Is this the combined 
sewer that you were going to be building (referring to attachment 1)? Is 
there already a combined trunk sewer? 

 
- Response from the project team, Mike Collins (CoT): There is an existing 

combined trunk sewer in the same area. Toronto Water is assisting with 
the design of the proposed riverine flooding solution, which would involve 
the disentangling of the existing trunk sewers and adding a larger size 
culvert. The existing trunk sewer must relocate a bit to the west, which 
would move that area into a new permanent easement. When Toronto 
Water works with an easement, part of the agreement is documenting 
the existing conditions so the site can be restored to existing conditions.  

 
- Question from Is the work itself funded, 

should the EA be approved? A few EAs were completed in the past and 
were left unfunded and never advanced to detailed design. We would 
have to treat this differently if it remains unfunded. What could you share 
with me on this? 

 
- Response from the project team, Casey Morris (CoT): Funding has not 

been approved. The project is anticipated to be funded by the city and 
federally, using the Disaster Mitigation and Adaptation Funding (DMAF). 

 
- Question from  A few EAs in the past were 

completed and left unfunded. We have to treat it differently if it stays 
unfunded. What could you share with me on this? 

 
- Response from the project team, Casey Morris (CoT): The DMAF 

application is for a 10-year process. Should the project be funded the 
current plan anticipates a project start date as early as 2028/2029 
timeline for the channel work.  

 

INFO 
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MINUTES ACTION BY/ 
DATE 

- Question from  Assuming it happens in the 
assumed timeline, what happens when do you need the land? 

 
- Response from the project team, Casey Morris (CoT): Before the project 

goes to tender, the city will work through the design with the consultant 
and the real estate team will engage with the property owners at this 
time.  

 
- Question from  What would TRCA say 

about a building right up to the grey line? Would TRCA say you have to 
set back from the grey?  
 

- Response from the project team, Nick Lorrain (TRCA): Way too early to 
determine planning setbacks. We can’t really answer that for you at this 
time. 
 

- Question from The city forbids us from 
building on top of trunk sewers. The value has been destroyed.  How 
much of the land will effectively be removed from development and will 
affect the expropriation? We will insist on getting compensated. We are 
trying to gauge that 1. Value 2. Thinking redevelopment options where 
the city wants lands from us. Can we work with the city to modify or move 
it to an area where the trunk sewer won’t cause issues/impact property 
value as much? Could we straighten it and make it run parrel to the 
creek, which would make it less impactful and less expensive? That’s the 
conversation that we would like to have.  
 
Important to note: the property owner would be seeking compensation for 
all 'sterilized land' that cannot be redeveloped. 
 

- Response from the project team, Nick Lorrain (TRCA): Once this project 
is implemented, the SPA and regulatory flood plain development 
restrictions can be lifted so you will have more flexibility on your land 
after. This is a win-win if you are looking for long term benefits.  

6. Final Discussions and Action Items  
 

- ESR will be made available to the public on November 16, and the TRCA 
will share a link with McCarthy Staff at that time. 

- Meeting minutes and figures presented at the meeting (“240 Rockcliffe 
Impacts”) to be sent to McCarthy staff (attachment #1).  

  Don’t need to object to what is laid out in 
the EA. Are interested in having further discussions in the future as 
things advance to reduce impacts to amount of developable land. 

- No additional questions or comments.  

 
 
TRCA, October 
18th  

 



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

Property Impacts – 240 Rockcliffe Court

• Permanent acquisition of approximately 3430 m2 of 240 Rockcliffe Court for the proposed Lavender Creek
channel.

• Removal of the Symes North driveway alternate access and abandoned south driveway.

• Permanent easement of 1,441 m2 required for relocation of the 1,200 mm combined trunk sewer.

240 Rockcliffe Permanent Acquisition and Driveway Removal

240 Rockcliffe 
Court
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Property Impacts – 240 Rockcliffe Court (cont.)

• Permanent acquisition of approximately 3430 m2 of 240 Rockcliffe Court for the proposed Lavender Creek channel.

• Removal of the Symes North driveway alternate access and abandoned south driveway.

• Permanent easement of 1,441 m2 required for relocation of the 1,200 mm combined trunk sewer.

240 Rockcliffe Easement (1,441 m2)

240 Rockcliffe 
Court

Permanent Acquisition 
Illustrated on Previous Slide
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Jacquelyn Hayward  
Director, Transportation 
Project Design and Management 

Transportation Services  

City Hall, 22th Floor 
100 Queen Street West 
Toronto, Ontario M5H 2N2 

Reply to: Casey Morris 
Senior Project Manager 

E-mail:   casey.morris@toronto.ca

February 15, 2022 

DELIVERED BY COURIER 

Re:   Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment – Notice of potential need for permanent easement and 
temporary construction easement agreement on 100 Scarlett Road 

Dear Property Owner(s): 

The City of Toronto and Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) are carrying 
out a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred riverine 
flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area, in the City of Toronto. The primary 
objective of this Class EA is to minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe area to the 
extent practical with robust and low maintenance solutions, while minimizing and 
mitigating potential impacts resulting from the implementation of flood mitigation 
measures, and coordinating riverine flood mitigation designs with concurrent 
transportation, sewer and drainage projects in the study area. The study is being 
undertaken in accordance with the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 
requirements as set out by the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act, 1990. More 
information on this project can be found on the project website: trca.ca/rockcliffe  

Although the City makes all efforts to build our infrastructure within City owned land, you 
are receiving this letter because your property may be impacted by the study 
recommendation for a relocated watermain and storm sewer, and localized channel 
widening at the Scarlett Road Bridge. We want to ensure that any issues, comments or 
questions you have are heard before we finalize our study. 

Potential impacts to your property 
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A portion of the watermain and storm sewer realignment is proposed to be constructed 
under a small section at the northeast corner of 100 Scarlett Road.  A significant portion of 
the watermain will be constructed underneath Black Creek. Please see Attachment 1 – 
2021795-U00-Scarlett Road Servicing Relocations_20211122 indicating the area of 
impact. In addition, recommendations from the study include widening of Scarlett Road 
Bridge, which may require localized regrading and temporary construction easements 
within the subject property. 

Current stage of project 

Please note that the study is a planning level exercise that identifies a high-level plan of 
infrastructure that is needed to address the study objectives. In late 2022, this study will be 
completed and detailed design is anticipated to begin as early as 2024. This will involve 
refinement of the design based on detailed surveys, locations of other existing 
underground utilities, engineering and other considerations.  

Through detailed design, further efforts will be taken to utilize the City road right-of-way 
and other lands owned by the City or TRCA as much as possible for the watermain. 
Should there still be a need to enter into an easement agreement with the City at that time, 
the City will be in touch through the property easement process outlined below. 

Property easement process 

The City's Real Estate Services would be responsible for negotiating an easement under 
your property. The City strives to balance municipal and community needs with the rights 
of property owners. The focus is on negotiating mutually acceptable agreements for the 
required assessments, which will be used as the basis for discussing the terms and 
conditions with you once the necessary project approvals are in place. 

Next steps 

At this stage of the study, affected owners are notified and consulted on the possible 
future need to acquire easements to advance the study recommendations.   

If you have any questions about the project or would like to learn more, please consider 
attending the Public Information Centre hosted by the City and TRCA on Tuesday, March 
1st, 2022 at 6:00 PM to 8:00 PM via virtual online meeting software. Further details of the 
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meeting are included on Attachment 2 – Notice of Public Information Centre. 

Additionally, if you would like to have a teleconference or individual virtual meeting with the 
study team, please contact the Rockcliffe Project Coordinator at your convenience via 
phone or email, to set up a mutually convenient time to discuss the project. They can be 
reached at 416-661-6600 x.6471 or by email at rockcliffeEA@trca.ca  

Sincerely, 

Casey Morris 
Senior Project Manager, 
Transportation Services 
City of Toronto 

Copy:  Melody Brown, Project Manager, Flood Risk Management, TRCA 
Mae Lee, Senior Coordinator, Public Consultation Unit, City of Toronto 

Attachments:  2021795-U00-Scarlett Road Servicing Relocations_20211122 
Notice of Public Information Centre 



Notice of Public iNformatioN ceNtre

Rockcliffe RiveRine flood Mitigation PRoject

In conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) has
commenced a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred riverine flood
mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area in the City of Toronto. This study will incorporate
and expand on the previous flood mitigation studies completed in this area and is the necessary next
step prior to the implementation of the Jane Street crossing improvements, funding for which was
announced on October 30, 2020.

This project is being undertaken through the Municipal Class EA process in accordance with the
requirements for Schedule C projects. This will require completion of Phases 1 through 4 of the
Municipal Class EA process. Upon completion of the study, an Environmental Study Report (ESR)
documenting the planning and decision-making processes will be prepared for public and agency
review and comment.

The primary objective of this Class EA is to minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe-Smythe area
to the extent practical with robust and low maintenance solutions, while minimizing and mitigating
potential impacts resulting from the implementation of flood mitigation measures. It is proposed to
widen and deepen sections of the existing Black Creek and Lavender Creek channels within the
scoped study area, as well as reconstruct larger bridges and culverts crossing the channels and
construct a flood barrier at Weston Rd. These riverine flood mitigation designs will be coordinated with
concurrent transportation, sewer and drainage projects in the study area.

tHe SecoND of tWo Public iNformatioN ceNtreS for tHe ProJect Will be HelD
VirtuallY WitH a liVe meetiNG oN marcH 1St 2022.

At this live virtual meeting the study team will be presenting a project update, the preferred solution,
alternative design concepts, project next steps and will be answering your questions live. We would
like your input on the alternative design concepts and the evaluation criteria which will be used to
select the preferred design concept. Presentation materials will be available on the project website
before the live event.

Details of how to participate in the virtual public information centre will be posted on the project
website, or you can contact the study team below for more information. Please attend to share your
ideas about this exciting project!

Rockcliffe EA Project Team
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471 • Email: rockcliffeEA@trca.ca • Website: https://trca.ca/rockcliffe/

Under the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and the Environmental Assessment Act, unless otherwise stated in

the submission, any personal information such as name, address, telephone number and property location included in a submission

will become part of the public record files for this matter and will be released, if requested, to any person.

Notice issued on February 10, 2022.
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Delivery status

Delivered
Delivery details

Received by
Canada Post

Delivered
Feb. 17

Delivery progress

Information updated: Mar. 17

Customers may experience delays as we put safety first. Please track
your item. Our agents have no further information.

Customers may experience delays as we continue to put safety first.
Please track your item. Our call centre has no further information.

 (https://www.canadapost-postescanada.ca/cpc/en)Menu

With the changing COVID-19 situation & Omicron variant we’re experiencing impacts on staffing. As we
maintain safety protocols and adjust operations to serve Canadians, customers may experience delays.
More Information. (https://www.canadapost-postescanada.ca/cpc/en/our-company/news-and-
media/corporate-news/coronavirus-disease-covid-19.page?icid=display_c_int_hero_covid_100)
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From: Mae (Rigmea) Lee
To:
Cc: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Study - Lambton Golf Course
Date: September 8, 2022 1:24:27 PM
Attachments: image001.png

TR Lambton Golf Course Rockcliffe.pdf

Hi 

Following up with the voice mail regarding the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Study,
please see attached letter sent to the golf course earlier this year, also enclosed is the Notice
of Commencement.

Please note that the Project Team will discuss further with the golf course at the appropriate
time during Design Stage when more details are available in the coming years, that the
drawing on this previous letter is actually identifying an area that is smaller than what will
be required.

Thank you for your attention,

Mae Lee
Public Consultation Unit
City of Toronto
55 John Street, Metro Hall
Toronto ON  M5V 3C6

mae.lee@toronto.ca
Web:  Toronto.ca/bfea

Tel:  416 392 8210
Tty:  416 338 0889
Fax: 416 392 2974

Lambton Golf Course follow up 
Sept 8, 2022 - letter resent 
dated Feb 15, 2022 - new 
design attachment page 1 of 
2.

mailto:Mae.Lee@toronto.ca
mailto:mae.lee@toronto.ca
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Confidentiality Warning: This message and any attachments are intended only for the use of the intended recipient(s), are confidential,
and may be privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, retransmission, conversion to hard
copy, copying, circulation or other use of this message and any attachments is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, and delete this message and any attachments from your system.
Please consider the environment before printing out this message.

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: September 30, 2022 2:34 PM
To: 
Cc: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Lambton Golf and Country Club Site Walk

Hello ,

Thank you for confirming your availability. Can we presume you will be on-site in the afternoon, and the
project team can call you upon arrival? What is the best number to reach you?

Thank you,
Rhianydd sent on behalf of the Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 647-426-4493
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

Lambton Golf Course meeting  
Sept 30, 2022 

mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:Melody.Brown@trca.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Ftrca.ca%2Frockcliffe&data=05%7C01%7CJim.Oriotis%40HydroOne.com%7C2c33e67752bc40bbbdd008da90fdf90d%7Cc0f38700d7f74200ae377eebf475cdc1%7C0%7C0%7C637981717738212049%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=GHjG1naSmOXAoDAzJsbwTf%2BKBo7YFXj0cQ2mjVfztBQ%3D&reserved=0


From: 

Good morning. 

This time works for me.

Thanks

Confidentiality Warning: This message and any attachments are intended only for the use of the intended recipient(s), are confidential,
and may be privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, retransmission, conversion to hard
copy, copying, circulation or other use of this message and any attachments is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, and delete this message and any attachments from your system.
Please consider the environment before printing out this message.

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: September 29, 2022 11:26 AM
To: 
Cc: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Lambton Golf and Country Club Site Walk

Good Morning ,

The Rockcliffe Study team are available to meet at your location for a site walk on October 11, 2022 between
1:00pm – 4:00pm. Are you both available on this date?

The minutes from yesterdays meeting will be sent to you both shortly.

Thank you,
Rhianydd on behalf of the Rockcliffe Study Team 

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6

Lambton Golf Course meeting  
Sept 29, 2022 

https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ftrca.ca%2F&data=05%7C01%7CJim.Oriotis%40HydroOne.com%7C2c33e67752bc40bbbdd008da90fdf90d%7Cc0f38700d7f74200ae377eebf475cdc1%7C0%7C0%7C637981717738212049%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=kYunDyprk6qPjxQktFWO03OqJe75Xlvll2fsr32ZA1o%3D&reserved=0
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:Melody.Brown@trca.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca


From: Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca> 
Sent: September 27, 2022 4:52 PM
To: 
Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA - Updated Letters to Landowners?

Re:      Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental

Assessment – Notice of potential need for permanent easement and 
temporary construction easement agreement on 100 Scarlett Road

Dear Property Owner(s):

The City of Toronto and Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) are carrying
out a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred riverine
flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area, in the City of Toronto. The primary
objective of this Class EA is to minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe area to the
extent practical with robust and low maintenance solutions, while minimizing and mitigating
potential impacts resulting from the implementation of flood mitigation measures, and
coordinating riverine flood mitigation designs with concurrent transportation, sewer and
drainage projects in the study area. The study is being undertaken in accordance with the
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment requirements as set out by the Ontario
Environmental Assessment Act, 1990. More information on this project can be found on the
project website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

Please note that the study is a planning level exercise that identifies a high-level plan of
infrastructure that is needed to address the study objectives. Although the City makes all
efforts to build our infrastructure within City owned land, you are receiving this letter
because your property may be impacted by the study recommendation for realignment of
Rockcliffe Court. We sent a similar letter to you on February 17th, 2022. We want to ensure
that any issues, comments or questions you have are heard before we finalize our study.

Potential impacts to your property

A portion of the watermain and storm sewer realignment is proposed to be
constructed under a small section at the northeast corner of 100 Scarlett Road.  A
significant portion of the watermain will be constructed underneath Black Creek.
Please see Attachment 1 – Drawing # 2021795-U01-Scarlett Road Storm sewer &
Watermain Construction indicating the area of impact. In addition, recommendations
from the study include widening of Scarlett Road Bridge, which will require localized
regrading and widening of a portion of the Black Creek channel under Scarlett Road

mailto:Melody.Brown@trca.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca


bridge and channel reconstruction for a transition east and west of the bridge
including within the subject property.   The proposed watermain realignment requires
a permanent municipal easement. The proposed channel reconstruction requires
property acquisition of the lands within which the channel will be located.

Current stage of project

Please note that the study is a planning level exercise that identifies a high-level plan of
infrastructure that is needed to address the study objectives. In late 2022, this study will be
completed, and detailed design is anticipated to begin as early as 2024. This will involve
refinement of the design based on detailed surveys, locations of other existing underground
utilities, engineering and other considerations.

Through detailed design, further efforts will be taken to utilize the City road right-of-way and
other lands owned by the City or TRCA as much as possible. Should there still be a need to
enter into an easement agreement with the City at that time, the City will be in touch
through the property easement process outlined below.

Property easement process

The City's Real Estate Services would be responsible for negotiating an easement under
your property. The City strives to balance municipal and community needs with the rights of
property owners. The focus is on negotiating mutually acceptable agreements for the
required assessments, which will be used as the basis for discussing the terms and
conditions with you once the necessary project approvals are in place.

Next steps

At this stage of the study, affected owners are notified and consulted on the possible future
need to acquire lands, existing conditions the study team should be aware of, and potential
mitigation measures required. We want to ensure that any issues, comments or questions
you have are heard before we finalize our study.

If you have any questions about the project or would like to learn more, you can view the
public information centre #1 and #2 materials and presentation recordings on the project
website at trca.ca/rockcliffe.

Casey

http://trca.ca/rockcliffe


From: RockCliffeEA
To:
Cc: Melody Brown
Subject: RE: Lambton Golf and Country Club Site Walk
Date: October 11, 2022 12:47:34 PM
Attachments: image004.png

image005.png
image006.png
image007.png
Rockcliffe-Scarlett Bridge_MAP for Lambton Golf.pdf
Drawings for Lambton Golf Course meeting Sept 28 2022.pdf
Rockcliffe EA_Lambton Golf and Country Club Meeting Minutes.pdf

Good Afternoon 

The site walk is still on schedule for today. The project team will call  upon arrival.

As discussed during the September 28th meeting, the project team has enclosed copies of the meeting
minutes, drawings and maps.

The design and drawings are conceptual at this point and will be further refined during detailed design for
property discussions.

Please let the project team know if you have further questions or concerns.

Thank you,
Rhianydd, sent on behalf of the Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 647-426-4493
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: 
Sent: October 3, 2022 6:38 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; 
Cc: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Lambton Golf and Country Club Site Walk

Good morning,

I will be on site and can be reached at upon arrival.   We will meet in the auxiliary clubhouse
parking lot as seen in photo below.   I can have a few carts ready for everyone. 

Best,

Lambton Golf Course meeting  
Oct 11, 2022 

Lambton Golf Course meeting  
Oct 3, 2022 

mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
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Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study 

MINUTES 

Project: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study 

Meeting: Lambton Golf and Country Club 

Date & Time: September 28, 2022 – 2:00pm-3:00pm 

Attendees:  

-  Lambton Golf and Country Club
-  Lambton Golf and Country Club
- Casey Morris (City of Toronto – Transportation Services)
- Mae Lee (City of Toronto – Public Consultation Unit)
- Mike Collins (City of Toronto - Toronto Water)
- Melody Brown (Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA))
- Nick Lorrain (Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA))
- Rhianydd Phillips (Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA))

Minutes prepared by Rhianydd Phillips (TRCA) on Oct 28, 2022 

MINUTES ACTION BY/ DATE 

1. Introductions INFO 

2. Project Overview

- Displayed to attendees; Attachment #1: Sent 1:04 PM to 
 Lambton Golf and Country Club; Title: Drawing for

Lambton Golf Course Letter September 2022.
- The ultimate goal of the project is to minimize riverine flood risk in

the Rockcliffe area to the extent practical to accommodate the
flashy river response from rain events. Recommendations from the
study include the widening of Scarlett Road Bridge. Along with the
wider bridge is a wider channel under the bridge and realigned
watermains, and the infrastructure starts to encroach onto the
property of Lambton Golf and Country Club. The proposed channel
reconstruction (south side of property) requires property acquisition
of the lands within which the channel will be located. The proposed
watermain realignment requires a permanent municipal easement.

- The study team conducted two Public Information Centres (PICs)
and letters were sent to impacted property owners early in the
project. Currently, meetings are being held with impacted property
owners (such as yourself) and the team is aiming for public viewing
of the Environmental Study Report (ESR) in November (roughly
Nov 16th). The study team are looking to minimize the expense and
impacts related to property. The conceptual design shown now is
this based on the EA study and the process is once the EA is

INFO 

Lambton Golf Course meeting  Sept 
28, 2022attachment page 1 of 7. 



Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study 

MINUTES ACTION BY/ DATE 

approved the design will be further refined through the detailed 
design process.  

- Comment/Question from  Lambton Golf and Country
Club: Can we be specific on where this is located? The course
hole?

- *Concluded this may impact the 3rd golf course hole.

INFO 

3. Location of Impacts & Timeline

- The Rockcliffe Study Team are nearing the completion of the study
itself, which makes the recommendations for the infrastructure
improvements. This project has a 10-year implementation plan with
Jane Street bridge being the first built (completed around 2027)
and Scarlett Rd bridge implemented next. At the design stage, the
City’s Engineering and Construction Services team will also touch
base with Lambton Golf and Country Club to discuss more detailed
designs. This can be expected around 2024 as the design work is
expected to start around 2024. Since the City can’t close both
roads, the construction of Scarlett Road bridge is estimated around
2027-2028 (best estimates). During the MCEA we err on the
overestimated side of things and so potentially won’t need as much
space as is being shown now.

INFO 

- Comment/Question from  Lambton Golf and Country
Club: When will we get more details on the design and property
impacts?

- Response from Project Team: Casey Morris & Mae Lee (COT):
- Seasonality is very much a concern for your programming, as such

recommendations can be made to do the construction in the winter
to avoid any disruptions. This can’t be guaranteed due to the fact
that we are at the mercy of contractors, although we can look to
address any concerns the best way possible. The project goes
through the budget process and the City’s construction services
hires a consultant and a contractor, which won’t be any earlier than
2024/25. The city will pass on the message to the project manager
at that time to ideally have a meeting again to show you more
details. Currently, there are no more details than the drawing (see
attachment #1).

INFO 

- Comment/Question from  Lambton Golf and Country
Club: Who prepares the easement agreement with the golf course?

- Response from Project Team: Casey Morris & Mae Lee (COT)
- The city will assign a project manager and then the city’s real

estate services will negotiate directly with Lambton Golf Course
(earliest 2024). Negotiation and elements are done before a
contractor is hired. The city’s real estate team is familiar with
property impacts and conversations around that.

INFO 

Lambton Golf Course meeting  
Sept 28, 2022attachment page 2 of 7. 



Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study 

MINUTES ACTION BY/ DATE 

- Comment/Question from  Lambton Golf and Country
Club: Peter and Andre will be bringing this information to their
board so that the board is informed before the Environmental Study
Report is released for public review. The board meeting is in
October.

INFO 

- Comment/Question from  Lambton Golf and Country
Club: Would it be possible for a site visit and to do an overlay of the
golf course on this drawing (see attachment #1), so we can
visualize potential impacts on that golf hole? This is preferred to
have prior to the board meeting.

- Response from Project Team: Casey Morris & Mae Lee (COT)
- The study team can accommodate the overlay and an on-site

meeting.
- Action: The city to provide electronic copies and hard copy maps to

 Lambton Golf and Country Club.
- Action: TRCA to set up a site visit.

- Actions Complete

Rockcliffe Study 
Team  

4. Final Discussions

- Comment/Question from  Lambton Golf and Country
Club: What is that measurement below the main line (see
attachment #1). On the north side of the creek?

- Response from Project Team: Melody Brown (TRCA)
- The study team can help with interpreting the drawing (see

attachment #1). The thicker grey line is the limit of the concrete
channel, and because the bridge is getting a much longer span, the
channel will be expanded to match the new bridge. The dash is the
new bottom and top of the channel.

- This measurement is roughly 19m and is from the existing right of
way to the limit of the proposed easement. On the north bank, the
channel is expected to stay in its current form, its just the south
side of the channel that is being widened. There is a large retaining
wall on the north side of the bridge, therefore the new bridge is
being expanded to the south. No changes to the north side of the
channel (but there are changes to the watermain there).

- No additional questions or comments.

INFO 

Lambton Golf Course meeting  
Sept 28, 2022 attachment page 3 of 7. 
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Jacquelyn Hayward  
Director, Transportation 
Project Design and Management 

Transportation Services  

City Hall, 22th Floor 
100 Queen Street West 
Toronto, Ontario M5H 2N2 

Reply to: Casey Morris 
Senior Project Manager 

E-mail:   casey.morris@toronto.ca

February 15, 2022 

DELIVERED BY COURIER 

Re:   Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment – Notice of potential need for property acquisition at 20 
Rockcliffe Court 

Dear Property Owner(s): 

The City of Toronto and Toronto and Region Conservation Authority are carrying out a 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred riverine flood 
mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area, in the City of Toronto. The primary 
objective of this Class EA is to minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe area to the 
extent practical with robust and low maintenance solutions, while minimizing and 
mitigating potential impacts resulting from the implementation of flood mitigation 
measures, and coordinating riverine flood mitigation designs with concurrent 
transportation, sewer and drainage projects in the study area. The study is being 
undertaken in accordance with the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 
requirements as set out by the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act, 1990. More 
information on this project can be found on the project website: trca.ca/rockcliffe 

Although the City makes all efforts to build our infrastructure within City owned land, you 
are receiving this letter because your property may be impacted by the study 
recommendation for realignment of Rockcliffe Court. We want to ensure that any issues, 
comments or questions you have are heard before we finalize our study. 

Potential impacts to your property 

A portion of Rockcliffe Court road, private utilities, and municipal servicing including storm 
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sewer and watermain are proposed to be realigned southwards into the property at 20 
Rockcliffe Court. Please see Attachment 1 – Rockcliffe_BC1_Greenspace_LA01_r5 
indicating the area of impact. The proposed road realignment requires a property 
acquisition of the lands within which the road will be located. The realigned storm sewer 
and watermain will be located within this new road right-of-way and will not cause any 
additional impacts to your lands.  The relocation of the private utilities will be confirmed 
during the detailed design process, and are anticipated to be re-located within the right-of-
way of the re-aligned Rockcliffe Court.  

Current stage of project 

Please note that the study is a planning level exercise that identifies a high-level plan of 
infrastructure that is needed to address the study objectives. In late 2022, this study will be 
completed and detailed design will take place as early as 2024. This will involve 
refinement of the design based on detailed surveys, locations of other existing 
underground utilities, engineering and other considerations.  

Through detailed design, further efforts will be taken to reduce the property needs and 
utilize lands owned by the City or TRCA as much as possible for the realignment of 
Rockcliffe Court. Should there still be a need to enter into property acquisition negotiations 
with the City at that time, the City will be in touch through the property acquisition process 
outlined below. 

Property acquisition process 

The City's Real Estate Services would be responsible for negotiating on the property 
acquisition required from your property or we may secure lands as part of any 
redevelopment associated with applicable Planning Act applications. The City strives to 
balance municipal and community needs with the rights of property owners. The focus is 
on negotiating mutually acceptable agreements for the required lands, which will be used 
as the basis for discussing the terms and conditions with you once the necessary project 
approvals are in place. 

Next steps 

At this stage of the study, affected owners are notified and consulted on the possible 
future need to acquire lands to advance the study recommendations.   

If you have any questions about the project or would like to learn more, please consider 
attending the Public Information Centre hosted by the City and TRCA on Tuesday, March 
1st, 2022 at 6:00 PM to 8:00 PM via virtual online meeting software. Further details of the 
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meeting are included on Attachment 2 – Notice of Public Information Centre. 

Additionally, if you would like to have a teleconference or individual virtual meeting with the 
study team, please contact the Rockcliffe Project Coordinator at your convenience via 
phone or email, to set up a mutually convenient time to discuss the project. They can be 
reached at 416-661-6600 x.6471 or by email at rockcliffeEA@trca.ca  

Sincerely, 

Casey Morris 
Senior Project Manager, 
Transportation Services 
City of Toronto 

Copy:  Melody Brown, Project Manager, Flood Risk Management, TRCA 
Mae Lee, Senior Coordinator, Public Consultation Unit, City of Toronto 

Attachments:  Rockcliffe_BC1_Greenspace_LA01_r5 
Notice of Public Information Centre 





Notice of Public iNformatioN ceNtre

Rockcliffe RiveRine flood Mitigation PRoject

In conjunction with the City of Toronto, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) has
commenced a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred riverine flood
mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area in the City of Toronto. This study will incorporate
and expand on the previous flood mitigation studies completed in this area and is the necessary next
step prior to the implementation of the Jane Street crossing improvements, funding for which was
announced on October 30, 2020.

This project is being undertaken through the Municipal Class EA process in accordance with the
requirements for Schedule C projects. This will require completion of Phases 1 through 4 of the
Municipal Class EA process. Upon completion of the study, an Environmental Study Report (ESR)
documenting the planning and decision-making processes will be prepared for public and agency
review and comment.

The primary objective of this Class EA is to minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe-Smythe area
to the extent practical with robust and low maintenance solutions, while minimizing and mitigating
potential impacts resulting from the implementation of flood mitigation measures. It is proposed to
widen and deepen sections of the existing Black Creek and Lavender Creek channels within the
scoped study area, as well as reconstruct larger bridges and culverts crossing the channels and
construct a flood barrier at Weston Rd. These riverine flood mitigation designs will be coordinated with
concurrent transportation, sewer and drainage projects in the study area.

tHe SecoND of tWo Public iNformatioN ceNtreS for tHe ProJect Will be HelD
VirtuallY WitH a liVe meetiNG oN marcH 1St 2022.

At this live virtual meeting the study team will be presenting a project update, the preferred solution,
alternative design concepts, project next steps and will be answering your questions live. We would
like your input on the alternative design concepts and the evaluation criteria which will be used to
select the preferred design concept. Presentation materials will be available on the project website
before the live event.

Details of how to participate in the virtual public information centre will be posted on the project
website, or you can contact the study team below for more information. Please attend to share your
ideas about this exciting project!

Rockcliffe EA Project Team
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471 • Email: rockcliffeEA@trca.ca • Website: https://trca.ca/rockcliffe/

Under the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and the Environmental Assessment Act, unless otherwise stated in

the submission, any personal information such as name, address, telephone number and property location included in a submission

will become part of the public record files for this matter and will be released, if requested, to any person.

Notice issued on February 10, 2022.
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Delivery status

Delivered
Delivery details

Received by
Canada Post

Delivered
Feb. 17

Delivery progress

Information updated: Mar. 17

Customers may experience delays as we put safety first. Please track
your item. Our agents have no further information.

Customers may experience delays as we continue to put safety first.
Please track your item. Our call centre has no further information.

 (https://www.canadapost-postescanada.ca/cpc/en)Menu

With the changing COVID-19 situation & Omicron variant we’re experiencing impacts on staffing. As we
maintain safety protocols and adjust operations to serve Canadians, customers may experience delays.
More Information. (https://www.canadapost-postescanada.ca/cpc/en/our-company/news-and-
media/corporate-news/coronavirus-disease-covid-19.page?icid=display_c_int_hero_covid_100)

Share Print 

Track: RN626079199CA

Canada Post - St Helens Meats 301 Rockcliffe 
Receipt
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https://www.canadapost-postescanada.ca/cpc/en/our-company/news-and-media/corporate-news/coronavirus-disease-covid-19.page?icid=display_c_int_hero_covid_100
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From: RockCliffeEA
To:
Cc: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study - 301 Rockcliffe Inc / St. Helen"s Meat Packers Ltd
Date: September 22, 2022 11:33:37 AM
Attachments: TR St Helens Meat Rockcliffe_01.pdf

image001.png

Hello ,

Further to our call earlier this week, please find attached the letter describing the proposed
Rockcliffe Court road realignment within your property at 301 Rockcliffe Court. This work is
proposed through the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA project being undertaken jointly by
the City of Toronto and, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority.

This letter was delivered to  in February 2022 but I understand that mail to you
should be addressed to:

The MCEA project has progressed since February and an updated letter with an updated plan for the
proposed Rockcliffe Court road realignment will be sent to you in the coming weeks.

Please confirm the best way to contact you in the future. Also please let me know if you have any
questions about the project and proposed work. The Project team is available to meet if you wish.

Thank you for your attention,

Melody Brown on behalf of the Rockcliffe EA Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 647-426-4493
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

St Helens Meat Packers 301 Rockcliffe 
Inc, Sept 22, 2022 - resent letter from 
Feb. 

mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
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From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study - 301 Rockcliffe Inc / St. Helen"s Meat Packers Ltd
Date: September 23, 2022 12:05:13 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Melody,

Thank you for the information.  We are very interested with this project

I would like to have a site visit at our Rockcliffe property

Please le me know how we facilitate this

I am best point of contact moving forward through either email or phone

         

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: Thursday, September 22, 2022 11:34 AM
To: 
Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study - 301 Rockcliffe Inc / St. Helen's Meat
Packers Ltd

Hello 

Further to our call earlier this week, please find attached the letter describing the proposed
Rockcliffe Court road realignment within your property at 301 Rockcliffe Court. This work is
proposed through the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA project being undertaken jointly by
the City of Toronto and, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority.

This letter was delivered to   in February 2022 but I understand that mail to you
should be addressed to:

The MCEA project has progressed since February and an updated letter with an updated plan for the
proposed Rockcliffe Court road realignment will be sent to you in the coming weeks.

Please confirm the best way to contact you in the future. Also please let me know if you have any
questions about the project and proposed work. The Project team is available to meet if you wish.

St Helens Meat Packers 301 Rockcliffe Inc, 
Sept 23, 2022 - reply



From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study - 301 Rockcliffe Inc / St. Helen"s Meat Packers Ltd
Date: September 27, 2022 3:00:49 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Melody,

Good day,  I would like to review water management for flooding and the possible location for the
relocation of the Rockcliffe Crt relocation.  Based on the drawings provided we are not sure if a
fence relocation is necessary or not

         

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2022 2:57 PM
To: 
Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study - 301 Rockcliffe Inc / St. Helen's Meat
Packers Ltd

Good Afternoon  ,

The Rockcliffe Project Management Team can facilitate a site visit at your property in the next
couple of weeks. However, we would like to confirm what topics you would like to discuss so we can
ensure the appropriate staff member attends.

Thank you,
Rhianydd 

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 647-426-4493
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From:   
Sent: September 23, 2022 12:05 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>

St Helens Meat Packers 301 Rockcliffe Inc, Sept 27, 
2022 - reply

St Helens Meat Packers 301 Rockcliffe Inc, 
Sept 27, 2022 - reply
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Canada Post tracking  
Registered Mail package
 June 2022 letter to 501 
Alliance



 

Tracy Manolakakis 
Manager, Public Consultation 
 Tracey Cook 

Deputy City Manager 
Infrastructure and Development Services 

Policy, Planning, Finance & 
Administration 
Metro Hall, 19th Floor 
Toronto, Ontario M5H 2N2 

 
Reply to: Mae Lee (Rigmea) 
Sr. Public Consultation Coordinator 
Tel: (416) 392-8210 
Fax: (416) 392-2974 
TTY:        (416) 338-0889 
E-mail: mae.lee@toronto.ca

June 13, 2022 

DELIVERED BY Registered Mail 

 
501 Alliance Avenue, 

 

Re:   Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment – Notice of potential need for permanent easement and 
temporary construction easement agreement on 501 Alliance Avenue 

Dear Property Owner(s): 

The City of Toronto and Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) are carrying 
out a Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine a preferred riverine 
flood mitigation strategy for the Rockcliffe-Smythe area, in the City of Toronto. The primary 
objective of this Class EA is to minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe area to the 
extent practical with robust and low maintenance solutions, while minimizing and 
mitigating potential impacts resulting from the implementation of flood mitigation 
measures, and coordinating riverine flood mitigation designs with concurrent 
transportation, sewer and drainage projects in the study area. The study is being 
undertaken in accordance with the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 
requirements as set out by the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act, 1990. More 
information on this project can be found on the website: trca.ca/rockcliffe  

Although the City makes all efforts to build our infrastructure within the City road right-of-
way, you are receiving this letter because your property is impacted by the study 
recommendation for a relocated watermain at the Rockcliffe Boulevard bridge. We want to 
ensure that any issues, comments or questions you have are heard before we finalize our 
study. 

Registered mail letter to 501 Alliance Ave
June 13, 2022,1 of 3
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Potential Impacts to your Property 

A portion of the watermain realignment is proposed to be constructed under a small 
section of the southwest corner of 501 Alliance Avenue.  A significant portion of the 
watermain will be constructed underneath Black Creek and the Rockcliffe Boulevard and 
Rockcliffe Court road right-of-way. Please see Attachment 1 – Conceptual Servicing 
Relocation Plan indicating the area of impact. Additional temporary construction 
easements within the subject property may be needed to facilitate construction. 

Current stage of project 

Please note that the study is a planning level exercise that identifies a high-level plan of 
infrastructure that is needed to address the study objectives. In late 2022, this study will be 
completed and detailed design will take place from 2024 to 2027. This will involve 
refinement of the design based on detailed surveys, locations of other existing 
underground utilities, engineering and other considerations.  

Through detailed design, further efforts will be taken to utilize the City road right-of-way 
and other lands owned by the City or TRCA as much as possible for the watermain. 
Should there still be a need to enter into an easement agreement with the City at that time, 
the City will be in touch through the Property Easement Process outlined below. 

Property Easement Process 

The City's Real Estate Services is responsible for negotiating an easement under your 
property. The City strives to balance municipal and community needs with the rights of 
property owners. The focus is on negotiating mutually acceptable agreements for the 
required assessments, which will be used as the basis for discussing the terms and 
conditions with you once the necessary project approvals are in place. 

Next steps 
At this stage of the study, affected owners are notified and consulted on the possible 
future need to acquire easements to advance the study recommendations.   

If you have any questions about the project or would like to learn more, please consider 
viewing the recorded Public Information Centre hosted by the City and TRCA on Tuesday, 
March 1st, 2022. Notice of Public Information Centre would have been delivered to your 
property in advance of the meeting but is included as Attachment 1. All Public Information 
Centre materials including a recording of the meeting is available on the project website: 
trca.ca/rockcliffe  

Registered mail letter to 501 
Alliance Ave
June 13, 2022,2 of 3
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Additionally, if you would like to have a teleconference or individual virtual meeting with the 
study team, please contact the Rockcliffe Project Coordinator at your convenience via 
phone or email, to set up a mutually convenient time to discuss the project. They can be 
reached at 416-661-6600 x.6471 or by email at rockcliffeEA@trca.ca  

More information on this project can be found on the website: trca.ca/rockcliffe 

Sincerely, 

Casey Morris 
Senior Project Manager, 
Transportation Services 
City of Toronto 

Copy:  Melody Brown, Project Manager, Flood Risk Management, TRCA 
Mae Lee, Senior Coordinator, Public Consultation Unit, City of Toronto 

Attachments:  Conceptual Servicing Relocation Plan 
Notice of Public Information Centre 

Registered mail letter to 
501 Alliance Ave
June 13, 2022,3 of 3
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From: Casey Morris
To:
Cc: RockCliffeEA; Melody Brown; Rhianydd Phillips; Mike Collins
Subject: RE: 501 Alliance
Date: October 13, 2022 3:46:18 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Hi 

I can walk you through these to help clarify what is shown and where exactly this is located.

I can't speak to the liability aspect, but this is something that real estate would be able to address.

Would you be available next Monday to discuss?  I can set up a Web Ex call for 30 mins.

Between 10-12 or 3-5

Let me know if there is an appropriate time that works for you.

Kind regards,

Casey
C:416.873.7503

From: 
Sent: October 12, 2022 6:24 PM
To: Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>
Cc: 'RockCliffeEA' <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; 'Melody Brown' <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; 'Rhianydd
Phillips' <Rhianydd.Phillips@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: 501 Alliance

Casey

I’m sorry but I cannot make out how this affects my property from these drawings. Is there anyone
who does, who could go over these with me.

I assume the city will assume full liability to any damage done to my geothermal system which is the
heart of my building and on which the entire building and its tenants depend.

From: Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca> 
Sent: October 12, 2022 12:30 PM
To: '
Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Rhianydd

501 Alliance Ave, Oct 13, 2022 - 
reply from project team.
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From:
To: "Casey Morris"
Cc: RockCliffeEA; Melody Brown; Rhianydd Phillips
Subject: RE: 501 Alliance
Date: October 12, 2022 6:23:57 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Casey

I’m sorry but I cannot make out how this affects my property from these drawings. Is there anyone
who does, who could go over these with me.

I assume the city will assume full liability to any damage done to my geothermal system which is the
heart of my building and on which the entire building and its tenants depend.

From: Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca> 
Sent: October 12, 2022 12:30 PM
To: ' >
Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Rhianydd
Phillips <Rhianydd.Phillips@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: 501 Alliance

Good day 

I wanted to circle back with you to let you know where we are in the Environmental Assessment for
the Rockcliffe Riverine project as we had previously communicated back in July.

We have looked at how to reduce the impact onto private property, and the consultant team  has
determined and is confident that the small triangle adjacent Rockcliffe Boulevard is sufficient to
accommodate the relocation of the re-aligned water main as per recommended bridge and channel
improvements.

We are aware that there is buried geothermal loops near the area, from the drawings provided
these loops appear to be outside of the works.  We hope that as the design develops through
detailed design studies that the project team can find efficiencies to minimize impacts to what is
shown on the attached Conceptual Servicing Relocation Plan.

As we are still in the planning stages, we don’t anticipate detailed design to begin until as early as
2024, at which time Real Estate Services would reach out to you to discuss the Property Easement
Process.

If you have any questions at this time please feel free to reach me to discuss.

Casey
C:416.873.7503

501 Alliance Ave, Oct 12, 2022 - reply 
from owner.

501 Alliance Ave, Oct 12, 2022 - reply
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From:   
Sent: July 25, 2022 4:06 PM
To: Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>
Subject: FW: 501 Alliance

Casey

This is what we have. The picture shows where the piping runs around the basement ramp wall.

We go right into the corner with the drilling.

The boreholes will be within inches of where they were designed to be placed.

Like anything else, if you trust the drawings and are trying to work within a metre of anything, you
need to hand dig or use hydrovac.  I would suggest at least a 2 m clearance.  If you hit or pull any
black pipe, it cannot be buried without inspection and pressure testing. You would need to engage
Geosource to do that.

The long and short of it is that I would avoid my property if possible rather than risk screwing up a
$5m geothermal system.

Let me know your thoughts.

501 Alliance Ave, July 25, 2022 - reply

mailto:Casey.Morris@toronto.ca


Senior Project Manager, Flood Risk Management
Engineering Services | Development and Engineering Services

T: (437) 880-2377 new phone number
C: 647-500-6515
E: melody.brown@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: June 27, 2022 2:50 PM
To:  RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: 501 Alliance Ave.

Good afternoon 

If you are able to share a plan that is appreciated. Do you recall if the lot was dug up right up to the
south fence? Or if the loops may be very close to, or adjacent to, the fence?

Sincerely,
The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From:  
Sent: June 21, 2022 3:53 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: 501 Alliance Ave.

There are about 74 loops in my rear parking lot stretching out to every corner to maximize distance
between loops. I may have a plan but when the holes were drilled the whole lot was dug up so I am
not 100% sure as to the accuracy.

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: June 21, 2022 3:04 PM

501 Alliance Ave, June 27, 2022 - reply

501 Alliance Ave, June 21, 2022 - reply
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To:  RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: 501 Alliance Ave.

Hello 

We received your email and voicemail. Thank you for informing us of the geothermal loops within
your property and the conflict with the proposed watermain. The study team will investigate
alternate watermain alignment options. Would you be able to provide mapping that shows the exact
location of the geothermal loops?

We would be happy to have a phone call to discuss this further. Please advise of your availability this
week or next week between 9am and 4pm.

Sincerely,
Casey Morris and the Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From:  
Sent: June 17, 2022 2:37 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: 501 Alliance Ave.

Casey Morris

I recently picked up a letter informing me that you intend to create an easement through the corner
of my property. Please be advised that there are currently geothermal loops in the ground at that
location.

Installing a watermain there would likely rip through my groundloops.

It is not possible to relocate my geothermal loops. I hope you can reroute your watermain.

Sincerely

501 Alliance Ave, June 17, 2022

mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
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Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study 

MINUTES 

Project: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study  

Meeting: Meeting with  501 Alliance  

Date: October 17, 2022 – 3:00pm-3:30pm 

Attendees:  

-  – Strashin Developments, Owner 501 Alliance  
- Casey Morris – City of Toronto, Transportation Services 
- Mike Collins – City of Toronto, Toronto Water 
- Melody Brown – Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) 
- Rhianydd Phillips – Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) 

Minutes prepared by Rhianydd Phillips (TRCA) on Oct 17, 2022 

MINUTES ACTION BY/ DATE 
 

1. Introductions  
 

INFO 

2. Project Overview  
 

- Displayed to attendees; attachment #1: titled “Rockcliffe Blvd 
Conceptual Servicing Relocation Plan” 

- You have received email correspondence recently regarding 
impacts to your property as part of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood 
Mitigation MCEA Study that we are working on. 

- The ultimate goal of the project is to minimize riverine flood risk in 
the Rockcliffe area to the extent practical to accommodate the 
flashy river response from rain events. 

 
 
 

INFO 

3. Impacts to 501 Alliance  
 

- It is proposed to more than double the span of the Rockcliffe Blvd 
bridge with the existing 15 m span bridge being removed and 
replaced with a 41 m span bridge. Rockcliffe bridge is a barrier 
during storm events, opening it up will create more room for water. 

- Jane St culvert will be replaced with much larger bridge to let more 
water through/under the bridge. This would be built first and then 
Rockcliffe bridge after. 

- To do this, a permanent easement of approx. 48 m2 will be required 
for the re-aligned water main on the property of 501 Alliance.  

- Construction easements will be identified during detailed design. 
- Existing sewers, watermain and utilities need to be rerouted 

including a trunk sewer at both Jane St and Rockcliffe Blvd.  
- The proposed design has been coordinated with the Black Creek 

Sanitary Drainage Area Servicing Improvement project and 
Basement Flooding Protection Program, including the realignment 

 
 
 
 

INFO 



Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA Study 

MINUTES ACTION BY/ DATE 
 

of sewers at Rockcliffe Blvd and maintain the space required for 
future Toronto Water infrastructure.  
 

- The project consultant created a map showing the location of the 
proposed watermain relative to the geothermal loops on the 
property of 501 Alliance (see attachment #1).  As shown in 
attachment 1, there is more than 5m of space between the 
proposed watermain and the geothermal infrastructure.  

- During implementation, the city will ensure this area is tested 
before excavation to ensure there are no conflicts. 

 
- Question from ): Is it a 

Sewer pipe or water pipe? Including a follow up question “ How 
deep will the watermain be?”  

- Response from project team, Mike Collins (CofT): Watermain. The 
project team can’t comment on how deep this watermain will be but 
watermains are typically min 1.8 m deep. 

4. Timeline and Funding 
 

- Jane Street detailed design starting in 2023-2024, then major utility 
relocation work in 2025-2027, ending with major bridge 
reconstruction work in 2025-2027. Jane St construction is funded. 
Rockcliffe bridge is not funded this time. 

- Before the project goes to tender, the city will work through the 
design with the consultant to reduce property impacts as much as 
possible and the real estate team will engage with the property 
owners at this time. 

 
- Question from ): A lot of the 

problems in the area are due to sewer backup. Is this going to 
impact sewer back up? Elliott noted his property has experienced 
riverine flooding multiple times but not basement flooding and now 
has a coffer dam, sump pump, and dikes to protect against riverine 
flooding. 

 
- Response from project team, Mike Collins (CofT): This project does 

not address sewer issues explicitly but other Toronto Water 
projects in this area will be beginning at the same time as this EA 
and will finish construction within a 10-year window. Lots of 
basement flooding infrastructure improvements are planned 
including bigger storm sewers and holding tanks, etc. 

 
 
 

INFO 

5. Final Discussions  
 

- No additional questions, comments or concerns.  

INFO 
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Municipal Class Environmental Assessment

COMMUNITY LIAISON COMMITTEE MEETING #1
MAY 19, 2021
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ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

We acknowledge the land we are meeting on is the traditional territory of
many nations including the Mississaugas of the Credit, the Anishnabeg, the
Chippewa, the Haudenosaunee and the Wendat people and is now home to
many diverse First Nations, Inuit and Métis peoples.

We also acknowledge that Toronto is covered by Treaty 13 with the Mississaugas
of the Credit.

Using and participating in a land acknowledgement is a way to recognize the
enduring presence and resilience of Indigenous peoples in this area and a
reminder that we’re all accountable to the relationships.



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

• Please stay muted when you are not talking.

• If you are using a smart phone, you can switch between webcam and slideshow view 
by swiping the screen.

• There will be dedicated pause points throughout the presentation to address questions 
and have discussion. 

• If you have a question or comment, please use the raise hand function or type your 
question into the Chat box.

• Please do not use the Chat Box to continuously comment on presentations.

• To address privacy concerns, this meeting is NOT being recorded

• Here is how to use the mute/unmute, raise hand and chat functions…..

HOUSEKEEPING



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

Webex App on Computer Internet browser on Computer

HOW TO ASK A QUESTION OR MAKE A COMMENT

Raise 
Hand

Raise 
Hand

Chat Box Chat Box



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

For Telephone
• Press *3 to raise your hand
• Press *6 to unmute your microphone

HOW TO ASK A QUESTION OR MAKE A COMMENT

On SmartPhone or Tablet

Raise 
Hand

Chat Box
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6

WELCOME TO CLC #1

• Part 1: Introductions and role of the CLC

• Part 2: Problem and Opportunity

• Part 3: Alternative Solutions

• Part 4: Evaluation

• Part 5: Next Steps

PRESENTATION AGENDA

SEEK YOUR FEEDBACK ON:

• Preliminary alternative solutions

• Evaluation criteria

• Issues and concerns

• Public consultation
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Community Liaison Committee Members

• Who are you?

• Are you a resident or business owner/operator?

• What are you most interested in as it relates to 
this project?

INTRODUCTIONS

Have you personally 
experienced flooding on your 
property?

Panel of Project Team Specialists

• Serge Ristic – Project Manager, Morrison Hershfield

• Melody Brown – Project Manager, TRCA

• Riad Rahman – Senior Project Manager, Transportation 
Services, City of Toronto

• Mike Collins – Engineer, Toronto Water, City of Toronto

• Nick Lorrain – Senior Manager of Flood Risk 
Management, TRCA

• Meg St John – Senior Project Manager  (EA Process 
Oversight), TRCA

• Merrilees Willemse – Consultation and Facilitation, 
Dillon Consulting
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ROLE OF CLC

• Be informed of the study underway.

• Bring forward perspectives of the communities you are from.

• Advise on how to present information to communicate ideas.

• Help us inform the community.

• Help us understand key issues and concern, and work towards a consensus 
on key issues.

• This is a non-political advisory committee.

Advise Us!



CONSULTATION PLAN

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) has technical 
staff from TRCA, and the City of Toronto who will 
provide input and technical review throughout the 
planning and design process of the EA. 

EXECUTIVE STEERING COMMITTEE 

The Executive Steering Committee (ESC) has senior 
management staff from TRCA, and the City of Toronto 
who will provide input at key touchpoints prior to 
public consultation. 

COMMUNITY LIAISON COMMITTEE 

The Community Liaison Committee (CLC) is to assist 
the study team in obtaining additional public input 
concerning the planning and design process of the EA 
and items of public concern. 

PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE 

A Public Information Centre (PIC) will provide 
opportunities for the community to be made aware 
of the project, provide their input and to have their 
concerns addressed.

STAKEHOLDERS

Are individuals or groups that have an interest in the 
project or the proposed works. Stakeholders identified 
by the project team include: public agencies (federal, 
provincial and municipal), politicians, utilities, and 
user groups.

9
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FLOODING IN THE ROCKCLIFFE AREA

The Rockcliffe-Smythe area is the most flood 
vulnerable area in TRCA’s jurisdiction.
There are hundreds of buildings within 
the floodplain; many of these properties 
have experienced surface and basement 
flooding during storms due to a combination 
of riverine flooding, inadequate surface 
drainage, and overloading of the City’s sewer 
systems.

This project is looking at riverine flooding.
116 ha of land and 225 buildings within the 
scoped study area is flooded during the 350-
year storm event.

Map of the modelled extents of riverine flooding. 
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FLOOD RISK 101: URBAN VS. RIVERINE

Urban and riverine flooding are both experienced in 

the Rockcliffe-Smythe area.

Riverine flooding occurs when the water levels of rivers 

rise, overflowing their banks. 

This is different than urban flooding, which consists of 

street flooding, basement flooding, and flooding of other 
low-lying areas due to the limited capacity of local 
drainage systems. 

High water levels in Black Creek can restrict the ability of 
storm and combined sewers from discharging into the 

creek which can contribute to the overflow of storm 
sewers. Lowering water levels within the creek can help 
alleviate urban flooding but will not eliminate it.

Riverine Flooding

Urban flooding

Cerjanec, Robert, Active History, July 8, 2013, Angry storm sewer, https://bit.ly/3sGXQXj

https://bit.ly/3sGXQXj
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PROJECT PURPOSE

Collectively the City and TRCA have established the 

primary objectives of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood 

Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental Assessment:

1. To minimize riverine flood risk in the Rockcliffe-Smythe 

area, to the extent practical. The minimum target is flood 

protection for up to the 350-year storm event. 

2. Minimize and mitigate potential impacts resulting from 

the implementation of flood mitigation measures.

3. Coordinate riverine flood mitigation designs with 

concurrent transportation, sewer and drainage projects in 

the study area.

4. Get an implementation plan in place.
Black Creek west of Jane Street
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PREVIOUS STUDIES

Based on new hydraulic modelling and data collected by TRCA 
during the July 2013 and August 2018 flood events, the City of 
Toronto and TRCA have a broader understanding of flood conditions 
within the Rockcliffe-Smythe area. This improved information and 
modelling led the City and TRCA to collaboratively undertake 
a Flood Remediation and Transportation Feasibility Study, 
completed in 2020.

The objectives of the 2020 Feasibility Study were: to expand 
riverine flood protection options, placing greater focus on 
remediating the areas of greatest riverine flood risk; assess 
those flood remediation options against traffic and transportation 
needs. This has allowed the current EA to proceed on an 
accelerated schedule by building upon a partial solution. 
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EXPANDING SOLUTIONS

The previous studies enabled the City to secure 
federal Disaster Mitigation and Adaptation Fund 
support for Jane Street bridge improvements. 
However, this alone will not resolve all flooding issues 
within the area. 

There is still a need for a comprehensive flood 
mitigation solution. Previous studies have allowed us 
to undertake this multi-faceted EA that looks at many 
different infrastructure improvements. We are further 
exploring additional funding opportunities for the 
other infrastructure improvements.

Current Jane Street crossing

Widening of the Jane Street crossing will provide some flood 
relief during larger, infrequent events.

A multi-faceted solution that includes multiple improvements is 
needed to provide flood relief during the smaller, more frequent 
events that locals have experienced over the past couple years.
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WHAT IS THE PROBLEM AND OPPORTUNITY?

The Rockcliffe-Smythe area is prone to riverine flooding, 
posing a risk to life and property. By implementing a 
combination of flood conveyance improvements 
(e.g. channel widening and crossing upsizing) and flood 
protection measures (e.g. floodwalls/berms), the flood 
risk within the area for many properties can be reduced. 

The implementation of riverine flood mitigation 
measures within the Rockcliffe-Smythe area will also 
provide added benefits including: 
• Resiliency to climate change, 
• Improve performance of the existing urban drainage 

system, and
• Synergies with other City of Toronto infrastructure 

improvement projects. 

Problem

Opportunity

Black Creek flooding

Black Creek flooding
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CLASS EA PROCESS 

Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Process

Spring
2021

Winter
2021 

Spring 
2022

Summer 
2022

Problem
Opportunity

Alternative
Solutions

Environmental
Study Report

Design Concepts 
for Preferred 

Solution

Anticipated 
Approval of EA

1 2 3 4 5

WE ARE 
HERE

Public Review 
of ESR -

Summer 2022

CLC/PIC #2 -
Winter 
2022

Fall
2021

The Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project is following the 
Municipal Class EA process for municipal road, water and wastewater 
projects as outlined by the Municipal Engineers Association. TRCA was 
retained by the City to manage this study on the City’s behalf.

Project Tasks Completed: 

✓ Define the problem & opportunity

✓ Inventory of study area baseline conditions

✓ Develop alternative solutions

✓ Develop preliminary evaluation criteria 

PUBLIC CONSULTATION

Notice of 
Commencement



PAUSE FOR QUESTIONS

Are there any questions about what we are studying, why and how it 
relates to work done to date? 

Please use the raise hand function or type your question into the Chat.

17
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Raise 
Hand

Raise 
Hand

Chat Box Chat Box
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For Telephone
• Press *3 to raise your hand
• Press *6 to unmute your microphone

HOW TO ASK A QUESTION OR MAKE A COMMENT

On SmartPhone or Tablet

Raise 
Hand

Chat Box



Background and Preliminary Alternative 
Solutions
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PROJECT STUDY AREA

Scoped Study Area - direct impacts as a 
result of the project, e.g. construction 
impacts

Broad Study Area - study area to ensure 
holistic assessment of broader and indirect 
impacts, e.g. traffic impacts



BACKGROUND CONDITIONS

The EA study area is located entirely within the urban 
landscape and consists of a combination of floodplain, 
tableland, and ponds. Natural cover at this site is 
dominated by several types of forest and smaller 
areas of wetland and aquatics. However, the natural 
habitat is of limited ecological value. 

Lavender Creek and Black Creek both flow through 
the study area and are largely channelized 
throughout. Black Creek, and portions of Lavender 
Creek, are concrete lined. 

Geotechnical work to understand subsurface 
conditions is ongoing throughout 2021.

Lavender Creek upstream of Symes Road

22
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PLANNED INFRASTRUCTURE NEAR / IN STUDY AREA
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PLANNED INFRASTRUCTURE NEAR / IN STUDY AREA

Jane St Bridge Reconstruction
• Detailed Design (2023-2024)
• Major Utility Relocation Work (2024-2025)
• Major Bridge Reconstruction Work (2025-2027)

Eglinton Cross Town Project:
• Advance Tunnel Contract (2022 – 2025) includes launch, maintenance and extraction shafts, tunnel, and 

station/EEB headwalls
• Station, Rail and Systems Contract (2024 – 2030) includes the stations, facilities, fit-out the tunnel and install and 

commissioning of systems

Scarlett Road Underpass Project:
• Signal Bridge Relocation work Q3 2021
• Advanced utility work 2022
• Main contract 2023-2025 Delivery

St. Clair West Transportation Master Plan:
• Timing subject to coordination with Metrolinx on the SmartTrack stations on St. Clair
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WHAT ARE FLOOD PROTECTION MEASURES

• Flood Control
• Flow Improvements
• Diversion
• Floodproofing

CATEGORIES OF FLOOD PROTECTION

FLOOD BERM FLOOD WALL DAM/RESERVOIRS

CHANNEL MODIFICATIONS BRIDGE UPGRADES

Previous technical studies have 
investigated a broad range of flood 
protection options and confirmed that 
flow improvements and flood control 
are best suited for providing riverine 
flood protection in the study area.

Improving the flow of water

Flood Control

Flood Wall image courtesy of: International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River
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Alternative Solutions
Are different ways to reduce 
flood risk to life and property.

WHAT ARE ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS

• Through the work of past studies, we understand 
the Existing Flood Risk by modelling where the 
water will flow, and how deep and fast it will be. 

• Past studies have also identified what Alternative 
Solutions are technically feasible to reduce flood 
risk.

• The ‘do nothing’ alternative must be considered 
as part of the EA process.

Alternative Solutions for this project are focused on addressing 
flooding that is caused by the river flows (not sanitary sewer 
backups, nor flooding due to storm sewer capacity). However, 
alternatives must allow for urban runoff to reach the river.
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PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION – ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1

All alternatives include 
what is shown for 
Alternative 1 with 
variations on the 
extent of channel 
modifications

Widen and deepen channel to 
create more capacity for water



PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION – ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1
Black Creek Channel Widening - Jane St to Alliance Ave

Advantages Disadvantages

• 80ha of land removed 
from the 350-yr flood area

• Moderate improvements 
in ability for storm sewer 
to discharge (decreased 
water levels at 27 outlets 
and increased water levels 
at 7 outlets)

• Lowest capital cost
• Least complex and fastest 

to construct, least amount 
of channel reconstruction

• Widening of Lavender 
Creek requires some 
acquisition of adjacent 
commercial property

• Tree removal required
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS

Alternative 1: 
Black Creek Channel Modifications 
• Between Jane Street to Alliance Avenue

Lavender Creek Channel Modifications
• Between Black Creek and Upstream of 

Symes Rd

Bridge Replacements
• Jane Street
• Rockcliffe Boulevard
• Symes Road Culvert

Structure Removal
• Symes Road South Driveway
• Symes Road North Driveway (or replace)

New Structures
• Weston Road Floodwall

Alternative 2:
Additional Black Creek 
Channel Modifications 
Between Scarlett Road to 
Jane Street

Alternative 1 Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3:
Additional Black Creek Channel 
Modifications Between
Alliance Avenue to Weston Road

Additional Bridge Replacements
• Alliance Avenue
• Hilldale Road
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PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION - ALTERNATIVE 2

Alternative 2

Same as Alternative 1, 
but with the addition 
of Black Creek channel 
modifications from 
Jane Street to Scarlett 
Road

Widen and deepen channel to 
create more capacity for water



PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION - ALTERNATIVE 2

Alternative 2
Black Creek Channel Widening – Scarlett Rd to Alliance Ave

Advantages Disadvantages

• 82ha of land removed 
from the 350-yr flood area

• Most improvements in 
ability for storm sewer to 
discharge (decreased 
water levels at 32 outlets 
and increased water levels 
at 1 outlet)

• Middle capital cost
• Medium construction 

complexity and timeline, 
medium amount of 
channel reconstruction

• Widening of Lavender 
Creek requires some 
acquisition of adjacent 
commercial property

• Tree removal required
• Greater impact to current 

recreational amenities

31
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PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION - ALTERNATIVE 3 

Alternative 3

Same as Alternative 2, 
but with the addition 
of Black Creek channel 
modifications from 
Alliance Avenue to 
Weston Road

Widen and deepen channel to 
create more capacity for water



PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION - ALTERNATIVE 3 

Alternative 3
Black Creek Channel Widening – Scarlett Rd to Weston Rd

Advantages Disadvantages

• 82ha of land removed 
from the 350-yr flood 
area

• Most improvements in 
flood levels at storm 
sewer outlet (decreased 
levels at 32 outlets and 
increased levels at 1 
outlet)

• Widening of Lavender 
Creek requires some 
acquisition of adjacent 
commercial property

• Tree removal required
• Permanent road/lane 

removal on Humber Blvd 
North and South

• Highest capital cost
• Most complex and 

longest time to construct, 
most amount of channel 
reconstruction

33



DISCUSSION

Now that you’ve seen all preliminary alternative solutions:

1. Are there any that you think would be better? Why? 

2. Any key concerns with a solution? Impacts that may occur?

3. Other ideas that you thought TRCA or the City would be considering?

4. Do you have feedback on how the alternative solutions are presented? 
Are the options communicated clearly enough? 

34
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For Telephone
• Press *3 to raise your hand
• Press *6 to unmute your microphone
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Evaluation and Next Steps



PRELIMINARY EVALUATION CRITERIA

• Potential impacts to 
existing terrestrial and 
aquatic environment

• Impacts to planned 
infrastructure capital works 
projects

• Impacts to private property and 
uses

• Impacts to cultural heritage 
features 

• Conformity with approved local 
and provincial plans and policies

• Potential to provide safe 
pedestrian and vehicular ingress 
and egress

• Impacts to traffic conditions
• Disruption to adjacent property 

owners and businesses
• Impacts to recreational 

amenities

• Construction constraints, 
complexities and timeline

• Impacts to existing and 
proposed municipal servicing 
and utility infrastructure

• Flood risk reduction during 
Regulatory Flood

• Reduction in flooded area 
during a 350-yr storm 

• Effects on erosion potential 
downstream of the proposed 
works

• Effects on flood levels upstream 
and downstream of proposed 
works

• Climate change resiliency
• Reduction of riverine flood 

impact to urban drainage 
system

• Operations and 
maintenance costs

• Potential reduction of 
costs associated with 
flood damages

• Costs associated with 
contaminated soil 
removal and site 
remediation

• Capital Costs

38

The criteria will be 
revised based on 
comments received and 
then used to evaluate the 
Alternative Solutions



DISCUSSION

1. What would you like the evaluation to address?

2. What do you think are the most important considerations in evaluating 
each alternative solution?

3. Is there anything about the study area that you want to make sure we 
are aware of?

4. Are there any other comments on how the information is 
displayed/shared? Can we make improvements for the public meeting 
in June?

5. What key questions should we be asking the public?

39



NEXT STEPS

• Refine alternative solutions and evaluation criteria based on 
feedback received.

• Evaluate the three alternatives to select the preferred alternative 
solution.

• Develop Alternative Design Concepts for the preferred solution 
which includes:

- Refining the Preferred Alternative Solution to minimize impacts.

- Optimize the design of proposed bridges, culverts and flood 
protection infrastructure.

- Develop utility and municipal infrastructure relocation plans.

• Alternative Design Concepts and Evaluation Criteria will be 
brought back to the committees and public for comment in 
Winter 2021/2022.

• On-going consultation with agencies, landowners and other 
stakeholders. 

Spring
2021

Winter
2021 

Spring 
2022

Summer
2022

Problem
Opportunity

Environmental
Study Report

Design Concepts 
for Preferred 

Solution

Anticipated 
Approval of EA

1 2 3 4 5
WE ARE HERE

Public Review of ESR -
Summer 2022

CLC/PIC #2 -
Winter 2022Fall 2021

Notice of 
Commencement



THANK YOU 

WHAT TO EXPECT NEXT:

• PIC #1: June 16, 2021

• CLC #2: Winter 2022 (tentative, notice to follow)

• Results of the alternatives evaluation will 
be presented

CONTACT THE PROJECT TEAM: 
Rockcliffe Flood Mitigation Project 
Project Coordinator

EMAIL: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca

WEBSITE: www.trca.ca/rockcliffe

PHONE: 416-661-6600 ext. 6471

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan ON, L4K 5R6

Thank you!

Melody Brown, P.Eng Riad Rahman, P.Eng
TRCA City of Toronto

STAYING CONNECTED:

• Community mailout of Notice of PIC to be 
delivered around May 27th

• Social media posts planned during week of June 
1st to promote the PIC – Please share!

• Website will be updated at the beginning of June 
with PIC materials and comment form

• Send us your comments and questions at 
RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
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QUESTION AND ANSWER SESSION

Panel of Project Team Specialists

• Serge Ristic – Project Manager, Morrison Hershfield

• Melody Brown – Project Manager, TRCA

• Riad Rahman – Senior Project Manager, Transportation Services, City of Toronto

• Mike Collins – Engineer, Toronto Water, City of Toronto

• Nick Lorrain – Senior Manager of Flood Risk Management, TRCA

• Meg St John – Senior Project Manager  (EA Process Oversight), TRCA
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Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 

Environmental Study Report  

 
 

Community Liaison Committee #1 – Consultation Report 
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Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA 

 

Community Liaison Committee Meeting #1 
Meeting Summary 
 
Date + Time: May 19, 2021  
  6:30-8:30PM 
 
Location:  Webex Virtual Meeting 
 
Attendees: 

Organization Name 
TDSB  
Black Creek Alliance  
Mount Dennis Community Association  
501 Alliance Business Owner  
Cordella Ave Resident  
Cordella Ave Resident  
Hilldale Rd Resident   
Hilldale Rd Resident  
Hilldale Rd Resident  

 
Invited/Regrets: 

Organization Name 
Hilldale Rd Resident  

 
 
Project Staff: 

Organization Name 
Councillor Frances Nunziata 
TRCA Melody Brown 
TRCA Meg St John 
TRCA Crystal Robertson 
TRCA Nick Lorrain 
TRCA Robert Chan 
City of Toronto Riad Rahman 
City of Toronto Mike Collins 
City of Toronto Cassidy Ritz  
City of Toronto Mae Lee 
City of Toronto Wai Ming Lo 
Morrison Hershfield Serge Ristic 
Morrison Hershfield Sam Neale 
Dillon Consulting Merrilees Willemse 
Dillon Consulting Ying Ye 
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Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA 

 

Meeting Overview 
On May 19, 2021, the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) and City of Toronto (City) 
project team hosted the first Community Liaison Committee (CLC) virtual Webex meeting for the Rockcliffe 
Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA) Project. The purpose of the 
meeting was to introduce the project and project team to the CLC members; clarify the role of the CLC and 
the project process; provide project context information; describe the work done to date on the project; and 
engage CLC members in a dialogue about key questions at this stage, particularly related to the project 
history, preliminary alternative solutions, evaluation criteria, and how best to engage the broader public on 
the project. The meeting was facilitated by team members from Dillon Consulting. 

This meeting was undertaken as part of the consultation activities of Phase 2 of the MCEA process. Project 
work completed to date and presented at the CLC included: project objectives, project background, problem 
and opportunity statements, baseline inventory findings, screening of long list of solutions, preliminary 
alternative solution designs and corresponding advantages and disadvantages and preliminary evaluation 
criteria.  

Summary of Key Themes Heard from CLC 
Key themes related to project issues and opportunities identified through input received from the CLC 
included: 

- Interest in impacts that alternative solutions may have on transportation and transit  
- Interest in other projects that mitigate sewage flooding and basement flooding 
- Interest in the process, cost and timelines of the project and alternative solutions 

Meeting Agenda 
Part 1: Introductions and Setting the Stage 

- Land acknowledgement, opening remarks from Councillor Nunziata, and purpose of the meeting  
- CLC introductions and role 

Part 2: Project Background and Context 
- Description of flooding scenario, background studies, why this project is important, key baseline 

inventory findings, and overview of the EA process 
- Facilitated discussion: Questions and Answers (Q+A) using chat box and raised hand function 

(verbal dialogue) 
Part 3: Alternative Solutions  

- Review of the three preliminary alternative solutions and their respective advantages and 
disadvantages 

- Facilitated discussion: Questions and Answers (Q+A) using chat box and raised hand function 
(verbal dialogue) 

Part 4: Evaluation  
- Outline the decision making process and preliminary evaluation criteria 
- Facilitated discussion: Questions and Answers (Q+A) using chat box and raised hand function 

(verbal dialogue) 
Part 5: Next Steps 
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Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA 

Meeting Summary Notes 
Introduction and Presentation  

The meeting facilitator from Dillon Consulting welcomed CLC members and went over the purpose of the 
meeting. Councillor Nunziata provided opening remarks. A presentation was given by TRCA and City project 
team members. A copy of the presentation is included as Attachment 1 to this meeting summary. The 
evening format was dialogue-based and allowed for questions and comments from CLC members 
throughout the presentation. 

Questions and Answers throughout the meeting 

The discussion captured throughout the meeting is summarized below. Feedback about the presentation 
and project engagement has been documented by the team and will inform revisions to materials and the 
approach for future public engagement. Feedback regarding the project purpose, preliminary alternative 
solutions and evaluation approach and criteria has been reviewed by project team members and will inform 
the next steps of project work. The Q&A discussion documented here is specific to the conversations had 
during the meeting. Questions from CLC Members are noted with a “Q”, comments from CLC members with 
a “C” and answers from project team members with an “A”.   
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Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA 

 

Part 1: Setting the Stage  

CLC members noted personal experiences with flooding and interests to see flooding in the area addressed.  

Part 2: Project Background and Context 

Q: Is this project recommended by the TRCA’s feasibility study? 

A: Yes, the feasibility study identified a number of solutions and the infrastructure that would be 
impacted for flood control. The study set a framework to undertake the EA. We need to go through 
this EA process now because this is a significant public investment and we need to refine and 
confirm the infrastructure solutions.  

Part 3: Alternative Solutions  

Q: What are the impacts of these options on the Eglinton Crosstown Light Rail Transit (ECLRT)? There is 
already flooding on Eglinton Avenue from the regional storm. Will any of the solutions raise the water levels 
that will affect the ECLRT? 

A: Mitigation measures will be developed to address adverse impacts on properties that are 
upstream or downstream of the project. Through our modelling we look at the impacts that the 
solutions would have on water levels upstream and downstream of the project area. The preliminary 
results do not show any significant concerns with flooding that would impact the ECLRT. As we 
progress with the technical analysis of the solutions and, in particular, once we have a preferred 
solution we will provide more detailed information on the resulting flood scenario which should 
reduce flooding. We do not anticipate impacts to the LRT.   

Q: The Hyde Avenue sewage tank surcharges to the Black Creek sanitary tank sewer. The proposed 
increase in depth of the water over the Hyde Tank will pressurize the sanitary even more. The sanitary 
sewer is what floods Cordella Avenue, not water going over Weston Road. The concern is that more water 
will go into the sanitary sewer even though the water does not come across Weston Road. What is the 
impact of the Weston Floodwall on the Hyde sewage tank? 

A: We have to look at the adverse impacts as we develop the alternative solutions. We do not want 
to progress solutions that would increase issues with the sanitary sewer system as we know the 
flooding that results from sewer backups is also problematic. The solutions do not present greater 
risks to the sanitary sewer system. We can look at this in more detail and bring more information 
forward at our next meeting to clarify this. 

Q: What is the size of the current Black Creek channel? 

A: Black Creek is approximately 20 metres wide across the top of the slope. 

Q: Is this project going to address sewage flooding and sewer backups in our basements? 

A: This project is focused on riverine flooding. The City’s Basement Flooding Study initiatives and 
urban sewage system improvements will still be needed along with the implementation of this 
riverine flooding project in order to alleviate the urban sanitary sewer or basement flooding issues 
that residents have been experiencing. However, conditions for the urban system will improve by 
implementing the solutions from this project and lowering the river's water level. 

Q: Residents are facing flooding issues from the sewage system, not from stormwater or the river. Are we 
tackling the problem?  
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A: This project is focused on riverine flooding. Riverine flooding needs to be addressed because 
there is flooding vulnerability in the area, including for residents around Lavender Creek and 
Hillsdale. However, other divisions in the City are focused on sewage flooding, which will be 
implemented into the capital plan. The City’s Basement Flooding Study, which addresses sewage 
flooding that causes backups in basements, is currently doing a refresh of the study for Area 4 
which covers this area. The TRCA and the City are working together to ensure that there is synergy 
between the basement flooding sanitary sewer work that the City is doing and this riverine flood 
mitigation project. We anticipate that the Basement Flooding Study for Area 4 will be completed by 
the end of August 2021. The surrounding area's study (referred to as Area 45) has numerous 
suggestions for sewage improvements, including increased separation of sanitary and storm systems 
and storm sewer size. Some of the issues related to basement flooding will benefit from this project 
by addressing the riverine flooding in the area.  

Q: What are the refresh items that are being reviewed for the Area 4 Basement Flooding Study? 

A: (Showing the figure on Slide 23) Toronto Water is progressing work on projects in this area that 
are planned to come within the next three years. It is important to note that every project occurring 
in this area will help relieve flooding. Toronto Water has implemented initiatives like sealing 
manholes in the trunk system and relieving overflow locations to mitigate sewage flooding. There 
will be future consultation later this year on the projects to address sanitary sewer overflows. 

Q: (Looking at the figure on Slide 23) What types of capital projects do the green and aqua lines represent in 
the Planned Infrastructure Near/In Study Area map, and when will the projects be completed? 

A: The lines represent Capital Plan Works, a mix of building and expansion projects including 
building parallel storm sewers and expansions of existing sewers and new tanks at various locations. 
The projects are planned to be completed between 2020 and 2022. The aqua line (2020-2022 
Capital Plan Works) projects are anticipated to be completed within three years. The green line 
(Basement Flooding Protection Program) will be completed in the future. Toronto Water is planning 
future consultation on these projects to provide more detailed information and including updates 
regarding the timing anticipated for these works.  

Q: Do you have a list of all the homes and businesses that each alternative solution would impact? 

A: We are aware of what properties may be impacted, but we will not publicly share a list at this 
time as it would be premature to do so [impacted properties would be contacted directly]. We will 
have a better idea of who will be impacted by the preferred alternative as the project progresses. As 
we consider each alternative solution our aim is to limit property acquisition and impacts, especially 
for residential areas. 

Q: How will the water level be lowered in Smythe Park by widening the channel when there will be water 
flowing in from the Humber River?  

A: The new hydrology model and two-dimensional hydraulic model consider the interaction 
between Humber River and Black Creek.  The model shows that the impacts and influence of the 
Humber River are isolated to the area west of Scarlett Road. Through this project, the existing drop 
structure that is located at Scarlett Road would be removed, which allows the channel to be 
lowered as well as widened to increase conveyance capacity.  

Note - An offer to consult further with the commenting individual on modelling results was made.  
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Q: Can the phases of work start with the construction of what would have the biggest benefit and then 
determine if further works are required? I am concerned that getting the money for a project this big may 
slow down building everything together.  

A: One of the objectives of the project is to create an implementation plan. The implementation 
plan will be created by the consultant team. The implementation plan will look at the phasing of 
construction to maximize benefits and confirm that the phases of work do not cause adverse 
impacts in the interim that cannot be mitigated or managed. Funding is already in place to 
implement parts of the project. 

Q: Is it possible to deepen the channel more rather than widening the channel? 

A: The depth of the channel is limited by where we are trying to let the water out. The water 
flowing through Black Creek has to make its way to the Humber River. We cannot deepen it any 
more than already proposed because then water will not drain. We are able to lower the channel by 
eliminating drops in it and smoothing the slope over the whole length. We have to account for the 
elevation of the ultimate outlet (Humber River or Black Creek downstream of where the works are 
proposed). The ultimate outlet sets out the constraint for how much we can  deepen the river. We 
cannot go deeper than the ultimate outlet. We also have to maintain a particular slope to allow the 
water to flow through the system. These are all elements that we looked at in coming up with the 
initial alternative solutions.  

Q: How will the alternative solutions be chosen? For example, are we looking at the alternative that is the 
most cost-effective or most successful?   

A: We look at a number of different evaluation criteria to determine a preferred solution. 
Alternative solutions 2 and 3 both remove the same amount of area (82 hectares) from the flood 
plain. The feedback received from CLC members will be considered in the evaluation of each 
alternative solution. Cost and effectiveness are both considerations but not the only thing we look 
at; we want to maximize benefits and reduce impacts as much as reasonable.     

Q: What is the cost of each alternative? 

A: We do not have a cost estimate to share right now. We will share costs for each alternative 
further along in the study as more work is required to refine and cost the solutions.  

Q: Is there a higher risk of flooding during the construction of any of the alternative solutions? 

A: We will look at the construction phase flooding risks as part of the implementation plan to ensure 
there are no adverse flooding impacts in the interim that cannot be mitigated as a result of 
construction. In addition, once the EA is complete and the preferred alternative is confirmed, 
detailed design work will begin whereby the construction methods and practices for construction 
will be confirmed.  

Part 4: Evaluation 

Q: From the perspective of the TDSB we are very focused on the safety of our students. How will the 
safety and transportation of students and children to and from the school be addressed or considered?  

A: We will review the construction approaches to best minimize the disruption to the area during 
multiple stages of the project. This includes consideration of the school and transportation of 
students through the area. The detailed design phase will set out a construction staging and phasing 
plan that looks to minimize the disruption to the area and allow for the continued safe 



 

7            

 

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA 

transportation of students, including identification of alternative routes, signage, and traffic control 
measures where necessary. 

Q: Is there going to be consultation with the TDSB on the construction approaches? 

A: Yes. The City will get in contact with stakeholders who will be directly impacted by the 
construction of the project. 

C: Adjacent parkland and sports fields are perfect temporary areas to absorb temporary flooding. 

C: Some of the main concerns I have are health and safety, including air and water quality, the timing for 
completion, and potential flooding impacts during the project construction. 

Q: The current channels are passable for people walking through the area. For example, many kids pass the 
channel to access locations like parks and schools. The proposed slope for the channel seems dangerous for 
people to be walking by. 

A: The cross-section shown in the presentation is not to scale (they are vertically exaggerated to 
make it easier to read but this makes it look steeper than it is). The proposed channel slope will be 
the same as the existing channel slope.  

C: Can you consider a new bridge crossing over the channel for pedestrians and bicycles only. More 
connections for people walking would be better.  

A: That is an interesting suggestion. It’s not something that’s currently in the scope of this study but 
we can pass this comment on for further consideration by the City.  

Part 5: Next Steps and Feedback for Public Consultation 

C: For future consultation, the maps are too small to read in detail.  

Q: The questions from the presentation could be too high level for some members of the community. You 
have to consider that English is not everyone’s first language. Could you provide simpler questions or 
materials and presentations ahead of time to allow the public to respond better? 

A: We are planning on sharing a comment form along with the materials for the public meeting. The 
presentation will be available to the public on TRCA’s website in advance of the public meeting. We 
will look at the questions we are posing and consider how to better get public feedback. 

C: The main questions from the public will be on the timeline. Definitive times as to when each phase will be 
completed should be provided to the public. 

C: Questions that you should anticipate will be about how this project will mitigate flooding and available 
financial aid for flooding. Many residents are concerned about the day-to-day impacts and not the 
technicalities. Residents will want to know how this can help with their issues or point them in the right 
direction.  

C: The public will be concerned about the timeline because they have experienced flooding for over 12 
years.  

Q: Residents are not interested in long timelines. Extended timelines mean more flooding for residents. 
What is the project team doing to speed up the EA?  

A: We hear timing is of the utmost importance. The study that was performed last year is a key 
piece that speeds up this EA project. The previous study looked at what is feasible for flood 
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protection and what is feasible from a transportation perspective. We were able to start this EA 
with a partial solution because of the work that was done in the previous study. As for the 
construction timing, we are working on finding funding that will speed up the process. We have a 
plan to immediately implement the solution for Jane Street as a result of this EA. This EA will be 
finished next year, and the detailed design phase will be commenced in 2023. We are proceeding 
with this EA as quickly as we can but we do have to follow this process.   

Q: Which alternative does the TRCA recommend? 

A: The recommendation will be established in partnership with the City and TRCA. At this point, we 
are gathering input from stakeholders and we do not have a recommendation yet. 

Q: How does the City give priority to flooding projects? Why has the City been neglecting this area for so 
long? Study after study shows that the area is having a combination of both riverine and sewage flooding. It 
is not healthy to live in these types of circumstances. Why hasn’t the City provided more remedies except to 
provide interactive maps and projects completed years from now? There is nothing in the interim in our area 
for basement protection that will solve our issues with flooding. The sewer backup valve and subsidies are 
not helping the flooding problems we are experiencing. Why hasn’t this area been expedited, especially if 
this is a top concern for TRCA? It comes across that the area is not receiving expedition because it is low-
income. 

A: We understand the frustration. There are opportunities to solve flooding issues and we are 
running parallel studies to do this. The City is committed to providing infrastructure more equitably. 
There is an ongoing discussion in senior management about why certain areas were not addressed 
for infrastructure updates. We are focusing efforts on this area. 

Meeting Close 

Following the discussion and presentation the meeting was adjourned at 8:30pm. CLC participants were 
encouraged to send any follow-up comments or questions to the project team contacts. CLC participants 
were reminded of the June 16, 2021 public meeting and encouraged to share the notice of the meeting in 
the community and with neighbours.  

 

This meeting summary was prepared by Ying Ye from Dillon Consulting. Please contact yye@dillon.ca for 
clarification, errors or omissions.  
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LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

We acknowledge the land we are meeting on is the traditional territory of many
nations including the Mississaugas of the Credit, the Anishnabeg, the Chippewa, 
the Haudenosaunee and the Wendat people and is now home to many diverse 
First Nations, Inuit and Métis peoples.

We also acknowledge that Toronto is covered by Treaty 13 with the Mississaugas
of the Credit.

Using and participating in a land acknowledgement is a way to recognize the enduring 
presence and resilience of Indigenous peoples in this area and a reminder that we’re all 
accountable to the relationships.
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• Please stay muted when you are not talking.

• If you are using a smart phone, you can switch between webcam and slideshow view 
by swiping the screen.

• There will be pause points during the presentation to address questions.

• During the presentation, if you have a question or comment on the content being 
presented, please type your question into the Q&A box. Following the presentation 
we will open up for a raised hand facilitated discussion.

• This meeting is being recorded for internal record keeping only and will NOT be 
posted publicly.

HOUSEKEEPING
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Webex App on Computer Internet browser on Computer

HOW TO ASK A QUESTION OR MAKE A COMMENT

Raise 
Hand

Raise 
Hand

Q&A Box Q&A Box
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For Telephone
• Press *3 to raise your hand

HOW TO ASK A QUESTION OR MAKE A COMMENT

On SmartPhone or Tablet

Raise 
Hand

Q&A Box
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6

WELCOME TO CLC #2

• Part 1: Project Overview
• Part 2: Preferred Alternative Solution 

from Phase 2 of the MCEA
• Part 3: Preliminary Design Concepts
• Part 4: Summary of Preliminary 

Preferred Design Concept and Next 
Steps 

PRESENTATION AGENDA

SEEK YOUR FEEDBACK ON:
• Design concepts
• Evaluation and preliminary preferred
• How best to communicate this 

information to the public

6
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INTRODUCTIONS

Panel of Project Team Specialists
• Nick Lorrain – Senior Manager of Flood Risk Management, TRCA

• Melody Brown – Project Manager, TRCA

• Robert Chan, Senior Engineer, TRCA

• Casey Morris – Senior Project Manager, Transportation Services, City of Toronto

• Mike Collins – Senior Engineer, Toronto Water, City of Toronto

• Serge Ristic – Project Manager, Morrison Hershfield

• Sam Neale – Deputy Project Manager, Morrison Hershfield

• Karen Hofbauer – Senior Water Resources Engineer, Matrix Solutions Inc.

• Merrilees Willemse – Consultation and Facilitation, Dillon Consulting

Other staff are also available to answer your questions as needed.
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ROLE OF CLC

• Be informed of the study underway.

• Bring forward perspectives of the communities you are from.

• Advise on how to present information to communicate ideas.

• Help us inform the community.

• Help us understand key issues and concern, and work towards a consensus 
on key issues.

• This is a non-political advisory committee.

Advise Us!
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PROJECT OVERVIEW
Review of project focus and purpose
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FLOOD RISK 101: URBAN VS. RIVERINE

Urban and riverine flooding are both experienced in 
the Rockcliffe-Smythe area.

Riverine flooding occurs when the water levels of rivers 
rise, overflowing their banks. 

This is different than urban flooding, which consists of 
street flooding, basement flooding, and flooding of other 
low-lying areas due to the limited capacity of local 
drainage systems. 

Riverine Flooding effects Urban flooding when high water 
levels from Black Creek enter sewer systems through 
overland flow, and by restricting sewer outflows into the 
creek. Lowering water levels within the creek can help 
alleviate urban flooding but will not eliminate it.

Riverine Flooding

Urban flooding

https://toronto.citynews.ca/2020/07/08/severe-thunderstorm-warning-tornado-watch-
in-effect-for-toronto/
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https://toronto.citynews.ca/2020/07/08/severe-thunderstorm-warning-tornado-watch-in-effect-for-toronto/
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BASEMENT FLOODING from URBAN SEWER SYSTEM

For Questions Related to 
Basement Flooding Contact:
Email: floodingstudy@toronto.ca

Learn more about the basement flooding protection work at: 
https://www.toronto.ca/basementflooding
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Toronto Water is reducing the risk of urban flooding through both local and trunk sewer 
improvements as identified through the Basement Flooding Protection Program (BFPP) and 
the Black Creek Sanitary Drainage Area Servicing Improvement efforts.

To reduce the risk of urban flooding in the Rockcliffe neighbourhood, the city is working towards:
• New storm and/or sanitary sewers on neighbourhood streets
• New stormwater storage tank
• New trunk sewers to add capacity to the Keele Trunk Sewer system

Together with the solutions proposed in this Riverine Flood Mitigation Project, the City’s 
sewer infrastructure improvements will substantially reduce flooding risk in the Rockcliffe 
neighbourhood.

mailto:floodingstudy@toronto.ca
https://www.toronto.ca/basementflooding
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FLOODING IN THE ROCKCLIFFE AREA

The Rockcliffe-Smythe area is the most flood 
vulnerable area in TRCA’s jurisdiction.
There are hundreds of buildings within 
the floodplain; many of these properties 
have experienced surface and basement 
flooding during storms due to a combination 
of riverine flooding, inadequate surface 
drainage, and overloading of the City’s sewer 
systems.

This project is focused on addressing riverine 
flooding (not sanitary sewer backups, nor 
flooding due to storm sewer capacity).

116 ha of land and 225 buildings within the 
scoped study area is flooded due to riverine 
flooding during the 350-year storm event.

Map of the modelled extents of riverine flooding. 
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ACHIEVING THE OBJECTIVES OF THIS PROJECT
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MUNICIPAL CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PROCESS 

Spring
2021

Winter
2021 

Spring & 
Summer 

2022

Fall
2022

Problem
Opportunity

Alternative
Solutions

Environmental
Study Report

Design Concepts 
for Preferred 

Solution

Anticipated 
Approval of EA

1 2 3 4 5

WE ARE 
HERE

(CLC #2)

Public Review 
of ESR –
Fall 2022

CLC & PIC #1 
– Spring & 
Summer

2021

Fall
2021

Project Tasks Completed: 
 Phases 1 and 2 are complete

 Completed 1st round of public consultation

 Determined preferred alternative solution

 Developed and assessed preliminary design concepts

PUBLIC CONSULTATION

Notice of 
Commencement
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The Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project is following the Municipal Class EA 
process for municipal road, water and wastewater projects as outlined by the Municipal 
Engineers Association. The class EA process establishes a planning and approval process 
for municipal infrastructure projects and must be undertaken prior to construction. 

TRCA and the City of Toronto are co-proponents of this Class EA. TRCA was retained by 
the City to manage this study on the City’s behalf.
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PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION 
FROM PHASE 2 OF THE PROJECT

15
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RECAP OF THE ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS

Alternative 1: 
Black Creek Channel Modifications 
• Between Jane Street to Alliance Avenue

Lavender Creek Channel Modifications
• Between Black Creek and Upstream of 

Symes Rd

Bridge Replacements
• Jane Street
• Rockcliffe Boulevard
• Symes Road Culvert

Structure Removal
• Symes Road South Driveway
• Symes Road North Driveway (or replace)

New Structures
• Weston Road Flood Barrier

Alternative 2:
Additional Black Creek Channel 
Modifications 
• Between Scarlett Road to 

Jane Street

Alternative 1 Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3:
Additional Black Creek Channel 
Modifications 
• Between Alliance Avenue to 

Weston Road

Additional Bridge Replacements
• Alliance Avenue
• Humber Boulevard

16
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FEEDBACK FROM PUBLIC CONSULTATION IN SUMMER 2021

17

Overall Input:
• Take action and make progress to address flood risks in Rockcliffe 

area – both riverine and basement flooding
• Communicate the process, cost and timelines of the project with the 

community
• Minimize impacts on:

• Transportation, transit and traffic
• Green space, trees, wildlife habitat and biodiversity
• Recreational amenities, particularly Smythe Park

There was a strong 
preference for 
Alternative 1 amongst 
respondents. It has the 
least impact on Smythe 
Park and associated 
amenities.

• Interest in naturalization efforts and restoring the natural river area
• Interest in adding new trails/connections throughout the study area

• Interest in how the City is addressing other flood mitigation measures for urban flooding
(other studies and City work)
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INCORPORATING FEEDBACK INTO DESIGN CONCEPTS

18

The feedback from consultation informed the project next steps including the 
development of design concepts. In particular:
• Impacts to Smythe Park have been reviewed and minimized
• Consider opportunities for enhancing public amenities/trails 
• Preserve and enhance public greenspace
• Improve the ecological value of the environment 
• Ongoing efforts to fast track the project timelines

Based on consultation, a member motion was adopted by City Council in summer 2021 
that directed the project team to explore opportunities to naturalize the Black Creek 
channel and report on findings as part of the environmental assessment process.



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

CHANNEL NATURALIZATION

19

The plants and rocks in a natural 
channel cause the water to flow 
more slowly through the channel. 
So a natural channel requires 
more space to hold the same 
water in comparison to a smooth 
concrete channel. If you slow 
down the water then the water 
needs a place to sit. 

A natural channel requires at 
least three times more land than 

an engineered channel
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NATURALIZATION ANALYSIS

Hydraulic Requirements
• The larger channel area is required for flood conveyance 

because naturalization increases channel roughness which 
slows the water down.

• The wider naturalized channel would be flooded during 
storm events

Fluvial Geomorphology Requirements
• 120 m valley width is the smallest corridor width feasible 

based on natural channel design principles.
Grading Requirements

• 3:1 slope required for the channel banks and valley wall to 
ensure long-term slope stability requires a significantly larger 
footprint than engineered channel concepts

Property Impacts
• Single residential (multiple properties)
• High-rise residential (multiple properties)
• Employment lands (single property)
• TDSB Property (Rockcliffe Middle School)

Costs
• Significantly higher costs due to greater impacts

Municipal Servicing Impacts
• Extensive relocation of combined sewer infrastructure along 

Black Creek valley, significantly more than engineered 
channel concepts

• Shallow combined sewer crossings would require significant 
armouring or further relocation to prevent damage from 
channel erosion

• Precludes ability to implement Black Creek Sanitary Trunk 
Sewer and Basement Flooding Improvement Works

Transportation Infrastructure Impacts
• More extensive impact to Jane Street, Rockcliffe Boulevard, 

and Rockcliffe Court compared to engineered channel 
concepts due to wider crossings and channel width

Park Uses and Services
• Significantly limits the programmable park space as the 

natural channel is not appropriate for amenities and 
recreational space due to greater flood risk

• Greater impact to Smythe Park
• Significantly impacts Rockcliffe Yard which is required for 

Parks operations.
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NATURALIZATION - SCREENED OUT

21

Channel Naturalization

Naturalization is screened out through the naturalization 
analysis as the impacts outweigh the benefits. This alternative 
solution is not feasible due to high costs and impacts to the 
community, private properties and infrastructure.
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HOW ARE DECISIONS MADE?

22

Public Input:
• Feedback and input from the public related to local concerns, 
opportunities and priorities

Policies and Regulations:
• Compliance with relevant policies including Provincial Policy 
Statement, TRCA Living City Policies and City of Toronto Official 
Plan
• Reducing the risks to life, health, safety, property, and 
ecosystem health associated with flooding and whereby public 
safety must be prioritized

Technical Requirements:
• Feasibility of protecting or rebuilding existing infrastructure and 
safely conveying flood waters to provide 350-year storm event 
flood protection at a minimum

Decisions are influenced by considering public 
input, policies and regulations, and technical requirements.
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PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION – ALTERNATIVE 1

Alternative 1

Widen and deepen channel to 
create more capacity for water

23

This alternative is preferred because 
it has the least impacts and cost
while providing a similar level of 
flood protection as the other 
alternatives. It avoids significant 
impacts to Smythe Park. All 
alternatives require similar 
additional flood mitigation measures 
west of Jane Street.
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QUESTIONS SO FAR

Questions of clarification regarding:
• purpose of the project
• how the project team arrived at the preferred alternative solution

Please type your question/comment into the Q&A box.

Team members are in the background reviewing Q&A input and answering as many 
questions as they can.
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PRELIMINARY DESIGN CONCEPTS

25
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Design Concepts 
Look at different ways to 
accomplish the preferred 
alternative solution.

WHAT ARE DESIGN CONCEPTS

• Focused on reducing or mitigating impacts and 
enhancing benefits

• More refined design of flood protection works
to withstand flooding associated with the 350 yr
storm and address long-term resiliency from 
climate change

• More detailed consideration of changes to 
infrastructure including bridges, roads, and 
underground servicing

Design Concepts for this project are focused on addressing 
flooding that is caused by the river flows (not sanitary sewer 
backups, nor flooding due to storm sewer capacity). However, 
designs must allow for urban runoff to reach the river.

26



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

DESIGN CONCEPTS

Common 
Components

Bridge Replacements
• Scarlett Road
• Jane Street
• Rockcliffe Boulevard
• Symes Road Culvert

Road Realignment
• Rockcliffe Court

Structure Removal
• Symes Road South Driveway 

Bridge

New Structures
• Weston Road Flood Barrier

Black Creek 
Channel 

Modifications
Between Jane Street to Alliance 
Avenue

One of the following concepts:
• BC1 – Engineered Channel
• BC3 – Hybrid Engineered 

Channel

Lavender Creek 
Channel Modifications

Between Black Creek and Upstream of 
Symes Rd

One of the following concepts:
• LC1 – Engineered Channel with North 

Driveway Bridge Removed
• LC2 – Engineered Channel with North 

Driveway Bridge Replaced with Larger 
Bridge

• LC3 – Smooth Concrete Channel with 
North Driveway Bridge Removed

• LC4 – Smooth Concrete Channel with 
North Driveway Bridge Replaced with 
Larger Bridge
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TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

28

Scarlett Road Bridge:
Replace and improve 
road lanes, sidewalks and 
cycling infrastructure

Jane Street Bridge
-Sidewalk improvements

- Provision for cycling infrastructure
- Provision for future transit in 
dedicated right of way included 
within bridge substructure

Rockcliffe Bridge replacement
Rockcliffe Court re-alignment
- Re-align Rockcliffe court
- Enhance pedestrian crossing

Symes Road Culvert 
Replacement:
- sidewalk improvements
- Improved crossing

Weston Road flood 
barrier: Replace 
sidewalk
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TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS
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Jane Street Bridge - Cross section
• Wider sidewalks – AODA standards
• Provision for future cycling infrastructure
• Provision for future transit in dedicated right of way included within bridge 

substructure
• Opportunity for new trail connection into Black Creek West and Smythe Park
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BLACK CREEK - DESIGN CONCEPT SNAPSHOT
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BC1 - Engineered Channel BC3 - Hybrid Engineered Channel
• Uniform channel shape and bank slopes
• Channel bank slope same as existing
• Channel approximately 3 times wider and 1.3 

times deeper than existing
• Entire channel surface hard and relatively 

smooth to maximize flood protection benefit and 
protect against erosion

• Opportunity for green space and public amenity 
space outside of channel

• Variable channel shape and bank slopes within 
property constraints

• Channel bank slope same as existing or flatter
• Channel approximately 3-5 times wider and 1.3 

times deeper than existing
• Channel surface can be a mix of hard surface and 

vegetation treatments.
• Upper 25-50% of channel banks may be 

covered with armourstones, boulders, 
grasses/meadow plants or small shrubs

• Lower 50-75% of channel banks must be hard, 
relatively smooth surface

• Less opportunity for green space and public 
amenity space outside of channel
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BLACK CREEK - ENGINEERED CHANNEL (BC1)

Concept Plan - Black Creek Engineered Channel
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BLACK CREEK - HYBRID ENGINEERED CHANNEL (BC3)

Concept Plan - Black Creek Hybrid Engineered Channel
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CONSIDERATIONS FOR EVALUATION
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For the evaluation and analysis of these concepts we consider differences and impacts related to:

Natural Environment Social Environment

Technical Cost
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DESIGN CONCEPT CONSIDERATIONS AND TRADEOFFS

34

Consideration BC1 - Engineered Channel BC3 - Hybrid Engineered Channel

Riverine 
Flood Relief

100 year 
storm Essentially same urban and riverine flood relief

350 year 
storm

Flood waters fully contained in new channel

BC1 has slightly better flood relief than BC3

Regional 
Storm

Most flood relief (222 buildings removed 
from flood risk)

Less flood relief (196 removed from flood risk)

Appearance
Channel

Same appearance below to the 100-year storm water level

Limited options with hard surface up to top 
of channel

More natural looking options above the 100 year 
water level such as vegetated armour stones, 
boulders, grasses/meadow plants or small shrubs

Channel 
Surroundings

Opportunity for green space and vegetation 
enhancements outside of channel

Less opportunity for green space and vegetation 
enhancements outside of channel

Black Creek - Design Concept Considerations and Tradeoffs
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DESIGN CONCEPT CONSIDERATIONS AND TRADEOFFS

35

Black Creek - Design Concept Considerations and Tradeoffs Continued
Consideration BC1 - Engineered Channel BC3 - Hybrid Engineered Channel

Climate Change 
Resiliency

More resilient to climate change Less resilient to climate change

Construction 
Timeline

Quicker to construct Longer to construct

Public Amenity 
Space

• More opportunity for public space amenity 
enhancements

• Less impact to existing park programming

• Less opportunity for for public space amenity 
enhancements

• More impact to existing park programming

Cost

• BC1 is about 10% less expensive to construct than 
BC3

• BC1 is less expensive to maintain long-term than 
BC3

• BC3 is about 10% more expensive to construct 
than BC1

• BC3 is more expensive to maintain long-term than 
BC1
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PRELIMINARY EVALUATION SUMMARY – BLACK CREEK

EVALUATION 
CATEGORIES

BC1
Engineered Channel

BC3 
Hybrid Engineered Channel

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

SOCIAL AND CULTURAL 
ENVIRONMENT

TECHNICAL 
CONSIDERATIONS

COST CONSIDERATIONS

Legend

Most Preferred
Least Preferred
Preliminary Preferred Design Concept
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PAUSE FOR QUESTIONS

Please type your question/comment into the Q&A box.

Team members are in the background reviewing Q&A input and answering as many 
questions as they can.

37

Questions of clarification regarding the Black Creek design concepts:

• Do you understand the design concepts and the trade-offs between them?
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LAVENDER CREEK - DESIGN CONCEPT SNAPSHOT

38

LC1 - Engineered Channel + No Driveway Bridge LC3 - Smooth Concrete Channel + No Driveway Bridge

• Uniform channel shape and bank slopes
• Channel bank slope similar to existing
• Channel approximately 1.6 times wider and 1.5 times 

deeper than existing
• North driveway bridge removed
• South driveway bridge removed

• Concrete or armour stone channel surface requiring 
more space

• Reduction of green space and public amenity space 
outside of channel

• More property impacts

• Uniform channel shape and bank slopes
• Channel bank slope similar to existing
• Channel approximately 1.3 times wider and 1.5 times 

deeper than existing
• North driveway bridge removed
• South driveway bridge removed

• Smooth concrete channel surface requiring less space
• More opportunity for green space and public amenity 

space outside of channel.
• Less property impacts

LC2 - Engineered Channel + North Driveway Bridge 
Replaced

LC4 - Smooth Concrete Channel + North Driveway Bridge 
Replaced

• Same as LC1 above but with the north driveway 
bridge replaced with a larger span bridge

• Same as LC3 above but with the north driveway 
bridge replaced with a larger span bridge
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LAVENDER CREEK - ENGINEERED CHANNEL (LC1 & LC2)
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Concept Plan - Lavender Creek Engineered Channel (without or with north driveway bridge)
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LAVENDER CREEK - SMOOTH CONCRETE CHANNEL (LC3 & LC4)
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Concept Plan - Lavender Creek Smooth Concrete Channel (without or with north driveway bridge)



ROCKCLIFFE RIVERINE FLOOD MITIGATION CITY OF TORONTO  |  TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY

CONSIDERATIONS FOR EVALUATION
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For the evaluation and analysis of these concepts we consider differences and impacts related to:

Natural Environment Social Environment

Technical Cost
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DESIGN CONCEPT CONSIDERATIONS AND TRADEOFFS
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Consideration LC1/LC2 - Engineered Channel (without 
or with north driveway bridge)

LC3/LC4 - Smooth Concrete Channel (without or 
with north driveway bridge)

Riverine Flood Relief
All concepts have the essentially the same flood elevations

All concepts can contain the 350-year and Regional Storm flows in the new channels when paired with 
BC1

Climate Change Resiliency
All concepts provide the same level of climate change resiliency

Appearance

North of 
Orman Ave

All concepts have the same appearance North of Orman – concrete or grouted armour stone

South of 
Orman Ave

Channel lined with grouted armour stone may 
be more natural looking or visually interesting Smooth concrete channel

Lavender Creek - Design Concept Considerations and Tradeoffs
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DESIGN CONCEPT CONSIDERATIONS AND TRADEOFFS
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Consideration LC1/LC2 - Engineered Channel (without 
or with north driveway bridge)

LC3/LC4 - Smooth Concrete Channel (without or 
with north driveway bridge)

Public Amenity Space Reduction of green space and public amenity 
space outside of channel

More opportunity for green space and public amenity 
space outside of channel

Property Impacts

Most property impacts

LC1 includes removal of the Symes Road 
entrance to 240 Rockcliffe Court

Less property impacts - approximately half compared to 
LC1/LC2 due to smaller channel size

LC3 includes removal of the Symes Road entrance to 240 
Rockcliffe Court

Construction Timeline LC2 would have the longest construction time LC3 would have the shortest construction time

Cost

• LC1/LC2 cost more to construct and 
maintain

• LC2 has the highest construction and 
maintenance cost

• LC3/LC4 cost less to construct and maintain
• LC3 has the lowest construction and maintenance 

cost

Lavender Creek - Design Concept Considerations Continued
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Least Preferred

PRELIMINARY EVALUATION SUMMARY – LAVENDER CREEK

EVALUATION 
CATEGORIES

LC1
Engineered Channel

(No Driveway Bridge)

LC2
Engineered Channel

(North Driveway Bridge 
Replaced)

LC3
Smooth Concrete 

Channel
(No Driveway Bridge)

LC4
Smooth Concrete 

Channel
(North Driveway Bridge 

Replaced)

NATURAL 
ENVIRONMENT

SOCIAL AND 
CULTURAL 

ENVIRONMENT

TECHNICAL 
CONSIDERATIONS

COST 
CONSIDERATIONS

Legend

Most Preferred Preliminary Preferred Design Concept
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SUMMARY OF PRELIMINARY 
PREFERRED DESIGN CONCEPT

AND NEXT STEPS

45
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SUMMARY OF PRELIMINARY PREFERRED DESIGN CONCEPT

Common Components

Black Creek (BC1)
Engineered Channel

Between Jane Street to Alliance Avenue

Lavender Creek (LC3)
Smooth Concrete Channel 

with North Driveway 
Bridge Removed 

Between Black Creek and Upstream of 
Symes Rd

46

Common Components: 
Bridge Replacements
• Scarlett Road
• Jane Street
• Rockcliffe Boulevard
• Symes Road Culvert

Road Realignment
• Rockcliffe Court

Structure Removal
• Symes Road South Driveway Bridge

New Structures
• Weston Road Flood Barrier
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PRELIMINARY PREFERRED BLACK CREEK DESIGN CONCEPT

BC1 - Black Creek Engineered Channel
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PRELIMINARY PREFERRED LAVENDER CREEK DESIGN CONCEPT
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LC3 - Lavender Creek Smooth Concrete Channel (without north driveway bridge)
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NEXT STEPS – ACCELERATED EA

• Confirm the Preferred Design Concept based on 
feedback received.

• Refine the Preferred Design Concept. This includes:
- Advance the design to greater level of detail. 
- Refining to minimize impacts and develop impact 

mitigation plans.
- Develop terrestrial restoration plans.

• Develop an implementation phasing plan to 
optimize the order in which each infrastructure 
component will be built.

• On-going consultation with agencies, landowners 
and other stakeholders. 

• Prepare an Environmental Study Report (ESR) 
documenting the project work and 
recommendations.

Spring
2021

Winter
2021 

Spring &
Summer

2022

Fall
2022

Problem
Opportunity

Environmental
Study Report

Design Concepts 
for Preferred 

Solution

Anticipated 
Approval of EA

1 2 3 4 5
WE ARE HERE

CLC #2

Public Review of ESR -
Fall 2022

CLC & PIC #1 –
Spring & Summer 

2021
Fall 2021

Notice of 
Commencement
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NEXT STEPS - IMPLEMENTATION

50

• This EA will establish a priority phasing plan for implementation to ensure that flood 
protection is provided to the area in an effective and timely manner.

• The City of Toronto applied for funding through the Federal DMAF program in October 
2021 and anticipate a response in 2022. If approved, the entire project could be 
constructed in phases with an anticipated 10-year timeframe.

• TRCA and the City of Toronto will continue to actively pursue all funding opportunities 
to ensure the entire project is funded and can be implemented as soon as possible.

Jane St Bridge 
Reconstruction 
Schedule

Symes Road 
Culvert Upgrade 
Schedule

2025-20272024-20252023-2024

CONFIRMED FUNDING
Jane St. Bridge Reconstruction
• $28.5 million from the City of 

Toronto
• The Government of Canada is 

investing over $19 million

Symes Road Culvert Upgrade
• $8.5 million from the City of 

Toronto

Detailed Design

Construction

Major Bridge 
Reconstruction Work

Detailed Design

Major Utility 
Relocation Work

Fall 2022

Completion of EA

Completion of EA
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Q&A DISCUSSION
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1. Do you have any questions about what the preferred design concepts include?
2. Do you have any questions about the evaluation and preliminary recommendations?
3. Do you have any questions or concerns with the recommendations?
4. What do you think are the most important considerations going forward?

5. How can we improve the presentation to share with the public?

Please type your question/comment into the Q&A box or raise your hand.

Team members are in the background revising input and answering as many questions 
as they can.
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION AVAILABLE
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A variety of additional resources are available on our website: trca.ca/Rockcliffe

Background Reports Materials from PIC #1 Ecology Reports
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THANK YOU 

WHAT TO EXPECT NEXT:
• PIC #2: live virtual meeting March 1, 2022

• Environmental Study Report: Fall 2022

• Preferred design concept will be finalized

CONTACT THE PROJECT TEAM: 
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project 
Project Coordinator

EMAIL: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca

WEBSITE: www.trca.ca/rockcliffe

PHONE: 416-661-6600 ext. 6471

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan ON, L4K 5R6

Thank you!
Melody Brown, P.Eng Casey Morris
TRCA City of Toronto

STAYING CONNECTED:
• Community mailout of Notice of PIC #2 to be 

delivered the week of February 14th

• Email with Notice of PIC #2 and social media posts 
February 10th – Please share!

• Website will be updated mid-February with PIC #2 
materials before the live virtual meeting

• Send us your comments and questions at 
RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
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REFERENCE SLIDES ON EVALUATION CRITERIA
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PRELIMINARY EVALUATION CRITERIA

• Potential impacts to existing terrestrial and aquatic 
environment

• Potential effects to Species at Risk
• Potential effects to air quality
• Potential effects to ground water during construction

• Impacts to planned infrastructure capital works projects
• Impacts to private property and uses
• Effects on archaeological resources
• Impacts to cultural heritage features 
• Conformity with approved local and provincial plans and 

policies
• Potential to provide safe pedestrian and vehicular ingress and 

egress
• Impacts to traffic conditions and level of service
• Impacts to traffic conditions and level of service for alternate 

modes of transportation
• Disruption to adjacent property owners and businesses
• Effects to natural aesthetics
• Effects to parks and recreational amenities

This criteria was used to evaluate the 
Design Concepts and will be refined 
based on comments received

55

Natural Environment Social Environment
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PRELIMINARY EVALUATION CRITERIA

• Construction constraints, complexities and timeline
• Impacts to existing and proposed municipal servicing and 

utility infrastructure
• Flood risk reduction during Regulatory Flood
• Reduction in flooded area during a 350-yr storm 
• Effects on erosion potential downstream of the proposed 

works
• Effects on flood levels upstream and downstream of 

proposed works
• Climate change resiliency
• Effect of riverine flood impact to urban drainage system

• Operations and maintenance costs
• Potential reduction of costs associated with flood 

damages
• Costs associated with contaminated soil removal 

and site remediation
• Capital costs

This criteria was used to evaluate the 
Design Concepts and will be refined 
based on comments received

56

Technical Cost
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Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Class  

 

Community Liaison Committee Meeting #2 
Meeting Summary 
 
Date + Time: February 1, 2022  
  6:00-8:00PM 
 
Location:  Webex Virtual Meeting 
 
Attendees: 

Organization Name 
Black Creek Alliance  
Mount Dennis Community Association  
Cordella Ave Resident  
Hilldale Rd Resident  
Hilldale Rd Resident  
Black Creek Alliance  

 
Invited/Regrets: 

Organization Name 
Hilldale Rd Resident   
TDSB  
501 Alliance Business Owner  
Cordella Ave Resident  
Hilldale Rd Resident  

 
 
Project Staff: 

Organization Name 
Honourable Ahmed Hussen, MP Staff Stephanie Loor Ruiz 
Councillor Frances Nunziata 
Councillor Staff Geno Orsi 
TRCA Melody Brown 
TRCA Crystal Robertson 
TRCA Nick Lorrain 
TRCA Robert Chan 
TRCA Rehana Rajabali 
City of Toronto Casey Morris 
City of Toronto Kevin Tudhope 
City of Toronto Mike Collins 
City of Toronto Mark De Miglio  
City of Toronto Mae Lee 
City of Toronto Wai Ming Lo 
Morrison Hershfield Serge Ristic 
Morrison Hershfield Sam Neale  
Matrix Solutions Karen Hofbauer 
Dillon Consulting Merrilees Willemse 
Dillon Consulting Ying Ye 
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Meeting Overview 
On February 1, 2022, the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) and City of Toronto (City) 
project team hosted the first Community Liaison Committee (CLC) virtual Webex meeting for the Rockcliffe 
Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA) Project. The purpose of the 
meeting was to review the EA process, preferred solution, design concepts and recommendations; provide 
an update on work done to-date and the project schedule; and engage CLC members in a dialogue about 
the designs, evaluation and recommendations, and to gather input on how to best engage with the public. 
The meeting was facilitated by team members from Dillon Consulting. 

This meeting was undertaken as part of the consultation activities of Phase 2 of the MCEA process. Project 
work completed to date and presented at the CLC included: project overview, alternative solutions, 
consultation input received, naturalization option, preferred solution, preliminary design concepts for Black 
Creek and Lavender Creek, and overall preliminary preferred design concept. 

Summary of Key Themes Heard from CLC 
Key themes related to project issues and opportunities identified through input received from the CLC 
included: 

- Interest in the impacts that alternative solutions may have on wildlife 
- Interest in the depth and width of the preliminary design concepts 
- Interest in other projects that mitigate sewage flooding and basement flooding 
- Interest in the process, funding and timelines of the project and alternative solutions 

Meeting Agenda 

Part 1: Introductions and Setting the Stage 
- Land acknowledgement and purpose of the meeting  
- Councillor Nunziata Introduction 
- Reminder of CLC role   

Part 2: Project Overview 
- Focus of the project and process 

Part 3: Preferred Alternative Solution from Phase 2  
- Review of alternative solutions, previous consultation input, naturalization option, and the preferred 

solution 
- Pause for Questions and Answers (Q+A) 

Part 4: Preliminary Design Concepts 
- Review Black Creek design concepts and evaluation  

o Pause for brief Q&A 
- Review Lavender Creek design concepts and evaluation  

o Pause for brief Q&A 
- Review the overall preliminary preferred design concept 
- Outline next steps and implementation 

Part 5: Facilitated Discussion Period 
- Opportunity for attendees to ask questions verbally to the project team or through the Q&A 

function 
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Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Class  

Part 6: Close and thank you 
 

Meeting Summary Notes 
Introduction and Presentation  

The meeting facilitator from Dillon Consulting welcomed CLC members and went over the purpose of the 
meeting. Councillor Nunziata provided opening remarks. A presentation was given by TRCA and City project 
team members. A copy of the presentation is included as Attachment 1 to this meeting summary. The 
evening format was dialogue-based and allowed for questions and comments from CLC members 
throughout the presentation. 

Questions and Answers throughout the meeting 

The discussion captured throughout the meeting is summarized below. Feedback about the presentation 
and project engagement has been documented by the team and will inform revisions to materials and the 
approach for future public engagement. Feedback regarding the project purpose, preliminary alternative 
solutions and evaluation approach and criteria has been reviewed by project team members and will inform 
the next steps of project work. The Q&A discussion documented here is specific to the conversations had 
during the meeting. Questions from CLC Members are noted with a “Q”, comments from CLC members with 
a “C” and answers from project team members with an “A”.   

Q: Could you refer to the segment as Jane to Lavender Creek rather than Jane to Alliance, given Alliance 
starts at Jane Street? 

A: We can review this. Jane to Alliance refers to the section of the channel between Jane St and 
where Alliance Ave crosses Black Creek. The channel upgrades extend upstream of Lavender Creek, 
so it's more accurate to say Jane to Alliance. 

Q: Can you clarify which slides are for tonight and which will be presented in March? 

A: We will be presenting all the slides to the public. 

Q: Did Toronto Water finish the new basement flooding study for our area? 

A: The refresh of the Area 45 Basement Flooding Study was completed in fall 2021, and the 
preliminary solutions in the area are still being proposed. Preliminary scheduling is looking at 
construction starting in 2027. 

Q: The new banks of the creek look very steep. Will they be dangerous? Will fences be required? Will 
mammals be able to reach the creek? 

A: The proposed creek bank slopes will be similar to the existing creek banks within the Smythe Park 
area. 

C: I think most residents think the stub over the creek is Humber Blvd South as Humber splits into North 
and South, and on the Northside, it is definitely Humber Blvd North.  

A: Thank you for the comment. We will revisit the labels for the PIC so it's clear to the public. 

Q: What does 1.5x deeper mean?  Will the floor of the Lavender Creel channel be at the same elevation as 
Black Creek? 
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A: Lavender Creek would be deepened by approximately 1 metre and would be graded to match 
the elevation at the confluence with Black Creek. The culvert needs to be lowered because of the 
sanitary sewer. 

Q: Is there an image showing the existing channel vs the new one? 

A: This is something we can develop as part of the PIC content. 

Q: What is the volume of water the system currently holds, and what would each project hold? Currently, it 
is stated three times but do you have numbers for volume? 

A: The reference to three times refers to the footprint and not to the volume. The volume of water 
the system could hold depends on other factors like flow and velocity. We are not looking to store 
the water but convey the water through the system. The current system is designed for a 10 year 
storm, meaning that the system is designed to convey water for a storm that happens every ten 
years. This project aims to design a system for a 350 year storm. We are looking at decreasing the 
frequency of flooding from a 10 year storm to a 350 year storm. A 350 year storm would be much 
larger and have more water to convey.  

Q: Can you please say how many feet the creek banks will be moved or widened for the visualisations? That 
would be nice for the channel from Jane to Alliance in particular. It would be good to add for the public 
presentation too. 

A: The change in feet will depend on the channel's station and the existing conditions. We are 
generally trying to maintain the centre line of the creek perpendicular to the bridge crossing. 

Q: Can you say what the design flood water elevation is at Rockcliffe? 

A: The target will have a half metre of vertical dry distance between water and the dry area.  

Q: Does either option put residents at risk for increased flooding while work is being completed? 

A: There is no difference between the options regarding risk. The implementation phasing plan will 
be developed and look at the risk specifically. We will be looking at how things will be built and look 
at controls to mitigate any temporary risks so that there will not be increased flooding risks.  

Q: Will nothing be done from Jane St to Scarlett Rd by the river banks? 

A: Yes, but there will be work in the immediate area, where the road will be reconstructed.  

Q: Will there be an overflow outlet to prevent animal roadkill, specifically on Scarlett Rd? 

A: There will be no relief culvert. Hydrologically it makes more sense to have a larger bridge 
structure than having multiple pieces of infrastructure. The decision was made to proceed with the 
bridge. Increasing the bridge will help wildlife passage through because it will be a larger structure 
and not so confined as it is currently configured now. The implementation of another piece of 
infrastructure is not on the books right now.  

Q: Will the 350 year design storm elevation be different than current 350 year design storm? 

A: Yes, the intent is that the water level will go down and be significantly lower in a flood event than 
they are under existing conditions.   

Q: Can we have facilities in the 100 year zone? There are bike and pedestrian paths for other parks even 
though the water is deep. 
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A: We are focused on the flood control infrastructure. The guidance we have been given is to have 
facilities outside the channel where they currently exist. There could be potential infrastructure for 
future changes if the City pursues it.  

Q: Is the City of Toronto waiting for this EA to be completed before work is started on this project? 

A: Based on the funding structure, the design work will begin in 2023. 

Q: What are the additional flood mitigation measures for Smythe Park? 

A: We looked at what could be done to reduce water levels to restore Smythe Park back to the 
existing conditions at the minimum. We looked at various infrastructures like culverts and larger 
bridges. It was determined that widening the bridge would be sufficient from a cost benefit analysis. 

Q: Are we losing the walkaway at Jane St or the wildlife path at Scarlett Rd? 

A: We are facilitating trail connections and improving connections. There is no path currently at 
Scarlett Rd. 

Q: Why is no work being done west of Scarlett Rd? 

A: Works downstream/west of Scarlett Road are not required to meet the flood mitigation 
objectives of the study. 

Q: Will there be a chance of crossing the channels? 

A: We are not complementing any new pedestrian crossing in the study area. This does not 
preclude any future work that the City wants to look into. 

Q: It seems like funding is an issue. Is there a cost dedicated already for the concepts? Can we be provided 
with the costs for each option and timing? Time is very important.  

A: There are no finalized costs because the work right now is at the preliminary stages. We will 
know the various costs better at the design stages. We are continually applying for funding through 
federal and city streams. 

Q: We are happy to publicize the meeting in March, but we need a good invitation to share with links 
included. People are calling us for the link on the date of the event. Can we have the link in advance of the 
public meeting and something we can send around? 

A: We will send the link out in the newsletter in advance. We will package a notice for residents to 
circulate around. 

Q: What projects are lined up to start now that would benefit the EA? 

A: The program in the area will be started in 2027. The various expansion along the roads will 
benefit the EA.  

Q: Why are we waiting for 2027 to start if we are the top priority? Why are the projects in the area not on a 
higher priority to help facilitate this project and get everything done in a timely matter? The neighbourhood 
should not have these outstanding concerns with flooding.  

A: There are a couple of different factors. We need to finalize this EA to get the preliminary design 
for the area. One of the issues for the basement flooding program for this area is that we need 
capacity in the outlet to flow the water into the watercourses. There is no capacity right now in the 
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sewers. Without the completion of the EA, the water will sit in the sewers and flood basements, and 
we do not want that.  

C: We need the notice for the public meeting sent out as hard copy in mailboxes. 

C: A flyer drop is best to communicate. 

C: The last mail out was too far in advance of the meeting and needs to be closer to the date.  

Meeting Close 

Following the discussion and presentation the meeting was adjourned at 8:00pm. CLC participants were 
encouraged to send any follow-up comments or questions to the project team contacts. CLC participants 
were reminded of the March 1, 2022 public meeting and encouraged to share the notice of the meeting in 
the community and with neighbours.  

 

This meeting summary was prepared by Ying Ye from Dillon Consulting. Please contact yye@dillon.ca for 
clarification, errors or omissions.  
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From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project
Date: January 20, 2021 6:52:08 PM

Good Evening Rockcliffe EA Project Team,

To-day I received your 21 January 2021 Notice for the above project.  It talks about mitigation 
strategy and studies which I think are action plans on paper.  It then talks about "measures" 
and "designs".  What it doesn't do is explain how these will look.

Will there be new structures and where? Will they be above ground?  And what could the 
potential impacts be?

The scoped study area is north of my home, but the broad study area includes my home in 
Warren Park by the Humber River.  How could the impacts be felt in each of these areas.

Do you have examples of mitigations from other areas which show what these could be and 
could we go to that (those) area(s) to see them?

What types of impacts could the mitigation work have on schools, municipal services to 
homes,  traffic and other things?

A more informative Notice would have been appreciated, including a definition of "riverine", 
as will your response to my e-mail.

Have a healthy, safe day.

January 20, 2021 6:52:08 PM



From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: SO where do we stand?
Date: April 21, 2021 12:38:11 PM

https://trca.ca/conservation/green-infrastructure/black-creek-environmental-assessment/  

I was told I would be an appointee to the consultation but have heard nothing, and notice that
the Baseline Inventory, Problem & Opportunity should have been completed by now, with
Alternative Solutions under discussion.

Please advise

1. Status of ‘Project Progress’ actions

2. Is it possible to get electronic copies of the latest Humber Flood Plain and Regulation
Line Mappings for the EA area

3. Clarification of the study area, specifically, if peak flow at Jane is expected to increase,
what action is under consideration for the Scarlett Road crossing as residents in that area
report increased surface flooding in the valley and on Scarlett Road  since city improvements
on  Black Creek Blvd improved drainage on the slope.

Thanks

 

April 21, 2021 12:38:11 PM

https://trca.ca/conservation/green-infrastructure/black-creek-environmental-assessment/


Glad to hear things are moving ahead.  The 2009 EA took nearly six years, so please
understand that residents are concerned that the same delays will be repeated.

I’m looking for the latest versions of the maps similar to the attachment, there are different
numbers/names/areas in the set over the years but they show elevations and anticipated
water levels for different storms.  I believe they were updated since the 2013 storm

Thanks

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: April 22, 2021 14:08
To: 
Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: SO where do we stand?

Good afternoon ,

Thank you for you inquiry and interest in this project. We have provided responses
to each question below with blue text.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: > 
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 12:38 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: SO where do we stand?

https://trca.ca/conservation/green-infrastructure/black-creek-environmental-
assessment/  

I was told I would be an appointee to the consultation but have heard nothing,
and notice that the Baseline Inventory, Problem & Opportunity should have
been completed by now, with Alternative Solutions under discussion.

Please advise

REPLY APRIL 22, 2022
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Yes, everyone identified as participating in the Community Liaison Committee
(CLC) will be receiving an invitation to join the Community Liaison
Committee within the next week.  

1. Status of ‘Project Progress’ actions

The following key activities have been completed:

· The baseline inventory is primarily complete, with some inventories
remaining to be undertaken at the appropriate times this year.

· The problem and opportunity statement has been defined.
· A long list of alternatives has been developed and screened down to a short

list.
· Short listed alternatives have been developed to a 10% design level.
· We have started the consultation process with asset owners and technical

experts. Scheduling and planning for the public meetings is underway.

The Project Progress tracker on the project website will be updated shortly.

2. Is it possible to get electronic copies of the latest Humber Flood Plain and
Regulation Line Mappings for the EA area

There is a publicly accessible online map viewer of TRCA’s regulatory flood
plain. I can confirm that this reflects the latest update for the study area which
was completed in 2019.  https://trca.ca/conservation/flood-risk-
management/flood-plain-map-viewer/#map

3. Clarification of the study area, specifically, if peak flow at Jane is
expected to increase, what action is under consideration for the Scarlett Road
crossing as residents in that area report increased surface flooding in the valley
and on Scarlett Road  since city improvements on  Black Creek Blvd improved
drainage on the slope.

Mitigation options for downstream changes in flood conditions will be
evaluated in the next phase of the EA study, referred to as “Design Concepts
for Preferred Solution“.

Thanks

REPLY APRIL 22, 2022
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From: Mike Mattos
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: SO where do we stand?
Date: May 3, 2021 7:18:24 PM

Thank you

Looking forward to the meeting.  I assume the target regulatory flood elevations for each proposed
solution will be available at the meeting. 

Mike

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: May 3, 2021 15:33
To: 
Subject: RE: SO where do we stand?

Good afternoon ,

Please find attached the requested flood plain maps. The previous area is now broken up
across two maps. The latest update to the hydraulic modelling and mapping for this area was
completed in 2019 using different, more advanced software from the previous model. As
such you will notice the labels for the flood elevations look different. The current model is a
2D model, not the standard HEC-RAS model, so cross-sections have not been established.
Instead the flood elevation labels are dotted around the fringe of the flood plain on the flood
line.

Only regulatory flood elevations are reported on the maps. If you are interested in the
elevations for other storm events, such as the 350 yr storm event, we can provide you with
the hydraulic model report.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: Mike Mattos <m.mattos@primus.ca> 
Sent: Thursday, April 22, 2021 4:02 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: SO where do we stand?

Thanks
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From:  
Sent: Monday, May 31, 2021 4:46 PM
To: Robert Chan <Robert.Chan@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions

Hi, Robert

After the July, 2013 flood, I travelled the Black Creek valley from Eglinton to the Humber.  TRCA provided me with
the flood plain mapping program maps for the region, some going back to the 1980’s.

I also spoke with the groundskeeper at the golf course.  What I was able to confirm was that the bunkers in the
golf course near Black Creek were tiny islands.  This was confirmed by tide marks and by observation of the staff.  
On the east side of Scarlett Road, in Smythe Park there is a baseball diamond with a chain link backstop.  Again,
observation and tide marks confirmed the water level.  At peak, the water level was the same.  The TRCA
composite aerial picture with flooding overlay confirms this.  The Flood Plain mapping has elevations that confirm
the regional flood levels are the essentially the same.  

The water level in Smythe Park cannot ever be lower than the level in the Humber River, and given restrictions at
the Scarlett crossing, will always be a cm or two higher. 

So mitigation Jane to Scarlett is effective only when the Humber is at a lower level than Black Creek, which may be
the case for 100 -200 year storms, but NOT the case for 2013 or Regional storms.

I have a bad feeling that some parameters for water levels and flow ignore the impacts of restrictions like the Jane
crossing,  perhaps also have incorrect numbers for Lavender Creek.  I know that when Stockyards shopping centre
was built, they diverted their storm water from the Humber via St Clair and routed it into Lavender Creek via
Gunns Rd.  Caroline then explained that the city could re-route storm sewer branches without advising TRCA as
long as they used existing outfalls.  AT that point I realized that your values for Black Creek and especially Lavender
Creek are suspect.  Lavender Creek tunnels were enlarged by the city.

Hope this helps

From: Robert Chan <Robert.Chan@trca.ca> 
Sent: May 31, 2021 15:30
To: 
Cc: Nick Lorrain <Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>; Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Meg St John
<Meg.StJohn@trca.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions

Hi 

At the Rockcliffe CLC meeting on May 19th  you had some concerns of whether some of the proposed
riverine flood mitigation measures would work. I recall you mentioned gauge data from the July 8th 2013
storm that suggests water backing up from the main Humber River would make conveyance
improvements ineffective upstream of Scarlett. Would you be able to provide additional information on
your insights and perhaps share the data you have? We could then compare notes at a virtual meeting
where we can also go over the technical analysis from the EA with you in more detail. Would you be
available to meet next week sometime – say Wednesday afternoon or Thursday morning?

Thanks,

Robert Chan, M.Eng., P.Eng.
Senior Engineer, Flood Risk Management
Engineering Services | Development and Engineering Services Division

MAY 31, 2021 - 4:46 PM 
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Rockcliffe are widened. 

You might also want to review capacity of the Weston Rd bridge, the data I was shown indicates enlarging the channel
Weston-Cliff would be a waste of money since the Weston bridge is a choke point.   And if you widen the Weston crossing,
the channel overflows!

Stay well

Mike

From: Robert Chan <Robert.Chan@trca.ca> 
Sent: June 10, 2021 14:08
To: .ca>
Cc: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Nick Lorrain <Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>; Meg St John
<Meg.StJohn@trca.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions

Hi 

Thank you again for the email. We’ve looked into your observations and offer some additional information to
complement your understanding of the area.

Regarding the July 8th 2013 storm we have surveyed high water marks (HWM) from after the event. The table
below summarizes some of the relevant flood elevations with survey and ground data. Note the main Humber and
Black Creek models are different (model platform, steady vs unsteady flow assumptions, and boundary
conditions). Otherwise the Regional flood elevations upstream of Scarlett would be higher than downstream at
Black Creek.

Location July 8th High
Water Mark

100-year Flood
Elevation

Regional
Flood

Elevation
Ground Elevation

Main Humber at
Scarlett

97.56 m
98.8 m 102.3

~ 97.5 m (Floodplain elevation)

Golf Course n/a
96.76 100.7

~ 96.5 m
(random sampling closer to Scarlett)

Baseball Diamond n/a 99.56 100.72 ~ 99 m
Black Creek at Scarlett 98.55 m 99.5 100.7 m ~98 m (Floodplain elevation)

Based on surveyed HWM data the July 8th storm was below the 100-year storm in this area. Depending on the

approach (hydrologic modelling vs flood frequency from gauge data) the July 8th storm is somewhere between the
50-year and 100-year storm at Black Creek and Scarlett Road. At ~97.56 m the golf course is mostly submerged
and the bunkers would be small islands as you noted. The ground at the baseball diamond is higher than the HWM
elevation at Scarlett (99 m vs 98.55 m) so the water levels wouldn’t have been the same between the two
locations. Based on this it seems the water elevations dropped significantly as the water moved downstream from
Jane St to the golf course.

The Alternative 2 option has channel widening between Scarlett and Jane. You’re right in that if water levels are
high enough downstream of Scarlett there could be situations where channel widening alone is not effective
because Scarlett road bridge is the main restriction. However, Alternative 2 also includes lowering the channel
under Scarlett Road bridge so there’s more conveyance capacity through the bridge, so we see improvements
even in these rare situations.

Note that water backing up into the widened channel doesn’t mean it won’t be able to convey additional flows. In
the majority of cases there will be enough momentum and energy in the water in Black Creek to push the standing
water from the Humber back out to the golf course. In these cases the effectiveness of the widened channel is
decreased, but it’s definitely better than current conditions.

The 2D hydraulic model being used for this study is very detailed. A lot of focus is put on channel restrictions,
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especially the Jane Street crossing. So we’re very confident that the impact of the existing crossing and proposed
new crossings are captured accurately.

Regarding Lavender Creek flows our model already assumes the Stockyards shopping area drains to Lavender. The
figure below shows the Lavender Creek drainage area (48.03) where you can see the Stockyards north of St Clair
W drains to Lavender. Our drainage areas are based on overland flow routes that happens during larger storm
events like the 100-year or Regional Storm. Whereas the City’s sewer shed maps are valid for whatever storm the
sewers are designed for (typically the 5 or 10 year storm). So there may be differences between what TRCA uses
for hydrology modelling and what the City uses for sewer design.

t

Regards,
Robert Chan, M.Eng., P.Eng.
Senior Engineer, Flood Risk Management
Engineering Services | Development and Engineering Services Division

T: (416) 661-6600 ext. 5728
E: robert.chan@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

From: Robert Chan 
Sent: Tuesday, June 1, 2021 1:41 PM
To: 
Cc: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Nick Lorrain <Nick.Lorrain@trca.ca>; Meg St John
<Meg.StJohn@trca.ca>; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions

Hi 

Thanks for the information. We’ll examine your points and we’ll reply with some more information in a week or
so. We also remain happy to meet as previously offered.

Thanks,
Robert Chan, M.Eng., P.Eng.
Senior Engineer, Flood Risk Management
Engineering Services | Development and Engineering Services Division

T: (416) 661-6600 ext. 5728
E: robert.chan@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca
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Sent: June 20, 2021 11:41
To: '
Cc: '
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions

Re Scarlett, my direct contacts don’t have line of site to Scarlett but do confirm that in 2013, and on at least one occurrence since, there
was a pond from the Humber bridge to Black Creek on Scarlett Rd, as reported by local residents.

 a videographer in the area and has more pictures from 2013, lives adjacent   to the north side of Smythe Park
since pre 2013.

Her email is '   

From:  
Sent: June 17, 2021 17:44
To: 'Robert Chan' <Robert.Chan@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions

I guess the meeting motivated some people near Scarlett Road.  Photographic proof of water levels arrived today.

There is a video taken from the footpath looking east towards Jane and also south to the bridge. This was taken from the X on the
marked up drawing segment essentially standing on the 100 line.  The bridge deck is about to become submerged, the
cameraman retreated as the water was continuing to rise.  And the baseball diamond is the one closest to the X ( 3 diamonds)

I also note that the regional boundary is less than a metre higher than the 100m line, and the water levels in the pictures
document high water above the 100m line at high water ( as stated, the cameraman retreated before flood water reached highest
extent.  Still looking for some next days of the area showing debris lines )

The other picture is taken from Jane St and shows the diamond closest to Jane. Google shows the 3 diamonds better than the
drawing.  The infield is just above water, and the outfield is underwater.  The 100 line essentially demarks the outfield!

So based on this version of Hum-04, the high water was over 100m elevation in 2013, at Jane on the west side.   And even higher
at Scarlett.  

From:  
Sent: June 16, 2021 20:57
To: 'Robert Chan' <Robert.Chan@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions

Hi, Robert

I’m having trouble finding the right people to comment on Scarlett Road flooding, but I do have a question.

The drawing you sent me seems to show the baseball diamond backstop at about 100m, not 99m.  The 100m line is darker
and easy to find, also just inside the regional which seems to be above the 101m line.

Somewhere I have a picture of the baseball backstop documenting the high water mark, about 1m above ground level.   I
can try to find it if it helps.

I have been told that there has been recent flooding on Scarlett Rd near East Dr, your map indicates the road is at 99.2m 
 at East Dr and 99.4 on the bridge, both higher than your high water of 98.55 suggesting there was no water on Scarlett
Rd.  SO something seems wrong.

Perhaps we can clarify the map version used for the high water reporting and be sure we are not comparing apples to
misidentified mystery fruit.

I monitored the EA meeting tonight,  went reasonably well except for the need for ‘mitigation’ at Scarlett once Jane and
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From: Robert Chan
To:
Cc: Meg St John; Melody Brown; Nick Lorrain; Crystal Robertson; RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions
Date: November 16, 2021 4:40:50 PM
Attachments: image005.png

image006.jpg
image007.png
image008.png
image009.png

Hi ,

Thank you for your feedback. In the Feasibility Study and in Phase 2 of the EA we observed increases to flood elevations downstream of
Jane St, which was flagged for additional investigation and mitigation in Phase 3. Now that we’re in Phase 3 we are looking at different
options which includes modifying Scarlett Rd bridge. This information will be ready to be shared by the next CLC and PIC meeting.

Regards,
Robert Chan, M.Eng., P.Eng.
Senior Engineer, Flood Risk Management
Engineering Services | Development and Engineering Services Division

T: (416) 661-6600 ext. 5728
E: robert.chan@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

From:  
Sent: Thursday, November 11, 2021 1:08 PM
To: Robert Chan <Robert.Chan@trca.ca>
Subject: FW: Rockcliffe EA Hydraulic Solutions

Hi, Robert

Apparently Outlook hates me, somehow this wasn’t sent to you in June!  Outlook seems to manage to fill fields with values I don’t want
and no way to put in safeguards! 

 lives on Black Creek, her yard backs onto Smythe Park.  There was a cleanup in the park a week or so ago, and it was then I
realized so much time had passed!  I have been involved in activities in the Humber, and only now thinking about the creek again, when I
spoke with her at the cleanup.

I would like to discuss the water levels adjacent to the Humber from Scarlett Road to Black Creek, because your statement “Riverine
flooding around Scarlett Road and East Drive is really unlikely. This is because the water from the main Humber would need to reach over
elevation 100 m before spilling onto Scarlett Road from the upstream end. You can see the 100 m contour in the map below, which is also
shown in our official floodplain maps. From the downstream end, water would need to reach over elevation 99 m. To see these elevations
the river would need to experience over a 100-year storm which we haven’t seen recently. “  is at odds with the observations of flooding
in 2013 and at least once since.

In any event, as the EA progresses, it seems to me that increased capacity at the Jane crossing will have negative outcomes for Smythe
Park in the 50-100 year storm range, and the Humber drives flooding at the regional storm levels. 

So how do we address the EA to have solutions that are positive for Smythe?  It might be as simple as punting it back to City of Toronto 
and asking for a bigger bridge on Scarlett Rd which would mean no changes in Smythe and the bridge would get Good Repair status
funding with upgrades in 50 years or so!  But seems the EA suggested using the park as a storm water pond of dubious benefit. (Wider
channel but no increased flow at Scarlett)

Anyway, I suggest TRCA find a way to sever the Smythe solution from Rockcliffe, since I don’t see an acceptable Smythe solution in the
current document.  With two elections next year, I think the matter is going to heat up, and that isn’t good for decision making

   

From: > 
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From: RockCliffeEA
To:
Cc: RockCliffeEA; Melody Brown
Subject: RE: Naturalized Channel
Date: February 16, 2022 1:42:49 PM
Attachments: image002.png

Hi 

Vertical channel banks, such as what exists between Weston Rd and Alliance Ave/Humber Blvd, is no
longer a supported design for flood control channels, existing vertical channels are historic in nature
and have only implemented in limited areas within TRCA’s jurisdiction. Some retaining walls will be
required to support bridge structures, however the new channel will be designed with appropriate
side slopes, meeting the hydraulic requirements for flood control.  Vertical walls are not a supported
design for the channel next to the Works Yard nor next to any other roadway within the study area

due to the technical considerations identified in the response provided to you on February 10th.

The channel designs do allow for people to travel within the valley, outside of the channel. There is
space beside the channels where pedestrian access is available and future trails could be
contemplated by the City. As we noted at the CLC our scope of work was to define a flood
remediation program that could be implemented quickly to address the significant flood risk in the
area. Further, we have advised that where required we will replace existing trails, and that none of
the flood control work will preclude the City from assessing or providing future trail systems and
connections within the project area. Again, defining new trail systems within the study area are
outside our scope of work.     

The community consultation plan currently in place exceeds the requirements of the Municipal Class
EA process and provides increased opportunity for the community to influence the designs and
future design work.

Kind Regards,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From:  
Sent: February 10, 2022 9:09 PM
To: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Naturalized Channel

My thought was that the driveway to the Works yard could be beside a wall similar to Humber Blvd. 
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 This allows for a wider natural area on the north side.   The trail would be above the 350 level
except where passing under Rockcliffe Blvd.   And I disagree about a setback required for roadways
when vertical walls are used, a vertical wall would allow for a berm to protect the yard against
flooding, with the road on the top of the berm.

I think access along the channel is essential for the community, and any designs must allow people
to travel in the valley rather than be forced onto sidewalks that add hundreds of meters to their
trips.

I must admit that the idea that the ‘safety’ aspect baffles me.  The disastrous elevator laws almost
drowned people at 501 Alliance, and the drownings at Raymore were caused by inadequate
infrastructure collapsing ( see Finch Ave ), not because people walked near the water.   

Please work to develop a plan to involve the community in the actual design.

From: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca> 
Sent: February 10, 2022 16:57
To: 
Cc: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; Robert Chan <Robert.Chan@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Naturalized Channel

Hi 

Thank you for being an active member of the CLC.

Yes, there are many locations throughout the City of Toronto where trails are located near
watercourses and within the floodplain. The majority of these trails are historic in nature,
predate current standards, and are typically located outside main conveyance features. New
trails are considered on a case-by-case basis and in the case of this project the risks are
greater. The water levels in the Black Creek channel rise very quickly during and after rain
events, including if it rains upstream but is still sunny and dry in the Rockcliffe-Smythe area.
This is referred to as a flashy watercourse and this flashiness creates a higher risk to
pedestrians within the channel. Any future consideration for a trail under Jane St would be
located above the 350 year flood water level.

Additionally, a vertical channel bank, such as what exists between Weston Rd and Alliance
Ave/Humber Blvd, is no longer a supported design for flood control channels and is only
implemented in limited areas, for example under bridges. Vertical walls require a similar
amount of land as the proposed sloped banks because vertical walls have a retaining system
that extends out behind the wall that can be as long or longer than the height of the wall.
Buildings and other infrastructure cannot be built within this zone behind the vertical wall.
The vertical wall would require similar if not more land, more excavation, would have

REPLY February 10, 2022 - 4:57 PM
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greater limitations on the land uses of the land behind the wall and would be much more
costly than the proposed designs.

As noted at the CLC opportunities for trails and other public amenities outside of the flood
control channel have been considered and accommodated with the proposed designs. This
study is focused on the flood remediation solutions and designs.

Kind Regards,

Melody Brown, P.Eng.
Project Manager, Flood Risk Management
Engineering Services | Development and Engineering Services

T: (416) 661-6600 ext. 5320
E: melody.brown@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

From:  
Sent: February 4, 2022 2:15 PM
To: Robert Chan <Robert.Chan@trca.ca>; Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>
Subject: Naturalized Channel

Hi, team

Attached is a quick sketch of a hybrid channel cross section, <<...>> very crude but
conceptually reduces the area needed for a naturalized channel by about 50% while
protecting roads and buildings, creating opportunities for a trail network from Humber
Blvd to Scarlett Rd.

The 100 year elevation trail would bridge Lavender Creek and rise to grade in Smythe
Park.  Warning barriers would be installed at trailheads, but risk would be similar to
existing trails in the area that are frequently flooded and adjacent to waterways.

I really fail to see a difference between an armoured bank reinforcement and a flood
control structure, given we allow walkers under bridges where there is no emergency
exit up slope.

I would really like to see the community involved in the design of the structure rather
than just seeing the output.

Thanks

REPLY February 10, 2022 - 
4:57 PM
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From: Melody Brown
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Crystal Robertson; Meg St John
Subject: RE: Voice message from  MB: 6471
Date: January 22, 2021 2:59:02 PM

Call notes:

Voicemail:  Wants some information about the project. Wants to know if the project affects him.
Wondering why he got the notice.

Melody called back at 2:50pm. He received a flyer of the Notice. He lives near Weston and Black Creek (go south
along Weston, lives up on high ground). Wants to know why he was sent the flyer. I informed him that area
residents, even if not in the flood plain, were sent it because there may be impacts to them, or they may be interested
in what is happening in their neighborhood. He may notice traffic impacts from the work, or if he uses the parks
near the trail he way want to be involved. He does not want to be involved in project since it will not really impact
him. I let him know he can always call us in the future if he changes his mind, or check out the website if he is
casually interested.

Melody Brown, P.Eng.
Project Manager, Flood Risk Management
Engineering Services | Development and Engineering Services

T: (416) 661-6600 ext. 5320
E: melody.brown@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

-----Original Message-----
From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Sent: Friday, January 22, 2021 1:38 PM
To: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>
Subject: FW: Voice message from ] MB: 6471

Please see attached.

Thanks,
Crystal

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

-----Original Message-----
From: TRCA SMTP <trcasmtp@trca.ca>
Sent: Friday, January 22, 2021 12:37 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Voice message from ] MB: 6471

January 22, 2021 2:59 PM
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From: Melody Brown
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Crystal Robertson; Meg St John
Subject: RE: Voice message from MB: 6471
Date: January 28, 2021 10:15:44 AM

. Has a community parks related question.

Call notes
Called 3:30 and 4:30 on Jan 27. No answer. Left vm at 4:30 saying will call again tomorrow at 9am.
Called 9am on Jan 28. Poor phone connection , was cutting in and out, so part of the communication
was lost/unclear.

She has millions of questions and have been to the consultations (referring to the public
meetings re. the sewer projects in the area).
She is a community garden leader, currently have community garden allotment plots in the
hydro corridor along Terry Drive. Focusing on food security. The community garden has
been/will be kicked out of this area and she is working with the City to find a new location.
Someone at the City suggested the Black Creek park at the SW corner of Rockcliffe and
Alliance.
Have already reached out to TRCA to see if they are ok with this...(unsure if this is what she
said). Seems like she was told that TRCA is not too concerned with this, just need to amend
soil to make sure there is no contamination. Then she asked if TRCA allows managed gardens
in valley lands. Are there many managed gardens in the valley lands? Black Creek Farm?
Mike Matous has told her  there is a sewage tank being proposed in this area. So may not be a
good location after all.
She was looking for  information on if there is going to be construction in the area and how
soon. B/c don’t want t spend money to build community garden infrastructure if is going to be
torn down in a few years. I said I did not know what si planned where and when. Because our
project is looking at the rivers and the bridges and has just started so we don’t know yet. I
don’t have information on the City’s planned sewer projects, am waiting to receive this from
the City myself (waiting for them to finalize the plans).
I suggested a location that is far from the action to be safe. I suggested they look at the UPS
end of Lavender Creek, at Gunns Rd and Weston Rd, there is a grass area where we won't be
doing any work to the channel. Not sure about the other projects with pipes, ect. She liked
the suggestion and said she would look into it.
Then she asked if there is a way to do a partnership with TRCA. Is there something they area
already doing in the area would they provide permission and help/recourses to do it. Eg. get
wild flower seeds and create pollinator garden?
I said I would find the correct person at TRCA to talk to about pollinator garden/community
garden initiatives.
She asked about public meeting regarding this project. I said I did not know if they would be in
person or online b/c of COVID-19, btu that it would be happening this year and that she is on
the mailing list so she will get an email informing her of it.

Melody Brown, P.Eng.
Project Manager, Flood Risk Management

January 28, 2021 10:15 AM
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From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: email contact list
Date: February 3, 2021 10:22:20 AM

Hi Melody,

Thanks so much!

It was lovely speaking to you on the phone, looking forward to 
connecting another time soon.

Best regards,

Quoting RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>:

> Hi ,
>
> We spoke on the phone last week about the Rockcliffe project and 
> about community gardening initiatives you are trying to set up in
> the community. I gave your phone number to Colin Love from our
> Education and Community Engagement team. He will be giving you a
> call to talk to you further about the community garden initiatives.
>
> Kindest Regards,
> Melody, on behalf of
> The Rockcliffe Study Team
>
> Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
> 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
> Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
> Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
> Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: 
> Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2021 8:51 AM
> To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
> Subject: email contact list
>
> Hi Rockcliffe EA team,
>
> Please add me to your email list for the Rockcliffe EA.
>
> I also wish to call you with further questions.
>
> Thank you in advance,
>
> Best regards,
>

>

REPLY February 3, 2021 10:22 
AM

Wed Jan 27, 2021 - 8:51 AM 



From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Re: Municipal Class Environmental Assessment - Notice of Drilling Activities
Date: May 6, 2021 8:29:04 PM

Hello

Can you kindly explain the purpose of the borehole drilling? 
What is it you are looking fir? What are you trying to determine by drilling? 

Sorry as a lay person this is something I need to have explained. 

How does it inform your study? 

Thanks 

Sent from my iPhone

On May 6, 2021, at 4:12 PM, RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> wrote:


Hello,

Please be advised that a borehole drilling program will be commencing within the
Rockcliffe-Smythe neighbourhood in support of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment project. Drilling will be undertaken May –
July inclusive.

A drill rig will be used to drill boreholes within the road allowance or lands surrounding
Black Creek and Lavender Creek. Drilling will occur along Black Creek from Scarlett Rd
to the confluence of Lavender Creek and Black Creek (west of where Alliance Ave
crosses the channel). Drilling will also occur along Lavender Creek from where Symes
Rd crosses the channel to the confluence of Lavender Creek with Black Creek.

Residents and businesses can expect noise and temporary lane closures in some areas.
Work will be completed between the hours of 7am-7pm, in accordance with the noise
by-law.

If you have questions about the project please check out the project website
www.trca.ca/rockcliffe. Project specific inquires can be sent to the project team at
rockcliffeEA@trca.ca

May 6, 2021 8:29:04 PM

May 6, 2021 4:12 PM
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From: Meg St John
To:
Cc:  Casey Morris; RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: Thank you!
Date: November 4, 2021 8:57:46 AM

Good morning 

This particular project is an Environmental Assessment for flood protection and has a very specific scope around
that particular objective. That's not to say that in future stages of this project there wouldn't be a community benefits
component, but for this particular stage of the project, which is to design a solution for flood protection for the area,
community benefits are out of scope. A good example of a project that followed a similar process is the flood
protection works that are currently being undertaken in the Lower Don. That had an Environmental Assessment that
identified the flood protection solution, and then when the project was funded to full design and implementation
community benefits were incorporated. That is of course a much larger project than this one at a very different scale,
I just mention it as it's currently in implementation to highlight the process that was followed.

I've copied Casey as I'm sure he'll be able to assist in terms of who in the City we could note these items to and have
on file for future planning for this area. We can also note in the Environmental Assessment itself that there is the
desire for these community benefits in future planning stages. I would just want to note that it wouldn't have project
approval the same way that that the identified flood protection solution would have, but we could absolutely have
some information around feedback received from the community that noted the desire for these community benefits
in the area.

Please let me know if you have any further questions, particularly if there are any further questions around the
process and what is in scope for the Environmental Assessment itself.

Best,
Meg

Meg St John (she/her)
Senior Project Manager, Project Management Office
Professional Services | Restoration and Infrastructure

T: (416) 661-6600 ext. 5621
C: (437) 244-2562
E: meg.stjohn@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Wednesday, November 3, 2021 7:54 PM
To: Meg St John <Meg.StJohn@trca.ca>
Cc: 
Subject: Re: Thank you!

Thanks  again Meg.

One of the topics that I am curious about discussing is the opportunity to attach community benefits to this project.

I know the term “ community benefits”
Is broad and probably means different things to different people with a wide range of asks.

REPLY November 4, 2021 
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I’d be interested in seeing what are reasonable asks and budgets?

Some minor examples are a plaque to mark  the Carrying place.
 Community usable beautiful  green
space  around Humber Blvd, and Hilldale. A parkette? Play area? Refreshed change rooms for the pool area and
additional  play equipment , picnic tables etc at Smythe Park , I could go on but you get the idea.

I know it’s still early days but I’d like to flag this idea for future discussion.

Thanks

Sent from my iPhone

> On Nov 3, 2021, at 9:29 AM, Meg St John <Meg.StJohn@trca.ca> wrote:
>
> Hi 
>
> It was nice to meet you in person. I will pass on your thanks to the others. Thanks to you as well for taking the
time.
>
> As Nick mentioned please do not hesitate to reach out to the project team if you have any questions at any point.
>
> Best,
> Meg
>
> Meg St John (she/her)
> Senior Project Manager, Project Management Office Professional
> Services | Restoration and Infrastructure
>
> T: (416) 661-6600 ext. 5621
> C: (437) 244-2562
> E: meg.stjohn@trca.ca
> A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca
>
>
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: 
> Sent: Tuesday, November 2, 2021 5:29 PM
> To: Meg St John <Meg.StJohn@trca.ca>
> Cc:
> Subject: Thank you!
>
> Hi Meg
>
> Thank you so much for meeting with us today to walk the park! It is really helpful to connect with the project
team and have a better understanding of all the moving parts that go into a project as large as this.
>
> Please send my thanks to your colleagues as well.  Very generous with their time.
>
> I Look forward to connecting again in the future as we get closer to the winter follow up community meeting.
>
> Thanks
>

November 3, 2021 7:54 PM
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From: Nick Lorrain
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Summary Notes of Conversation with  Property Owner of 
Date: May 20, 2021 2:35:45 PM
Attachments: image001.png

To file:

Phone call on May 20, 2021, from approximately 1 to 2 pm

Looking for historic data related to her property at 
Site was purchased in 2015 and has flooded 3 times in 6 years
Wanted to understand how TRCA’s Flood Forecasting and Warning program works, and asked
if urban flooding in the community is part of the messaging process
Wanted to understand who is responsible for flood response, and how the emergency
management works in a flood event, has connected with City in the past and was told to wait
for the water to recede.
Wanted to understand how her property was approved in the 1990’s, how could a site be
approved in such a high risk area
Approval of her property included approvals for a reverse slope driveway, who approved this?
What type of information was used to approve the development of her house.
Wants the City to pay for filling in of her reverse slope driveway
Indicated that the riverine flood solutions wont work and only make things worst.
What is TRCA’s opinion of the alternative solutions
Feel that the CLC was tricked by the City, and the City has promised that this study would
resolve all the flooding issues, which based on the CLC presentation wasn’t the case.
What has lead for the need of a new EA, why wasn’t the 2014 EA be implemented.
Significant concerns that the basement flooding issues will not be resolved

Will be providing a summary email to , with the intent to provide responses to her concerns.

Nick Lorrain 
Senior Manager, Flood Risk Management
Development & Engineering Services

T: (416) 661-6600 ext. 5278
C: (416) 624-4235
E: nick.lorrain@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

May 20, 2021 2:35 PM
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From: RockCliffeEA
To:
Cc: RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: Smythe Park
Date: November 12, 2021 3:58:22 PM

Good Afternoon 

Thank you for reaching out. Please let Shawn know that his contact information has been passed
along to Casey.

We have also uploaded a copy of the terrestrial and aquatic reports produced as part of this project
to the website. You can find links to both reports at the bottom of the project page:
trca.ca/Rockcliffe

Thank you for your ongoing participation in the project. Please let us know if you have any further
questions.

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From:  
Sent: Tuesday, November 9, 2021 10:23 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Smythe Park

Hello!

Thank you to the wonderful team that came to Smythe Park! We are really looking forward to seeing
your next designs and working with you.

 has asked to connect with Casey. Shawn’s email is  

I have been told that the City of Toronto Parks division has a wildlife inventory for Smythe Park but it
needs to be released for us to see it. Apparently, if the TRCA makes a request for it to be released
they will do so. It was suggested that I ask Melody Brown to do this. Is this possible?

Thank you very much for all of your assistance.

Sincerely,

REPLY November 12, 2021 3:58:22 PM
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From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Re: Smythe Park
Date: November 12, 2021 4:36:47 PM

Hello!

Thank you very much for your assistance. I had a quick look at the reports and find them
helpful and interesting.

All of the best,

On Nov 12, 2021, at 3:58 PM, RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> wrote:

Good Afternoon , 

Thank you for reaching out. Please let Shawn know that his contact information has
been passed along to Casey.

We have also uploaded a copy of the terrestrial and aquatic reports produced as part
of this project to the website. You can find links to both reports at the bottom of the
project page: trca.ca/Rockcliffe

Thank you for your ongoing participation in the project. Please let us know if you have
any further questions.

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6 
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: 
Sent: Tuesday, November 9, 2021 10:23 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Smythe Park

Hello!

Thank you to the wonderful team that came to Smythe Park! We are really looking
forward to seeing your next designs and working with you.

 has asked to connect with Casey. Shawn’s email

November 12, 2021 4:36 PM
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From: RockCliffeEA
To:
Cc: RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Concerns
Date: November 12, 2021 3:56:40 PM

Good Afternoon ,

The design target is to remove riverine flood risk up to the 350-year storm in the entire study area, which includes
areas upstream of Humber Blvd. This is an improvement over current conditions where some houses south of
Weston Rd and north of Alliance Ave flood in the 100-year storm event.

And apologies, the preferred solution design will be available publicly in the winter. We have updated the website to
reflect that this is currently being worked on. During the Public Information Centre scheduled for winter 2022 we
will be sharing this with the public and seeking input and comments. We hope that this helps to clarify things.

Please let us know if you have any further questions.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Tuesday, November 9, 2021 10:40 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Concerns

Dear officer,
I am the resident in Rockcliffe area and very excited about this project. However I do have some concerns want to
address here. Looking at the plan and alternative solutions, no construction will be done in the upstream of Humber
blvd, most of the construction will be done in the downstream. In this case, will upstream flood-vulnerable house be
eased of flooding issue?

Also, based on the provided timeline, fall 2021 will have the preferred solution designed outline. However, I
couldn’t find any update on this from the website. Wondering are we experiencing delay or we are continue moving
forward as the original timeline?

Thanks,

REPLY November 12, 
2021 3:56 PM
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From: Mike Collins
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Rockcliffe EA - Record of Resident Call, March 2 2022
Date: March 16, 2022 12:18:39 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

20220302_Resident_Call_Summary.docx

Good afternoon team,

Please find attached a transcript for the phone call between myself and  on March 2,
2022.

Thanks,

Mike Collins, P. Eng. (he/him) 
Senior Engineer, Approvals & Partnerships | Water Infrastructure Management
City of Toronto - Toronto Water
Remote Working
Cellular Phone (416) 902-7625
Metro Hall, 18th Floor
55 John Street
Toronto, ON
M5V 3C6

March 16, 2022 12:18 PM
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Mike Collins 
Senior Engineer, Toronto Water 

Conversation with , March 2nd 2022 at 11:30AM 

• was concerned with developments & intensification occurring in the
area, with the possibility that any extra sanitary & storm sewer flow coming from
the developments would adversely impact the area.  was worried that the
City was not taking these developments into account for this study.

o I explained the development application process to  and assured
him that developments are not allowed to increase any storm runoff from
pre-development levels. For sanitary sewers and water distribution the
applicants must analyze the local municipal systems to determine if there
is sufficient capacity for their developments, and if there is insufficient
capacity, the applicants would need to remedy any issues at their own
expense.

o Further, I explained that the Keele Relief Trunk Sewer project would be
starting design later this year, which drains a large area that includes the
Rockcliffe-Smythe neighbourhood, and this project takes into account the
City Planning population projections to 2041. The City is also scheduled to
implement some of the solutions recommended through the Area 4 & 45
Basement Flooding Protection Program within the next 5 years.

• offered some personal experiences of previous flooding events and
mentioned he was a property owner at , which flooded in 2009. Mr.
Kerr advised he had observed ponding lasting a few hours at the intersection of
Jane & Alliance during several previous storm events. I mentioned that during the
study team's previous site walk, we had viewed footage from another resident
and that it was very striking.

• was disappointed that so many development applications in the City will
end up at OMB / LPAT to be resolved in favour of the developer, and that the
MZOs at the Province's disposal were being used in favour of development too
often. I responded by saying that this level of municipal authority does not have
much control over that process, and what City stuff must do is review within our
jurisdiction and comment appropriately.

• finished by acknowledging the amount of work that the consulting team
had accomplished and that his concerns had been largely assuaged.

March 16, 2022 12:18 PM
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From: Melody Brown
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Crystal Robertson; Nick Lorrain; Robert Chan
Subject: RE: Voice message from ] MB: 6471
Date: February 11, 2022 4:15:07 PM

Thanks Crystal. I don't think we need to call them back since they expressed their comments clearly on the
voicemail and did not request a call back.

-----Original Message-----
From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Sent: February 11, 2022 9:55 AM
To: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>
Cc: Crystal Robertson <Crystal.Robertson@trca.ca>
Subject: FW: Voice message from ] MB: 6471

Below is a voicemail from a resident who did not like the map we provided with the notice. She believes we have
not labelled enough streets, including her street.

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

-----Original Message-----
From: TRCA SMTP2 <trcasmtp2@TorontoRegion.onmicrosoft.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2022 5:00 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Voice message from ] MB: 6471

Message length: 119 s. (491 kb.)

February 11, 2022 4:15 PM
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From: Melody Brown
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Crystal Robertson; Robert Chan; Nick Lorrain
Subject: RE: Voice message from ] MB: 6471
Date: February 11, 2022 4:12:16 PM

Notes from voicemail:

Requesting a call back. Lives in study area at the top of the hill. Knows there is problems at the bottom of the hill.
Wants to make sure there will not be any problems in her yard/top of hill. Wants to know more about the project
beyond what the Notice of PIC says.

Notes from return call (by Melody Brown):
Called back Feb 11, 2022 at 3:37pm

Received the notice for PIC#2 in her mail. Did not receive a notice for the first PIC. She complained that the time of
the meeting was not on the Notice and was unclear on how to attend this meeting. Is an older person who needs
assistance with the computer. Her grandson will help her with the computer. I explained how she can register for the
PIC and attend the PIC on the computer. I told her to call back at the same number if she still has questions after the
PIC.

Worried that this would cause sewage overflow or water into her basement. Why don't we do what Mississauga did
(dug up playground and put stuff underneath to absorb/hold the water).

Thought that more water would be coming to the neighbourhood because of what was being built. Explained that
there would not be any more water, just that there would be more space for the water so it will stay in the channel
instead of spilling out of the channel into people's yards. She argued that this has never happened before (ie Black
Creek water spilling over Weston Rd) and did not believe it ever would because the channel is so deep there. She
understood once I explained that we are preparing for the 'worst case scenario' and that worst case scenario is
something that has not happened before.

She wanted to know more about what was being done to the roads/bridge and what the Weston Rd flood barrier is
(referred to on the Notice of PIC). I explained the different components.

-----Original Message-----
From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Sent: February 10, 2022 1:28 PM
To: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>
Subject: FW: Voice message from ] MB: 6471

Voicemail from a community member looking for further information on the project.

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

-----Original Message-----
From: TRCA SMTP2 <trcasmtp2@TorontoRegion.onmicrosoft.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 9, 2022 1:56 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>

February 11, 2022 4:12 PM
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From: RockCliffeEA
To:  RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: ROCKCLIFFE EA PROJECT TEAM
Date: February 14, 2022 8:32:21 AM

Good Morning

Thank you for providing your comments on the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA project.
We appreciate hearing about your experience with flooding and the history of this area. The goal of
this project is to continue protecting the community by further reducing the risk of flooding in the
Rockcliffe-Smythe neighbourhood to prevent loss of life and property. The policies currently in place
that limit development in the flood plain will not be changing through this project. This project does
not include any construction activities on the Humber River. Changes to infrastructure are proposed
between Scarlett Road and Weston Road.

We encourage you to attend the online Public Information Centre March 1st or check out the project
website to learn more about the project. To attend you must register for the event on the project
website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

Kind Regards,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: 
Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2022 7:26 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: ROCKCLIFFE EA PROJECT TEAM

First off thank you for allowing us to have some input
into this project and I hope you will consider our
thoughts on this matter seriously.  I am a long, long
time resident of this area.  I have seen in my lifetime
many, many changes and not always for the better.  I
was around when Hurricane Hazel came into this and
witnessed the devastation that such a thing can cause.  I
also, saw preventative measures that were put into place
so this would never happen again.  I also, saw the boats
and helicopters used in the rescuing of people off the
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roofs the houses below us were the farmland was.  That
is why they put into place that no could ever, ever build
on that land again and turned in into a sports area and
golf course.  I hope that we would have learned a few
lessons from this disaster and not repeat mistakes made
in the past. It is also, vital to our environment that we
keep our wetlands safe from developers.  No building,
whatsoever on them or near them.  We need areas, more
actually, like this to keep us and our plant healthy and
safe for us and future generations.  Please, please do not
destroy our beautiful Humber River that is bearly
hanging on with all the construction pertaining to our
LRT that is right in our back door.  We need to protect
our wetland not destroy it.  We have noticed, going
toward Islington that our beautiful tree that had been
put there in the first place to preserve that the land from
flooding had gone.  Even if you replace them, it will take
years to recover the growth from that.  We also noticed
that when you did that the backyards of many residence
fell in.  Does that not tell you something?  I hope you
consider and consider very carefully your next move.

Sent from Mail fo

February 10, 2022 7:26 PM
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From: Mae (Rigmea) Lee <Mae.Lee@toronto.ca>
Sent: November 30, 2021 4:59 PM
To: Melody Brown; Crystal Robertson; Mike Collins
Cc: Casey Morris
Subject: FW: Hilldale Road Reconstruction - Flood Mitigation Coordination
Attachments: Hilldale Road Reconstruction_Letter to City 27nov2021.pdf; Appendix comments on Lavender Ck 

flood remediation project 26nov2021.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Melody/Mike: 

Believe you have a copy of the attached from Clr Nunziata (you are copied). It is about the Hilldale Rd sewer 
upsize under BF Area 4 EA study, already in the TW 5‐year Capital budget (I think). The writer/residents is not 
familiar though (ie not involved in past EA process). Clr Nunziata will likely conduct an in‐person coordinated 
PIC in spring 2022 for Black Creek trunk design, Fairbank trunk construction, BF4, Rockcliffe EA … this item will 
come up again.   

Options:  Please coordinate a response from the Rockcliffe EA or if you do this through the Public Consultation 
Unit, it would be vetted through the Mgr and Spvr.  Think process‐wide, it should go through the Rockcliffe EA 
– an active process underway.

Please let me know … Thanks, Mae 

From: Tracy Manolakakis  
Sent: November 30, 2021 4:30 PM 
To: Michael Vieira <Michael.Vieira3@toronto.ca>; Mae (Rigmea) Lee <Mae.Lee@toronto.ca> 
Cc: Stephanie Gris Bringas <Stephanie.GrisBringas@toronto.ca> 
Subject: FW: Hilldale Road Reconstruction ‐ Flood Mitigation Coordination 

Hi – I got a call from Mika in ECS as this letter about Rockcliffe/Hilldale was addressed to Michael.  Not sure why the 
resident contacted you but sharing with Mae as she has been involved in the Rockcliffe study. 

Tracy 

From: Councillor Nunziata  
Sent: November 29, 2021 9:49 AM 
To: Geno Orsi <Geno.Orsi3@toronto.ca> 
Subject: FW: Hilldale Road Reconstruction ‐ Flood Mitigation Coordination 

FYI  

From:  ]  
Sent: November 26, 2021 2:33 PM 

November 26, 2021 with attachment (1 of 14)
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To: Road Construction ; Councillor Nunziata  
Subject: Hilldale Road Reconstruction ‐ Flood Mitigation Coordination 

Dear Councillor Nunziata, 

I am writing to emphasize the urgent need for coordination between the Hilldale Road Reconstruction Project 
and the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Municipal Class EA, to consider the inclusion of storm-
sewer infrastructure as part of the road reconstruction project. 

Please find a cover letter further justifying the urgent need for this coordination and an appendix report that will 
be sent to the TRCA under a separate covering letter. Please have the project team read these documents 
carefully, as a thorough and well qualified effort has been made to complete the research that informs these 
recommendations, which should prove to be of great value for the City and the TRCA. 

Regards, 

, Nov 26, 
2021, with attachmentx2 (2 of 14)



    November 26, 2021 

Michael Vieira 
Senior Public Consultation Coordinator, 
City of Toronto  

Re:  Comments on Hilldale Road Reconstruction 
        Rockcliffe Class EA, Basement Flooding and Road Reconstruction 

 Dear Michael 

For the residents of Hilldale Road the primary sources of flooding have been spill from Black Creek and 
combined sewer backup. There is also some risk of flooding from Lavender Creek under severe flooding 
conditions. 

The TRCA and the City of Toronto are currently undertaking the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation 
Project Class EA (Rockcliffe Class EA) to refine measures to reduce flood risk associated with Black Creek 
and Lavender Creek. The project is supported through the federal Disaster Mitigation and Adaptation 
Funding (DMAF)with constructed anticipated to begin in 2024.  We have also reached out to the EA 
project team at the TRCA and have recommended a thoroughly researched and qualified alternative that 
would save the project up to $10 Million.  The alternative would also prevent the destruction of the 
Lavender creek ravine area to the west of Hilldale Road, which is a valuable community asset with 
ecological importance.  Details of this recommendation can be found in the appended report.

The merits of upgrading the sewer on Hilldale Road were addressed in the City’s Report for Action 
(PW28.6) entitled Sewer System Flood Reduction Measures in the Rockcliffe Area, dated March 26 2018. 
The specific recommendation for Hilldale Road was the construction of a new storm storage sewer (4-13). 
The report notes that “the recommended sewer system improvements will not be effective in reducing 
basement flooding unless the TRCA EA’s recommended riverine flood reduction measures are 
implemented”.  

It is our understanding that construction of a new storm sewer along Hilldale Road and thence to the 
confluence of Lavender Creek and Black Creek is critical to reducing basement flooding on Hilldale Road as 
the majority of roof and surface drainage is currently intercepted by the combined sewer. Further, with 
the improvements in Black Creek proceeding in 2024 the new storm sewer can be constructed without 
the need for a pump that had originally been proposed in PW28.6. 

The City of Toronto proposes to reconstruct Hilldale Road, Orman Avenue and Symes Road in 2022, with 
the project scope excluding a new storm sewer. Clearly, the most cost-effective time to construct a new 
storm sewer is at the same time as the road is being reconstructed, particularly given our understanding 
that the city proposes to excavate 1.5 to 2.0 metres below the existing road surface. In addition, it is likely 
that the marginal cost of the sewer upgrade will be less than the 2018 threshold of $32,000 per benefiting 
property.  

As it stands today, the City and TRCA will be completing three key projects in the 2022-2024 window, yet 
basement flooding is excluded from the scope of work. Without project coordination and clear 
communication, the City will have failed the residents by not coordinating infrastructure projects. Further, 
the opportunity to address basement flooding will be lost as constructing the required storm sewer after 

the road has been reconstructed would make a future sewer upgrade cost prohibitive.  

Nov 26, 2021, letter attachment (1) 
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Comments on the Lavender Creek and Hilldale Road Reconstruction Projects  Page 2 
November 26, 2021  

In terms of next steps it is important to schedule a meeting with the residents of Hilldale Road, with the 
meeting coordinated to address all TRCA and City projects, including remediation of basement flooding. 
Without a meeting the residents will remain frustrated and in the dark. Hopefully at that meeting the City 
will present how the various projects will be coordinated to find the most effective and economical 
approach to alleviating flooding along Hilldale Road. 

Attachment:   
Letter Report on “Hilldale Road Flood Mitigation; Comments applicable to the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood 
Mitigation Project Class EA;  Comments on the Proposed Reconstruction of Hilldale Road”, November 27, 
2021  

c: Councillor Frances Nunziata 
    Mike Collins, Toronto Water 
    Melody Brown, TRCA 

Nov 26, 2021, letter attachment (1) 
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Date: November 26, 2021 

Attention: Melody Brown, P. Eng., Project Manager, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
Michael Vieira, Senior Public Consultation Coordinator, City of Toronto 

Subject Hilldale Road Flood Mitigation 
Comments applicable to the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Class EA 
Comments on the Proposed Reconstruction of Hilldale Road  

This letter report has been prepared in response to on-going flooding along Hilldale Road, the 
information presented by the TRCA regarding the Rockcliffe Class EA, and the information presented by 
the City of Toronto regarding the proposed reconstruction of Hilldale Road by the City in 2022.

We have completed a thorough review of the Black Creek at Rockcliffe Special Policy Area Flood 
Remediation and Transportation Feasibility Study, July 2020 (Feasibility Study) and believe refinements 
to the hydrologic modelling and the alternatives considered will lead to a solution for Lavender Creek 
which will be considerably less expensive and will allow much of the vegetation along the creek corridor 
to be protected.

 In contrast, basement flooding due to sewer backup is a key source of flooding on Hilldale Road yet is 
not being addressed as part of the pending road reconstruction. Installation of the storm sewer must be 
co-ordinated with the road reconstruction otherwise the opportunity to alleviate basement flooding 
along Hilldale Road will be lost.   

Comments applicable to the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Class EA 

Our comments can be grouped as follows: 

• Hydrologic basis of the Feasibility Study;

• The observations and experiences of the residents of Hilldale Road over several decades;

• The hydrologic modelling used to conclude that Lavender Creek is a key cause of flooding along
Hilldale Road;

• Lavender Creek remediation alternatives; and

• The City of Toronto approach to flood management in the Lavender Creek catchment.

We acknowledge that our comments are focused on the recommendations of the Feasibility Study that 
are carried forward into the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Class EA,  and that many of our 
comments below may already have been addressed by the project team over the past few months. 

Hydrologic Basis of the Feasibility Study 

The Humber River Hydrology Update, June 2015 and revised April 2018 (Hydrology Study) documents the 
development of the hydrologic model used for all flood remediation analyses. The Feasibility Study 
documents the extent of flooding for return periods ranging from 2-years to the Regional Storm. 

As presented in Figure B-30 of the Feasibility Study, overtopping of the Symes Road culvert and resulting 
flooding along Hilldale Road occurs during all design storm equal to or greater than the 2-year event. This 
finding is reflected in the first study conclusion in Section 9.1, quoted as follows ”The existing conditions 

Nov 26, 2021, letter attachment (2) 
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Letter Report: Comments on Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Class EA   Page 
November 26, 2021  
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1D/2D coupled MIKE modelling predicts that the Hilldale Road area adjacent to 
Lavender Creek has the highest flood risk within the Rockcliffe SPA with flooding 
risks to homes and infrastructure during a 2-year storm event, largely attributable 
to the undersized Symes Road crossing of Lavender Creek”.

The flow rates calculated for Lavender Creek are not presented in the Hydrology 
Study or the Feasibility Study, however based on the hydraulic analyses presented in 
Section 5.2.9.2 of the Feasibility Study for the preferred remedial option, it appears 
that the 350-year peak flow was calculated to be in the order of 65 m3/s. 

As stated above, the understanding of flood risk presented in the Feasibility Study is the basis for 
developing a series of flood remediation alternatives for Lavender Creek.  The preferred alternative 
includes culvert replacements as well significantly increasing the size of the Lavender Creek channel by 
excavating a 22 m wide channel with a depth in excess of 2.5 m. Construction of this channel will require 
removal of the riparian vegetation which currently provides habitat and serves as a buffer (visual, noise, 
dust) between Hilldale Road and the industries immediately to the west. Any replacement vegetation 
would take many decades to re-establish to the mature state of the current vegetation and provide 
similar ecological and aesthetic benefit.  

Flooding Experience of Hilldale Road Residents 

Following the storm events of July 2017 and July 2019 we observed flooding characteristics along Hilldale 
Road, spoke to several residents about their experience in 2013, and spoke to others who have lived on 
Hilldale for 40 years or more. Observations are as follows:  

- According to residents, all flooding associated with the events of 2013, 2017 and 2019 were caused
by high water levels in Black Creek, or resulted from sewer backup.

- During the July 2013 event flooding from Black Creek on Hilldale Road backed up to the gutter in the
front of 16 Hilldale Road. Flooding from the Black Creek backwater effect on Lavender Creek reached
the rear edge of the house at 20 Hilldale Road.

- During the 2013 event (among others) the most severe basement flooding was caused by spill from
Black Creek entering the below grade garages located at the north end of Hilldale Road. In addition,
basement flooding due to sewer backup was noted by several residents.

- During the events of 2013, 2017 and 2019 none of the residents interviewed observed any flooding
originating from Lavender Creek overtopping its banks at Symes Road and spilling northerly along
Symes Road, Orman Avenue and Hilldale Road.

- Following the event of July 2019, which included a maximum recorded flow rate in Black Creek of
125m3/s (approximately the 10-year storm), high water marks upstream of Symes Road confirmed
that the culvert did not overtop (photo available).

- Two different 40-year residents living near the south end of Hilldale Road do not recall any case
where significant flows were conveyed easterly on Orman Avenue and then northerly on Hilldale
Road.

- During significant runoff events Lavender Creek does fill to the top of its banks, but only as a result of
the backwater effect from Black Creek, as the water is still and clear. High velocities in Lavender
Creek early on in a flood event, likely due to the relative short time-to-peak in Lavender Creek in
comparison to Black Creek (video available from June 29 2021).
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These observations are not consistent with the comments noted above from Section 9.1 of the Feasibility 
Report in two key areas: the frequency of flooding on Hilldale Road and the flood mechanisms that cause 
flooding. We are hoping that the TRCA will reconcile the discrepancies between the modelled results and 
the observations, as the flood remediation alternatives for Lavender Creek are founded on the estimate 
of the frequency of flooding from Lavender Creek to Hilldale Road. More specifically, it would seem 
prudent and thorough as part of the Class EA to further investigate the design flows and flood 
mechanisms given the critical importance of the design flows in informing the identification and 
evaluation of alternatives.  

Hydrologic Analysis 

The 2015/2018 Hydrology study entailed developing and calibrating a hydrologic model for Black Creek 
and the Humber River. Output from the model includes peak flow rates for design storms ranging from 2 
years to 500 years. As per Section 2.2.2 of the Feasibility Study,”…. The 2015 hydrologic model developed 
by CIVICA was used as the main source for existing conditions hydrologic data and flows for the Rockcliffe 
study area.” As such it is our understanding that the peak flow rates from the hydrologic model have 

been the basis for the design of both the Black Creek and the Lavender Creek flood works. 

Although the hydrologic model was calibrated for Black Creek, the Lavender Creek subwatershed is 
located within a single 5.8 km2 modeled catchment (catchment 48.3 on Figure 2.1 of the Hydrology 
Study).  The single catchment assumes that all runoff will find its way to the catchment outlet, which in 
this case would be Lavender Creek at its outfall to Black Creek. 

Although a catchment of this size is a reasonable approach for a watershed-scale hydrologic model, it 
does not meet industry standards for estimating flow rates from a 5.8 km2 which in turn will then serve 
as the design basis for a multi-million dollar flood remediation project. This is because a single catchment 
model does not necessarily capture the nuances of the catchment area which in turn can significantly 
impact the magnitude of flows that the catchment will generate. This is in fact the case with the 
Lavender Creek catchment, as described below.  

We were unable to find any reference in the various technical studies to any additional hydrologic 
modelling completed for Lavender Creek, and as such the reports infer that the output from the single 
catchment was used in the development and evaluation of the Lavender Creek alternatives. Further, the 
Feasibility Report does not document the flow rates used. If additional modelling refinement had been 
undertaken we would appreciate a copy of the documentation. It is interesting to note, that in contrast 
to the methodology for calculating the flow rate, the MIKE FLOOD model used to map flood depths is 
quite complex and detailed. 

Figure 1 illustrates the limits of the 5.8 km2 Lavender Creek catchment (Catchment 48.03) along with 
eight subcatchments that we have delineated on the map. Figure 2 illustrates the three combined sewer 
catchment areas. Figure 3 depicts elevation variable based on LiDAR data. We created these maps using 
various published sources, and our own detailed field reconnaissance. Characteristics of the Lavender 

Creek catchment and the subcatchments are described below, with key points summarized in Table 1. 

1. As noted above, the single catchment used to generate design flows for the Lavender Creek
remediation alternatives assumes all runoff ultimately reaches the Lavender Creek outfall.
However, according to City records the catchment is dominantly served by combined storm
sewers. Although there are numerous storm sewers they typically discharge to a Combined Trunk
Sewer (CTS). For the study area the sewers are either conveyed westerly by the St. Clair
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Combined Trunk Sewer (CTS) or the Hillary CTS, or are conveyed southerly as part of the Core 
Interceptor catchment area.  

2. There are some areas serviced by storm sewers discharging directly to Lavender Creek upstream

of Symes Road. These are more fully described under Bullet 8.

3. West of the Barrie GO Line the geology is representative of the Lake Iroquois shoreline with
gravels and sands west of the UP Rail Corridor and sands and silty sand between the rail
corridors, with infiltration rates likely high. East of the Barrie GO Line soils range from sand silt till
to clay silt till, with infiltrates likely moderate.

4. The section of Subcatchment 4 that is north of Rogers Road is served by storm and combined
sewers. The sanitary sewers drain to the Hillary CTS while the storm sewers drain to Black Creek
near Weston Road.

5. Overland flow routes are not well defined or consistent. Often there are low lying areas served by
multiple combined sewer catchbasins with no overland flow path. Further, the Barrie GO Line
acts as a barrier to Subcatchment 6. Bert Robinson Park at the downstream limit of
Subcatchment 6 is illustrative of overland drainage. The overland drainage to the park is fairly
substantial yet it is located in a bowl with no positive outlet other than through a few
catchbasins.

6. The sewer system and overland flow from most of Subcatchment 8 drains to the south away from
Lavender Creek.

7. East of the UP Express Rail Corridor there is a 200 metre remnant section of Lavender Creek
which outlets to a 1600 mm culvert under the rail corridor with an invert at least eight metres
below the top of the railway embankment. There is a single partially blocked box culvert outlet to
the remnant located just south of the intersection of Keele Street and Lavender Road. The
remnant channel is relatively small with limited evidence of erosion or that it conveys significant
flow. If flow were to overtop the rail corridor it would create substantial flooding east of the rail
corridor, with spill flowing northerly along the corridor to Black Creek or ponding to a depth of
five metres in the low point of Weston Road before flowing westerly towards Lavender Creek.

8. At Weston road the 1600 mm culvert joins a 2.1 metre
storm sewer that is serving parts of Subcatchment 7 and
other lands adjacent to St. Clair Avenue. As illustrated in
the adjacent photo, the 2.1 metre sewer discharges at the
upstream end of Lavender Creek west of Weston Road.
There are two additional smaller outlets to the south
(right in photo) that serve local catchment areas. The
elevation of the outlets is located in excess of 10 metres
below the surrounding ground. In addition, there is a 1400
mm culvert discharging to Lavender Creek about 200
metres upstream of Symes Road. It is the outflow from these four pipes that represents the
majority of flow conveyed by Lavender Creek to Black Creek.
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All of the above (subcatchments areas that drain southerly rather than westerly towards Lavender Creek, 
combined sewers, storm sewers that drain north to Black Creek, undulating terrain limiting overland 
flow, and rail corridor barriers) are consistent with a much lower design flow than was used in the 
Feasibility Study; likely less than half of the value calculated from the single catchment model. Moreover, 

the site characteristics are consistent with the observations of the residents.  

While it is true that at the scale of hazard mapping models do not always separate sewer systems, it is 
certainly best practice to emulate existing/proposed conditions as closely as possible when 

understanding and reducing flood risk. 

Lavender Creek Alternatives 

All of the evaluated alternatives presented in the Feasibility Report assumed full reconstruction of 
Lavender Creek and loss of the riparian vegetation. As such there was no alternative that looked at 
culvert upgrades only or looked at widening the channel along the east side without disrupting the 
vegetation to the west. 

Table 1: Sub-Catchment Area Characteristics 

Subcatchment Sewer Type Overland Drainage 

Description No. Area 
(ha) 

1 7 Combined sewers. 
Short Storm sewer sections to 
Lavender Creek 

• Directed to Lavender Creek downstream of Symes
Rd.

2 39 Combined sewers. 
Eastern section served by storm sewer 
draining to Lavender Creek 

• Undulating terrain with limited overland flow paths.

• Partially directed to Lavender Ck. downstream of
Symes Rd.

3 39 Storm sewer draining to Lavender 
Creek 

• Mostly directed to Lavender Ck.

4 105 Predominately combined sewers 
draining to Hillary CTS. 
Storm sewer system north of Rogers 
Road draining to Black Creek. Local 
storm sewer to remnant of Lavender 
creek. 

• Undulating terrain with limited overland flow paths.

• Barrier at Up Express with 1600 mm culvert
discharging to Lavender Creek west of Weston Rd.

5 45 Predominately combined sewers 
draining to Hillary CTS. 

• Overland westerly along Rogers Road to Catchment
No. 4

6 164 Predominately combined sewers 
draining to Hillary CTS. 

• Undulating terrain with limited overland flow paths.

• Barrier at Barrie Go Line with no overland flow
route to west

7 64 Combined sewers. 
Storm sewers draining to 2100 mm 
storm draining to Lavender Ck. 

• Undulating terrain with overland flow directed
southerly across St. Clair Avenue or northwesterly
to Catchment No. 4.

8 112 Western limit may drain to storm 
sewer noted in (7), but majority served 
by sewers draining to the south away 
from Lavender Creek 

• Undulating terrain with limited overland flow paths.

• Overland flow generally directed southerly, with
Barrie Go Line serving as barrier to flow to the west.

Letter Report: Comments on Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Class EA   
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Our preliminary analysis suggests that the majority of the existing 
channel is sufficient to convey the 350-year peak flow, with the Symes 
Road culvert likely requiring replacement. The downstream section 
(150-200 metres) may benefit from slight widening to the east and 
perhaps some deepening in order to minimize the impact of the Black 
Creek tailwater level moving upstream in Lavender Creek. Also, there 
are certainly opportunities to improve stability and conveyance 
capacity, but this could be achieved by working with the existing 
watercourse and focusing on enhancements. Removal of any 
vegetation to the west of the creek should not be necessary. All of this to say that an alternative that 
focuses on enhancements of the existing channel is warranted. 

City of Toronto Approach to Flooding in Lavender Creek Catchment Area 

The City of Toronto is undertaking an extensive program to alleviate basement flooding.  Of note to 
Lavender Creek is the study completed for Area 3 (Hillary CTS catchment on Figure 2). Solutions for this 
area include a combination of measures such as local sewer separation, storage, increased capacity and 
back flow prevention. Recommendations do not include increasing runoff to Lavender Creek through 
improvements to overland flow conveyance or additional storm sewer capacity discharging to Lavender 
Creek. As such, it is our understanding that there is no plan to upgrade the 1600 mm culvert under the 
UP Express Rail Corridor. 

Comments on the Proposed Reconstruction of Hilldale 

As previously noted, much of the reported flooding on has been associated with sewer backup. The 
merits of upgrading the sewer on Hilldale Road were addressed in the City’s Report for Action (PW28.6) 
entitled Sewer System Flood Reduction Measures in the Rockcliffe Area, dated March 26 2018. The 
specific recommendation for Hilldale Road was the construction of a new storm storage sewer (4-13). 
The report notes that “the recommended sewer system improvements will not be effective in reducing 
basement flooding unless the TRCA EA’s recommended riverine flood reduction measures are 
implemented”. The report also notes that “as riverine flood protection measures are completed in the 
Rockcliffe Area, Toronto Water will reassess the scope and costs of the BF Area 4 EA recommended sewer 
system improvements”. As previously discuss the TRCA and City are now proceeding with the riverine 
flood protection measures, in part funded by the federal DMAF program. 

Lavender Creek  

Letter Report: Comments on Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Class EA 
November 26, 2021  

The existing channel, from Symes Road to Black 
Creek is a trapezoidal channel, likely constructed 
more than 60 years ago when the subdivision was 
developed. The bottom width is approximately 4 m, 
the western embankment  is variable but on 
average is between 2:1 and 3:1. The eastern 
embankment is steeper. Although there are some 
small pockets of erosion, the channel is very stable 
with no evidence of downcutting.  The vegetation is Creek and West Embankment 
mature; another sign of limited past erosion. The 
depth varies but generally exceeds 2 metres. At a flow depth of 2 metres the channel has a capacity in the 
order of 30 m3/s. The two private culverts are large and equal to the channel capacity. The Symes Road 
culvert appears to be undersized. 
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1. To improve the accuracy of the single uncalibrated catchment used to generate the flows that are
now the basis of the proposed reconstruction of Lavender Creek:

a. Create a multi-catchment hydrologic model consistent with standard practice for projects of
this scale that discounts combined sewer flows and recognizes overland flow constraints; and

b. If uncertainty remains install precipitation and water level monitoring equipment to collect
data through the summer of 2022.

2. Once the design flow rate has been refined, review the Lavender Creek alternatives including
alternatives that including maintaining and enhancing the existing creek and vegetation.

3. Complete a coordinated analysis that will determine the most effective and economical method of
reducing flood risk to the residents of Hilldale Road.

4. Incorporate a storm sewer us as part of the reconstruction of Hilldale Road given that there is no
more cost-effective time than when the road is already under construction.

5. Convene a meeting with the residents of Hilldale Road as part of a coordinated communication
initiative between the proposed initiatives to reduce flood risk and reconstruct the street.

We would welcome the opportunity to further discuss our comments in the interest of finding the best 
possible solution to flooding along Hilldale Road.  

Letter Report: Comments on Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Class EA 
November 26, 2021  

It is our understanding that construction of the new storm sewer along Hilldale Road and thence to the 
confluence of Lavender Creek and Black Creek is critical to reducing basement flooding on Hilldale Road as 
the majority of roof and surface drainage is currently intercepted by the combined sewer. Further, with 
the improvements in Black Creek proceeding to construction in 2024 the new storm sewer can be 
constructed without the need for the proposed pump.  

The City of Toronto proposes to reconstruct Hilldale Road, Orman Avenue and Symes Road in 2022, with 
the project scope excluding a new storm sewer. Clearly, the most cost-effective time to construct a new 
storm sewer is at the same time as the road is being reconstructed, particularly given our understanding 
that the city proposes to excavate 1.5 to 2.0 metres below the existing road surface. In addition, it is 
possible that the marginal cost of the sewer upgrade will be less than the 2018 threshold of $32,000 per 
benefiting property.  

To proceed with road reconstruction without sewer upgrades would be a lost opportunity to reduce 
basement flooding risk. Further, to separate the projects would likely make a future sewer upgrade cost 
prohibitive.  

It is also noteworthy that the City proposes to reconstruct Symes Road in 2022 while the TRCA/City 
proposes to upgrade the Symes Road culvert as part of the implementation of the Lavender Creek 
remedial works. It is not clear how the two projects are being coordinated. 

Recommendations 

Following from the above, we are asking the TRCA and the City of Toronto to consider the following. 
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Figure 1: Lavender Creek Overland Flow Catchment Areas 
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Figure 2: Lavender Creek Combined Sewer Catchment Areas 
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Figure 3: Lavender Creek Catchment Area - LiDAR 
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From: RockCliffeEA
To:
Cc: Melody Brown; Mike Collins; Casey Morris; Geno.Orsi3@toronto.ca; Sacha.Smart@toronto.ca
Subject: RE: Hilldale Road Reconstruction - Flood Mitigation Coordination
Date: December 2, 2021 3:23:34 PM

Good afternoon 

We have received your letter and appendix report dated November 26th via Councillor
Nunziata’s office. Thank you for sharing your concerns and ideas. Your request for further
infrastructure improvements to be implemented is under review by Toronto Water. Your
request for reconsideration of the flood mitigation needs associated with Lavender Creek is
under review by the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class EA Study Team,
which includes representation from TRCA, Toronto Water and Transportation Services.

We will provide further response to you once we have completed our review. Feel free to
contact us via RockcliffeEA@trca.ca if you have any further concerns.

Thank you,

Melody Brown (TRCA), Mike Collins (Toronto Water) and Casey Morris (Transportation
Services)
On behalf of the Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
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From: RockCliffeEA
To:
Cc: RockCliffeEA; Melody Brown; Mike Collins; Casey Morris; Mae (Rigmea) Lee; Councillor Nunziata; Nick Lorrain;

Robert Chan
Subject: RE: Hilldale Road Reconstruction - Flood Mitigation Coordination
Date: February 23, 2022 10:47:19 AM
Attachments: 20220223_ _Resident_Response_Final.pdf

Good Morning 

Attached please find a response to your letter dated November 26th, 2021.

Kind Regards,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: 
Sent: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 10:10 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Re: Hilldale Road Reconstruction - Flood Mitigation Coordination

Hello,

I am reaching out to enquire about the status of the items I raised through my November 26th
letter.  I noticed that a public meeting has been scheduled for the project, and I am hoping to have a
response to my letter or have a discussion before then.

Regards,

On Thu, Dec 2, 2021 at 3:23 PM RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> wrote:

Good afternoon Mr. 

We have received your letter and appendix report dated November 26th via Councillor
Nunziata’s office. Thank you for sharing your concerns and ideas. Your request for further
infrastructure improvements to be implemented is under review by Toronto Water. Your
request for reconsideration of the flood mitigation needs associated with Lavender Creek
is under review by the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class EA Study Team,
which includes representation from TRCA, Toronto Water and Transportation Services.

Reply to Nov 26, 2022 From Rockcliffe 
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We will provide further response to you once we have completed our review. Feel free to
contact us via RockcliffeEA@trca.ca if you have any further concerns.

Thank you,

Melody Brown (TRCA), Mike Collins (Toronto Water) and Casey Morris (Transportation
Services)

On behalf of the Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority

101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6

Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471

Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca

Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
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Date:    February/23/2022 

DELIVERED BY E‐MAIL 

Attention:  

Subject:    Comments of Hilldale Road Reconstruction 
    Rockcliffe Class EA, Basement Flooding and Road Reconstruction 

Dear 

Thank you for your interest in the Rockcliffe Riverine Flooding Mitigation Environmental Assessment (EA) and the 
City's infrastructure capital program. Please find enclosed two letters; from Toronto Water and the broader 
Rockcliffe EA project team which provides responses to your letter. 

Sincerely,  

Rockcliffe EA Project Management Team 
rockcliffeea@trca.ca 

Attachments:  

Letter “Hilldale Road Reconstruction – Flood Mitigation Coordination” February 22, 2022 
Letter Report on “Hilldale Road Flood Mitigation; Responses to Comments applicable to the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood 
Mitigation Project Class EA; Comments on the Proposed Reconstruction of Hilldale Road” February 22, 2022 

Copy:  Mae Lee, Senior Coordinator, Public Consultation Unit, City of Toronto 
Councillor Frances Nunziata, Councillor Ward 5 York South‐Weston 

Reply to Nov 26, 2022 From Rockcliffe EA team, 
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Eleanor McAteer, P.Eng., MBA 
Director  
Water Infrastructure Management 

Lou Di Gironimo  
General Manager 
Toronto Water 

Toronto Water 

Metro Hall, 18th Floor 
55 John Street 
Toronto, Ontario M5V 3C6 

Reply to: Mike Collins, P.Eng. 
Senior Engineer 

Tel: (416) 392-5382
TTY: (416) 338-0889
E-mail:   mike.collins@toronto.ca

February 22, 2022 

DELIVERED BY E-MAIL 

Re:   Hilldale Road Reconstruction – Flood Mitigation Coordination 

Dear : 

Thank you for your interest in the Rockcliffe Riverine Flooding Mitigation Environmental 
Assessment (EA) and the City's infrastructure capital program.  We are sorry to read about 
the basement flooding that you have experienced over the years and appreciate the detail 
you have provided. 

As you have identified, Hilldale Road was scheduled for road reconstruction in 2022.  The 
Rockcliffe area is complex with many projects planned in the area. Some of the sewer and 
flood mitigation projects are hydraulically connected and interdependent, as you are 
aware.   

The Rockcliffe Riverine Flooding Mitigation EA is ongoing with an anticipated completion 
in the Fall of 2022.  The Rockcliffe Riverine Flooding Working Group is working with 
Toronto Water to consider Basement Flooding Protection Program projects as a 
component of the larger Rockcliffe project.  The proposed Basement Flooding Protection 
Program (BFPP) project on Hilldale Road discharges downstream into Black Creek. The 
BFPP project is dependent on the ability to outlet to Black Creek, and sufficient capacity at 
the outlet is not available until the Black Creek Riverine Flood Works are constructed.  
Sewer modelling of BFPP projects in Area 4, including the project on Hilldale Road, 
continues to be analyzed as a parallel component of the Rockcliffe Riverine Project to 
understand different scenarios and options aligned with potential work in Black Creek. 
However, as a recommended path forward for the riverine works and BFPP works in the 
area has not been finalized, sewer work on Hilldale Road cannot yet be scoped and 
planned. 

From an implementation perspective, the preliminary and detailed design of the BFPP 
project on Hilldale Road would also be required before construction. Once procured, this 
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typically takes approximately 3 years, and potentially longer as the design and 
construction would need to be sequenced and coordinated with other infrastructure 
construction in the Rockcliffe area and the reconstruction of Hilldale Road. These timing 
components need to be considered in the planning process with projects properly 
sequenced and staged.  

With this in mind, the reconstruction of Hilldale Road is being paused at this time. This 
provides a planning window for the infrastructure in the Rockcliffe area, including the 
Riverine Flooding Mitigation Project and BFPP projects, to be planned accordingly. The 
Basement Flooding Protection Program works will be reviewed in correlation with the 
results of the Rockcliffe EA and planned works in the area. 

We hope this addresses your questions surrounding the Hilldale Road BFPP project at this 
time. Please let us know should you have any further questions. 

Sincerely, 

Mike Collins, P.Eng. 
Senior Engineer 
Toronto Water 
City of Toronto  

Copy:  Melody Brown, P.Eng., Project Manager, Flood Risk Management, TRCA 
Casey Morris, Senior Project Manager, Transportation Services, City of Toronto 
Mae Lee, Senior Coordinator, Public Consultation Unit, City of Toronto  
Councillor Frances Nunziata, Councillor Ward 5 York South-Weston 
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Date:    February/22/2022 

Attention:  

Subject:    Hilldale Road Flood Mitigation  
Responses to Comments applicable to the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Class EA 
Comments on the Proposed Reconstruction of Hilldale Road 

This letter provides a response to   (the residents) letter report dated November 26, 2021 
for comments raised within TRCA’s purview, which includes hydrologic inputs and EA design alternatives for 
Lavender Creek. Comments related to road and sewer reconstruction on Hilldale Rd are addressed in the 
accompanying letter from the City of Toronto. 

TRCA staff appreciates the residents’ thorough analysis of the Black Creek at Rockcliffe Special Policy Area Flood 
Remediation and Transportation Feasibility Study, July 2020 (Feasibility Study) and the investigation of the 
Lavender Creek catchment area. TRCA staff also shares the residents’ desire to minimize cost and to preserve 
vegetation where possible. 

After additional investigations, discussions with our expert consultants and with City staff we have confirmed 
the current 350‐year storm flows used in the Rockcliffe EA for Lavender Creek continue to be  appropriate for 
use. It is important to note the proposed channel sizing of Lavender Creek is driven not only by hydraulic 
capacity but also infrastructure conflicts at the Symes Rd culvert, which the residents’ acknowledge as being 
likely undersized. As such, decreases in flow rates may not yield significant reductions to channel size. The 
following sections will expand on the constraints at Symes Rd and will further provide rationale for  the design 
flow rates used for the Lavender Creek design alternatives. Also discussed are resident observations of flooding 
and erosion in the channel, and design options for Lavender Creek. 

Lavender Creek Channel Sizing 

The residents’ letter outlines an opinion that the existing channel is largely sufficient to convey 350‐year flows 
and recognizes that the existing Symes Road culvert is likely undersized. As previously noted, the geometry of 
the channel is partially dictated by other constraints. There is a large combined trunk sewer that sits directly 
over the existing Symes Rd culvert. Any culvert replacement would need to be located below the trunk sewer. 
Additionally, the proposed 1.8 m box culvert size cannot be made much smaller for maintenance reasons given 
the culvert’s long length and curved alignment. As a result, any invert of a new channel at Symes would be 
significantly lower than existing conditions. Proposed channel slopes in the design alternatives are already very 
shallow (~0.4%), so there is limited opportunity to narrow the channel by reducing its depth. Even when the 
minimum 2:1 side slopes are assumed, the top width of the channel is partly dictated by geometry and not 
solely on hydraulic capacity needs.   Figure 1 and 2 provides a profile and sample cross‐section of a deepened 
Lavender Creek which illustrates the constraints described above.  
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Figure 1 – Lavender Creek Design Alternative Channel Profile 

Figure 2 – Lavender Creek Design Alternative Sample Cross Section 

Lavender Creek Hydrology ‐ Catchment Area and Overland Flow Paths 

To better define drainage areas and overland flow paths TRCA staff re‐delineated the catchment area to 
Lavender Creek using LiDAR and GIS tools. The catchment area based on LiDAR is shown in Figure 3. While the 
shape of the revised catchment area is somewhat different than the one derived in the 2018 hydrology update 
the total drainage area is very similar at 588 ha (new) compared to 576 ha (old). This represents a minor 2% 
increase to the catchment area which is within model tolerances. This exercise also served to accurately define 
overland flow paths given the high resolution of the LiDAR topography used. 
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Figure 3 – Lavender Creek LiDAR Catchment  

The residents’ letter describes an area (Subcatchment 6) as lacking an overland flow path west across the Barrie 
Go Line, concluding that flows would be restricted by the minor system or contained by topography. Upon 
further investigation it was discovered there’s a large pedestrian crossing under the rail line at Dunraven Dr 
which would serve as an overland flow path (Figure 4).  

Figure 4 – Overland Flow Path across Barrier GO line. 

The additional work undertaken by TRCA verifies the total drainage areas to Lavender Creek is appropriate and 
adequate overland flow routes exists at a subwatershed catchment level to convey these flows to the Creek. 
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Lavender Creek Hydrology –  Catchment Definition 

Flows to Lavender Creek are derived from a single catchment from the 2018 Humber Watershed hydrology 
model. The residents’ letter asserts that simulating the area as a single catchment is not sufficient to model 
flows to Lavender Creek and note several features of the catchment which warrant additional considerations. 
These include the prevalence of combined sewers in the upstream catchment area and inaccuracies in drainage 
areas used in the hydrology model.  

TRCA and our expert consultants do not agree with this assertion. The primary reason to further discretize a 
catchment is to identify areas of different hydrologic responses. The Lavender Creek catchment is fully 
urbanized, which creates a homogeneous area that does not warrant additional subcatchments. In headwater 
drainage areas smaller catchments might be used recognizing the importance of headwater tributaries in natural 
stream systems and the timing of flow at critical junctions, which is not the case for Lavender Creek. In short, 
this catchment should not be considered inappropriate for use solely due to its size. In fact, further 
discretization of catchments often leads to increased peak flows because the decreased times of concentration 
within each smaller catchment can result in the individual peaks coinciding at the outlet of the area as a whole. 

Lavender Creek Hydrology – Combined Sewer Flows 

The Lavender Creek upstream catchment area is primarily serviced by combined sewers, but there are also areas 
where stormwater is conveyed by separated storm sewers. The residents’ letter requests that the study team 
consider discounting combined sewer flows from the hydrology model to better approximate existing 
conditions.  

The study team finds no reasonable justification to discount combined sewer flows. Combined sewers are 
historically designed with 2 to 5 year capture capacity and the target design storm for Lavender Creek is the 350‐
year storm. The flows that would be captured by the combined sewers would not be significant during the 350‐
year storm. The capacity of the combined sewers is uncertain in a 350‐year storm given complex interactions of 
combined sewers with trunk sewers, sanitary flows, basement flooding etc. The age of the combined sewers also 
raises uncertainty over their reliability to function when needed during a highly infrequent but intense storm 
like a 350‐year storm. The team also notes that in order to discount combined sewer flows a dual drainage 
urban model would be required to quantify a reasonable flow to be removed. It has been the study team’s 
experience that urban models of this size often produces higher flows than watershed models given the 
different routing routines and different storm distributions used.  

Discounting combined sewer flows would commit the City to maintaining the current combined sewer 
conveyance away from Lavender Creek into the future to avoid increasing flows in the Creek. The residents note 
their desire for a storm sewer on Hilldale but it is reasonable to assume residents located upstream might want 
this option as well.  It would be short‐sighted to impose this constraint, or require additional stormwater 
controls before combined sewers are separated, to the upstream sewer network before flows can be discharged 
to Lavender Creek.  

Hydrologic flows generated to support riverine hazard mapping are intentionally conservative given the 
potential risk to life and damage to property posed by riverine flooding. Conservation Authorities have a 
delegated duty from the Province to manage riverine flood hazards, with the Province providing technical 
guidance. Hydrologic conservatism has been a consistent direction from Provincial technical guidance 
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documents and discounting combined sewer flows would not be inline with this intent. Given the potential for 
more intense storm events in the future due to climate change the conservatism in the flows is particularly 
warranted to ensure a new channel is resilient and future‐proof to better protect  current and future residents 
from riverine flooding. 

Lavender Creek Hydrology – Resident Observations 

The residents’ letter details observations of past local flooding in the area. They note that residents observations 
do not match with flood frequency and mechanisms of flooding described in the Feasibility Report. 

The stated 2‐year flooding frequency of Lavender Creek is from flows generated by the watershed hydrology 
model and does not consider minor system drainage. For smaller storm events such as the 2 to 5 year storm the 
upstream combined sewers would capture and convey some flows away from Lavender Creek. This would be 
the primary reason why observed flooding does not match the residents observations. It is worth noting the 
350‐year storm, the design standard for the new channels, have not occurred in recent memory. When a 350‐
year storm occurs the mechanisms of flooding would be different than what residents have historically 
observed, where major system flow using overland flow routes would dominate drainage patterns. 

Lavender Creek Erosion 

The residents’ letter describes personal observations that the creek is very stable from an erosion perspective, 
with no evidence of downcutting, and with mature bank vegetation which points to limited past erosion. As part 
of the EA a geomorphological assessment was conducted for Lavender Creek by a professional geomorphologist. 
The assessment included: A) a rapid field assessment (RGA/RSAT), and B) bankfull hydraulics and instream 
erosion threshold analyses.  

The findings of the geomorphological assessment is that bank erosion is extensive throughout the reach as 
evidenced by exposed tree roots and vertical, undercut and overhanging banks.  Evidence of raised manholes 
and outfalls along the channel corridor suggests the channel has continued to incise for several decades. It is 
evident that high flow events frequently fill and overtop the channel corridor due to the presence of debris 
caught in tree branches as well as localized deposition of fine material in the overbank zone. It is evident that 
the creek banks are relatively unstable and are undergoing active erosion due to the high velocity/shear stress 
acting on the banks at frequent high flow events. Bank faces were generally not well vegetated, providing 
evidence of ongoing active erosion; however, vegetation on the top of bank predominantly consisted of shrubs 
and trees, several of which were falling/leaning. In summary, the findings of the geomorphic assessment 
contradict the residents’ observations. 

Lavender Design Alternatives and Vegetation 

The residents’ letter proposes new alternative designs be considered for Lavender Creek with smaller footprints 
that would preserve existing vegetation on the west bank.  

As previously discussed there are infrastructure conflicts at Symes Rd that influence the channel footprint in 
addition to hydraulic capacity and current design flows for the channel are confirmed to be appropriate. As such, 
there is limited opportunity to further reduce the channel footprint or use a culvert only option. Please note the 
design team has already minimized the channel size to limit property impacts and preserve natural space.  
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Final channel designs, impacts to riparian vegetation, restoration and planting plans will be evaluated in detailed 
design. At this time, it appears unlikely the existing riparian vegetation can be preserved. The project team 
acknowledge the residents’ desire to maintain a natural buffer between the residential areas and the industrial 
areas to the west. The project team will incorporate this feedback when developing mitigation and planting 
plans to minimize the impact of the project to local residents.  

TRCA staff appreciates the extensive efforts of the residents’ to help the project team reach a better EA solution. 
If there are any further comments or suggestion please refer them to the project email: rockcliffeea@trca.ca 

Rockcliffe EA Project Management Team 
rockcliffeea@trca.ca 
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From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Melody Brown; Mike Collins; Casey Morris; Geno Orsi; Sacha.Smart@toronto.ca
Subject: Re: Hilldale Road Reconstruction - Flood Mitigation Coordination
Date: February 28, 2022 9:40:11 AM

Hello All,

Thank you for the update. Some follow up questions and comments below.  I want to
encourage the team to take my response as a valued resource, rather than a threat that they feel
compelled to defend against.  As such, I have not written anything in this email that
requires the technical team to defend their technical analysis, but rather, requires them to
understand the issues that are important to local residents.  This is something that the project
team can only learn from local residents through the public consultation process.  That said,
we will be following up with technical recommendations as well, once we have had more time
to digest the proposed solution and the TRCA's response to our first letter. 

Hilldale Road

While the Hilldale Road reconstruction is postponed, I would like to confirm that the work to
install sidewalks on Orman Ave and Symes Road will be proceeding this year as planned.  The
promise of sidewalks this year remains a critical priority for the safety and well being of the
community and can not be postponed.  This winter, the high snowfall has further exemplified
the urgency for these sidewalks, as pedestrians have had no choice but to walk in the middle of
the road since snow banks have taken the place of the narrow grass strip that pedestrians were
confined to.  

Lavender Creek

The proposed solution along the Lavender Creek portion of the project (Slide #40-41 of the
PIC presentation) represents a significant lack of understanding of the value that the
community places on the  Lavender Creek's natural riparian area. The proposed solution
would destroy one of the community's most prized public assets.  The vegetation that is
proposed to be removed currently provides a critical buffer between the residential and
industrial area to the west, it is used as a recreational trail, it is what makes the area beautiful,
and it is home to a variety of wildlife.  

The proposed solution reminds me of something that might have gotten built in the1960's,
when the right "engineering" solution was prioritized without an understanding of its holistic
impact on the community and environment.  The best analogy I can think of would be if a
cardiologist prescribed heart medication to eliminate the risk of heart disease for a problem
that they weren't positive existed but that medication resulted in significant degradation of the
patient's daily quality of life and a lower life expectancy caused by the medication's side
effects.  

That the science behind the model remains questionable (lack of data to properly calibrate it),
makes the proposed solution even more unacceptable.  The solution's impacts far outweigh its
benefits and the $10 Million in funding to implement the solution could be better applied in
other parts of the project.

I should emphasize that we are not refuting the importance of increasing the capacity of Black
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Creek.  The community remains extremely frustrated about the problems that Black Creek has 
caused.  My neighbour has been living in his home on Hilldale Road, backing onto Lavender 
creek, for 50 years.  Only once in those 50 years (2013), did Lavender Creek rise to the level 
of his detached Garage, but bever has it come close to reaching his home.  All instances of 
flooding for him have been the result of the sewer backing up. However, that neighbour, every 
day for the past 50 years, has taken pride in where he lives and a big part of that pride comes 
from the natural area behind his house.  Destroying it, would destroy him. It would destroy 
something that many of us hold dear.

Regards,

Feb 28, 2022, 
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mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca


From: RockCliffeEA
To: ; RockCliffeEA
Cc: Melody Brown; Mike Collins; Casey Morris; Geno Orsi; Sacha.Smart@toronto.ca
Subject: RE: Hilldale Road Reconstruction - Flood Mitigation Coordination
Date: March 1, 2022 2:41:35 PM

Good afternoon ,

Thank you for your email. Your concerns and suggestions are acknowledged and have been shared
with the City of Toronto-TRCA study team.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: 
Sent: Monday, February 28, 2022 9:40 AM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Mike Collins <Mike.Collins@toronto.ca>; Casey Morris
<Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Geno Orsi <Geno.Orsi3@toronto.ca>; Sacha.Smart@toronto.ca
Subject: Re: Hilldale Road Reconstruction - Flood Mitigation Coordination

Hello All,

Thank you for the update. Some follow up questions and comments below.  I want to encourage the
team to take my response as a valued resource, rather than a threat that they feel compelled to
defend against.  As such, I have not written anything in this email that requires the technical team to
defend their technical analysis, but rather, requires them to understand the issues that are
important to local residents.  This is something that the project team can only learn from local
residents through the public consultation process.  That said, we will be following up with technical
recommendations as well, once we have had more time to digest the proposed solution and the
TRCA's response to our first letter. 

Hilldale Road

While the Hilldale Road reconstruction is postponed, I would like to confirm that the work to install
sidewalks on Orman Ave and Symes Road will be proceeding this year as planned.  The promise of
sidewalks this year remains a critical priority for the safety and well being of the community and can
not be postponed.  This winter, the high snowfall has further exemplified the urgency for these
sidewalks, as pedestrians have had no choice but to walk in the middle of the road since snow banks
have taken the place of the narrow grass strip that pedestrians were confined to.  
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From: 
Sent: March 15, 2022 3:43 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>; Mike Collins <Mike.Collins@toronto.ca>; Casey Morris 
<Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Geno Orsi <Geno.Orsi3@toronto.ca>; Sacha.Smart@toronto.ca 
Subject: Re: Hilldale Road Reconstruction - Flood Mitigation Coordination

Hello All,

Thank you for leading an informative public meeting on March 1st and thank you more generally for 
the work that you do as public servants. I have no doubt about your commitment to solving the 
problem that has been given to you. For the purpose of including further comments in the public 
record for the EA, I have the following additional comments.  I would also like to invite the project 
team to meet with myself and a few other Hilldale Residents for a site walk along Lavender Creek.  I 
think it is important that we communicate in person, and on site, some of our decades of 
observation and some of the reasons why we love where we live.

The approach I have taken below is my attempt to influence this project in a way that best aligns 
with the approach of an Environmental Assessment.  That said, all this really comes down to is one 
question.  "How does this investment improve our quality of life?"  It is important to remember 
the big picture associated with any major investment in infrastructure, and that is to improve the 
quality of life for the residents that it is intended to support.  While mitigating flood risk on Black 
Creek is important to the community, the fact of the matter is that it is just one of many factors that 
influence our quality of life on Hilldale Road. One of the factors that makes life great on Hilldale 
Road, is the fact that wedoo back to a natural creek surrounded by lush vegetation.  It is critical that 
the project team understand this, and that a balanced/holistic approach is taken when evaluating 
the impacts of the proposed solutions.  I have categorized my comments into three groups below.

1. Adequately Documenting the Existing Conditions

A critical part of the environmental assessment process is to document the existing conditions of the 
study area.  The purpose of this is to ensure that the impacts of the proposed solutions are 
adequately documented.   Currently, the proposed solution does not balance the ambition for 350-
year flood protection with the every-day value that the community gets from this asset and would 
have a net negative impact on the quality of life of the residents. 

 To adequately balance the trade offs, the existing function and value that the mature vegetation 
along Lavender Creek currently provides for the community and the environment needs to be 
documented and considered as part of the evaluation.  This value includes, but is not limited to the 
following:
- A visual, sound and air quality buffer between the residential land uses on Hilldale and the
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Industrial land uses to the west of the creek.
- Carbon Sequestration (concrete channel would not only require significant carbon emissions to
construct, but it would no longer provide the carbon sequestration benefits of the natural channel
and mature vegetation)
- Contribution to the City's tree canopy
- Improvement of air quality
- Reduction of urban heat island effect
- Habitat for several species of urban wildlife
- A highly used public recreation trail and natural oasis.

2. Solutions Development and inclusion of a "do nothing" alternative
- Building off comment 1, it is important to understand the value of the existing conditions,
especially if the proposed solution would radically deplete that value.  It is for this reason that the
solutions that are evaluated in the EA include a "do nothing" alternative.  I have not seen a do-
nothing alternative for Lavender Creek, nor have I seen the evaluation of a solution that is a "middle
ground," where the vegetation can be maintained, while reducing some flood risk.  Surely there is a
solution that can reduce flood risk (maybe not to a 350-year event), but to a reasonable level
without impacting the natural creek.

3. Evaluation Criteria
- Further building off comment 1 and 2, the evaluation criteria that was used to formulate this
recommendation did not mention any of the items listed in comment 1 that this specific community
and the city at large value.  The criteria should also be more closely tied to some of the other policies
and objectives of the City of Toronto, some of which are listed in comment 1 above (tree canopy,
carbon sequestration, air quality, recreation)

Thank you again for your diligence and for continuing to listen to my concerns.

With kind regards and continued thanks for your public service,

On Tue, Mar 1, 2022 at 2:41 PM RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> wrote:

Mar 1, 2022
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Good afternoon Mr. 

Thank you for your email. Your concerns and suggestions are acknowledged and have been shared with the City 
of Toronto-TRCA study team.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6 
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: RockCliffeEA; 
Cc: Mike Collins; Casey Morris
Subject: RE: Hilldale Road Reconstruction - Flood Mitigation Coordination
Date: March 22, 2022 1:48:29 PM

Good afternoon 

Thank you for the invitation to meet with you and a few other Hilldale residents for a site walk along
Lavender Creek. The study team will be happy to meet on site so community members can further
share their inputs and comments related to the proposed Lavender Creek works.

Staff from the City and TRCA are available to meet with you the morning of Wednesday March 30 or

Thursday March 31st anytime between 9am and noon. Please advise if either of these days work for
you.

Please advise whom from the community will be attending. We ask that the group please be kept
small with up to 5 people attending from the community.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: March 17, 2022 4:13 PM

Cc: Mike Collins <Mike.Collins@toronto.ca>; Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>; Geno Orsi
<Geno.Orsi3@toronto.ca>; Sacha.Smart@toronto.ca
Subject: RE: Hilldale Road Reconstruction - Flood Mitigation Coordination

Good afternoon 

Thank you for your interest in the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation MCEA project and for
providing your comments. This email is to acknowledge receipt of your comments.  The study team
is looking into the items you have raised and will be providing you with a response within the next
couple weeks.

Kind Regards,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: RockCliffeEA; 
Cc: Mike Collins; Casey Morris; Councillor Nunziata; Geno Orsi; Sacha.Smart@toronto.ca
Subject: RE: Hilldale Road Reconstruction - Flood Mitigation Coordination
Date: March 25, 2022 4:47:48 PM

Good afternoon ,

Thank you for your comments. Your email has been shared with the technical project team. We
understand your concerns related to the impacts on Lavender Creek and the Hilldale residents. As
part of the environmental assessment (EA) process, we look at a number of different ways to
achieve the project objective of providing flood mitigation for the area while minimizing the impacts
on the community and surrounding natural areas. As part of the EA process, potential impacts to
existing conditions are identified and assessed. The City and TRCA will continue to work with
residents to reduce impacts as work progresses. We appreciate your invitation to meet in person
and complete a site tour with some of the local residents. TRCA and City staff will attend this site
tour next week, the details of which we will coordinate through a separate email. 

Regarding the understanding of existing conditions, we will take your input into consideration and
recognize the important role that the existing landscape provides to the community and wildlife. In
terms of the alternatives development, "do nothing" is always a consideration in an EA. The “do
nothing” option was assessed by the study team and will be included in the project documentation.
In this case, the "do nothing" option is not appropriate as there are existing flood risks that must be
addressed. Reducing impacts to existing vegetation is an important goal of the project. The preferred
solution for the project tries to limit impacts while also limiting other adverse impacts and
adequately addressing riverine flooding in the area. Restoration plans will consider the desire for
screening of private properties, screening of the channel, as well as ecological objectives. The 350
year flood risk mitigation target is not the only factor that influences the modifications needed to
Lavender Creek. A key piece of the puzzle for mitigating riverine flood risk to the Hilldale area is
increasing the conveyance capacity of the Symes Rd culvert. This in turn requires regrading of
Lavender Creek to accommodate the larger culvert and ensure positive drainage to Black Creek.
Different configurations for the Symes Rd culvert are severely constrained by existing critical
infrastructure in the area.

The 350-year storm is an appropriate target when considering several factors, such as basement
flooding objectives and uncertainty around climate change. The 350-year target allows for the best
value for future generations from the proposed infrastructure investment by providing both long-
term resilience and reduced encumbrance on properties that would remain within the regulatory
floodplain after the implementation of the measures proposed in the EA.

In terms of what we consider in the evaluation of solutions and design, we do consider the items you
raised such as air quality, tree canopy, habitat and recreation. These are listed under the natural and
social environment categories of the evaluation criteria shown on PIC#2 presentation slides #34 and
35. The outcome of the evaluation is such that although there are impacts to these criteria, there
are greater social, technical and cost benefits that are achieved through the preferred concept than
through other options. During later phases following the EA, additional field studies will be
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conducted in detailed design to determine the mitigation measures and planting plans for the
Lavender Creek area. Additionally the design will be refined to further reduce impacts. The
mitigation measures and plans would consider factors around preserving/replacing tree canopy and
wildlife habitat and offset negative urban heat island, carbon, and air quality impacts as well as
providing screening of the channel and for private properties. The environmental goals of the City
and TRCA will inform replanting and landscaping approaches.  

The project team acknowledges your desire to maintain the current conditions at Lavender Creek.
The project team will incorporate this feedback when developing mitigation and planting plans to
minimize the project's impact on local residents.

We will keep you informed as the project progresses.

Kind Regards,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe
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From: RockCliffeEA

Cc: Crystal Robertson; RockCliffeEA; Melody Brown; Casey Morris; Mike Collins; Nick Lorrain; Mae (Rigmea) Lee
Subject: RE: Hilldale Road Reconstruction - Flood Mitigation Coordination
Date: March 28, 2022 11:16:47 AM

Hello 

Thank you for confirming the date and time for the site walk along Lavender Creek. Unfortunately,
we have an unexpected schedule change and staff are unable to be on site until 11am. The project
team will meet you at the corner of Symes Road and Orman Avenue at 11:00 am this Wednesday

(March 30th) if you and the other community members are available at that time.

As part of the comment & documentation process, we ask that you please provide the names of
community members who plan to attend the site walk. Also please advise if they would like to be
involved in future communications. If so, please provide their email address in addition to their full
name.

With many of the provincial and public health restrictions lifted recently, we still ask that community
members who plan to attend the site walk to conduct their own self-screening, using the provinces
screening questions prior to coming to the site. The Provincial self-assessment is located here:
Coronavirus (COVID-19) self-assessment (ontario.ca). Masks are not required to be worn, though
they are strongly encouraged at this time. Physical distancing protocols will no longer be required
but we ask that you please try to maintain a 2m distance from our staff.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6

Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: 
Sent: March 22, 2022 3:17 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Mike Collins <Mike.Collins@toronto.ca>; Casey Morris <Casey.Morris@toronto.ca>
Subject: Re: Hilldale Road Reconstruction - Flood Mitigation Coordination

That's great!

Wednesday March 30th at 9 am works well.  

Let's meet at the corner of Symes Rd and Orman Ave.

Mar 15, 2022  From Rockcliffe EA, Mar 28, 
2022,  site walk confirmed (1 of 1)
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From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Melody Brown
Subject: Rockcliffe Class EA - Comments on Lavender Creek
Date: April 12, 2022 2:23:35 PM
Attachments: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Class EA - Follow up to TRCA letter of 22February2022 - prepared by 

7apr2022.pdf

Please find attached comments I have prepared in response to both your letter of February 22 2022 and the PIC of
March 1 2022.

sincerely

 April 12, 2022 
with attachment, (1 of 12)
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April 7, 2022 

Melody Brown, P. Eng.,  
Project Manager, Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 

RE:  Follow-up on February 22 2022 TRCA comments on Submission November 26, 2021 
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project, Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 

I have had the opportunity to review your February 22, 2022 response to our submission of November 
26, 2021.  Before jumping to technical comments I would like to acknowledge that I am sure that we share 
common ground in terms of reducing flood risk while also balancing environmental, social and economic 
considerations.  

This covering letter provides a broad overview of the perspective and key considerations that frame my 
questions and comments, which are attached. 

At the outset I would like to share an axiom that I use as a guide, as I think it is pertinent to the perspective 
I have been trying to convey through our initial meeting, our correspondence and the PIC of March 1st. 
The axiom states that the only mistake that a hydrologist can make is to not use all of the available 
information. This is another way of saying that hydrology carries a great deal of uncertainty but also a 
great deal of responsibility, so we must be as diligent as we can be.  

It is with this context in mind that I view the challenge of Lavender Creek. Hydrology, and in this case 
specifically the estimate of the Lavender Creek peak flows, is foundational in both estimating current flood 
risk and in developing a solution to reduce this risk. If peak flow estimates are too low then it may not 
reduce flood risk as much as intended, and if estimates are too conservative (i.e. too high) then there is a 
risk of overbuilding a solution and destroying a key environmental and social amenity of the community 
while at the same time spending far more public money than was necessary.  

Using all available data is fundamental to making sound recommendations that are in the best interest of 
the community we serve. We may never know for certain that our calculations are correct, but, hopefully 
we can at least be satisfied that we have used all of the available information and have equaled or 
exceeded current engineering standards. This is particularly true in this case  as the need for this project 
is predicated on the modelling results (Conclusion 9.1 of the Feasibility Study) and not on any documented 
flooding resulting from capacity constraints in Lavender Creek.  

Hydrologic modelling certainly is not an exact science but there are standards and norms that guide the 
industry.  TRCA continues to recommend an uncalibrated and unverified single catchment hydrologic 
model as the basis for calculating flow rates that are then used to assess existing risk and in the design of 
the proposed solution. This position was reinforced at the Public Information Centre, (March 1 2022) 
where TRCA staff made the following comments: 
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• We consider our model appropriate. We need to be conservative.
• We are using industry standard, industry practices, detailed delineation to better characterize this

area… the model uses a standard industry best practice set of criteria in order to establish a limit
and in order to incorporate conservative  assumptions… well defined and well backed up tool.

I respectfully disagree that this modelling approach is appropriate or is a standard industry best practice, 
and can provide many examples to support this position. Rather, I believe that in addition to following 
published guidelines the best practice calls on us to use all available information, to develop models that 
reflect site characteristics, to validate models, and where possible to calibrate models.  

Several  guidelines have been published that address best practices for hydrologic modelling. Although 
none of these speak precisely to a recipe that should be used for Lavender Creek, they do provide insight 
into an appropriate approach. Some of the applicable guidelines include:  

1. Technical Guidelines for Flood Hazard Mapping (2017) prepared by TRCA and other areas
conservations authorities.

2. Province of Ontario’s Technical Guide: River and Stream Systems: Flooding Hazard Limit published
in 1986 and updated in 2002.

3. TRCA’s Flood Protection Land Forming Technical Design Considerations, which list the need for
model calibration and verification.

4. Natural Resources Canada’s Federal Hydrologic and Hydraulic Procedures for Flood Hazard
Delineation (2019), which provides guidance for hydrologic modelling. In the section on model
selection, the report states “Hydrologic models should be of appropriate complexity to capture the
dominant and sensitive processes in the modelling systems. Models that are too simple or too
complex may contain high levels of uncertainty”.

In addition, as part of greenfield development, TRCA typically requires the proponent to submit a 
comprehensive multi-catchment hydrologic model in support of the mapping of floodplains, the design 
of storm water management facilities, the design of natural channels and the sizing of bridges.  
At the end of this letter I provide a more detailed overview of the Technical Guidelines for Flood Hazard 
Mapping and how they relate to hydrologic modelling. I am having difficulty understanding how an 
uncalibrated single catchment model used for flood risk assessment and reduction complies with these 
guidelines. 
In piecing together the hydrologic puzzle, one of the sources of information that should be considered in 
this case are the observations of the local community. I believe that it is a best practice to collect and 
evaluate the observations of residents particularly where there is a long history of flooding. This is 
especially true where observations are inconsistent with modelling results.  I recognize that this 
information is anecdotal, however in the case of the Lavender Creek residents, because they have been 
impacted by flooding several times, they tend to be very aware of the type of flooding they have 
experienced as a community. In part this is also about building trust with the community. It is difficult 
for the community to believe in a solution if it is not consistent with their observations. This does not 
mean in the end the study must fully agree with the comments received, but it will at least have given 
them due consideration. As a further consideration it should be borne in mind that one of TRCA’s Black 
Creek real-time gauges is located adjacent to Hilldale Road, and data from this gauge may corroborate 
some of the resident’s observations. 

 April 12, 2022 
with attachment (3 of 12)

Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Class EA – Follow-up Comments 
April 7, 2022 



 Page 3 

There are also considerations regarding model development and calibration/validation. The Lavender 
Creek watershed has many unique features that collectively limit the amount of flow reaching Lavender 
Creek itself. A single catchment model by definition ignores all of these. It is not clear to me why a model 
that accounts for these particular nuances would not be developed and then validated or calibrated as 
this would ensure that all available information had been considered in generating the Lavender creek 
flows that are so critical to developing and evaluating alternatives. 

It is also important to look at this project in the 
context of all of Lavender Creek, starting at the 
Lavender Road and Keele Street intersection 
through to Black Creek. From this perspective 
Lavender Creek includes two dominate reaches; 
the 400 metre long culvert under the UP Express 
railway corridor and Weston Road, and the open 
channel section from the culvert outlet flowing 
westerly to Symes Road and thence north to 
Black Creek. A significant majority of the creek’s 
catchment area must drain through this culvert 
to get to Lavender Creek and the Symes Road culvert. The flow constraint in the culvert section is limited 
by its  diameter, while the capacity in the open channel section is limited by the dimensions of the box 
culvert under Symes Road. The two have comparable cross-sectional areas. As it is today the maximum 
flow reaching Symes Road is limited by upstream capacity, hence there is no benefit in increasing the 
capacity of Lavender Creek along Hilldale Road unless the merits of increasing the capacity of the 400 
metre culvert have also been confirmed. Of course consideration should be given to the possibility of the 
runoff overtopping the railway corridor and Weston Road. However a review of site characteristics 
suggests that overtopping is unlikely due to the substantial natural storage upstream of the railway 
corridor and the fact that if the corridor were to overtop the available LiDAR data suggests that water 
would first pond at the Weston/Gunns intersection low point, and if ponding were deep enough the flow 
path would be northerly along the railway to Black Creek and not westerly to Lavender Creek. 

Arguments are often made that one should plan for the future and as such it should be assumed that at 
some point in the future the City could install storm sewers and could increase the capacity of the 400 
metre culvert. All that it is true, and it is for that reason that Lavender Creek should be studied in its 
entirety before any work proceeds. Further study may well conclude that there is no reason to upgrade 
the 400 metre culvert, in which case there would be no need to replace the existing natural corridor with 
a concrete channel as is proposed. 

I trust that you will receive my comments with the spirit in which they have been shared, with the genuine 
intent to ensure that the work done to review Lavender Creek is in the public interest and serves the 
Community of Lavender Creek as best it can. 

Sincerely, 

High Point
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The application of current standards and guidelines is perhaps a fundamental issue in the approach to 
hydrologic modelling. A key guideline that would apply is the Technical Guidelines for Flood Hazard 
Mapping (2017). This document was jointly published by TRCA and several other conservations 
authorities.  

The Technical Guidelines complement the Province of Ontario’s Technical Guide: River and Streams 
Systems: Flooding Hazard Limit published in 1986 and updated in 2002. As stated on Page 8 the 
Technical Guidelines update the 2002 Guide with respect to hydrologic models, hydraulic models, survey 
techniques, and GIS procedures. In addition, it clarifies certain hydrologic and hydraulic procedures.  

It should be emphasized that these guidelines are specific to hazard mapping and as such there are 
some differences between the guidelines and standards in the document and what best practices would 
be required for a flood risk reduction study such as is being undertaken for Black Creek and Lavender 
Creek.  

Hazard Maps are used for defining and regulating flood plains, with the key objective being the  
definition of a flood plain and subsequent regulation of development therein. Flood hazard mapping is 
intended to look to the future and to be somewhat conservative in nature. As such, regulatory flow 
rates exclude storage behind roads/railways or in stormwater management basins unless there are 
specific reasons to include them in the hydrologic model. On the other hand, flood risk reduction studies 
focus on defining risk and then identifying measures to reduce that risk. For a risk study, it is critical that 
flow estimates are as accurate as possible, as inaccuracies can tip the balance of the multiple factors 
that go into identifying and evaluating a flood risk reduction project. It is for this reason that flood risk 
reduction studies are subject to the Environmental Assessment process where the full range of costs 
and benefits can be considered. In the context of environmental impacts. Flooding is not the singular 
factor used to make the decision. The environment as a whole must be considered. 

In the development of a hydrologic model it is generally immaterial whether the model will be used for 
hazard mapping or for flood risk assessment. The same process would be followed, other than the final 
step where storage behind embankments or in storm water management facilities may be removed for 
hazard mapping. The storage may also be removed for a risk study, but only in the context of modelling 
various alternatives to assess and reduce risk. 

The Technical Guidelines noted above provide excellent guidance in terms of hydrologic model 
development. I have selected a few key points from the guidelines which I believe support the need for 
development of a calibrated comprehensive hydrologic model that reflects site conditions, rather than 
depending on a single catchment model that has not been calibrated or validated. 

1) Section 3.2 Information Requirements: It is the engineer's responsibility to review the accuracy of the
input parameters and the computation methods to ensure the flood hazard maps are produced at a
reasonable cost. The accuracy of the hydrologic results is a function of the accuracy of the input
values and the computation methods. Generally, the greater the level of accuracy required in the
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hydrologic results, the greater the level of effort and resources needed to produce the hydrologic 
results. 

2) Section 3.3 Watershed Conceptualization and Characterization: Characterization of the watershed
will aid in determining which computation methods are selected. It includes the size and location of
storage and conveyance elements within the watershed.

3) Section 3.5 Selecting a Computational Procedure: Precipitation-runoff modelling or hydrologic
modelling is the typical method used to develop the input data for the development of flood hazard
maps. Data recorded at streamflow gauges and single station frequency analysis should be used in
the development of precipitation-runoff model.

4) Section 3.8.2 Program/Software Selection: The engineer should select a program that is no more
complicated than necessary to compute the required information. Models tend to increase
uncertainty in their results as they become too simple or too complex. The complexity of a model
should be sufficient to minimize uncertainty, and that any more or less complexity will increase
uncertainty.

5) Section 3.8.3.8 Reservoir Routing:

a) Reservoir routing shall be undertaken for in-stream lakes and swamps, dam and embankments,
such as railway embankments and road fills that have significant storage effects. e.g. A minimum
volume assessment for road and railway embankments where 10-15% of the flood is available for
routing can be used as a trigger to determine if routing should be investigated further.  The 10-
15% trigger can also be used to investigate whether storage behind embankments should be
used in the calibration/validation events;

b) Storage upstream of road embankments, dams, and in reservoirs should not be used in the
development of peak flow rates unless it can be demonstrated that the structure will not fail
under extreme events. A geotechnical analysis may be required to confirm stability. Failure
includes the exceedance of design flow rates.

6) Model Evaluation: The study report must discuss the results of the model evaluation, and the model
evaluation process. Model evaluation is the process used to determine whether a model and its
results are sufficient to simulate the inputs required for the hydraulic analysis. Model evaluation
includes the following: Model Verification, Sensitivity Analysis, Uncertainty Analysis,
Calibration/Validation , Corroboration and Error and Warning Messages.

The engineer must consider what degree of uncertainty is acceptable within the context of model
application. If the engineer does not accept the model for its intended purpose, then the process
must be re-started by re-visiting the conceptualization of the study watershed and the drainage
system.

Point (5) needs further explanation as (a) and (b) appear to contradict one another. These clauses were 
written in the context of hazard mapping, as is the focus of these particular guidelines. Item 5(a) 
recommends that embankments be included while 5(b) recommends that they be excluded unless it can 
be demonstrated that the structure will not fail under extreme events.  My interpretation has been that 
the embankments should be included during model development and calibration as they reflect how the 
system functions; otherwise the model could not be calibrated correctly. Item (b) speaks to the approach 
that is undertaken for hazard mapping, where one must account for the long term possibility of an 
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embankment being removed or failing. It also speaks to the fact that many embankments are part of 
critical infrastructure and cannot be removed. In these cases, the focus should be on ensuring that they 
will not fail. The UP Express railway corridor is a case in point where failure would be catastrophic in terms 
of both public safety and continuance of critical transportation infrastructure. 

In terms of the UP Express, removal or inclusion from a hydrologic modelling perspective may be a moot 
point given that even if the embankment failed, water would not reach Lavender Creek due to the form 
of the natural terrain between the creek and the railway.  

In summary I believe that the Technical Guidelines for Flood Hazard Mapping (2017) support the 
development of a comprehensive hydrologic model that includes all of the various factors effecting flows. 
It is the only approach that will provide the certainty befitting a project of this magnitude and 
consequence. 

Province of Ontario’s Technical Guide: River and Streams Systems: Flooding Hazard Limit published in 
1986 and updated in 2002 

Section 4.1.2, Section 4.2 and Section 4.6 of the Ontario’s Technical Guide recommends that the 
attenuating role of dykes, bridges, culverts and storm water management facilities be discounting when 
calculating flow rates used for hazard mapping. This is consistent with the 2017 Technical Guidelines, 
although the more recent document provides added clarity in Section 3.8 (as highlighted above). 
Ontario’s Technical Guide is silent on hydrologic modelling used for assessing and reducing risk. 



Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Class EA  
Questions Stemming from the Previous Correspondence with the TRCA 

Submitted by , April 7 2022 

The following summarizes comments and questions that stem from previous correspondence with the 
TRCA as well as the EA process itself.  

On November 26, 2021 we submitted a technical analysis to the TRCA in support of our assertion that 
the methodology used to calculate the flow rates used for assessing flood risk and generating design 
solutions did not account for the characteristics of the Lavender Creek catchment area, and was 
insufficiently detailed to be used for decision making as part of the Class EA. We concluded that there 
was a high probability that the estimated flows were too conservative and a much more detailed 
analysis was warranted particularly given the economic, social and environmental costs of the proposed 
solutions.   

TRCA response of February 22, 2022 verified their position that the calculated flows were appropriate 
and that there were also other factors such as infrastructure constraints that drove the solution of a 
new concrete lined channel in place of the existing creek and riparian corridor.   

We would have preferred to raise these at the PIC or shortly thereafter, however we only received a 
response to our November 26th comments one week before the March 1st PIC. 

It is not my wish to reiterate every point made in our letter other than the short list found at the end of 
these comments. I continue to assert that a much more complete hydrologic model should be 
developed. I fail to see how to do otherwise is in the public interest. The stakes are too high to do 
otherwise. 

I have prepared a number of questions that I respectfully request be answered as part of the 
consultation process. Some of these questions are technical in nature while others are more related to 
the Class EA process. I apologize in advance for the number of questions, however I am asking in order 
to fully understand TRCA’s approach to this project. 

Questions 

1. Alternative Solutions - The PIC of June 16 2021 only presented one solution for Lavender Creek,
with the solution based on the objective of conveying the 350-year peak flow.

a. Were other solutions developed and evaluated, and did the TRCA evaluate and publish the
alternatives against the “do-nothing” alternative?

b. Did the TRCA evaluation include:

i. a cost-benefit analysis as part of the evaluation of alternative solutions;

ii. the tradeoff between selecting the 350-year event and expected annual flood damages,
and

iii. loss of the riparian corridor and adherence to other City and TRCA policies related to
environmental protection?

2. Alternative Concepts - The PIC of March 1 2022 presented several solutions for Lavender Creek,
although all involved a concrete or rock lined channel with full removal of the riparian corridor
other than near the confluence with Black Creek. Did the TRCA consider alternatives to the
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Symes Road culvert that may have included either widening  the culvert and maintaining the 
existing invert, or modifying the road profile so that if the culvert is overtopped the flow would 
return to Lavender Creek rather than flowing northerly along Symes Road and Hilldale Road? 

3. Existing Flooding
a. Conclusion 9.1 of the Feasibility Study (July 2020) states that “the existing conditions 1D/2D

coupled MIKE modelling predicts that the Hilldale Road area adjacent to Lavender Creek has
the highest flood risk within the Rockcliffe SPA with flooding risks to homes and
infrastructure during a 2-year storm event, largely attributable to the undersized Symes Road
crossing of Lavender Creek”. The PIC material of March 1st indicates that the Rockcliffe SPA is
the most flood prone area in the TRCA jurisdiction. If one combines these two statements it
would suggest that Hilldale Road is one of the most flood prone areas in the TRCA
jurisdiction due to riverine flooding.

Flood records do show that Hilldale Road is flood prone, but the evidence points to
basement flooding from the combined sewer and flooding associated with Black Creek itself.

Does the TRCA or the City have any records that indicate that flooding of Hilldale Road from
Lavender Creek spilling at Symes Road has occurred in the past including during key recent
flood events such as July 8, 2013, August 7, 2018,  July 8, 2020 and June 29, 2021.

b. More broadly, what evidence is there that flooding from Lavender Creek (other than via
Black Creek backwater) represents a risk to the residents of Hilldale Road?

c. Was the trunk combined sewer berm locate immediately east of Symes Road on the north
side  reflected in the terrain used for the 2D hydraulic model, as it appears that the berm
may block spill flowing directly to the north from the upstream side of the Symes Road
culvert as is shown in the hydraulic modelling?

d. Is there a known flooding problem associated with the backwater effect upstream of the 400
metre culvert, and if so what level of analysis has been completed to  define the problem?

4. Hydrologic Model
a. Why does the TRCA not account for the fact that local topography west of Weston Road

prevents overland flow from 90 percent of the catchment getting to Lavender Creek?

b. Can the TRCA explain why further model refinement, verification or calibration is not to the
benefit of the project,  particularly given the high environmental and social cost of this
project?

c. Has the TRCA published the Lavender Creek modelling details and peak flow calculations for
the various return periods?

d. Has the TRCA calculated the storage volume upstream of the UP Express rail corridor, the
role of this storage in attenuating inflow to the 400 metre Lavender Creek culvert, the
probability of the 30 metre wide railway embankment being overtopped, the probability and
consequence of railway embankment failure, and the likely flow path of any runoff that
overtopped the railway?
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e. Has the TRCA reviewed with the City the network of combined sewers that currently serves
most of the Lavender Creek catchment area, including the City’s long term plans for any
upgrading of the local sewer system, and modelling that may have been undertaken, and the
role of the undulating terrain in capturing runoff (even during severe flood events)?

f. What hydrologic modeling policies and standards does the TRCA adhere to when assessing
flood risk or evaluating/designing flood mitigation measures?

g. Regarding streamflow monitoring and model calibration:
i. Does the TRCA consider recorded streamflow and rainfall records for events in the

range of 25-50 mm helpful in both understanding the role of combined sewers and in
increasing model accuracy through calibration and verification; and has TRCA used this
information in the past for model calibration?

ii. Does the TRCA see any merit in trying to reconcile the differences between the
residents flooding observations and the predictions of the single catchment model?

iii. Given that projected project is at least several years in the future, will the TRCA
consider installing streamflow monitoring equipment in Lavender Creek at Symes Road
and immediately downstream of Lavender Road near Keel Street?

5. Flow to Lavender Creek via the 400 metre Culvert
a. What is the benefit of investigating the merits of increasing the capacity of Lavender Creek

without also investigating the merits of increasing the  capacity of the 400 metre culvert that
currently significantly restricts flow to Lavender Creek west of Weston Road; and also
investigate whether it is physically possible for overland flow to reach Lavender Creek west
of Weston Road?

b. If it is demonstrated that it is not feasible or beneficial to upgrade the 400 metre culvert,
and there is no way for flow in excess of the culvert capacity to reach Lavender Creek west
of Weston Road, what would be the merit in increasing the capacity of Lavender Creek?

c. Should the entire Lavender Creek, from Lavender Road to Black Creek be investigated in its
entirety?

Comments in Response to TRCA letter of February 22, 2018 

Having reviewed your letter of February 22 2022, written in response to our letter of November 26 
2021, I have provided the following brief comments where I feel the response did not adequately 
address the comment/concern, or where I am in respectful disagreement with the TRCA response: 

1. Lavender Creek Channel Sizing: I recognized the constraints of the Symes Road culvert, however
the need for deepening the culvert depends on the assumed hydrology and peak flows. In
addition there could be options that will allow the existing invert to be maintained, such as
culvert widening or minor modifications to the road and terrain that would result in water on
Symes Road being re-directed to Lavender Creek as it flows parallel to the road, rather than the
water continuing north on Symes Road and thence to Hilldale Road.

2. Lavender Creek Hydrology – Catchment Area and Overland Flow Paths: I have walked through
the pedestrian culvert on two occasions as part of my site reconnaissance. The pedestrian
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culvert is only two metres wide, hence has limited capacity unless flooding at the upstream end 
and the resulting hydraulic head differential is substantial. Also, it is ultimately the 1600 mm 
culvert under the UP railway corridor that is the constraint. The pedestrian culvert and the 1600 
mm culvert are elements that should be included in the hydrologic model. 

3. Lavender Creek Hydrology – Catchment Definition: A conservative model may be appropriate
when mapping a flood plain for hazard purposes,  but may not be appropriate in a case where
the proposed work itself (concrete channel through an existing natural area) represents a
significant impairment to the natural, economic and social environment of the community.
Rather, all available information should be used to estimate/replicate the flows that are
occurring under existing conditions. To do otherwise tips the balance of the environmental
assessment. Once the preferred solution is selected then it would be appropriate to add a factor
of safety to the design to ensure it functions both now and into the future.

4. Lavender Creek Hydrology – Catchment Definition: The catchment area may be relatively
homogenous, but it is factors such as undulating terrain, the role of the combined storm sewers
and the capacity of the culverts under the railway that drive the need for a more complex
hydrologic model. Some may argue that these constraints should be ignored. I may agree with
that assertion if the purpose is flood hazard mapping but I do not agree where the focus is flood
risk and the mitigation of flood risk. The fact that mitigating the flood risk has other
environmental and social consequences only underscores the importance of model refinement.

5. Lavender Creek Hydrology – Combined Sewer Flows: Combined sewers may typically be designed
with a 2 to 5 year capture capacity, but where the terrain is undulating and there is no overland
flow path the combined sewer can capture and convey the runoff generated by a much larger
storm event.  A review of existing City of Toronto reports or potentially the completion of
detailed modelling is necessary to confirm this. I do not believe it is appropriate to assume that
the function is relatively insignificant. Further, it remains unclear how, even if their role was
ignored, the runoff could cross the two railway corridors.

It is also noteworthy that the Lavender Creek catchment was developed a century ago when
minor-major flow was not considered in design. This contrasts to much of the Black Creek
watershed where minor-major flow paths were considered. The difference between the two
grading approaches is very significant in terms of the amount and rate of flow that finds its way
from an urban area to a riparian corridor.

6. Lavender Creek Hydrology – Combined Sewer Flows: The TRCA comments on combined sewers
lead to the following questions: 

a. What is the City’s position on the ultimate replacement of the combined sewers in the
Lavender Creek catchment?

b. If they were to be replaced, how would the sewer system get to Lavender Creek?

c. What is the City’s and TRCA’s policy on the need  to control any increase in flows to
current rates in cases where combined sewers have been replaced with storm sewers?

7. Lavender Creek Hydrology – Resident Observations: Our point is that the Residents’ observations
(and ours as well) have not been considered and should be, particularly given that they are not
consistent with TRCA modelling prediction, not whether a 350-year event has been observed.
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8. Lavender Creek Erosion – Clearly we do not agree on the extent of erosion. However, either way
this speaks to the need for remedial works to improve stability.

9. Lavender Creek Erosion – lt has been our observation that the debris caught in the tree branches
is the result of the backwater effect of Black Creek. We have observed the backwater effect
reaching the top of the Lavender Creek no less than three times over the past four years. We
have never observed overtopping of the Symes Road culvert even though the storms of the past
few years have been notable  for their severity in such a short period of time.
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From:
To: mayor_tory@toronto.ca; councillor_nunziata@toronto.ca
Cc: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Saving Lavender Creek & the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project
Date: June 20, 2022 11:57:09 AM

Dear Mayor and Councillor,

We, the residents of Symes Road and the west side of Hilldale Road, are seeking your
support for what has become a very serious issue regarding the proposed solution for
Lavender Creek as part of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project. It is important to
clarify upfront that we are supportive of the proposed works along Black Creek and we do
not want to cause any delay to those works being completed as we recognize the value
they provide in alleviating flood risk in our community. That said, we are only concerned
with the findings and proposed solutions as it relates to Lavender Creek, which is based on
faulty engineering analysis and would result in the destruction of a valued community and
ecological asset.

We are seeking the help of our elected officials because we have lost faith in the EA
process, as it has failed in its purpose and has failed to properly follow its process, causing
us great frustration and a feeling of helplessness. Further to this, the staff report dated May
11, 2022 is based on faulty engineering analysis, is not evidenced based, is a
misrepresentation of the public’s concerns, and has misguided City Council toward
supporting a solution that is not warranted, that is costly, and that will have significant
negative impacts on our quality of life and the local environment.

We implore you to hear us out so that you can better understand the severity, depth and
validity of our concerns, and understand where you have been misled. Following your full
understanding of the forthcoming letter and all the issues that it communicates, we trust
that you will take action by urging the EA project team to remove the proposed Lavender
Creek works from consideration before the EPR is approved.  We would also like to stress
the urgency of resolving this matter in order to prevent further reputational damage and
prevent further delay to implementing the proposed solutions along Black Creek.

Please look out for a more detailed letter that outlines the depth of the issues in the coming
days, as well as the names, addresses and signatures of all the residents on Symes Road
and along the west side of Hilldale Road that support this letter.

Regards,

The Residents of Symes Road and Hilldale Road

For a direct conversation, please contact our spokesperson, 
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From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc:
Subject: Re: Rockcliffe Class EA - Follow-up to Lavender meeting of May 31 - one more item
Date: June 23, 2022 12:55:03 PM

Item 7) We would also like the high water data referred to at the May 31st meeting. I believe it
was data for July 8 2020. 

Thanks

On Wed, Jun 22, 2022 at 2:22 PM wrote:
I am following up from our meeting of May 31st, specifically the status of the following:

1) meeting minutes
2) written response to our April letter
3) Lavender Creek flow rates for all return periods
4) LiDAR map from Matrix showing overland flow paths to Lavender Creek
5) documentation from TRCA regarding how storage incorporated and/or discounted in the
Black Creek hydrologic model  (note this excludes SWM storage and online pond/reservoir
storage as these are documented in the hydrology study report).
6) access to meeting recording

Thanks

 June 22, 2022 
no attachments (1 of 1)



From: RockCliffeEA
To:
Cc: RockCliffeEA; Casey Morris; Cassidy Ritz; John MacKenzie; Sameer Dhalla; Craig Mitchell; Nick Lorrain; Robert

Chan; Melody Brown; Serge Ristic; Karen Hofbauer; Steve Braun; Mike Collins
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Class EA - Comments on Lavender Creek
Date: June 23, 2022 4:30:30 PM
Attachments: 20220623_ _Response to April 7 Comment Letter.pdf

Good afternoon 

Please find attached the response letter from the study team in response to the comment letter you

provided on April 12th, 2022 as well as the additional comments you raised during our meeting on

May 31st, 2022.

The additional background information you requested at the meeting will be provided following
receipt of a signed Data Sharing Agreement per standard practise. We will provide you with the Data

Sharing Agreement in the following days. Minutes from the May 31st meeting will also follow.

Regards,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> 
Sent: May 13, 2022 2:12 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.

Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Class EA - Correction on meeting time. May 31 preferred.

Good Morning 

The project team has confirmed May 31st as the meeting date. The meeting will take place at TRCA’s
head office (101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 ) and you are able to project in the
meeting room using your own computer.

The project team previously completed a site tour with  on March 30th, 2022, and you
are welcome to share any photos and maps at the meeting.

An agenda will be circulated closer to the meeting date.
With many of the provincial and public health restrictions lifted recently, we still ask that people
planning to attend this meeting conduct their own self-screening, using the provinces screening

Reply to April 12, 2022 email and meeting 
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questions prior to coming to the site. The Provincial self-assessment is located here: Coronavirus
(COVID-19) self-assessment (ontario.ca). Masks are not required to be worn, though they are
strongly encouraged at this time. Physical distancing protocols will no longer be required but we ask
that you please try to maintain a 2m distance.
Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6 
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: 
Sent: May 13, 2022 9:35 AM

and I would be happy to meet at 1:00 on June 1st,  although we think that a site tour also
would be helpful to understanding what we have submitted. 

Reply to April 12, 2022 email and meeting minutes from May 31 
meeting from Rockcliffe EA, June 23, 2022, letter attachment starts 
on page 53 (2 of 23)

To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>; 
Subject: Re: Rockcliffe Class EA - Correction on meeting time. May 31 preferred.

Good Morning 

I missed something in my calendar. We would prefer to meet on May 31 as I am not available on
June 1st. 

Further to my previous response (yesterday), if a site tour isn’t possible then we will bring a series of 
photos and maps to help facilitate discussion.  We would just need to be able to project on a screen
to share with others. 

In terms of the Agenda we would like to first discuss Guiding Principles that I think frame industry 
standards for this type of work. We will share them with you before we meet. 

And finally, We are hopeful that Sameer can attend the meeting

Thanks

Note: Email (4) reply from , May 12, 
2022 - Meeting set for May 31, 2022

On Thu, May 12, 2022 at 5:07 PM  < > wrote:

https://covid-19.ontario.ca/self-assessment/
https://covid-19.ontario.ca/self-assessment/
https://www.google.com/maps/search/101+Exchange+Avenue,+Vaughan,+ON+L4K+5R6?entry=gmail&source=g
mailto:RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
http://trca.ca/rockcliffe
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca


On Thu, May 12, 2022 at 10:46 AM RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> wrote:

Good morning ,

The study team is nearing completion of their review of your concerns and input expressed
through your letter dated April 7. Given the detailed and technical nature of your comments we
are offering to have an in-person meeting to have a constructive and professional discussion. At
this meeting we will discuss each of your comments one-by-one to offer our findings from our
review and allow for discussion of each. 

This meeting will be attended by the complete study team which includes staff from Morrison
Hershfield, Matrix Solutions, TRCA, and City of Toronto (Transportation Services and Toronto
Water).

Meeting: Tuesday May 31st, 1-3pm
 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6

Alternate meeting option: Wednesday June 1st, 1-3pm
 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6

 are welcome to attend as well if so desired. 

Kindly please advise if you accept our invitation to meet and which date works best for you.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6 
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

-----Original Message-----
From: RockCliffeEA 

Sent: April 14, 2022 11:59 AM
To: >; RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Class EA - Comments on Lavender Creek

Hello 

This email is to confirm that we have received your letter dated April 7th, 2022. Your concerns 
and input have been shared with the study team and are under review. 

Reply to April 12, 2022 email and meeting minutes from 
May 31 meeting from Rockcliffe EA, June 23, 2022, letter 
attachment starts on page 53 (3 of 23)
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We will provide further response to you once we have completed our review.

Thank you,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6 
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: April 12, 2022 2:23 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Melody Brown <Melody.Brown@trca.ca>
Subject: Rockcliffe Class EA - Comments on Lavender Creek

Please find attached comments I have prepared in response to both your letter of February 22
2022 and the PIC of March 1 2022.

sincerely

Reply to April 12, 2022 email and meeting minutes from 
May 31 meeting  from Rockcliffe EA, June 23, 2022, letter 
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June 23, 2022 

Subject: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project, Municipal Class EA 

Dear 

Introduction 

The intent of the subject letter is to provide a formal response to your letter dated April 7, 2022, as well as to 
comments received during our meeting on May 31, 2022. This response represents part of the public 
consultations included in the Class EA process. The response has been jointly prepared by the project 
management and technical teams comprised of staff from Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA), 
City of Toronto (City) and engineering consultants, Morrison Hershfield and Matrix Solutions, in order to ensure 
a comprehensive reply. 

We acknowledge the previous correspondence with you: 

 Letter to TRCA, November 26, 2021 – response from study team provided February 22, 2022;
 Letter to the City of Toronto, November 27, 2021 – response from study team provided February 22,

2022;

 Email to Study Team, February 28, 2022 – response from study team provided March 1, 2022 ;
 Comments provided at the second Public Information Centre [PIC], March 1, 2022;
 Email to Study Team, March 15, 2022  – response from study team provided March 25, 2022;

 A site visit was conducted with TRCA and City staff, March 30, 2022;
 Letter to TRCA, April 7, 2022 – response provided herein; and
 Meeting with staff from TRCA, the City and consultants, Morrison Hershfield and Matrix Solutions,

on May 31, 2022 ‐ response to comments provided herein.

As you are aware, TRCA and the City provided a response to your earlier comments in the letter dated February 
22, 2022. We acknowledge receipt of your comments on these responses, which are addressed in the subject 
letter as well.  

Following the second PIC, the project team is continuing to work towards completion of the Municipal Class EA. 
As part of this process, stakeholder comments, including your comments, will be considered as we finalize the 
Environmental Study Report (ESR). 
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Key Factors in Formulating our Response 

Our project team appreciates the level of involvement and interest shown in the Class EA process. Your 
professional knowledge has facilitated not only a very extensive dialogue with you directly, but also many 
internal study team discussions and has contributed to additional considerations of design options and impact 
mitigation measures.  

The focus of the subject Municipal Class EA Study is the Rockcliffe Park Special Policy Area (SPA), rather than 
looking at the Black Creek and Lavender Creek systems in isolation. This allows for a holistic approach and 
establishes the appropriate level of detail for hydrologic and hydraulic modelling, engineering design and cost‐
benefit analyses. TRCA uses provincial flood hazard guidelines for all our flood remediation studies as they are 
the minimum standard to ensure flood risks and costs to society resulting from riverine flooding are reduced. In 
our consultation with the Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry 
(MNDMNRF), they reiterated this point and note that the guidelines were developed to support municipal 
implementation of natural hazard policies in the Provincial Policy Statement. With respect to the application of 
technical guidelines and standards as they relate to the subject Class EA, there has been an overwhelming 
consensus between the members of our study team. While we do not ignore the different interpretation offered 
in some of your comments, we rely on the extensive professional experience of our team members with riverine 
studies in the TRCA jurisdiction. 

The study team recognizes that adherence to provincial flood hazard guidelines for Lavender Creek could lead to 
conservative estimates of design flow for the creek. By following the provincial guidelines the EA solution can 
remove the properties along Lavender Creek from the Regulatory floodplain derived from the Regional storm, as 
shown in Figure 1.  This means not only can the project meet the minimum 350‐year flood proofing standards 
required under the Rockcliffe Park Special Policy Area (SPA) policies, the EA solution also enables the SPA to be 
removed along Lavender Creek. The study team believes that removing all riverine flood risk, enabling the 
removal of the SPA and enabling the lifting of development restrictions along Lavender Creek is a benefit to 
current and future residents and a desired outcome of the EA. Deviations from the provincial guidelines would 
risk the ability to remove the SPA designation for the Lavender Creek area.  

Figure 1 – Regional Floodplain Lavender Creek – Existing and EA Preferred Alternative 

Reply to April 12, 2022 email and meeting minutes from May 31 
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Additionally, engineering principles using provincial guidelines and conservative assumptions are prudent when 
flood remediation is applied to a Regulatory standard flood hazard. It is important to note that the channel is 
designed not only to address current flood risk, but also future flood risk and so is sized to accommodate future 
flood flows which can be significantly higher. The section of Lavender Creek considered for improvements as 
part of the subject EA Study is at the downstream end of the subwatershed, and as such will always represent a 
hydraulic control. Given a typical infrastructure life span of 75 to 100 years, any solution developed for Lavender 
Creek today will have to be sufficiently resilient to accommodate changes in the watershed over the next 
century. The Weston Road culvert could be enlarged in the future which would increase flows into Lavender 
Creek. The culvert itself may fail during a storm event. The upstream minor system may change which could 
direct more flow into Lavender Creek. Climate change is also expected to increase flood flows which provides 
further justification to use conservative flows. As watershed managers, TRCA aims to remove riverine flood risk 
permanently, not only for current residents but for future generations as well. Additionally, the current City’s 
approach is to build future‐proofed infrastructure that will not require replacement if there are changes made 
upstream. Even though the hardened channel will be designed to last 75+ years, the underlying solution needs 
to be future proof for decades beyond that.  

By design, there is no difference in the models used for flood hazard mapping and risk mapping. Rather, flood 
hazard mapping is used in conjunction with other factors (e.g. flood damage curves) to generate risk mapping. 
We note that flow attenuation is provided upstream of major crossings at various points in the Humber River 
system, including the Black Creek subwatershed. While this storage was considered as part of the calibration 
and validation process, the storage was removed for the purpose of flood hazard mapping at the watershed 
level, in keeping with standard Provincial and TRCA practices. This implies that there is no engineering rationale 
to justify keeping flow attenuation in the Lavender Creek system while removing it everywhere else. These are 
some of considerations taken when responding to the technical questions around hydrology and hydraulics. The 
factors that make the contributing catchment area atypical, such as significant culvert flow attenuation, storage, 
and combined sewers should not be considered in the hydrology model for flood hazard mapping. As such the 
hydrology for this study’s purposes are largely driven by surface characteristics, in which case it is unlikely the 
current hydrology will change drastically when converted from the current single catchment model to a multi‐
catchment model.  

The subject Class EA Study relies on previously endorsed studies, including the most recent Humber River 
hydrology update. This update was based on a calibrated model with an appropriate level of granularity in terms 
of the catchment size, location and number of calibration points. Although a detailed review of this update was 
beyond the scope of the current Class EA Study, the reported unit release rates were reviewed and found to be 
consistent with other models from fully urbanized areas. While the solutions to riverine and urban systems 
flooding in the City and within the TRCA jurisdiction are often interconnected, the implementation of mitigation 
measures follows a different timeline, different capital and operations funding and different approval processes.  

The section of Lavender Creek between Symes Road and the confluence point with Black Creek is not a natural 
valley or ravine, but rather a flow diversion channel that was originally constructed to promote development in 
the area. This diversion was not intended to replicate various valley features of a natural watercourse, and it 
does not provide sufficient conveyance capacity to prevent flooding even for events significantly smaller than 
the 350‐year storm. The Lavender Creek subwatershed was generally developed based on engineering practices 
of the time, with most of the former creek piped east of the rail corridor. This is reflected in numerous 
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undersized crossings, lack of defined overland routes and presence of combined sewers. Current development 
standards and policies are focused in improving these conditions, as opposed to maintaining them in perpetuity. 
The feedback received from you to date puts a significant emphasis on the perceived lack of flooding from 
Lavender Creek as suggested by anecdotal evidence. It is emphasized that flood hazards are typically defined by 
applying a large design storm over the whole watershed, which is unlikely to have occurred and been 
experienced by residents in the past fifty years in this instance. For example, the whole City has been delineated 
into a number of basement flooding areas. While some of these areas did not experience flooding in living 
memory, that does not imply that the hazard is not present, but rather that a significant event has not occurred 
recently. A similar analogy can be applied to riverine systems as well. 

Note that the Conservation Authorities Act assigns, among others, the power to a Conservation Authority to 
“…study and investigate the watershed and to determine a program whereby the natural resources of the 
watershed may be conserved, restored, developed and managed…”. In keeping with Section 3.1 of the Provincial 
Policy Statement [PPS]. Furthermore, Conservation Authorities have been delegated the responsibility of 
representing the provincial interest on natural hazards, including flood risks. Such powers and responsibilities 
are not transferrable to the public. This means that within the TRCA jurisdiction the decision on application of 
technical standards and guidelines as they relate to flood hazards resides exclusively with TRCA. 
The subject Class EA Study builds upon a significant body of work completed in previous phases. The evolution 
of the problem definition and development of flood mitigation alternatives have led to refined solutions at this 
stage (2022) that are significantly less disruptive to the community than what was envisioned though previous 
project phases and studies. While various technical, social, environmental and cost factors have been considered 
during the development and evaluation of alternatives, ultimately the principal goal of the subject Class EA is 
flood mitigation. As such, it is appropriate and necessary to assign more weight to the benefits of flood control 
in comparison to other factors. 

The existing vegetation along the Lavender Creek is largely comprised of successional growth occurring over the 
past sixty to seventy years. While this vegetation does provide environmental and social benefits, such benefits 
do not negate the benefits of reduction in flood risks to the residents and properties. The environmental and 
social impacts and benefits of the proposed works have been considered by the study team. Mitigation 
measures for adverse impacts are being proposed including a comprehensive planting and tree preservation 
plan that will be developed during future design phases with emphasis placed on preserving vegetation and 
greenspace as much as feasible. 
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Response to Comments Provided During the Meeting on May 31, 2022 

At the meeting   summarized his concerns into five comments on the EA process and materials. The 
study team’s response to these points are provided below: 

1. Comment: The EA has not demonstrated the riverine flooding problem exists for Lavender Creek and
the consultants are missing scope to quantify the problem.

Response: Please see response #3 to the April 7, 2022 letter below which addresses this comment. The
consultant team has confirmed the current study scope is adequate for the purposes of this EA.

2. Comment: The problem definition and proposed solution hinges on a simplistic estimate of the 350‐yr
flood. It is imperative and of public interest that the flow rate be estimated as accurately as possible,
regardless of guidelines and scope restraints.

Response: The consultant team has confirmed the current hydrology assessment is adequate. We have
completed a cursory review of the modelling output in terms of unit rates, and found it comparable to
other fully urbanized areas in the City. In view of this, further model refinement is not warranted. As
previously noted the proposed Lavender Creek channel design is sized to convey existing and future
flows using provincial flood hazard guidelines. Conditions in the upstream catchment area can change
overtime to increase flows into Lavender Creek. The provincial guidelines are the minimum standard for
riverine flood hazard assessments which cannot be dismissed by the Conservation Authority and the
City.

3. Comment: The conservative design flow overestimates the consequences of flooding which weakens
the weighting of other factors such as environmental and social impacts.

Response: Conservatism in water resources engineering is a necessity given the potential consequences
to life and property. As in other engineering disciplines a factor of safety is applied in design to
safeguard public safety. The preferred design concept for Lavender Creek is robust and resilient to
climate change. City building includes building for the future, increasing resiliency and the reduced risk
to the people that live there which are social benefits. The proposed environmental and social impacts
have been and will be adequately weighted by the study team. Your concerns regarding these impacts
have been noted and considered during the development of mitigation measures, and please take note
that much of the impacts can be mitigated through additional plantings and screening.

4. Comment: Scope of the EA: phase 2 presented at PIC #1 did not specifically identify and evaluate
alternative solutions for Lavender Creek beyond the one proposed.  Lavender Creek is being studied
piecemeal, instead the scope of EA should consider all of Lavender Creek from Lavender Rd to Black
Creek.
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Response: Please see response #1, 2, and 5c to the April 7, 2022 letter below which addresses this 
comment. 

5. Comment: The EA should study the impacts and effect on residents with an emphasis on the urban heat
island effect, removal of the barrier screening industrial lands, removing the natural corridor that
provides shade and is a carbon sink. These impacts have not been accounted for and should be
measured seriously.

Response: The full EA evaluation table has taken these impacts into account and will be made available
in the Environmental Study Report (ESR). Mitigating the impacts of a design concept on the social,
cultural, and natural environment is a core requirement of the EA process. As such, mitigation strategies
have been identified which include a commitment to develop landscape planting plans during detailed
design to restore habitat and greenspace, as well as improve aesthetics and screening of undesirable
views. While some of the existing green space will be lost, the impact of this is balanced by providing
flood protection to the neighborhood, as well as the opportunity to provide future plantings.
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Response to Letter dated April 7, 2022 

We have reproduced each question outlined in your letter of April 7, 2022, in bold italics followed by our 
response.  

Questions  

1. Alternative Solutions

The PIC of June 16, 2021, only presented one solution for Lavender Creek, with the solution based on

the objective of conveying the 350‐year peak flow.

a. Were other solutions developed and evaluated, and did the TRCA evaluate and publish the

alternatives against the “do‐nothing” alternative?

Throughout the previous EA (2014) and Feasibility Study (2020) other solutions for Lavender Creek had 
been developed and evaluated, including comparisons to the do‐nothing option.  The current EA builds 
upon the findings of those preceding studies; and for clarity, the current EA has also considered the Do 
Nothing option as part of the standard EA process.  

Lavender Creek is a smaller tributary component of the river infrastructure within the current study and 
is hydraulically related to the solutions at Black Creek. The alternative solutions for Black Creek directly 
impact the assessment of Lavender Creek. For this reason, the preferred alternative solution for Black 
Creek was developed first so that remaining flood risks associated with Lavender Creek could be 
properly integrated. The developed solutions and evaluations for Lavender Creek, like Black Creek, 
follow the requirements of the EA process.  It is emphasized that the Lavender Creek corridor is 
considered in the context of the whole Rockcliffe SPA, rather than in isolation. As such, the development 
and evaluation of alternatives, including technical merits and cost benefits are considered in a holistic 
fashion for the whole study area. 

b. Did the TRCA evaluation include:

I. a cost‐benefit analysis as part of the evaluation of alternative solutions;

II. the trade‐off between selecting the 350‐year event and expected annual flood damages, and

III. loss of the riparian corridor and adherence to other City and TRCA policies related to

environmental protection?

I. In accordance with EA requirements, an evaluation of the alternative solutions was completed that
included a cost‐benefit analysis. The solutions related to Lavender Creek are integrated with and
inseparable from the rest of the proposed solutions. If all the EA solutions are implemented the
damages avoided are significant, totalling approximately $8,000,000 average annual damages
avoided. Further information will be provided when the Environmental Study Report (ESR) becomes
available for public review.
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II. The term “trade‐off” is unclear. Average annual flood damages (i.e. which are an avoided cost and
treated as an economic benefit) incorporate damages at an annualized cost. Costs related to
estimated damages occurring from a 350‐year storm is part of the total average annualized costs
calculated. The 350‐year storm has been identified as the design target as part of the Rockcliffe SPA
policies. We believe that the 350‐year storm is indeed an appropriate target when considering a
number of factors. This design event exceeds the 100‐year level of protection used in basement
flooding studies, which is considered prudent in consideration of the uncertainty associated with
climate change. Furthermore, properties that are currently within a floodplain are subject to land
use planning criteria. Properties within the Rockcliffe SPA require floodproofing, at minimum, to the
350‐year flood, and ideally to the Regional Storm. As such, the application of the 350‐year storm
allows for both long‐term resilience and for a reduced encumbrance on properties currently residing
in the floodplain.

III. The loss of vegetation and other habitat within the riparian corridor was considered during
evaluation of alternative solutions. City, TRCA and other policies related to environmental
protection were considered in the formulation and evaluation of alternative solutions. In this regard,
it was recognized that benefits associated with reducing flood risks to residents and properties
outweigh the disadvantage of a reduction of vegetation. It is further emphasized that the section of
Lavender Creek between the confluence point and Symes Road is not representative of a natural
valley, but rather largely successional vegetation that established itself after the diversion was built.

2. Alternative Concepts ‐ The PIC of March 1, 2022, presented several solutions for Lavender Creek,

although all involved a concrete or rock lined channel with full removal of the riparian corridor other

than near the confluence with Black Creek. Did the TRCA consider alternatives to the Symes Road

culvert that may have included either widening the culvert and maintaining the existing invert, or

modifying the road profile so that if the culvert is overtopped the flow would return to Lavender Creek

rather than flowing northerly along Symes Road and Hilldale Road?

The solutions considered for the Lavender Creek system included both improved conveyance and
modifications to the existing culverts acting as hydraulic controls. The conveyance improvements
focused on maximizing the capacity while minimizing the footprint, resulting in a recommendation for a
straight and smooth channel with uniform cross sections.

The solutions related to culverts, including the Symes Road culvert, were based on providing a sufficient
capacity that would match the conveyance of the channel itself.

For the Symes Road in particular, considered solutions did include culvert widening, which in turn would
maintain the existing invert elevations. However, this approach was found to be inadequate due to the
limited width available, as well as the requirement for transition sections upstream and downstream. A
wide culvert with a low rise would also represent a significant maintenance issue, and would likely lead
to increased sedimentation and debris accumulation inside the barrels.
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Our team has spent a substantial effort investigating the spill mechanism towards Hilldale Road. The 
LIDAR data were field verified to confirm that this spill would actually occur upstream of Symes Road, 
with the right bank being the low point. This spill cannot be mitigated by lowering the profile of the road 
itself, as municipal roads are normally not designed to promote overtopping. 

Significant utility constraints exist at the Symes Road culvert, including a shallow trunk sanitary sewer 
crossing above the existing culvert. Current design standards and construction practices require some 
vertical spacing between these features. The required lowered culvert requires an equally lowered 
channel invert to meet it. Because of the relatively small property corridor width that was established 
for the channel some decades past, modifications to the channel will require steep bank slopes to 
minimize the channel footprint and thus harder bank measures such as concrete or rock lining are 
required to ensure slope stability.  

The existing riparian corridor will experience removal of vegetation to accommodate the new 
configuration required for additional conveyance past its original design. Opportunity will exist at future 
design phases to incorporate retention of some areas of existing vegetation as well as new vegetation 
and space for a new trail. 
In view of the ongoing bank erosion, the proposed channel modifications will not only allow for flood 
mitigation, but also create a more resilient configuration and prevent erosion during more frequent 
events which will prevent potential property damage. 

3. Existing Flooding

a. Conclusion 9.1 of the Feasibility Study (July 2020) states that “the existing conditions 1D/2D

coupled MIKE modelling predicts that the Hilldale Road area adjacent to Lavender Creek has the

highest flood risk within the Rockcliffe SPA with flooding risks to homes and infrastructure during

a 2‐year storm event, largely attributable to the undersized Symes Road crossing of Lavender

Creek”. The PIC material of March 1st indicates that the Rockcliffe SPA is the most flood prone

area in the TRCA jurisdiction. If one combines these two statements, it would suggest that Hilldale

Road is one of the most flood prone areas in the TRCA jurisdiction due to riverine flooding.

Flood records do show that Hilldale Road is flood prone, but the evidence points to basement
flooding from the combined sewer and flooding associated with Black Creek itself.

Does the TRCA or the City have any records that indicate that flooding of Hilldale Road from
Lavender Creek spilling at Symes Road has occurred in the past including during key recent flood
events such as July 8, 2013, August 7, 2018, July 8, 2020 and June 29, 2021.

The mechanism of flooding of Hilldale Road due to the spill from Symes Road has been established 
relatively recently using a detailed 2D model, which was not available in the previous Class EA Study. As 
a result, there is a limited number of observations (e.g., watermarks) in this area. High water marks 
were taken after the July 8, 2020, storm upstream of Symes Rd, which indicates flood waters were about 
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0.3m away from overtopping the crossing. 

It is worth noting that flows into Lavender Creek are very flashy, implying that any spill over the culvert 
would not have a long duration. As such, it would be difficult to observe and properly characterize spills 
over the culvert. Once the spill reaches Hilldale Road it would be virtually indistinguishable from local 
runoff and sewer surcharges. In such situations it is reasonable for local residents to focus on flooding 
on private properties and basement flooding, rather than spill direction on municipal roads. The existing 
conditions at Black Creek causes significant backwater impacts into Lavender Creek. This backwater 
impact obscures the ability to assign exact flooding mechanisms and sources along Hilldale Road during 
these large events.  

Planned mitigation of Black Creek flooding needs to be combined with adequate mitigation of potential 
flooding from Lavender Creek in order to ensure the best flood protection of Hilldale Road properties. 
Basement flooding from the combined system, which falls outside of this EA, will also have to be 
addressed; however, the City recognizes that reduction of flood levels in Black Creek will also play a role 
in reduction of basement flooding for residents in the EA study area. 

b. More broadly, what evidence is there that flooding from Lavender Creek (other than via Black

Creek backwater) represents a risk to the residents of Hilldale Road?

The perceived lack of observed spills from Lavender Creek cannot be interpreted as a proof that flood 
risks are significantly lower or not present at all. The spill from Lavender Creek in the direction of Hilldale 
Road has been characterized using a detailed 2D hydraulic model. This model was developed in keeping 
with the TRCA and provincial guidelines at a level appropriate for the subject Class EA Study. In order to 
study this spill, a sensitivity analysis was performed using different input flows, varying boundary 
conditions at the confluence with Black Creek, as well as removing road crossings from the model. The 
2D model was developed by an experienced engineering consultant, and then reviewed and endorsed 
by TRCA. 

Considering the Lavender Creek corridor in isolation of Black Creek, the current system has capacity to 
convey approximately 50% of the 350‐year storm before spilling upstream of the Symes Road culvert. 
This implies that properties along Hilldale Road would be subject to this risk regardless of whether 
flooding is exacerbated by backwater from Black Creek or sewer surcharging. 

c. Was the trunk combined sewer berm located immediately east of Symes Road on the north side

reflected in the terrain used for the 2D hydraulic model, as it appears that the berm may block

spill flowing directly to the north from the upstream side of the Symes Road culvert as is shown in

the hydraulic modelling?

We confirm that this berm was included in the hydraulic model. The terrain is generally lower along the 
right bank, suggesting that any spill would travel in the direction of Hilldale Road, as opposed to the 
hydro corridor. 
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d. Is there a known flooding problem associated with the backwater effect upstream of the 400‐

metre culvert, and if so what level of analysis has been completed to define the problem?

The 400 m culvert is part of the urban drainage system upstream of the rail corridor, with most of the 
former Lavender Creek watercourse currently piped. The study of this system is subject to a basement 
flooding study by the City and is outside the study area for the subject Class EA Study. 

It is emphasized that the function of the culvert is irrelevant for the purpose of flood hazard mapping 
and associated flood management practices. The hydraulic controls that this culvert may provide, and 
the corresponding upstream storage are not considered of permanent nature, and are specifically 
excluded from the hydrologic and hydraulic model in keeping with provincial and TRCA guidelines. 

4. Hydrologic Model

a. Why does the TRCA not account for the fact that local topography west of Weston Road prevents

overland flow from 90 percent of the catchment getting to Lavender Creek?

In terms of topographic relief, our detailed review of the LIDAR information indicates that the portion of 
the Lavender Creek catchment downstream of the rail corridor would largely drain to the Lavender 
Creek channel during large events. 

The potential for a spill in the direction of Black Creek would inevitably depend on the boundary 
conditions in Black Creek. However, based on topography there is no evidence that this spill would occur 
under any circumstances. 

Furthermore, even if this spill is possible, the current guidelines would not allow for discounting flows in 
the Lavender Creek system, as the spill mechanism could be altered in the future. Lastly, the presence of 
this spill would not allow for removing the current Lavender Creek floodplain from the Rockcliffe SPA. 

b. Can the TRCA explain why further model refinement, verification or calibration is not to the

benefit of the project,  particularly given the high environmental and social cost of this project?

The current Humber River hydrologic model has been calibrated, including the use of data from a flow 
gauge located on Black Creek near the outlet of Lavender Creek. Calibration efforts within the Humber 
River and Black Creek catchments influenced the modelling of the Lavender Creek hydrology as well. 
This is in keeping with standard modelling practices where calibration and validation do not occur for 
every catchment in the model. The hydrologic model was peer reviewed by a third party and found 
acceptable for use. A consistent approach was adopted for the Humber River model by removing 
storage in order to properly assess flood hazard. 

While a hydrology update was outside the scope of the subject Class EA, we have completed a cursory 
review of the modelling output in terms of unit rates and found it comparable to other fully urbanized 
areas in the City. In view of this, further model refinement is not warranted. 
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We believe that reducing or eliminating current flood risks would greatly benefit the Rockcliffe SPA, with 
environmental impacts largely limited to manicured parklands or successional vegetation along the 
Lavender Creek diversion. The social impacts are anticipated to be largely limited to the construction 
period, after which a substantial benefit to landowners will occur as a result of removing their properties 
from the floodplain. As such, we consider the environmental and social impacts to be acceptable relative 
to the benefits the project would provide.  

c. Has the TRCA published the Lavender Creek modelling details and peak flow calculations for the

various return periods?

The hydrologic assessment details are available in the report on TRCA’s website. 20180411_Humber‐
River‐Hydrology‐Update_FINAL‐REPORT_April‐2018‐compressed.pdf (trcaca.s3.ca‐central‐
1.amazonaws.com)

The 2015 Humber Hydrology Update summary report will be provided as well, which provides additional 
information on the hydrologic calibration process. 

d. Has the TRCA calculated the storage volume upstream of the UP Express rail corridor, the role of

this storage in attenuating inflow to the 400‐metre Lavender Creek culvert, the probability of the

30‐metre wide railway embankment being overtopped, the probability and consequence of

railway embankment failure, and the likely flow path of any runoff that overtopped the railway?

The applicable provincial guidelines include a very specific references in this regard: 

 Downstream of a culvert or bridge, the natural floodline should be used for delineating flood
hazards, making no allowances for the temporary upstream ponding;

 Provincial policy mandates that, unless certain special circumstances apply, flood hazard must be
determined such that upstream man‐made storage and flow restrictions do not affect
downstream flows.

In view of the policy requirements, none of the above items have been considered as they are not 
deemed relevant for evaluating flood hazards at this location. It is emphasized that when exceptions are 
applied to this policy, they are normally accompanied by substantial restrictions relative to 
modifications in the contributing catchments.  

It is relatively simple to apply such restrictions where upstream catchments are undeveloped. In view of 
the very diverse interests of the many stakeholders in the Lavender Creek catchment, this type of 
restriction is not feasible. 

The standard NDMNRF policy provides the much‐needed ability to work on separate portions of a 
watercourse/watershed at different points in time. Without the application of the standard NDMNRF 
policy, the City, TRCA, railways etc. would be bound with an inability to make any needed improvements 
to upstream conveyance in the future. The NDMNRF policy ensures future‐proof designs are developed. 
Potential conditions of future climate change are also better integrated into the approach. NDMNRF 
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policy ensures that upstream infrastructure can be improved without increasing flood risk downstream.  

Similarly, the likely flow path of runoff if the railway were to be overtopped is not relevant. NDMNRF 
policy states “allowance for the reduced flow should only be made where the review of alternatives 
proves that the spill cannot be prevented”. This imperative is not available here, as the UP Express 
culvert could be replaced in the future.   

e. Has the TRCA reviewed with the City the network of combined sewers that currently serves most

of the Lavender Creek catchment area, including the City’s long term plans for any upgrading of

the local sewer system, and modelling that may have been undertaken, and the role of the

undulating terrain in capturing runoff (even during severe flood events)?

Assessment of the combined sewer system is not within the scope of the current EA project.  Regardless, 
the capacity of combined sewers is usually irrelevant during large events such as the 350‐year storm. In 
addition, combined sewers represent a historical servicing concept that will be ultimately replaced by 
separate storm and sanitary systems, and as such is not considered permanent. The City is completing 
basement flooding studies separately from the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation EA and these 
projects are being coordinated by the City and TRCA, as applicable.  

f. What hydrologic modeling policies and standards does the TRCA adhere to when assessing flood

risk or evaluating/designing flood mitigation measures?

TRCA adheres to NDMNRF guidelines for flood hazard limits when assessing flood risk and 
evaluating/designing flood mitigation measures. This standard reconciles the results of a flood 
mitigation design with the resulting flood hazard limit. In the case of Lavender Creek the Regional Storm 
would be contained within the proposed channel, the development restrictions associated with the 
Rockcliffe SPA could be removed as well. 

g. Regarding streamflow monitoring and model calibration:

i. Does the TRCA consider recorded streamflow and rainfall records for events in the range of 25‐50

mm helpful in both understanding the role of combined sewers and in increasing model accuracy

through calibration and verification; and has TRCA used this information in the past for model

calibration?

ii. Does the TRCA see any merit in trying to reconcile the differences between the residents flooding

observations and the predictions of the single catchment model?

iii. Given that projected project is at least several years in the future, will the TRCA consider installing

streamflow monitoring equipment in Lavender Creek at Symes Road and immediately

downstream of Lavender Road near Keel Street?
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i. Recorded streamflow and rainfall records for events in the range of 25‐50 mm are recognized as
helpful in understanding the role of combined sewers and in increasing model accuracy through
calibration and verification. TRCA has used this information in the past for model calibration.

ii. Residents’ interpretation of flood characterization and flooding mechanisms are valuable but
recognized as anecdotal. Determining an exact flood mechanism while on site is difficult during
larger events. The EA study team has completed sensitivity tests related to the flows in Lavender
Creek. Even if the 350‐year peak flows are overestimated by 50% (considered unlikely), the
hydraulic assessment indicates that spilling into the Hilldale Road area would still occur from the
upstream end of the Symes Road culvert with 50% reduced flows.

iii. Further streamflow monitoring is not being considered at this time. Further monitoring in Lavender
Creek would:
 Most likely only capture small rainfall events (based on return frequency probability). These

small events are more impacted by the minor system infrastructure, including the combined
sewers. The effect of the combined sewers does not scale with larger events (i.e., it is not
proportional to the rainfall events). Combined sewers will have a significant effect on the 2‐year
and 5‐year flows to Lavender Creek; whereas their effect on larger (major system) events that
are the target design storm for flood mitigation such as the 100‐year or 350‐year flows is
negligible.

 Further delay a project that has been ongoing since the 2014 EA.
 Not result in significant enough changes to hydrology that the proposed configuration required

for Lavender Creek would be significantly changed.

5. Flow to Lavender Creek via the 400‐metre Culvert

a. What is the benefit of investigating the merits of increasing the capacity of Lavender Creek

without also investigating the merits of increasing the capacity of the 400‐metre culvert that

currently significantly restricts flow to Lavender Creek west of Weston Road; and also investigate

whether it is physically possible for overland flow to reach Lavender Creek west of Weston Road?

Please refer to responses 3.a. and 4.d. In general, the current City’s approach is to build future‐proofed 
infrastructure that will not require replacement if there are changes made upstream. 

b. If it is demonstrated that it is not feasible or beneficial to upgrade the 400‐metre culvert, and

there is no way for flow in excess of the culvert capacity to reach Lavender Creek west of Weston

Road, what would be the merit in increasing the capacity of Lavender Creek?

Please refer to responses 3.a, 4.d and 4.f. 

c. Should the entire Lavender Creek, from Lavender Road to Black Creek be investigated in its

entirety?
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It is not always feasible to study an entire creek system within a single project. Provincial policy is 
designed to enable investigation of feasibly‐sized projects.  Please refer to response 4.d. for further 
comment on how the policy enables this.  

Comments in Response to TRCA letter of February 22, 2022 

We have reproduced each comment outlined in your letter of April 7, 2022, in bold italics followed by our 
response. 

1. Lavender Creek Channel Sizing: I recognized the constraints of the Symes Road culvert, however the

need for deepening the culvert depends on the assumed hydrology and peak flows. In addition there

could be options that will allow the existing invert to be maintained, such as culvert widening or minor

modifications to the road and terrain that would result in water on Symes Road being re‐directed to

Lavender Creek as it flows parallel to the road, rather than the water continuing north on Symes Road

and thence to Hilldale Road.

Comment noted.  Please refer to responses to Questions 2 and 3.f. above.

2. Lavender Creek Hydrology – Catchment Area and Overland Flow Paths: I have walked through the

pedestrian culvert on two occasions as part of my site reconnaissance. The pedestrian culvert is only

two metres wide, hence has limited capacity unless flooding at the upstream end and the resulting

hydraulic head differential is substantial. Also, it is ultimately the 1600 mm culvert under the UP

railway corridor that is the constraint. The pedestrian culvert and the 1600 mm culvert are elements

that should be included in the hydrologic model.

Thank you for your input.  Please refer to responses to Question 4 above.

3. Lavender Creek Hydrology – Catchment Definition: A conservative model may be appropriate when

mapping a flood plain for hazard purposes but may not be appropriate in a case where the proposed

work itself (concrete channel through an existing natural area) represents a significant impairment to

the natural, economic and social environment of the community. Rather, all available information

should be used to estimate/replicate the flows that are occurring under existing conditions. To do

otherwise tips the balance of the environmental assessment. Once the preferred solution is selected

then it would be appropriate to add a factor of safety to the design to ensure it functions both now

and into the future.

Please refer to responses to Question 4 above regarding our stance on hydrologic assessment.  Note
that there are even more impacts to the natural, economic and social environment associated with
flooding. Lavender Creek downstream of Symes Road to the confluence is not a natural channel.  While
not engineered with concrete, it is still highly modified and confined within a narrow riparian corridor.

4. Lavender Creek Hydrology – Catchment Definition: The catchment area may be relatively

homogenous, but it is factors such as undulating terrain, the role of the combined storm sewers and
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the capacity of the culverts under the railway that drive the need for a more complex hydrologic 

model. Some may argue that these constraints should be ignored. I may agree with that assertion if 

the purpose is flood hazard mapping but I do not agree where the focus is flood risk and the mitigation 

of flood risk. The fact that mitigating the flood risk has other environmental and social consequences 

only underscores the importance of model refinement. 

Comment noted. Please refer to responses to Question 4.f. above. 
5. Lavender Creek Hydrology – Combined Sewer Flows: Combined sewers may typically be designed with

a 2 to 5 year capture capacity, but where the terrain is undulating and there is no overland flow path

the combined sewer can capture and convey the runoff generated by a much larger storm event.  A

review of existing City of Toronto reports or potentially the completion of detailed modelling is

necessary to confirm this. I do not believe it is appropriate to assume that the function is relatively

insignificant. Further, it remains unclear how, even if their role was ignored, the runoff could cross the

two railway corridors.

Comment noted. Please refer to responses to Question 4.d. and 4.e. above.

It is also noteworthy that the Lavender Creek catchment was developed a century ago when minor‐
major flow was not considered in design. This contrasts to much of the Black Creek watershed where
minor‐major flow paths were considered. The difference between the two grading approaches is very
significant in terms of the amount and rate of flow that finds its way from an urban area to a riparian
corridor.

6. Lavender Creek Hydrology – Combined Sewer Flows: The TRCA comments on combined sewers

a. What is the City’s position on the ultimate replacement of the combined sewers in the Lavender

Creek catchment?

b. If they were to be replaced, how would the sewer system get to Lavender Creek?

c. What is the City’s and TRCA’s policy on the need  to control any increase in flows to current rates

in cases where combined sewers have been replaced with storm sewers?

Please refer to response to Question 4.e. above.   

7. Lavender Creek Hydrology – Resident Observations: Our point is that the Residents’ observations

(and ours as well) have not been considered and should be, particularly given that they are not

consistent with TRCA modelling prediction, not whether a 350‐year event has been observed.

Comment noted.  

8. Lavender Creek Erosion – Clearly we do not agree on the extent of erosion. However, either way this

speaks to the need for remedial works to improve stability.

Comment noted.  
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9. Lavender Creek Erosion – lt has been our observation that the debris caught in the tree branches is

the result of the backwater effect of Black Creek. We have observed the backwater effect reaching

the top of the Lavender Creek no less than three times over the past four years. We have never

observed overtopping of the Symes Road culvert even though the storms of the past few years have

been notable for their severity in such a short period of time.

Comment noted. Please refer to response to Question 3.a. above.  

Closing Statement 

In closing we acknowledge your time spent reviewing the project materials and contributing to the EA study 
with your comments. The EA study team has carefully reviewed and considered all of your comments, which has 
contributed to additional considerations of design options and impact mitigation measures. We trust this letter 
will provide closure on the issues and concerns you have expressed to date. The next point of public 
consultation is during the Environmental Study Report public review period. Notice will be provided to you once 
the Environmental Study Report is available for review, which is anticipated to be fall this year. 

Sincerely,  

Sameer Dhalla, Director, TRCA ‐ Development and Engineering Services 
Craig Mitchell, Acting Associate Director, TRCA ‐ Engineering Services 
Nick Lorrain, Senior Manager, TRCA ‐ Flood Risk Management  
Robert Chan, Senior Engineer, TRCA ‐ Flood Risk Management  
Melody Brown, Senior Project Manager, TRCA ‐ Flood Risk Management  
Serge Ristic, Vice President, Water Resources, Morrison Hershfield  
Karen Hofbauer, Senior Water Resources Engineer, Matrix Solutions Inc.  
Steve Braun, Senior Water Resources Engineer, Matrix Solutions Inc. 
Mike Collins, Senior Engineer, City of Toronto ‐ Toronto Water 

Attachments: 

MNDMNRF Letter “Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project, Municipal Class EA” May 24, 2022 

Copy:  Casey Morris, Senior Project Manager ‐ City of Toronto – Transportation Services 
Cassidy Ritz, Manager, City of Toronto ‐ Major Projects 
John MacKenzie, Chief Executive Officer, TRCA 
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Ministère du Développement du Nord,  
des Mines, des Richesses naturelles et des Forêts 

Section de l'aménagement du territoire et des 
questions stratégiques 
Région du Sud 

Division des opérations régionales 
300, rue Water 
Peterborough (ON) K9J 3C7 

Tél. :     705 761-4839 
Téléc. : 705 755-3233

May 24, 2022 

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority  
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6 
Sent by email to: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca

Dear: Rockcliffe Study Team 

SUBJECT: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project, Municipal Class EA 

The Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry 
(NDMNRF) has reviewed the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project materials 
provided to date, as part of the TRCA and City of Toronto’s Municipal Class EA and 
appreciates this opportunity to provide the following comments: 

Natural Hazards 

Special Policy Area 
NDMNRF understands that the study area encompasses lands within the Rockcliffe 
Special Policy Area (SPA) boundary. Please note that should the project result in any 
change or modification to the official plan policies, land use designations or boundaries 
applying to SPA lands, prior approval by the Ministers of MMAH and NDMNRF will be 
required before any change can be made, as per Provincial Policy Statement Section 
3.1.4. NDMNRF recommends including information at the EA stage about expected 
changes to the floodplain and potential modifications to the SPA, subject to provincial 
approval. 

Technical Guides 
The province sets out minimum standards to ensure that flood risks and costs to society 
resulting from riverine flooding are reduced.  The province’s Technical Guide – River &
Stream Systems: Flooding Hazard Limit (2002), as well as Technical Guide –
Understanding Natural Hazards (2001) were developed to support municipal 
implementation of natural hazard policies in the PPS and is applied by NDMNRF when 
considering flood hazards and proposed approaches to floodplain management. 

Reply to April 12, 2022 email and meeting 
minutes from May 31 meeting from Rockcliffe 
EA, June 23, 2022, letter attachment (2) (22 of 
23)
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NDMNRF engineering staff have reviewed the EA information provided to date and 
have no concerns at this time. 

Natural Resources 

Black Creek in this location is identified as having a warm water thermal regime. For 
warm water systems, in-water work is permitted July 1 – March 31. 

Should the works require: 
- the relocation of fish outside of the work area, a Licence to Collect Fish for

Scientific purposes under the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act will be required.
- the relocation of wildlife outside the work area (including amphibians, reptiles,

and small mammals), a Wildlife Collector’s Authorization under the Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Act will also be required.

Closing Comments

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.  NDMNRF has an interest in 
continued involvement in this EA.  Please add Pauline Capelle as your NDMNRF 
contact on further communications and submissions.  Please do not hesitate to contact 
me for further information or clarification of the comments provided. 

Best Regards, 

[Original Signed By] 

Pauline Capelle 
Regional Planner, Land Use Planning and Strategic Issues Section 
Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry 
(705) 761-5633
pauline.capelle@ontario.ca

Reply to April 12, 2022 email and meeting minutes 
from May 31 meeting from Rockcliffe EA, June 23, 
2022, letter attachment (2) (23 of 23)

mailto:pauline.capelle@ontario.ca


From: RockCliffeEA
To: ; RockCliffeEA
Cc: Sameer Dhalla; 
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Class EA - Comments on Lavender Creek. - clarification on what is outstanding
Date: June 28, 2022 5:02:28 PM
Attachments: Data Sharing Agreement - June 2022 - 

Good afternoon 

Please find attached a Data Sharing Agreement for your signature. Once signed we can send you the
requested information.
Regards,
The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From: 
Sent: June 26, 2022 9:06 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Cc: Sameer Dhalla <Sameer.Dhalla@trca.ca>
Subject: Re: Rockcliffe Class EA - Comments on Lavender Creek. - clarification on what is outstanding

Thanks for your response. 

Having read your letter, I only require the following information identified at our May 31st  meeting. 

3) Lavender Creek flow rates for all return periods. (Model is not required - just the numbers)

5) Documentation from TRCA regarding how storage was incorporated and/or discounted in the
Black Creek hydrologic model. The report is clear that SWM storage and online pond/reservoir
storage was removed after calibration. I am referring to any other storage that was modeled and
then removed, as the report was silent on this.

On Thu, Jun 23, 2022 at 4:30 PM RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> wrote:

Good afternoon 

Reply June 22, 2022 From Rockcliffe EA, 
sent June 28, 2022, data sharing agreement 

June 26, 2022 no attachments 1 of 1
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From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Rockcliffe Class EA - Data Sharing Agreement
Date: July 8, 2022 5:30:27 PM
Attachments: TRCA Data sharing agreement with 8july2022.pdf

Please find attached the signed data sharing agreement. Please note that I have edited the
schedule to reflect the data I am requesting and the purpose of requesting the data.

I have provided additional clarification about the specific flow rates that I have
requested -  that is what ever is available with and without storage.
I do not need the Humber River Hydrology Study as it is published on-line. Rather,  I
am requesting documentation specific to the comment on page three of your June 23rd
letter (see below in italics) as I don’t believe the details regarding storage at major
crossings is provided in the Hydrology Report. Appendix 3 of the 2015 version
addresses storage but only associated with storm water management facilities. 

Letter of June 23rd: We note that flow attenuation is provided upstream of major
crossings at various points in the Humber River system, including the Black
Creek subwatershed. While this storage was considered as part of the calibration
and validation process, the storage was removed for the purpose of flood hazard
mapping at the watershed level, in keeping with standard Provincial and TRCA
practices.

If the information requested under Bullet 2 is not available, then just let me know.

thanks

On Jun 28, 2022, at 5:02 PM, RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> wrote:

Good afternoon 

Please find attached a Data Sharing Agreement for your signature. Once signed we can
send you the requested information.
Regards,
The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 

July 8, 2022 - signed data sharing 
agreement (1 of 6)
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July 8, 2022 - signed data sharing 
agreement (2 of 6)



July 8, 2022 - signed data sharing 
agreement (3 of 6)



July 8, 2022 - signed data sharing 
agreement (4 of 6)



July 8, 2022 - signed data sharing 
agreement (5 of 6)
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From: Mae (Rigmea) Lee
To: savelavendercreek@gmail.com
Cc: RockCliffeEA; Councillor Nunziata; Mayor Tory
Subject: Saving Lavender Creek & the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project
Date: July 29, 2022 6:36:10 PM
Attachments: 20220623 _Response to April 7 Comment Letter_Final sent.pdf

Dear Residents of Hilldale Road and Symes Road,

In response to your letter to Councillor Francis Nunziata and Mayor John Tory
regarding the proposed recommended solution as part of the Rockcliffe Riverine
Flood Mitigation Project, we would like to thank you for your comments.

The area surrounding Lavender Creek is included in the study area because it is
located within the floodplain and the Rockcliffe Park Special Policy Area (SPA). The
project would eliminate the riverine flood risk along Lavender Creek to a standard that
meets the minimum 350‐year flood proofing standards required under SPA policies. 
The study team believes that mitigating riverine flood risk, the removal of the SPA
designation, and the lifting of development restrictions along Lavender Creek is a
benefit to current and future residents and meets the objectives of the project. 

The modelling and analysis that informed the preferred solutions and designs was
undertaken in accordance with provincial guidelines. This modelling and analysis
demonstrates the need to deepen and widen the Lavender Creek channel.

The project has properly followed the Municipal Class EA process and we will
continue to do so to the completion of the EA.  The study team has used standard
procedures to develop forward looking solutions to future proof and protect properties
in the flood plain.

The concerns raised in the June 24th, 2022 letter have been addressed in the
attached letter that was sent from the Rockcliffe project team to Mr. Alex Mereu and
Mr. Tim Mereu on June 23rd, 2022.

City Council endorsed the preferred solutions and designs, including the design for
Lavender Creek, on June 15, 2022, and authorized City and TRCA staff to prepare
the Environmental Study Report (ESR) and place the ESR in the public record for 30
days in accordance with the Municipal Class EA process.

Comments received during the EA process will be documented in the ESR, along with
the identification of appropriate mitigation measures and future commitments.
Mitigation measures are currently being developed for the ESR. Mitigation measures
will be addressed during detailed design.

We thank you for your input, comments and efforts to make this a better project for
the community.

The Rockcliffe EA Project Team

Reply to June 20, 2022 from City 
of Toronto with attachment, June 29, 
2022 (1 of 29) 
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June 23, 2022 

Subject: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project, Municipal Class EA 

Dear  : 

Introduction 

The intent of the subject letter is to provide a formal response to your letter dated April 7, 2022, as well as to 
comments received during our meeting on May 31, 2022. This response represents part of the public 
consultations included in the Class EA process. The response has been jointly prepared by the project 
management and technical teams comprised of staff from Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA), 
City of Toronto (City) and engineering consultants, Morrison Hershfield and Matrix Solutions, in order to ensure 
a comprehensive reply. 

We acknowledge the previous correspondence with you: 

 Letter to TRCA, November 26, 2021 – response from study team provided February 22, 2022;
 Letter to the City of Toronto, November 27, 2021 – response from study team provided February 22,

2022;

 Email to Study Team, February 28, 2022 – response from study team provided March 1, 2022 ;
 Comments provided at the second Public Information Centre [PIC], March 1, 2022;
 Email to Study Team, March 15, 2022  – response from study team provided March 25, 2022;

 A site visit was conducted with TRCA and City staff, March 30, 2022;
 Letter to TRCA, April 7, 2022 – response provided herein; and
 Meeting with staff from TRCA, the City and consultants, Morrison Hershfield and Matrix Solutions,

on May 31, 2022 ‐ response to comments provided herein.

As you are aware, TRCA and the City provided a response to your earlier comments in the letter dated February 
22, 2022. We acknowledge receipt of your comments on these responses, which are addressed in the subject 
letter as well.  

Following the second PIC, the project team is continuing to work towards completion of the Municipal Class EA. 
As part of this process, stakeholder comments, including your comments, will be considered as we finalize the 
Environmental Study Report (ESR). 

Attachment to reply to June 20, 2022 
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Key Factors in Formulating our Response 

Our project team appreciates the level of involvement and interest shown in the Class EA process. Your 
professional knowledge has facilitated not only a very extensive dialogue with you directly, but also many 
internal study team discussions and has contributed to additional considerations of design options and impact 
mitigation measures.  

The focus of the subject Municipal Class EA Study is the Rockcliffe Park Special Policy Area (SPA), rather than 
looking at the Black Creek and Lavender Creek systems in isolation. This allows for a holistic approach and 
establishes the appropriate level of detail for hydrologic and hydraulic modelling, engineering design and cost‐
benefit analyses. TRCA uses provincial flood hazard guidelines for all our flood remediation studies as they are 
the minimum standard to ensure flood risks and costs to society resulting from riverine flooding are reduced. In 
our consultation with the Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry 
(MNDMNRF), they reiterated this point and note that the guidelines were developed to support municipal 
implementation of natural hazard policies in the Provincial Policy Statement. With respect to the application of 
technical guidelines and standards as they relate to the subject Class EA, there has been an overwhelming 
consensus between the members of our study team. While we do not ignore the different interpretation offered 
in some of your comments, we rely on the extensive professional experience of our team members with riverine 
studies in the TRCA jurisdiction. 

The study team recognizes that adherence to provincial flood hazard guidelines for Lavender Creek could lead to 
conservative estimates of design flow for the creek. By following the provincial guidelines the EA solution can 
remove the properties along Lavender Creek from the Regulatory floodplain derived from the Regional storm, as 
shown in Figure 1.  This means not only can the project meet the minimum 350‐year flood proofing standards 
required under the Rockcliffe Park Special Policy Area (SPA) policies, the EA solution also enables the SPA to be 
removed along Lavender Creek. The study team believes that removing all riverine flood risk, enabling the 
removal of the SPA and enabling the lifting of development restrictions along Lavender Creek is a benefit to 
current and future residents and a desired outcome of the EA. Deviations from the provincial guidelines would 
risk the ability to remove the SPA designation for the Lavender Creek area.  

Figure 1 – Regional Floodplain Lavender Creek – Existing and EA Preferred Alternative 
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Additionally, engineering principles using provincial guidelines and conservative assumptions are prudent when 
flood remediation is applied to a Regulatory standard flood hazard. It is important to note that the channel is 
designed not only to address current flood risk, but also future flood risk and so is sized to accommodate future 
flood flows which can be significantly higher. The section of Lavender Creek considered for improvements as 
part of the subject EA Study is at the downstream end of the subwatershed, and as such will always represent a 
hydraulic control. Given a typical infrastructure life span of 75 to 100 years, any solution developed for Lavender 
Creek today will have to be sufficiently resilient to accommodate changes in the watershed over the next 
century. The Weston Road culvert could be enlarged in the future which would increase flows into Lavender 
Creek. The culvert itself may fail during a storm event. The upstream minor system may change which could 
direct more flow into Lavender Creek. Climate change is also expected to increase flood flows which provides 
further justification to use conservative flows. As watershed managers, TRCA aims to remove riverine flood risk 
permanently, not only for current residents but for future generations as well. Additionally, the current City’s 
approach is to build future‐proofed infrastructure that will not require replacement if there are changes made 
upstream. Even though the hardened channel will be designed to last 75+ years, the underlying solution needs 
to be future proof for decades beyond that.  

By design, there is no difference in the models used for flood hazard mapping and risk mapping. Rather, flood 
hazard mapping is used in conjunction with other factors (e.g. flood damage curves) to generate risk mapping. 
We note that flow attenuation is provided upstream of major crossings at various points in the Humber River 
system, including the Black Creek subwatershed. While this storage was considered as part of the calibration 
and validation process, the storage was removed for the purpose of flood hazard mapping at the watershed 
level, in keeping with standard Provincial and TRCA practices. This implies that there is no engineering rationale 
to justify keeping flow attenuation in the Lavender Creek system while removing it everywhere else. These are 
some of considerations taken when responding to the technical questions around hydrology and hydraulics. The 
factors that make the contributing catchment area atypical, such as significant culvert flow attenuation, storage, 
and combined sewers should not be considered in the hydrology model for flood hazard mapping. As such the 
hydrology for this study’s purposes are largely driven by surface characteristics, in which case it is unlikely the 
current hydrology will change drastically when converted from the current single catchment model to a multi‐
catchment model.  

The subject Class EA Study relies on previously endorsed studies, including the most recent Humber River 
hydrology update. This update was based on a calibrated model with an appropriate level of granularity in terms 
of the catchment size, location and number of calibration points. Although a detailed review of this update was 
beyond the scope of the current Class EA Study, the reported unit release rates were reviewed and found to be 
consistent with other models from fully urbanized areas. While the solutions to riverine and urban systems 
flooding in the City and within the TRCA jurisdiction are often interconnected, the implementation of mitigation 
measures follows a different timeline, different capital and operations funding and different approval processes.  

The section of Lavender Creek between Symes Road and the confluence point with Black Creek is not a natural 
valley or ravine, but rather a flow diversion channel that was originally constructed to promote development in 
the area. This diversion was not intended to replicate various valley features of a natural watercourse, and it 
does not provide sufficient conveyance capacity to prevent flooding even for events significantly smaller than 
the 350‐year storm. The Lavender Creek subwatershed was generally developed based on engineering practices 
of the time, with most of the former creek piped east of the rail corridor. This is reflected in numerous 
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undersized crossings, lack of defined overland routes and presence of combined sewers. Current development 
standards and policies are focused in improving these conditions, as opposed to maintaining them in perpetuity. 
The feedback received from you to date puts a significant emphasis on the perceived lack of flooding from 
Lavender Creek as suggested by anecdotal evidence. It is emphasized that flood hazards are typically defined by 
applying a large design storm over the whole watershed, which is unlikely to have occurred and been 
experienced by residents in the past fifty years in this instance. For example, the whole City has been delineated 
into a number of basement flooding areas. While some of these areas did not experience flooding in living 
memory, that does not imply that the hazard is not present, but rather that a significant event has not occurred 
recently. A similar analogy can be applied to riverine systems as well. 

Note that the Conservation Authorities Act assigns, among others, the power to a Conservation Authority to 
“…study and investigate the watershed and to determine a program whereby the natural resources of the 
watershed may be conserved, restored, developed and managed…”. In keeping with Section 3.1 of the Provincial 
Policy Statement [PPS]. Furthermore, Conservation Authorities have been delegated the responsibility of 
representing the provincial interest on natural hazards, including flood risks. Such powers and responsibilities 
are not transferrable to the public. This means that within the TRCA jurisdiction the decision on application of 
technical standards and guidelines as they relate to flood hazards resides exclusively with TRCA. 
The subject Class EA Study builds upon a significant body of work completed in previous phases. The evolution 
of the problem definition and development of flood mitigation alternatives have led to refined solutions at this 
stage (2022) that are significantly less disruptive to the community than what was envisioned though previous 
project phases and studies. While various technical, social, environmental and cost factors have been considered 
during the development and evaluation of alternatives, ultimately the principal goal of the subject Class EA is 
flood mitigation. As such, it is appropriate and necessary to assign more weight to the benefits of flood control 
in comparison to other factors. 

The existing vegetation along the Lavender Creek is largely comprised of successional growth occurring over the 
past sixty to seventy years. While this vegetation does provide environmental and social benefits, such benefits 
do not negate the benefits of reduction in flood risks to the residents and properties. The environmental and 
social impacts and benefits of the proposed works have been considered by the study team. Mitigation 
measures for adverse impacts are being proposed including a comprehensive planting and tree preservation 
plan that will be developed during future design phases with emphasis placed on preserving vegetation and 
greenspace as much as feasible. 
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Response to Comments Provided During the Meeting on May 31, 2022 

At the meeting Alex Mereu summarized his concerns into five comments on the EA process and materials. The 
study team’s response to these points are provided below: 

1. Comment: The EA has not demonstrated the riverine flooding problem exists for Lavender Creek and
the consultants are missing scope to quantify the problem.

Response: Please see response #3 to the April 7, 2022 letter below which addresses this comment. The
consultant team has confirmed the current study scope is adequate for the purposes of this EA.

2. Comment: The problem definition and proposed solution hinges on a simplistic estimate of the 350‐yr
flood. It is imperative and of public interest that the flow rate be estimated as accurately as possible,
regardless of guidelines and scope restraints.

Response: The consultant team has confirmed the current hydrology assessment is adequate. We have
completed a cursory review of the modelling output in terms of unit rates, and found it comparable to
other fully urbanized areas in the City. In view of this, further model refinement is not warranted. As
previously noted the proposed Lavender Creek channel design is sized to convey existing and future
flows using provincial flood hazard guidelines. Conditions in the upstream catchment area can change
overtime to increase flows into Lavender Creek. The provincial guidelines are the minimum standard for
riverine flood hazard assessments which cannot be dismissed by the Conservation Authority and the
City.

3. Comment: The conservative design flow overestimates the consequences of flooding which weakens
the weighting of other factors such as environmental and social impacts.

Response: Conservatism in water resources engineering is a necessity given the potential consequences
to life and property. As in other engineering disciplines a factor of safety is applied in design to
safeguard public safety. The preferred design concept for Lavender Creek is robust and resilient to
climate change. City building includes building for the future, increasing resiliency and the reduced risk
to the people that live there which are social benefits. The proposed environmental and social impacts
have been and will be adequately weighted by the study team. Your concerns regarding these impacts
have been noted and considered during the development of mitigation measures, and please take note
that much of the impacts can be mitigated through additional plantings and screening.

4. Comment: Scope of the EA: phase 2 presented at PIC #1 did not specifically identify and evaluate
alternative solutions for Lavender Creek beyond the one proposed.  Lavender Creek is being studied
piecemeal, instead the scope of EA should consider all of Lavender Creek from Lavender Rd to Black
Creek.
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Response: Please see response #1, 2, and 5c to the April 7, 2022 letter below which addresses this 
comment. 

5. Comment: The EA should study the impacts and effect on residents with an emphasis on the urban heat
island effect, removal of the barrier screening industrial lands, removing the natural corridor that
provides shade and is a carbon sink. These impacts have not been accounted for and should be
measured seriously.

Response: The full EA evaluation table has taken these impacts into account and will be made available
in the Environmental Study Report (ESR). Mitigating the impacts of a design concept on the social,
cultural, and natural environment is a core requirement of the EA process. As such, mitigation strategies
have been identified which include a commitment to develop landscape planting plans during detailed
design to restore habitat and greenspace, as well as improve aesthetics and screening of undesirable
views. While some of the existing green space will be lost, the impact of this is balanced by providing
flood protection to the neighborhood, as well as the opportunity to provide future plantings.
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Response to Letter dated April 7, 2022 

We have reproduced each question outlined in your letter of April 7, 2022, in bold italics followed by our 
response.  

Questions  

1. Alternative Solutions

The PIC of June 16, 2021, only presented one solution for Lavender Creek, with the solution based on

the objective of conveying the 350‐year peak flow.

a. Were other solutions developed and evaluated, and did the TRCA evaluate and publish the

alternatives against the “do‐nothing” alternative?

Throughout the previous EA (2014) and Feasibility Study (2020) other solutions for Lavender Creek had 
been developed and evaluated, including comparisons to the do‐nothing option.  The current EA builds 
upon the findings of those preceding studies; and for clarity, the current EA has also considered the Do 
Nothing option as part of the standard EA process.  

Lavender Creek is a smaller tributary component of the river infrastructure within the current study and 
is hydraulically related to the solutions at Black Creek. The alternative solutions for Black Creek directly 
impact the assessment of Lavender Creek. For this reason, the preferred alternative solution for Black 
Creek was developed first so that remaining flood risks associated with Lavender Creek could be 
properly integrated. The developed solutions and evaluations for Lavender Creek, like Black Creek, 
follow the requirements of the EA process.  It is emphasized that the Lavender Creek corridor is 
considered in the context of the whole Rockcliffe SPA, rather than in isolation. As such, the development 
and evaluation of alternatives, including technical merits and cost benefits are considered in a holistic 
fashion for the whole study area. 

b. Did the TRCA evaluation include:

I. a cost‐benefit analysis as part of the evaluation of alternative solutions;

II. the trade‐off between selecting the 350‐year event and expected annual flood damages, and

III. loss of the riparian corridor and adherence to other City and TRCA policies related to

environmental protection?

I. In accordance with EA requirements, an evaluation of the alternative solutions was completed that
included a cost‐benefit analysis. The solutions related to Lavender Creek are integrated with and
inseparable from the rest of the proposed solutions. If all the EA solutions are implemented the
damages avoided are significant, totalling approximately $8,000,000 average annual damages
avoided. Further information will be provided when the Environmental Study Report (ESR) becomes
available for public review.
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II. The term “trade‐off” is unclear. Average annual flood damages (i.e. which are an avoided cost and
treated as an economic benefit) incorporate damages at an annualized cost. Costs related to
estimated damages occurring from a 350‐year storm is part of the total average annualized costs
calculated. The 350‐year storm has been identified as the design target as part of the Rockcliffe SPA
policies. We believe that the 350‐year storm is indeed an appropriate target when considering a
number of factors. This design event exceeds the 100‐year level of protection used in basement
flooding studies, which is considered prudent in consideration of the uncertainty associated with
climate change. Furthermore, properties that are currently within a floodplain are subject to land
use planning criteria. Properties within the Rockcliffe SPA require floodproofing, at minimum, to the
350‐year flood, and ideally to the Regional Storm. As such, the application of the 350‐year storm
allows for both long‐term resilience and for a reduced encumbrance on properties currently residing
in the floodplain.

III. The loss of vegetation and other habitat within the riparian corridor was considered during
evaluation of alternative solutions. City, TRCA and other policies related to environmental
protection were considered in the formulation and evaluation of alternative solutions. In this regard,
it was recognized that benefits associated with reducing flood risks to residents and properties
outweigh the disadvantage of a reduction of vegetation. It is further emphasized that the section of
Lavender Creek between the confluence point and Symes Road is not representative of a natural
valley, but rather largely successional vegetation that established itself after the diversion was built.

2. Alternative Concepts ‐ The PIC of March 1, 2022, presented several solutions for Lavender Creek,

although all involved a concrete or rock lined channel with full removal of the riparian corridor other

than near the confluence with Black Creek. Did the TRCA consider alternatives to the Symes Road

culvert that may have included either widening the culvert and maintaining the existing invert, or

modifying the road profile so that if the culvert is overtopped the flow would return to Lavender Creek

rather than flowing northerly along Symes Road and Hilldale Road?

The solutions considered for the Lavender Creek system included both improved conveyance and
modifications to the existing culverts acting as hydraulic controls. The conveyance improvements
focused on maximizing the capacity while minimizing the footprint, resulting in a recommendation for a
straight and smooth channel with uniform cross sections.

The solutions related to culverts, including the Symes Road culvert, were based on providing a sufficient
capacity that would match the conveyance of the channel itself.

For the Symes Road in particular, considered solutions did include culvert widening, which in turn would
maintain the existing invert elevations. However, this approach was found to be inadequate due to the
limited width available, as well as the requirement for transition sections upstream and downstream. A
wide culvert with a low rise would also represent a significant maintenance issue, and would likely lead
to increased sedimentation and debris accumulation inside the barrels.
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Our team has spent a substantial effort investigating the spill mechanism towards Hilldale Road. The 
LIDAR data were field verified to confirm that this spill would actually occur upstream of Symes Road, 
with the right bank being the low point. This spill cannot be mitigated by lowering the profile of the road 
itself, as municipal roads are normally not designed to promote overtopping. 

Significant utility constraints exist at the Symes Road culvert, including a shallow trunk sanitary sewer 
crossing above the existing culvert. Current design standards and construction practices require some 
vertical spacing between these features. The required lowered culvert requires an equally lowered 
channel invert to meet it. Because of the relatively small property corridor width that was established 
for the channel some decades past, modifications to the channel will require steep bank slopes to 
minimize the channel footprint and thus harder bank measures such as concrete or rock lining are 
required to ensure slope stability.  

The existing riparian corridor will experience removal of vegetation to accommodate the new 
configuration required for additional conveyance past its original design. Opportunity will exist at future 
design phases to incorporate retention of some areas of existing vegetation as well as new vegetation 
and space for a new trail. 
In view of the ongoing bank erosion, the proposed channel modifications will not only allow for flood 
mitigation, but also create a more resilient configuration and prevent erosion during more frequent 
events which will prevent potential property damage. 

3. Existing Flooding

a. Conclusion 9.1 of the Feasibility Study (July 2020) states that “the existing conditions 1D/2D

coupled MIKE modelling predicts that the Hilldale Road area adjacent to Lavender Creek has the

highest flood risk within the Rockcliffe SPA with flooding risks to homes and infrastructure during

a 2‐year storm event, largely attributable to the undersized Symes Road crossing of Lavender

Creek”. The PIC material of March 1st indicates that the Rockcliffe SPA is the most flood prone

area in the TRCA jurisdiction. If one combines these two statements, it would suggest that Hilldale

Road is one of the most flood prone areas in the TRCA jurisdiction due to riverine flooding.

Flood records do show that Hilldale Road is flood prone, but the evidence points to basement
flooding from the combined sewer and flooding associated with Black Creek itself.

Does the TRCA or the City have any records that indicate that flooding of Hilldale Road from
Lavender Creek spilling at Symes Road has occurred in the past including during key recent flood
events such as July 8, 2013, August 7, 2018, July 8, 2020 and June 29, 2021.

The mechanism of flooding of Hilldale Road due to the spill from Symes Road has been established 
relatively recently using a detailed 2D model, which was not available in the previous Class EA Study. As 
a result, there is a limited number of observations (e.g., watermarks) in this area. High water marks 
were taken after the July 8, 2020, storm upstream of Symes Rd, which indicates flood waters were about 
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0.3m away from overtopping the crossing. 

It is worth noting that flows into Lavender Creek are very flashy, implying that any spill over the culvert 
would not have a long duration. As such, it would be difficult to observe and properly characterize spills 
over the culvert. Once the spill reaches Hilldale Road it would be virtually indistinguishable from local 
runoff and sewer surcharges. In such situations it is reasonable for local residents to focus on flooding 
on private properties and basement flooding, rather than spill direction on municipal roads. The existing 
conditions at Black Creek causes significant backwater impacts into Lavender Creek. This backwater 
impact obscures the ability to assign exact flooding mechanisms and sources along Hilldale Road during 
these large events.  

Planned mitigation of Black Creek flooding needs to be combined with adequate mitigation of potential 
flooding from Lavender Creek in order to ensure the best flood protection of Hilldale Road properties. 
Basement flooding from the combined system, which falls outside of this EA, will also have to be 
addressed; however, the City recognizes that reduction of flood levels in Black Creek will also play a role 
in reduction of basement flooding for residents in the EA study area. 

b. More broadly, what evidence is there that flooding from Lavender Creek (other than via Black

Creek backwater) represents a risk to the residents of Hilldale Road?

The perceived lack of observed spills from Lavender Creek cannot be interpreted as a proof that flood 
risks are significantly lower or not present at all. The spill from Lavender Creek in the direction of Hilldale 
Road has been characterized using a detailed 2D hydraulic model. This model was developed in keeping 
with the TRCA and provincial guidelines at a level appropriate for the subject Class EA Study. In order to 
study this spill, a sensitivity analysis was performed using different input flows, varying boundary 
conditions at the confluence with Black Creek, as well as removing road crossings from the model. The 
2D model was developed by an experienced engineering consultant, and then reviewed and endorsed 
by TRCA. 

Considering the Lavender Creek corridor in isolation of Black Creek, the current system has capacity to 
convey approximately 50% of the 350‐year storm before spilling upstream of the Symes Road culvert. 
This implies that properties along Hilldale Road would be subject to this risk regardless of whether 
flooding is exacerbated by backwater from Black Creek or sewer surcharging. 

c. Was the trunk combined sewer berm located immediately east of Symes Road on the north side

reflected in the terrain used for the 2D hydraulic model, as it appears that the berm may block

spill flowing directly to the north from the upstream side of the Symes Road culvert as is shown in

the hydraulic modelling?

We confirm that this berm was included in the hydraulic model. The terrain is generally lower along the 
right bank, suggesting that any spill would travel in the direction of Hilldale Road, as opposed to the 
hydro corridor. 
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d. Is there a known flooding problem associated with the backwater effect upstream of the 400‐

metre culvert, and if so what level of analysis has been completed to define the problem?

The 400 m culvert is part of the urban drainage system upstream of the rail corridor, with most of the 
former Lavender Creek watercourse currently piped. The study of this system is subject to a basement 
flooding study by the City and is outside the study area for the subject Class EA Study. 

It is emphasized that the function of the culvert is irrelevant for the purpose of flood hazard mapping 
and associated flood management practices. The hydraulic controls that this culvert may provide, and 
the corresponding upstream storage are not considered of permanent nature, and are specifically 
excluded from the hydrologic and hydraulic model in keeping with provincial and TRCA guidelines. 

4. Hydrologic Model

a. Why does the TRCA not account for the fact that local topography west of Weston Road prevents

overland flow from 90 percent of the catchment getting to Lavender Creek?

In terms of topographic relief, our detailed review of the LIDAR information indicates that the portion of 
the Lavender Creek catchment downstream of the rail corridor would largely drain to the Lavender 
Creek channel during large events. 

The potential for a spill in the direction of Black Creek would inevitably depend on the boundary 
conditions in Black Creek. However, based on topography there is no evidence that this spill would occur 
under any circumstances. 

Furthermore, even if this spill is possible, the current guidelines would not allow for discounting flows in 
the Lavender Creek system, as the spill mechanism could be altered in the future. Lastly, the presence of 
this spill would not allow for removing the current Lavender Creek floodplain from the Rockcliffe SPA. 

b. Can the TRCA explain why further model refinement, verification or calibration is not to the

benefit of the project,  particularly given the high environmental and social cost of this project?

The current Humber River hydrologic model has been calibrated, including the use of data from a flow 
gauge located on Black Creek near the outlet of Lavender Creek. Calibration efforts within the Humber 
River and Black Creek catchments influenced the modelling of the Lavender Creek hydrology as well. 
This is in keeping with standard modelling practices where calibration and validation do not occur for 
every catchment in the model. The hydrologic model was peer reviewed by a third party and found 
acceptable for use. A consistent approach was adopted for the Humber River model by removing 
storage in order to properly assess flood hazard. 

While a hydrology update was outside the scope of the subject Class EA, we have completed a cursory 
review of the modelling output in terms of unit rates and found it comparable to other fully urbanized 
areas in the City. In view of this, further model refinement is not warranted. 
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We believe that reducing or eliminating current flood risks would greatly benefit the Rockcliffe SPA, with 
environmental impacts largely limited to manicured parklands or successional vegetation along the 
Lavender Creek diversion. The social impacts are anticipated to be largely limited to the construction 
period, after which a substantial benefit to landowners will occur as a result of removing their properties 
from the floodplain. As such, we consider the environmental and social impacts to be acceptable relative 
to the benefits the project would provide.  

c. Has the TRCA published the Lavender Creek modelling details and peak flow calculations for the

various return periods?

The hydrologic assessment details are available in the report on TRCA’s website. 20180411_Humber‐
River‐Hydrology‐Update_FINAL‐REPORT_April‐2018‐compressed.pdf (trcaca.s3.ca‐central‐
1.amazonaws.com)

The 2015 Humber Hydrology Update summary report will be provided as well, which provides additional 
information on the hydrologic calibration process. 

d. Has the TRCA calculated the storage volume upstream of the UP Express rail corridor, the role of

this storage in attenuating inflow to the 400‐metre Lavender Creek culvert, the probability of the

30‐metre wide railway embankment being overtopped, the probability and consequence of

railway embankment failure, and the likely flow path of any runoff that overtopped the railway?

The applicable provincial guidelines include a very specific references in this regard: 

 Downstream of a culvert or bridge, the natural floodline should be used for delineating flood
hazards, making no allowances for the temporary upstream ponding;

 Provincial policy mandates that, unless certain special circumstances apply, flood hazard must be
determined such that upstream man‐made storage and flow restrictions do not affect
downstream flows.

In view of the policy requirements, none of the above items have been considered as they are not 
deemed relevant for evaluating flood hazards at this location. It is emphasized that when exceptions are 
applied to this policy, they are normally accompanied by substantial restrictions relative to 
modifications in the contributing catchments.  

It is relatively simple to apply such restrictions where upstream catchments are undeveloped. In view of 
the very diverse interests of the many stakeholders in the Lavender Creek catchment, this type of 
restriction is not feasible. 

The standard NDMNRF policy provides the much‐needed ability to work on separate portions of a 
watercourse/watershed at different points in time. Without the application of the standard NDMNRF 
policy, the City, TRCA, railways etc. would be bound with an inability to make any needed improvements 
to upstream conveyance in the future. The NDMNRF policy ensures future‐proof designs are developed. 
Potential conditions of future climate change are also better integrated into the approach. NDMNRF 
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policy ensures that upstream infrastructure can be improved without increasing flood risk downstream.  

Similarly, the likely flow path of runoff if the railway were to be overtopped is not relevant. NDMNRF 
policy states “allowance for the reduced flow should only be made where the review of alternatives 
proves that the spill cannot be prevented”. This imperative is not available here, as the UP Express 
culvert could be replaced in the future.   

e. Has the TRCA reviewed with the City the network of combined sewers that currently serves most

of the Lavender Creek catchment area, including the City’s long term plans for any upgrading of

the local sewer system, and modelling that may have been undertaken, and the role of the

undulating terrain in capturing runoff (even during severe flood events)?

Assessment of the combined sewer system is not within the scope of the current EA project.  Regardless, 
the capacity of combined sewers is usually irrelevant during large events such as the 350‐year storm. In 
addition, combined sewers represent a historical servicing concept that will be ultimately replaced by 
separate storm and sanitary systems, and as such is not considered permanent. The City is completing 
basement flooding studies separately from the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation EA and these 
projects are being coordinated by the City and TRCA, as applicable.  

f. What hydrologic modeling policies and standards does the TRCA adhere to when assessing flood

risk or evaluating/designing flood mitigation measures?

TRCA adheres to NDMNRF guidelines for flood hazard limits when assessing flood risk and 
evaluating/designing flood mitigation measures. This standard reconciles the results of a flood 
mitigation design with the resulting flood hazard limit. In the case of Lavender Creek the Regional Storm 
would be contained within the proposed channel, the development restrictions associated with the 
Rockcliffe SPA could be removed as well. 

g. Regarding streamflow monitoring and model calibration:

i. Does the TRCA consider recorded streamflow and rainfall records for events in the range of 25‐50

mm helpful in both understanding the role of combined sewers and in increasing model accuracy

through calibration and verification; and has TRCA used this information in the past for model

calibration?

ii. Does the TRCA see any merit in trying to reconcile the differences between the residents flooding

observations and the predictions of the single catchment model?

iii. Given that projected project is at least several years in the future, will the TRCA consider installing

streamflow monitoring equipment in Lavender Creek at Symes Road and immediately

downstream of Lavender Road near Keel Street?
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i. Recorded streamflow and rainfall records for events in the range of 25‐50 mm are recognized as
helpful in understanding the role of combined sewers and in increasing model accuracy through
calibration and verification. TRCA has used this information in the past for model calibration.

ii. Residents’ interpretation of flood characterization and flooding mechanisms are valuable but
recognized as anecdotal. Determining an exact flood mechanism while on site is difficult during
larger events. The EA study team has completed sensitivity tests related to the flows in Lavender
Creek. Even if the 350‐year peak flows are overestimated by 50% (considered unlikely), the
hydraulic assessment indicates that spilling into the Hilldale Road area would still occur from the
upstream end of the Symes Road culvert with 50% reduced flows.

iii. Further streamflow monitoring is not being considered at this time. Further monitoring in Lavender
Creek would:
 Most likely only capture small rainfall events (based on return frequency probability). These

small events are more impacted by the minor system infrastructure, including the combined
sewers. The effect of the combined sewers does not scale with larger events (i.e., it is not
proportional to the rainfall events). Combined sewers will have a significant effect on the 2‐year
and 5‐year flows to Lavender Creek; whereas their effect on larger (major system) events that
are the target design storm for flood mitigation such as the 100‐year or 350‐year flows is
negligible.

 Further delay a project that has been ongoing since the 2014 EA.
 Not result in significant enough changes to hydrology that the proposed configuration required

for Lavender Creek would be significantly changed.

5. Flow to Lavender Creek via the 400‐metre Culvert

a. What is the benefit of investigating the merits of increasing the capacity of Lavender Creek

without also investigating the merits of increasing the capacity of the 400‐metre culvert that

currently significantly restricts flow to Lavender Creek west of Weston Road; and also investigate

whether it is physically possible for overland flow to reach Lavender Creek west of Weston Road?

Please refer to responses 3.a. and 4.d. In general, the current City’s approach is to build future‐proofed 
infrastructure that will not require replacement if there are changes made upstream. 

b. If it is demonstrated that it is not feasible or beneficial to upgrade the 400‐metre culvert, and

there is no way for flow in excess of the culvert capacity to reach Lavender Creek west of Weston

Road, what would be the merit in increasing the capacity of Lavender Creek?

Please refer to responses 3.a, 4.d and 4.f. 

c. Should the entire Lavender Creek, from Lavender Road to Black Creek be investigated in its

entirety?
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It is not always feasible to study an entire creek system within a single project. Provincial policy is 
designed to enable investigation of feasibly‐sized projects.  Please refer to response 4.d. for further 
comment on how the policy enables this.  

Comments in Response to TRCA letter of February 22, 2022 

We have reproduced each comment outlined in your letter of April 7, 2022, in bold italics followed by our 
response. 

1. Lavender Creek Channel Sizing: I recognized the constraints of the Symes Road culvert, however the

need for deepening the culvert depends on the assumed hydrology and peak flows. In addition there

could be options that will allow the existing invert to be maintained, such as culvert widening or minor

modifications to the road and terrain that would result in water on Symes Road being re‐directed to

Lavender Creek as it flows parallel to the road, rather than the water continuing north on Symes Road

and thence to Hilldale Road.

Comment noted.  Please refer to responses to Questions 2 and 3.f. above.

2. Lavender Creek Hydrology – Catchment Area and Overland Flow Paths: I have walked through the

pedestrian culvert on two occasions as part of my site reconnaissance. The pedestrian culvert is only

two metres wide, hence has limited capacity unless flooding at the upstream end and the resulting

hydraulic head differential is substantial. Also, it is ultimately the 1600 mm culvert under the UP

railway corridor that is the constraint. The pedestrian culvert and the 1600 mm culvert are elements

that should be included in the hydrologic model.

Thank you for your input.  Please refer to responses to Question 4 above.

3. Lavender Creek Hydrology – Catchment Definition: A conservative model may be appropriate when

mapping a flood plain for hazard purposes but may not be appropriate in a case where the proposed

work itself (concrete channel through an existing natural area) represents a significant impairment to

the natural, economic and social environment of the community. Rather, all available information

should be used to estimate/replicate the flows that are occurring under existing conditions. To do

otherwise tips the balance of the environmental assessment. Once the preferred solution is selected

then it would be appropriate to add a factor of safety to the design to ensure it functions both now

and into the future.

Please refer to responses to Question 4 above regarding our stance on hydrologic assessment.  Note
that there are even more impacts to the natural, economic and social environment associated with
flooding. Lavender Creek downstream of Symes Road to the confluence is not a natural channel.  While
not engineered with concrete, it is still highly modified and confined within a narrow riparian corridor.

4. Lavender Creek Hydrology – Catchment Definition: The catchment area may be relatively

homogenous, but it is factors such as undulating terrain, the role of the combined storm sewers and
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the capacity of the culverts under the railway that drive the need for a more complex hydrologic 

model. Some may argue that these constraints should be ignored. I may agree with that assertion if 

the purpose is flood hazard mapping but I do not agree where the focus is flood risk and the mitigation 

of flood risk. The fact that mitigating the flood risk has other environmental and social consequences 

only underscores the importance of model refinement. 

Comment noted. Please refer to responses to Question 4.f. above. 
5. Lavender Creek Hydrology – Combined Sewer Flows: Combined sewers may typically be designed with

a 2 to 5 year capture capacity, but where the terrain is undulating and there is no overland flow path

the combined sewer can capture and convey the runoff generated by a much larger storm event.  A

review of existing City of Toronto reports or potentially the completion of detailed modelling is

necessary to confirm this. I do not believe it is appropriate to assume that the function is relatively

insignificant. Further, it remains unclear how, even if their role was ignored, the runoff could cross the

two railway corridors.

Comment noted. Please refer to responses to Question 4.d. and 4.e. above.

It is also noteworthy that the Lavender Creek catchment was developed a century ago when minor‐
major flow was not considered in design. This contrasts to much of the Black Creek watershed where
minor‐major flow paths were considered. The difference between the two grading approaches is very
significant in terms of the amount and rate of flow that finds its way from an urban area to a riparian
corridor.

6. Lavender Creek Hydrology – Combined Sewer Flows: The TRCA comments on combined sewers

a. What is the City’s position on the ultimate replacement of the combined sewers in the Lavender

Creek catchment?

b. If they were to be replaced, how would the sewer system get to Lavender Creek?

c. What is the City’s and TRCA’s policy on the need  to control any increase in flows to current rates

in cases where combined sewers have been replaced with storm sewers?

Please refer to response to Question 4.e. above.   

7. Lavender Creek Hydrology – Resident Observations: Our point is that the Residents’ observations

(and ours as well) have not been considered and should be, particularly given that they are not

consistent with TRCA modelling prediction, not whether a 350‐year event has been observed.

Comment noted.  

8. Lavender Creek Erosion – Clearly we do not agree on the extent of erosion. However, either way this

speaks to the need for remedial works to improve stability.

Comment noted.  
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9. Lavender Creek Erosion – lt has been our observation that the debris caught in the tree branches is

the result of the backwater effect of Black Creek. We have observed the backwater effect reaching

the top of the Lavender Creek no less than three times over the past four years. We have never

observed overtopping of the Symes Road culvert even though the storms of the past few years have

been notable for their severity in such a short period of time.

Comment noted. Please refer to response to Question 3.a. above.  

Closing Statement 

In closing we acknowledge your time spent reviewing the project materials and contributing to the EA study 
with your comments. The EA study team has carefully reviewed and considered all of your comments, which has 
contributed to additional considerations of design options and impact mitigation measures. We trust this letter 
will provide closure on the issues and concerns you have expressed to date. The next point of public 
consultation is during the Environmental Study Report public review period. Notice will be provided to you once 
the Environmental Study Report is available for review, which is anticipated to be fall this year. 

Sincerely,  

Sameer Dhalla, Director, TRCA ‐ Development and Engineering Services 
Craig Mitchell, Acting Associate Director, TRCA ‐ Engineering Services 
Nick Lorrain, Senior Manager, TRCA ‐ Flood Risk Management  
Robert Chan, Senior Engineer, TRCA ‐ Flood Risk Management  
Melody Brown, Senior Project Manager, TRCA ‐ Flood Risk Management  
Serge Ristic, Vice President, Water Resources, Morrison Hershfield  
Karen Hofbauer, Senior Water Resources Engineer, Matrix Solutions Inc.  
Steve Braun, Senior Water Resources Engineer, Matrix Solutions Inc. 
Mike Collins, Senior Engineer, City of Toronto ‐ Toronto Water 

Attachments: 

MNDMNRF Letter “Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project, Municipal Class EA” May 24, 2022 

Copy:  Casey Morris, Senior Project Manager ‐ City of Toronto – Transportation Services 
Cassidy Ritz, Manager, City of Toronto ‐ Major Projects 
John MacKenzie, Chief Executive Officer, TRCA 
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Ministry of Northern Development,  
Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry 

Land Use Planning and Strategic Issues 
Section 
Southern Region 

Regional Operations Division 
300 Water Street 
Peterborough, ON K9J 3C7 

Tel.:     705 761-4839 
Fax.:    705 755-3233 

Ministère du Développement du Nord, 
des Mines, des Richesses naturelles et des Forêts 

Section de l'aménagement du territoire et des 
questions stratégiques 
Région du Sud 

Division des opérations régionales 
300, rue Water 
Peterborough (ON) K9J 3C7 

Tél. :     705 761-4839 
Téléc. : 705 755-3233 

May 24, 2022 

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority  
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6 
Sent by email to: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca 

Dear: Rockcliffe Study Team 

SUBJECT: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project, Municipal Class EA 

The Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry 
(NDMNRF) has reviewed the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project materials 
provided to date, as part of the TRCA and City of Toronto’s Municipal Class EA and 
appreciates this opportunity to provide the following comments: 

Natural Hazards 

Special Policy Area 
NDMNRF understands that the study area encompasses lands within the Rockcliffe 
Special Policy Area (SPA) boundary. Please note that should the project result in any 
change or modification to the official plan policies, land use designations or boundaries 
applying to SPA lands, prior approval by the Ministers of MMAH and NDMNRF will be 
required before any change can be made, as per Provincial Policy Statement Section 
3.1.4. NDMNRF recommends including information at the EA stage about expected 
changes to the floodplain and potential modifications to the SPA, subject to provincial 
approval. 

Technical Guides 
The province sets out minimum standards to ensure that flood risks and costs to society 
resulting from riverine flooding are reduced.  The province’s Technical Guide – River & 
Stream Systems: Flooding Hazard Limit (2002), as well as Technical Guide – 
Understanding Natural Hazards (2001) were developed to support municipal 
implementation of natural hazard policies in the PPS and is applied by NDMNRF when 
considering flood hazards and proposed approaches to floodplain management. 
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NDMNRF engineering staff have reviewed the EA information provided to date and 
have no concerns at this time. 

Natural Resources 

Black Creek in this location is identified as having a warm water thermal regime. For 
warm water systems, in-water work is permitted July 1 – March 31. 

Should the works require: 
- the relocation of fish outside of the work area, a Licence to Collect Fish for

Scientific purposes under the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act will be required.
- the relocation of wildlife outside the work area (including amphibians, reptiles,

and small mammals), a Wildlife Collector’s Authorization under the Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Act will also be required.

Closing Comments 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.  NDMNRF has an interest in 
continued involvement in this EA.  Please add Pauline Capelle as your NDMNRF 
contact on further communications and submissions.  Please do not hesitate to contact 
me for further information or clarification of the comments provided. 

Best Regards, 

[Original Signed By] 

Pauline Capelle 
Regional Planner, Land Use Planning and Strategic Issues Section 
Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry 
(705) 761-5633
pauline.capelle@ontario.ca

Attachment to reply to June 20, 2022 
from City of Toronto, June 29, 2022
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From: Mayor Tory 
Sent: June 28, 2022 11:18 AM
To: Councillor Nunziata <Councillor_Nunziata@toronto.ca>
Subject: FW: Saving Lavender Creek & the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project

Hello Councillor and Staff,

A resident in your ward has included us in an email – see below.  So that we're not duplicating
issues, we kindly ask your office to respond to the constituent and copy our office at
mayor_tory@toronto.ca.

Please let us know if our office can assist in this matter.

Sincerely,

Mayor's Administration
City of Toronto
416.397.CITY (2489)

From: Hilldale Residents [mailto:savelavendercreek@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2022 8:37 AM
To: Mayor Tory <Mayor_Tory@toronto.ca>; Councillor Nunziata <Councillor_Nunziata@toronto.ca>
Cc: RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
Subject: Re: Saving Lavender Creek & the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project

Dear Mayor and Councillor,

I am following up my June 20th email with the aforementioned signed letter (attached).  I trust
that the overwhelming response supporting this letter highlights the importance of this issue to
our community. 

At this point, we trust that there is no way this can be ignored from a political perspective as
we are asking for your support to oppose a solution that benefits no one, costs the taxpayer and
the environment, and only brings harm and stress to the community.  It is a solution that can
be summarized as follows:

It does not exist in reality, only in an incomplete and simplistic engineering model that
contradicts observation.
It is estimated to cost $10 Million to construct, but has zero benefit to the community it
is intended to protect, yet has a long list of negative impacts
It destroys a valued ecological and community asset, which is a source of joy and
community pride;

June 28, 2022 (21 of 29)
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Once made aware of it, 100% of residents that the solution is intending to protect are
opposed to it

It required significant effort and energy to get to the point of understanding the true nature of
the proposed work and it's faults as they were not adequately presented to us.  It also took
considerable effort and energy to write this letter and collect signatures.  As such, we ask for
your effort in return to fully understand the issue and act accordingly.

Thank you for your continued service to our community and to upholding the values of our
democracy.

The undersigned residents of Symes Road and the west side of Hilldale Road.

On Mon, Jun 20, 2022 at 11:56 AM Hilldale Residents <savelavendercreek@gmail.com>
wrote:

Dear Mayor and Councillor,

We, the residents of Symes Road and the west side of Hilldale Road, are seeking your
support for what has become a very serious issue regarding the proposed solution for
Lavender Creek as part of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project. It is important
to clarify upfront that we are supportive of the proposed works along Black Creek and
we do not want to cause any delay to those works being completed as we recognize the
value they provide in alleviating flood risk in our community. That said, we are only
concerned with the findings and proposed solutions as it relates to Lavender Creek,
which is based on faulty engineering analysis and would result in the destruction of a
valued community and ecological asset.

We are seeking the help of our elected officials because we have lost faith in the EA
process, as it has failed in its purpose and has failed to properly follow its
process, causing us great frustration and a feeling of helplessness. Further to this, the
staff report dated May 11, 2022 is based on faulty engineering analysis, is not
evidenced based, is a misrepresentation of the public’s concerns, and has misguided
City Council toward supporting a solution that is not warranted, that is costly, and that
will have significant negative impacts on our quality of life and the local environment.

We implore you to hear us out so that you can better understand the severity, depth and
validity of our concerns, and understand where you have been misled. Following your
full understanding of the forthcoming letter and all the issues that it communicates, we
trust that you will take action by urging the EA project team to remove the proposed
Lavender Creek works from consideration before the EPR is approved.  We would also
like to stress the urgency of resolving this matter in order to prevent further reputational
damage and prevent further delay to implementing the proposed solutions along Black
Creek.

Please look out for a more detailed letter that outlines the depth of the issues in the
coming days, as well as the names, addresses and signatures of all the residents on
Symes Road and along the west side of Hilldale Road that support this letter.

Regards,

June 20, 2022 (22 of 29)
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The Residents of Symes Road and Hilldale Road

For a direct conversation, please contact our spokesperson, 
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• removal of the mature vegetation that lines the creek;
• removal of a carbon sink (the creek and its vegetation currently sequesters carbon)
• removal of a natural barrier that provides a buffer between the air, light and noise

pollution coming from the industrial area west of the creek and our houses;
• degradation of a well-used walking trail that is made attractive by the natural

environment that surrounds it;
• valuable safe green space for current and future children to traverse;
• removal of habitats of several species of birds and wildlife; and,
• an increase of urban heat island effect by removing vegetation and installing concrete.

This will be exacerbated by climate change
• The disruption and impacts of construction itself, including the generation of GHGs from

the production of concrete and construction operations

It is important to note, that even if the proposed works were to provide some evidence-based 
and measurable flood relief, the benefits are not nearly substantial enough to justify the impacts.  

Opposition to the Proposed Lavender Creek Improvements of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project 

June 24, 2022 

Councillor Francis Nunziata and Mayor John Tory 
CC: Rockcliffe EA Project Coordinator 

RE: Collective comments from undersigned residents of Hilldale Road and Symes Road 
on the proposed works on Lavender Creek as part of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood 
Mitigation Project 

We, the undersigned residents of Symes Road and the west side of Hilldale Road, have been 
the victims of urban flooding and understand the impact that this has had on our quality of life - 
for some, over 50 years. Throughout this time, we have also been consulted through several 
studies that have looked at solving this problem. With the latest work that is being completed as 
part of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project, we are hopeful that a solution will soon 
be delivered.  As such, we are supportive of the study’s proposed flood mitigation solutions for 
Black Creek, although we would prefer a naturalized channel. We are also supportive of the installation 
of storm sewers along Hilldale Road (following conclusion through a separate study). However, we
are adamantly opposed to the proposed works on Lavender Creek that was proposed in PIC #2 
of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project, and further, we 
find the analysis and process completed to date to be incomplete and inaccurate.   

Opposition to the Proposed Lavender Creek Solution 

The proposed works are intended to provide flood relief from the overland flooding of Lavender 
Creek for the undersigned residents.  However, as there is no evidence that Lavender Creek 
has been the root cause of the flooding we have experienced over the past 50 years, we see 
the works as unnecessary, destructive and wasteful.  At best, we understand the works to only 
nominally provide additional reduction in flood risk compared to the significant benefits that will 
come from the proposed Black Creek improvements or from installing a storm sewer on Hilldale 
Road.  Furthermore, the proposed works on Lavender Creek would cause irreparable damage 
to the local environment and its ecocystems. This damage would in turn negatively impact the 
lives of the community moving forward.  This trade-off is unacceptable. Such impacts include: 

June 28, 2022, attachment (1), 
(24 of 29)
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Opposition to the Engineering Analysis 

Further to the points made above, we are also baffled by conclusions of TRCA background 
studies as they contradict 50 years of observation, including photographic evidence. One 
particular contradiction is the following conclusion that the proposed Lavender Creek works are 
premised on: 

“Hilldale Road area adjacent to Lavender Creek has the highest flood risk 
within the Rockcliffe SPA with flooding risks to homes and infrastructure 
during a 2-year storm event, largely attributable to the undersized Symes 
Road crossing of Lavender Creek.” 

It is concerning that the proposed solution is premised on this assumption. The premise that a 
2-year storm causes flooding at Symes Road is simply not true, as there is no evidence of this
and it does not match the reality as evidenced by the experience of residents. Some of the
undersigned residents of Symes Road have lived in their homes for over 20 years and have
never experienced anything close to the flooding that is suggested by the TRCA’s model. We
take exception with the fact that the TRCA has rejected our collective experience with flooding,
as this is the best evidence available that can validate if there is in fact a flooding issue.  This
should be especially valuable information since the model itself is not based on any real-world
monitoring of Lavender Creek. To provide some additional information for the study team, the
undersigned residents have indicated the types of flooding, if any, they have experienced during
their time living here.  No one has ever experienced flooding coming from Lavender Creek that
is suggested in the TRCA model.

We understand that the reason the above conclusion does not match actual flood risk is 
because the TRCA model used to estimate flows at Symes Road was simplistic and did not 
account for real-world conditions upstream of the study area.  We also understand that the 
TRCA defends the model by claiming that it adheres to the application provincial guidelines 
published by the Province of Ontario. The only published provincial guidelines that we are able 
to find were developed to aid in implementation of Section 3.1 (Natural Hazards) of the 
Provincial Policy Statement. Guidelines, as the name suggested, are intended to uphold 
consistency in policy and methodology. They are not intended to generate information (such as 
flooding) that contradicts scientific methodology and creates a problem that does not exist.  

Following from the above, we are very concerned that the study team recommends spending 
$10 million of tax dollars on a solution to a problem that does not exist, that disregards what the 
residents want and have experienced, and has significant negative impacts on the community. 
The lack of diligence is incomprehensible and the scientific methods/theories being used to 
solve this problem are a direct contradiction to our community’s lived experiences.  To think that 
this is how decisions are made to allocate valuable infrastructure dollars is alarming.    

Opposition to the Consultation Process 

We also have multiple concerns with the consultation process that has been followed. To start, 
the Notice of Commencement and the Notice of the First Public Information Centre, made no 
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mentioned mention of the impacts to Lavender Creek. In addition, the residents immediately 
adjacent to the proposed works were not contacted directly about the proposed works on 
Lavender Creek. It is only because one resident became aware of the scope of the study that 
the rest of us have now been informed. Given the significance of the impacts of the proposed 
works on Lavender Creek, it is unacceptable that greater effort was not made to engage us. 

We also note that the proposed solution does not adhere to accepted practices for planning and 
the EA process since no alternative solutions to installing a concrete/stone channel were 
considered, and the evaluation of the proposed solution was not compared to a “do-nothing” 
scenario. As such, the impacts of the works on the community were not adequately considered 
in the evaluation. Additionally, since the proposed solution is sized for a far greater flow than 
can currently reach the creek, there should be an alternative solution proposed that provides 
sufficient flood relief based on the volume of water that is capable of reaching the creek. TRCA 
argues that this is simply planning for the future in case some day the creek is required to carry 
far greater flows than can currently reach it.  However, the City acknowledges that there are no 
plans to upgrade the upstream drainage system to carry a greater flow. There is no logic in 
upgrading the downstream section, especially when it only generates negative impacts, with no 
plan or need to upgrade upstream drainage system. Leaving the creek as is does not preclude 
further work.  In contrast to proceed now would be both costly and harmful without knowing 
whether there is an actual need.   

We are requesting that the proposed solution for Lavender Creek be removed from 
consideration and ask that a “do-nothing” alternative be added and an additional alternative be 
added that considers minor flood conveyance improvements while protecting and enhancing the 
existing natural corridor. 

We are eager to see the Black Creek and the Hilldale Road storm sewer projects progress and 
look forward to further correspondence and confirmation that our concerns will result in the 
actions that we have requested.   

Thank you, 

The undersigned residents of Symes Road and the west side of Hilldale Road. 

Note: 100% of the residents that were informed of this letter and asked to sign it have signed it. 
Just 6/34 of the undersigned residents were aware of the proposed works for Lavender Creek. The 
balance of addresses did not answer their doors. 

June 28, 2022, attachment (1), (26 of 29)



4 

 June 28, 2022, attachment (1), (27 of 29) 
Opposition to the Proposed Lavender Creek Improvements of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project 



5 

June 28, 2022, attachment (1), (28 of 29) 
Opposition to the Proposed Lavender Creek Improvements of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project 



6 

June 28, 2022, attachment (1), (29 of 29) 
Opposition to the Proposed Lavender Creek Improvements of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project 



From: Robert Chan
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: FW: Rockcliffe Class EA - Data Sharing Agreement
Date: July 15, 2022 1:39:30 PM
Attachments: Lavender Creek Peak Flows.xlsx

From: RockCliffeEA 
Sent: July 14, 2022 5:15 PM
To: 
Subject: RE: Rockcliffe Class EA - Data Sharing Agreement

Good afternoon ,

Attached are the requested design flows for Lavender Creek. Please note we do not have additional
documentation on storage and calibration beyond the 2015 Humber River Hydrology Update. Upon
further investigation storage is not explicitly considered at embankments in the VO environment.
This point will be reflected as a post meeting note in the meeting minutes, which will be released
soon.

Regards,

The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

From:  
Sent: July 8, 2022 5:28 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Rockcliffe Class EA - Data Sharing Agreement

Please find attached the signed data sharing agreement. Please note that I have edited the schedule
to reflect the data I am requesting and the purpose of requesting the data.

I have provided additional clarification about the specific flow rates that I have requested -
 that is what ever is available with and without storage.
I do not need the Humber River Hydrology Study as it is published on-line. Rather,  I am
requesting documentation specific to the comment on page three of your June 23rd letter
(see below in italics) as I don’t believe the details regarding storage at major crossings is
provided in the Hydrology Report. Appendix 3 of the 2015 version addresses storage but only
associated with storm water management facilities. 

Letter of June 23rd: We note that flow attenuation is provided upstream of major

Reply to July 8, 2022 From Rockcliffe 
EA, July 1, 2022 with attachment (1 
of 2)
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Lavender Creek

Return 
Period

Peak Flow 
(m3/s)

2 23.3

5 33.2

10 47.1

25 57.7

50 67.2

100 75.6

350 93.8

Regional 70.1

Reply to July 8, 2022 From Rockcliffe EA, 
July 1, 2022, attachment (1)(2 of 2)



From: RockCliffeEA
To: Rhianydd Phillips; Nick Lorrain; Robert Chan; Melody Brown; Craig Mitchell; Sameer Dhalla; Serge Ristic; Karen

Hofbauer; Steve Braun; Mike Collins; Casey Morris; 
Cc: RockCliffeEA; 202179500-Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation; cassidy.ritz
Subject: Meeting Minutes - Rockcliffe EA Public Consultation May 31, 2022 Meeting with 
Date: July 18, 2022 2:07:36 PM
Attachments: Meeting Minutes - Rockcliffe EA May 31 2022 

Good afternoon,

Please find attached meeting minutes for the May 31, 2022 Rockcliffe EA Public Consultation
meeting with 

Regards,
The Rockcliffe Study Team

Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON L4K 5R6
Phone: 416-661-6600 x.6471
Project Email: RockcliffeEA@trca.ca
Project Website: trca.ca/rockcliffe

Reply to June 22, 2022 and May 31, 
2022 From Rockcliffe EA, July 18, 
2022 with attachment (1 of 8)
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Meeting Minutes  
TRCA re: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 
 re: Public consultation meeting to discuss comments submitted by resident on April 12, 2022  

Date: May 31, 2022 
Time: 1:00 – 3:00 pm  

Location: Virtual Meeting using Webex 

Attendees: 
Rockcliffe Project Management Team :  
Serge Ristic, Vice President, Morrison Hershfield  
Karen Hofbauer, Senior Water Resources Engineer, Matrix Solutions Inc.  
Steve Braun, Senior Water Resources Engineer, Matrix Solutions Inc. 
Mike Collins, Senior Engineer, City of Toronto ‐ Toronto Water 
Casey Morris, Senior Project Manager ‐ City of Toronto – Transportation Services 
Sameer Dhalla, Director, TRCA ‐ Development and Engineering Services 
Craig Mitchell, Acting Associate Director, TRCA ‐ Engineering Services 
Nick Lorrain, Senior Manager, TRCA ‐ Flood Risk Management  
Robert Chan, Senior Engineer, TRCA ‐ Flood Risk Management  
Melody Brown, Senior Project Manager, TRCA ‐ Flood Risk Management  
Rhianydd Phillips, Flood Emergency Management Coordinator, TRCA ‐ Flood Risk Management 
External Attendees: 

 interested member of the public  
 Hilldale Road resident 

MEETING MINUTES 

Purpose of meeting  
Public consultation meeting to discuss comments submitted by resident on April 12, 2022. 

Agenda items and topics to be discussed  

Item  Topic  Action 

1  Introductions 
2  TRCA’s Delegated Authority  

 Sameer Dhalla discussed TRCA’s delegated authority from the province to
manage riverine flood hazards. Other points were raised including the
benefits of the project which can provide Regulatory flood protection for
Lavender Creek which can lift development restrictions if provincial
modelling guidelines are followed.

Reply to June 22, 2022 and May 31, 2022 
From Rockcliffe EA, July 18, 2022 with 
attachment (2 of 8)
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  affirmed he is attending the meeting as a concerned citizen
who happens to be Alex’s father.

3  Flood Risk Mitigation: application of guidelines and flood risk modelling 
methodology  

Serge Ristic presented several points related to the application of guidelines and 
flood risk modelling methodology for riverine flood remediation of Lavender 
Creek. The points include a strong consensus between the study team on the 
interpretation and application of provincial guidelines and technical standards. The 
current preferred solutions are in some ways less impactful than the solutions 
developed in previous studies. The study team does not approach flood risk  
differently when generating flood remediation solutions than when mapping  
riverine flood hazards. The upstream area is fully developed and was built using 
outdated urban drainage design standards. The proposed channel is designed 
using current standards which allows upstream deficiencies to be addressed in the 
future, as opposed to assuming upstream conditions will remain unchanged in 
perpetuity. The future cannot be fully predicted which necessitates conservative 
estimates at this time. 

 pointed out that the Black Creek hydrology model is calibrated which 
inherently accounts for storage in the catchments and nuances in the watershed. 
He stated that the Lavender Creek catchment is not calibrated and is only a single 
catchment model which is simplistic. This does not appear to match what was 
done for previous studies based on   experience. Serge Ristic said 
Morrison Hershfield was not involved with the Humber hydrology model but it is 
standard practice to include significant storage elements for calibration and 
validation purposes, but remove them for regulatory flood hazard modelling. Post 
meeting note: storage upstream of crossings is not explicitly modelled in the 
Humber River watershed hydrology model, which is standard practice for Visual 
OTTHYMO hydrology models. Serge Ristic stated that watershed models require a 
certain level of granularity so not every catchment can be calibrated as monitoring 
data is not always available. Nick Lorrain clarified it was Civica who prepared the 
hydrology model.  contended Lavender Creek is hydrologically very 
different than the rest of Black Creek and questioned whether an uncalibrated 
single catchment model is adequate as design input for infrastructure that will cost 
over ten million dollars. 

For information 
purposes, TRCA 
to send   

 “The 
Final Report 
Humber 
Hydrology 
Update”, June 
2015, Civica, 
which includes a 
detailed 
description of 
the calibration 
and validation 
process used for 
the Humber 
River 
watershed. Post 
meeting note: 

 did 
not require the 
2015 Hydrology 
Report. 

4  Residents’ concerns and opinions on guiding principals  

 stated that the added flood risk mitigation from the project is not 
worth the loss of shade, aesthetic benefits, and the loss of a barrier to the 
industrial area. He stated that the EA is not following a triple bottom line approach 
for Lavender Creek. Even if the hydrologic model is 100% accurate, the 
cost/benefit of the preferred concrete channel solution would not be worth it 
according to   stated he would accept some degree of continued flood risk 

Reply to June 22, 2022 and May 31, 
2022 From Rockcliffe EA, July 18, 
2022 with attachment (3 of 8)
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to protect the vegetation.   made clear that he is supportive of the preferred 
flood mitigation solution for Black Creek but not for Lavender Creek. 

 offered the following five criticisms of the EA methodology: 

 The EA has not adequately demonstrated that a riverine flooding problem
exists for Lavender Creek and that consultants do not have adequate scope
to quantify the problem.

 The problem definition and proposed solution hinges on a simplistic and
incorrect estimate of the 350‐yr flood. Public interest makes it imperative
that the flow rate be estimated as accurately as possible, regardless of
guidelines and scope constraints.

 The conservative design flow translates to an overestimate of the
consequences of flooding which weakens the weighting of other factors
such as environmental and social impacts.

 Scope of the EA: phase 2 presented at PIC #1 did not specifically identify
and evaluate alternative solutions for Lavender Creek beyond the one
proposed.  Lavender Creek is being studied piecemeal; instead, the scope
of EA should consider all of Lavender Creek from Lavender Rd to Black
Creek.

 The EA should study the impacts and effects on residents with more
emphasis on urban heat island effect, removal of the barrier screening
industrial lands, and removing the natural corridor that provides shade and
is a carbon sink. These impacts have not been adequately accounted for
and should be measured seriously.

Sameer Dhalla noted    main concern appeared to be protecting the 
vegetation that is on public property behind his property. Sameer offered to adjust 
the discussion to focus on opportunities to incorporate environmental benefits 
into the future design of Lavender Creek and to further explore ways to provide 
residents with screening of the industrial areas.   preferred that the technical 
discussions proceed. 

5  Review of comments letter dated April 7, 2022, from   

The study team’s response to   April 7th letter was discussed. A detailed 
response to this letter will be provided after the meeting. Post meeting note: the 
study team’s response letter, which also provides responses for this meeting, was 
provided on June 23rd, 2022.  Below is a summary of the discussion held at the 
meeting: 

  asked whether the berm near the Symes Road culvert could be
raised to provide flood protection. Steve Braun replied that raising the
berm would be a temporary solution which would reduce flood risk but
would not qualify as a permanent flood protection which can be credited
towards adjusting flood lines.

TRCA to provide 
LiDAR and flow 
data 
Post meeting 
note:  

 revised 
request to just 
flow data 
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  inquired whether flow could spill over Symes Road culvert, and
have the road regraded to direct water back into Lavender Creek
downstream. Karen Hofbauer mentioned that encouraging additional spill
over Symes Road may not be feasible to safely control the amount of
overland flow that would occur. Serge Ristic mentioned it is unlikely the
City would agree to increase flood depths that would adversely impact
emergency vehicles access during a flood event.  outlined that
there can be some optimized solution that balances flow in the culvert and
flow overtopping the road that can be created as part of the EA process,
which can then be commented on by residents and the City. 
asserted that raising the channel invert even 0.5 m can save a lot of trees.

  claimed the statement from the Feasibility Study, where the
Hilldale Road area is under riverine flood risk from the 2‐year event, is not
true as the modelled flow is based on simplistic calculations and that
greater analysis is needed. Anecdotal observations from   and the
residents were reported by  as not indicating the flood risk is as
significant as the modelling shows. When asked about the use of a single
catchment model in other studies Karen Hofbauer stated over 90% of the
time the approved hydrology model was used. The model used depends
on the area modelled where in some areas single catchments made sense
and in others it would not. Karen Hofbauer indicated she could not think of
a case similar to Lavender Creek.

 Karen Hofbauer stated Lavender Creek can only convey about 50% of the
350‐year flow, which allows the study team to comfortably say that the
model results could not likely be 50% wrong and thereby necessitate a
change in the preferred solution.

  asked whether the consulting team thought that incorporating
the upstream constraints, particularly the Weston Road and rail corridor,
into the model would yield different results. Steve Braun answered that for
calibration purposes, the upstream storage would perhaps be represented,
but to define the flood hazard correctly under MNDMNRF guidelines the
upstream storage would be removed.

  contended that the EA is incomplete because the Lavender
Creek study area does not extend upstream past Weston Rd which would
incorporate any plans to upgrade the Weston Road crossing. He went on
to say that the City appears to be committed to basement flooding
solutions which utilize storage solutions for combined flows. Karen
Hofbauer stated that the solutions being designed now will last over 75
years and if we approach stakeholders such as Metrolinx whether they
have plans to upgrade their crossing in the next 100 years their answers
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would not be definitive as the timeframe is too long.  believes 
over‐designing the channel now when there are no plans to upgrade the 
Weston culvert is not a wise use of money. The channel can be upgraded 
along with any Weston Rd culvert upgrade. Mike Collins confirmed the City 
has no plans to upgrade the culvert at this time. 

 Matrix solutions outlined that they had examined the overland spill route
over the Weston Road culvert and that LiDAR data shows any spill would
flow back into Lavender Creek.   indicated that he came to a
different conclusion, and requested information from Matrix to
demonstrate this.

 Steve Braun noted that the calibration of Black Creek includes Lavender
Creek. He went on to say that further monitoring and calibration and
validation of the hydrology model is unlikely to change the flows enough
to significantly change the configuration of the flood mitigation solution
for Lavender Creek, as the existing Lavender Creek channel can only
convey around 50% of the 350‐year flow.

  asked about the flow capacity of the Weston Road culvert to
which a direct answer was not provided.   noted that the
Weston Road culvert is the constraint, but the (flood hazard) guidelines
state that culverts cannot be relied upon existing in perpetuity in their
current state, which Steve Braun confirmed was correct.

 Serge Ristic observed that much of the discussion and topics of contention
involve existing conditions infrastructure. He outlined that the original
designers of Lavender Creek could not have anticipated what would
happen in the watershed over a period of 60‐70 years. Since then the
original design standards have been shown to be inadequate, with
multiple servicing issues and flooding issues arising. Serge continued by
stating that we are in a similar situation now as we plan infrastructure for
the future and wish to avoid the same mistakes. He indicated that the
study team believes it is reasonable to avoid creating constraints in the
future that others will be forced to adhere to.

Serge Ristic and Steve Braun outlined together that, given their decades of
experience, they only knew of two instances where upstream storage was
credited for. In both cases storage was guaranteed by easements. They
outlined further that it’s not possible to guarantee no changes to the
Weston Rd culvert and no changes to the flow split between combined
sewers and storm sewers in the upstream subwatershed. The 2005 storm
washing out the Finch Road culvert was outlined as an example of failing of
infrastructure that was deemed permanent. Serge Ristic observed that
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there has been a lot of discussion of whether it is appropriate to account 
for storage but that is not what the study team has been focused on.   

 indicated that his main arguments would essentially not be 
different with or without the storage being considered. He indicated that 
the storage could be ignored but that his main arguments would remain. 

When asked by  whether the consultant team would see 
benefits from a scope increase to study upstream impacts or collect data, 
Steve Braun answered the consultant team is satisfied that they have 
sufficient hydrology information to undertake the required works.   

 asked whether this decision is in the public’s interest. Serge Ristic 
confirmed the scope is appropriate given what the City and TRCA is looking 
to achieve through the terms of reference and in view of the ample 
background information available. He went on to say that this is a Class EA 
process and there may be refinements in the future design stages.   

 asked the study team, and then Serge Ristic, whether the study 
team can defend, under oath in a public hearing or at the PEO 
(Professional Engineers Association), from a public interest perspective, 
that no further study is needed given the millions of dollars that will be 
spent and the destruction of natural environment. Serge Ristic replied this 
question is not appropriate and it is not appropriate to answer.   
stated he didn’t think Serge Ristic would answer the question but he 
thought he'd ask anyway. Craig Mitchell interjected to close the meeting. 

 indicated he was not intending to question the study teams’s 
professional integrity.  

6  Closing Remarks  

Sameer thanked   for their input as consultation can only lead 
to a better project for the community and the broader public interest and 
indicated the study team is taking into consideration the input received. Sameer 
went on to say that the study team is using standard procedures and are 
developing forward‐looking solutions. He stated the study team has heard the 
feedback from   about the benefits the vegetation provides to his family and his 
neighbors, and that the study team will incorporate this feedback into further 
detailed processes. He went on to say that climate change was not discussed at the 
meeting but climate change is a serious issue; further, there is uncertainty about 
what the regulatory flows could be decades from now. Sameer stated that this 
project provides flood protection to hundreds of properties in the neighborhood. 
Alex agreed that the project will reduce flood risk to Black Creek but that he would 
like to see what the proposed solutions mean for flood risk on Lavender Creek. 
Sameer reiterated the future uncertainty of what could happen 100 years from 
now and that the resiliency of the project would provide benefits to the 
community. He went on to outline that there are significant cost savings of the 
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overall project, with an estimated greater than $7,000,000 of annual flood 
damages avoided.   indicated that he would like to know what the cost/benefit 
relationship is just for Lavender Creek. 

Mike Collins offered that with the City being one of the project’s partners, they are 
satisfied with the approach taken so far. He went on to say that the preferred 
solution will remove the greatest area and properties from the floodplain and that 
the City is committed to future proofing its infrastructure. Mike Collins outlined 
that there are many projects coming down the pipeline from the basement 
flooding perspective. Mike Collins answered   question regarding a 
potential storm sewer upgrade along Hilldale Rd by stating it is still under 
consideration by the City. 
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From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Cc: Sameer Dhalla; Karen Hofbauer; sbraun@matrix-solutions.com; Serge Ristic; 
Subject: Re: Rockcliffe Class EA - Data Sharing Agreement - Response to new information sent
Date: July 18, 2022 8:20:54 AM

Thank you for providing the flow data and clarification of the use of embankment storage in
the Black Creek hydrologic model. Having read the Hydrology Report several times I was
aware of how the model was set up, but I did not feel comfortable raising the point at our May
31st meeting given how the conversation had gone to that point. 

 As follows, I am responding to the additional information that you have provided.

 Embankment Storage

 I understand that you will provide a post-meeting note in the minutes, but I would also like to
point out that there are several implications to your clarification on storage.

1. Through calibrating to the various storms, the model has effectively incorporated the role
of catchment nuances such embankment storage, pipe capacity and sewers into peak flow
calculations even though these elements are not explicitly modelled.  However, since the
storage has not been explicitly modelled it cannot be removed to generate regulatory flows.
This approach to modelling and calibration is common practice across much of the GTA,
although it should only be done with caution as there are pitfalls.  Some models do include key
embankment storage elements so that they can be removed to generate regulatory flows, but
this is not the case for the Humber/Black model.

2. This raises the question whether the Provincial Guidelines have been adhered to since they
specifically refer to the removal of storage behind embankments. I would say they have been
adhered to when viewed in context of the guidelines as a whole, including the section on
calibration and the final paragraph of the Preamble repeated as follows.

This document describes, in general terms, an important component of
watershed management; it presents the hydrologic and hydraulic work needed
to conduct flood plain analyses. It is not intended to be a list of mandatory
instructions on technical methodologies to be rigidly applied in all
circumstances, rather, it serves to assist technical staff experienced in water
resources in the selection of the most appropriate computational method and
flexible implementation measures, provided the decisions made are consistent
with the latest Provincial Policy Statement. The Guide cannot replace good
engineering and environmental judgement in adopting the most appropriate
procedures required to achieve the amount of detail and effort involved, and in
determining the practical degree of accuracy achievable when adopting a flood
related study program.

3. Excluding the storage from the model setup also has some bearing on applying the
calibrated model to intermediate points in the watershed. The calibration methodology
effectively assumes that storage is distributed evenly across the watershed. This approach can
work reasonably well if all catchments in the model are similar. However, catchments that
exhibit very different characteristics cannot be assumed to be calibrated as the model never
incorporated their unique features. A case in point is the Lavender Creek catchment. It is one

July 18, 2022 no attachments (1 of 2)

mailto:Sameer.Dhalla@trca.ca
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=user398fcbde
mailto:sbraun@matrix-solutions.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=user0b501fd5


of a minority of catchments that, due to the era when it was developed, does not exhibit a
minor/major drainage system. At the same time, rather than storm sewers outleting to the
creek, it is predominately drained by combined sewers that drain away from the creek.
Calibration of the Lavender catchment can only be done with flows measured in Lavender
Creek. This all means that the Black Creek flows are based on a calibrated multi-catchment
model whereas Lavender Creek is based on a single catchment uncalibrated model.

Design Flows

From the information you sent the 100-year, 350-year and Regional Storm peak flow rates for
Lavender Creek were calculated to be 76 m3/s, 94 m3/s and 70 m3/s. These compare to the
capacity of the 400 metre tunnel that is in the order of 25 m3/s. 

The TRCA uses the 350-year event to help regulate development in SPAs, however in the
Rockcliffe SPA  the 350-year event is less than the Regional Storm so the Regional Storm
continues to be used as the Regulatory event for flood hazard mapping. In this case the 350-
year provides a reduced standard to help regulate development in the SPA. 

 In contrast, for Lavender Creek both the 100-year and the 350-year are greater than the
Regional Storm. Section 2.3 of the Provincial Guidelines documents Flood Standards for
River Systems. According to Section 2.3 and Appendix 3, the Regulatory Event for Lavender
Creek is the 100-year unless the City of Toronto had previously successfully applied to the
MNRF to increase the standard. None of this would necessarily have any bearing on the
modelling or solutions evaluated, but it should be documented in the EA Study Report. 

On a similar note, the City should have standards for flood conveyance across local roads.
This varies between municipalities although they often default to the MTO criteria of the 25-
year. The City’s criteria should be documented in the EA Study Report as it can impact how
the Symes Road culvert is sized and designed.

Sincerely

On Jul 14, 2022, at 5:14 PM, RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca> wrote:

Good afternoon 

Attached are the requested design flows for Lavender Creek. Please note we do not
have additional documentation on storage and calibration beyond the 2015 Humber
River Hydrology Update. Upon further investigation storage is not explicitly considered
at embankments in the VO environment. This point will be reflected as a post meeting
note in the meeting minutes, which will be released soon.

July 18, 2022 no attachments
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From:

Cc: Sameer Dhalla; Karen Hofbauer; sbraun@matrix-solutions.com; Serge
watershed to Black Creek

Date: July 22, 2022 11:45:46 AM
Attachments: 918b-AODA-Fairbank-Storm-Trunk-Sewer-System-Web.pdf

Area 3 Class EA Recommended alternative.png

I am sure that you are aware of this flow diversion project that is under construction, but just in case 
please see below plus the related attachments/links.
As I understand from the City’s website, in the fall of 2021 the City of Toronto initiated construction of 
the Fairbank Storm Trunk Sewer. The project includes a 3 km tunnel with an outlet diameter of 4 metres, 
plus 17 km of new storm sewer. The tender price is $183.8 million, partly funded by DMAF. The tunnel 
and sewer are located in the Lavender Creek watershed, with the tunnel discharging to Black Creek just 
upstream of Weston Road. When construction is complete in 2026 40% of the Lavender Creek 
watershed will be permanently diverted to Black Creek just upstream of Weston Road.
 According to the City’s documentation the tunnel and sewers will convey both the minor and major 
(100-year) system with provision for climate change (unclear extend of additional capacity added). The 
system will continue to function for events more severe than the 100-year, although flooding may occur 
in some areas. There is no evidence presented in the report that would suggest flow beyond the 
constructed capacity would find its way to Lavender Creek, although the existing InfoWorks model 
could be reviewed or run to assess that scenario.

Some press releases reference flood relief for 140 ha of flood relief while others reference 230 ha. Based 

on mapping in the project documentation, the catchment area to be diverted permanently to Black Creek 

is 230 ha. 

I would appreciate knowing how this will be incorporated into your analysis of Lavender Creek.

sincerely

attachments:
here is a link to the Construction web site. Attached is the project  Newsletter from last summer and a 
map of the preferred solution form the Area 3 Class EA.

https://www.toronto.ca/community-people/get-involved/public-consultations/infrastructure-projects/fairbank-silverthorn-trunk-storm-sewer-system/
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Fairbank Storm Trunk Sewer System
Newsletter Issue 1, 2021
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The City of Toronto, with support from the 
Government of Canada, is moving forward with a 
major investment to help protect against basement 
flooding in the Fairbank-Silverthorn community. In 
the summer of 2021, the City will begin constructing a 
new three-kilometre-long storm trunk sewer that will 
collect, store and convey stormwater (rainwater and 
melted snow) from the area to Black Creek. Upgrades 
will also be made by constructing more than 17 
kilometres of local storm sewers that will connect 
to the new storm trunk sewer. Once complete, the 
new sewer system will reduce the impacts of heavy 
rainfall to 4,645 homes from sewer backups and 
provide flood protection to a 140-hectare area.

Location of the New Fairbank Storm Trunk Sewer and Local Sewers

The Government of Canada has committed 
$73.2 million in funding for this project through 
the Disaster Mitigation and Adaptation Fund, a 
Canada-wide program to support large-scale 
infrastructure projects and help communities 
better manage the risks of disasters triggered by 
natural hazards. The City of Toronto is providing 
remaining estimated funding of $250 million. 
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Project History
 } 2010: Investigation of Chronic Basement Flooding - Study Area 3 Environmental Assessment completed.

 } 2013-2017: Sewer upgrades and storage tank constructed at Charles Caccia Park 
(Harvie and Kitchener Avenue area).

 } 2018: Preliminary engineering design completed.

 } 2019: Detailed Design Commenced. 

 } 2020: Inlet control devices (ICDs) installed in catch basins (square grates at the side of the road that 
collect stormwater) connected to combined sewers in the Keele Street and Beechborough Avenue area. 
ICDs slow the flow of stormwater into the sewers to help reduce sewer back-ups into basements.

 } 2021: Construction contracts issued and the start of the construction project. 

Infrastructure to help reduce basement flooding
The Fairbank-Silverthorn neighbourhood is serviced 
primarily by what are known as combined sewers. 
These sewers can be found in some of the city’s 
older areas, built many years ago, and is one pipe 
that carries both sewage and stormwater. During 
periods of intense, heavy rainfall, the volume of 
stormwater that enters these combined sewers may 
exceed the system’s capacity causing the sewers to 
back-up resulting in basement flooding. 

New local storms sewers 
To help relieve pressure on the existing combined 
sewer system, more than 17 kilometres of new local 
storm sewers will be added to improve drainage 
on local streets to help reduce basement flooding. 
These local storm sewers will connect to the new 
storm trunk sewer.

New storm trunk sewer 
During heavy rainstorms, excessive stormwater 
will be carried from the new local storm sewers 
to the new large storm trunk sewer (4.5 metres in 
diameter, 2.4 kilometres long, ranging from 15 to 40 
metres deep). The new storm trunk sewer will be 
able to convey up to 9,500 litres of stormwater per 
second to Black Creek. This new sewer is designed 
to also serve as temporary storage (tunnel) during 
heavy rainfall and will slow down the release of 
stormwater to Black Creek. A new stormwater 
outfall will also be constructed at Keelesdale Park.

Underground storage tank in  
Charles Caccia Park
The underground storage tank located in the 
Charles Caccia Park has been built, is in service and 
stores combined sewer flows during large storms 
from the areas around the park. This 6,000 cubic 
meter storage tank helps to relieve the combined 
sewer system during rainfall. Using pumps, the tank 
is drained when the downstream sewer system is 
able to safely accept the flows (for example, after 
a large rainstorm is over) and carry the flow to the 
wastewater plant for treatment. 

The tank provides storm protection to the immediate 
neighbourhood surrounding the tank, however, it is 
the construction of the new storm trunk sewer that 
will provide the critical enhanced protection to the 
entire area.

Inlet control devices (ICD)
These devices will decrease the speed of stormwater 
entering the sewer system through catch basins 
on the road. This will reduce the risk of sewage 
backing up into basements by relieving pressure on 
the sewer systems. The ICDs will be placed at some 
catch basins which are still connected to combined 
sewers to relieve the combined sewer. As ICDs slow 
the flow of water into the combined sewer, they will 
temporarily increase the amount of stormwater 
ponding on the street for about one to two hours 
during heavy rainstorms. The water levels will 
decrease fairly quickly once the storm passes.

Fairbank Storm Trunk Sewer System Spring 2021
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Construction of the new storm trunk 
sewer system
In order to build the new storm trunk sewer, a tunnel 
boring machine (TBM) will be used to tunnel below 
ground to a depth of 40 metres. A TBM uses rotating 
disc-shaped cutting wheels that bores through soil 
and installs pipe segments to create the tunnel walls. 
It typically excavates 8 to 10 metres per day. The TBM 
will be launched in an area of the Fairbank Memorial 
Park and move west below Dynevor Road, Kitchener 
Avenue, Dunraven Drive and Nashville Avenue. 

At the intersection of Nashville and Bicknell Avenue, 
the new storm trunk sewer will be reduced to a 
smaller pipe (from a 4.5-metre to a 1.8 metre diameter 
pipe) to slow down the stormwater released into Black 
Creek. This section will be built using micro-tunneling 
followed by standard open-cut excavation to install 
the final section from Keelesdale Park to Black Creek.   

To help minimize disruption during construction, 
much of the work involving the new storm trunk 
sewer system will be completed through underground 
tunneling. As well, several deep, vertical shafts will 
be constructed at access points for the TBM to link 
the main and local storm sewer tunnels (see map 
on page 1). The storm trunk sewer will be accessed 
at four locations along its route to connect to the 
new local storm sewers. The new storm sewers will 
be constructed along various streets using a smaller 
micro-tunneling machine, or by open-cut excavation. 

The tunnel will also pass underneath the Barrie 
GO rail corridor and the new sewers will cross the 
Eglinton Crosstown near the Caledonia GO Station. 

Between 15 to 40 metres deep

4.5 metres

Tunnel boring machine in place

Example of a tunnel boring machine

Spring 2021 Fairbank Storm Trunk Sewer System

Example of a vertical shaft
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Construction schedule
Construction is anticipated to start in summer 2021 
and will take four years to complete. Updates will 
be provided as the construction work progresses 
including pre-construction and construction 
notices. From 2022-2025 there will be several 
contractors working simultaneously on all aspects 
of the project. We apologize for the inconvenience 
this may cause, but this approach will help to 
complete the work more quickly providing basement 

flooding protection sooner. Please find below the 
current construction plan (some dates may be 
subject to change).

Timing Construction Work Locations

Summer 2021 
to 2024

New Fairbank storm trunk sewer Fairbank Memorial Park, Dynevor 
Road, Kitchener Avenue, Dunraven 
Drive, Nashville Avenue, Bicknell 
Avenue, Westbury Crescent to 
Black Creek

2022 to 2025 New storm sewers, connecting catch basins 
to new storm sewers and installation of 330 
inlet control devices

Entire project area

2024 to 2026 Restore local roads and tunnel shaft 
locations

Entire project area

Contact us 
This is critical work to improve the existing 
infrastructure in the Fairbank-Silverthorn 
community. It is complex and of long duration and 
we appreciate your patience.  

If you have further questions or would like to 
attend an online Project Update meeting this 
summer, please contact:   
Mae Lee, Senior Public Consultation Coordinator, 
City of Toronto, Email: fairbanksewer@toronto.ca

Fairbank Storm Trunk Sewer System Spring 2021

Fairbank Storm Trunk Sewer System project website: 
www.toronto.ca/fairbank  

Phone: 416-392-8210

TTY Hearing Impaired Service 416-338-0889 (7 days/
week, 8 a.m. – 5 p.m., closed holidays)

General Inquiries please call 3-1-1

For basement flooding prevention tips and City subsidies, 
please visit: toronto.ca/basementflooding
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-------- Original message --------
From:
Date: 2022-07-27 7:59 a.m. (GMT-05:00)
To: Eleanor McAteer <Eleanor.McAteer@toronto.ca>
Cc: Lou Di Gironimo <Lou.DiGironimo@toronto.ca>, Michael D'Andrea
<Michael.DAndrea@toronto.ca>, Barbara Gray <Barbara.Gray@toronto.ca>, Jacquelyn
Hayward <Jacquelyn.Hayward@toronto.ca>
Subject: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation EA - Lavender Creek Implications

Dear Eleanor and copied senior city staff,

In the attached letter, please find a summary of the issues regarding the proposed works for
Lavender Creek as part of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation EA.  I trust that the letter
will provide a deeper understanding of the issues and will require City Staff to reconsider the
recommendations made in the May 11, 2022 staff report regarding this subject (also attached
for reference), in particular, the implications for Lavender Creek.

I have made a considerable effort to understand the draft EPR, to research the broader context
of flooding, and to understand the shared experience and concerns of my community.  This
includes conversations with the TRCA, with long-standing residents of the community, and
with several professionals in the field of water resources engineering and municipal
infrastructure. 

This matter is extremely important to not just me, but all of the residents that these proposed
works will impact.  As such, I would greatly appreciate your time to consider of this letter and
to act accordingly.

Regards,

 

July 27, 2022 - attachments 
include: Approved City of Toronto 
Report Issued on May 11, 2022 
(did not include in this 
correspondents list) & new letter 
dated July 27 (1 of 4) 
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July 27,  2022 

Attn: Eleanor McAteer, Director, Water Infrastructure Management, Toronto Water 
Jacquelyn Hayward, Director, Project Design & Management, Transportation Services 
Lou Di Gironimo, General Manager, Toronto Water 
Barbara Gray, General Manager, Transportation Services 
Michael d’Andrea, Chief Engineer & Executive Director, Engineering and Construction Services 

Re: Response to Council Report:  Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class EA 
Objection to the Replacement of the Lavender Creek Corridor with a Rock/Concrete-lined Channel 

Based on the recommendations of the May 11, 2022 staff report, Toronto City council endorsed the 
recommended Preferred Solution and Design for flood protecting the Rockcliffe-Smythe area, and requested 
TRCA and City staff to prepare the Environmental Study Report and issue the Notice of Completion.  

Although the focus of the report was the Black Creek flood remediation works, the proposed works also include 
replacing Lavender creek and its vegetated corridor with a concrete-lined channel. I am writing you as a follow-
up to a petition submitted to Councillor Nunziata on June 20th (appended to the end of this letter) objecting to 
the proposed Lavender Creek works.  

This letter presents the basis of our objection to the works proposed for Lavender Creek, including but not 
limited to the following: 

1. The Notice of Commencement never mentioned Lavender Creek, hence the majority of effected
residents were not aware of the scope and consequences of the project.

2. Existing Conditions were not assessed for Lavender Creek, nor was there any documentation of resident
experiences regarding flood, nor an adequate representation of the value that residents place on the
existing environment.

3. The analysis completed by TRCA, and the solution endorsed by Council, does not account for any
constraints upstream of the study area.  This includes the 400 m tunnel under Weston Road and the
$184 million Fairbank-Silverthorn Storm Tunnel and related storm sewers
that are currently under construction which will permanently collect and
direct storm runoff in excess of the 100-year storm from close to half the
Lavender Creek catchment area via tunnel to Black Creek

4. The TRCA modelling used as the basis for assessing flood risk was too
simplistic, did not reflect the characteristics of the Lavender Creek
catchment area, and for this reason, contradicts 40+ years of residents’ flood
observations.

At a cost of $10 million this project as proposed will remove the natural corridor and 
community amenity, while addressing a flood problem that can not be demonstrated 
to exist. We are certain that if the modelling and analysis were carried out with the 
level of detail that is typically used for this type of project, it would demonstrate that 
the work proposed is not necessary. This certainty is supported by the third-party 
opinions of several water resources engineers and municipal infrastructure experts 
that we have consulted, and have since thoroughly reviewed the study findings to 
arrive at this same conclusion.  

The Corridor as a Community Asset and Amenity 

The existing creek corridor is a key asset and amenity to the community and the ecosystem. The unnecessary 
loss through the construction of the channel represents social, economic and environmental impairment that 
cannot be replicated. Among others, the consequence of channel construction will include habitat loss and the 
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Objection to the replacement of the Lavender Creek Corridor with a rock/concrete lined channel      Page 2 

removal of a natural barrier that provides a buffer between the air, light and noise pollution coming from the 
industrial area to the west. Because of the size of the proposed channel there is no opportunity to replace what 
will be lost. 

The Basis of TRCA’s Recommendation 

The basis for recommending the concrete channel pivots on findings of the 2020 Feasibility Study that states 
that modelling predicts that Hilldale Road has the highest flood risk within the Rockcliffe SPA largely due to the 
undersized Symes Road crossing, and that on average flooding will occur every second year. 

The model (single catchment and not calibrated to Lavender Creek flows) that led to this conclusion assumes 
that all runoff generated in the 580 ha drainage area will find its way to Lavender Creek  at Symes Road. This 
means that the model assumes that all runoff (up to a 350-year event) will flow through storm sewers or along 
streets to Lavender Creek.  This includes the drainage area that will be served by the Fairbank-Silverthorn 
Tunnel that will divert flow directly to Black Creek. 

The standard engineering approach would have been to first develop a model that emulates existing conditions, 
as it is the existing conditions that are critical for understanding current risks and in evaluating alternatives in a 
Class EA.  

Characteristics of the Lavender Creek Catchment Area 

The Lavender Creek catchment area urbanized more than 100 years ago. Typical of the era, drainage is provided 
by combined sewers that outlet to either the Hillary Combined Trunk Sewer (CTS) draining to the west or the 
Core Interceptor (CTS) draining to the south. The Fairbank Tunnel and related storm sewers will serve the same 
area served by the Hillary CTS.  

When the capacity of the catchbasins is exceeded runoff tends to collect in low areas as there are no consistent 
flow paths to carry the runoff to an outfall with Lavender Creek. Finally, runoff to Lavender Creek is restricted to 
the capacity of a 400 metre tunnel that extends from east of the UP Express rail corridor to the Lavender Creek 
west of Weston Road,  as there is no overland flow path to Lavender Creek due to both the barrier of the 
railway corridor and also the height of land that surrounds Lavender Creek and  prevents overland flow from 
reaching the creek.  

July 27, 2022 (1) attachment (3 of 4) 



Objection to the replacement of the Lavender Creek Corridor with a rock/concrete lined channel      Page 3 

Reconciling the TRCA model with Characteristics of the 
Lavender Creek Catchment Area 

Due to its simplicity the TRCA model did not account for the 
catchment characteristics noted above.  The only way the TRCA 
flow estimate could be achieved would be if the Fairbank 
Tunnel were ignored, combined sewers were replaced by storm 
sewers outleting to Lavender Creek, streets were regraded to 
convey flow in excess of the storm sewer, and a new (much 
larger) tunnel was constructed to replace the 400 m tunnel 
from east of the UP Express to Lavender Creek.   

It is my understanding that none of these works are under 
consideration as the City is focused on the Fairbank Tunnel and any recommendations that come out of the 
Area 45 Class EA.  Even if they were proposed, approved, funded, and implemented, there would be no need to 
increase the capacity of Lavender Creek until such time as all of these works were also in place.  

As noted, the catchment area of the Fairbank Tunnel alone represents close to half of the original Lavender 
Creek catchment area, hence would have a substantial impact on any flow calculation. 

Resident’s Petition 

Until recently, the residents of Hilldale Road and Symes Road were not aware of the proposed rock/concrete 
channel, primarily because public notification that was circulated did not mention Lavender Creek in the text or 
illustrate it on the map. Once the residents became aware that Lavender Creek was part of the project the 
majority signed and submitted a petition to Councillor Nunziata, Mayor Tory and the EA Project Team. The 
petition stated their objection to the proposed works and that the trade-off between an assumed flood risk and 
loss of a key amenity is not acceptable. The petition also provides a summary of the residents’ experience with 
flooding over the past 40 years. In contrast to the premise of flooding occurring every two years, none of the 
residents identified Lavender Creek at Symes Road as sources of flooding. In contrast, Black Creek and sewer 
backup were consistently identified as the source of flooding.  

The petition clearly emphasizes that they are supportive of the proposed works for Black Creek, do not want to 
cause any delay to implementing those works, asks for a re-focusing of any flood remediation funding 
associated with Lavender Creek to Black Creek or the currently considered storm sewers on Hilldale Road. The 
residents continue to wait from a response from the City regarding incorporating sewer upgrades as part of the 
pending (2023) reconstruction of Hilldale Road and Symes Road. 

Concluding Remarks 
The TRCA proposes to replace the Lavender Creek natural corridor with a concrete channel at a cost of $10 
million in order to solve a problem that cannot physically exist. The corridor is a natural habitat and key 
community amenity that will be permanently lost if the rock and concrete channel is constructed. To build it is 
not in the interest of the natural environment, the local community or the public at-large.  

Other than abandoning the recommended Lavender Creek option, consideration could be given to calculate the 
flow rates by developing and validating a more comprehensive Lavender Creek hydrology model, and then using 
the calculations to develop a new alternative that would enhance the corridor and provide local flood 
conveyance improvements if needed. 

 

 
 

c: F. Nunziata 
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From: Mae (Rigmea) Lee
To:
Cc: RockCliffeEA; Councillor Nunziata; Mayor Tory
Subject: Saving Lavender Creek & the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project
Date: July 29, 2022 6:36:10 PM
Attachments: 20220623_ _Response to April 7 Comment Letter_Final sent.pdf

Dear Residents of Hilldale Road and Symes Road,

In response to your letter to Councillor Francis Nunziata and Mayor John Tory
regarding the proposed recommended solution as part of the Rockcliffe Riverine
Flood Mitigation Project, we would like to thank you for your comments.

The area surrounding Lavender Creek is included in the study area because it is
located within the floodplain and the Rockcliffe Park Special Policy Area (SPA). The
project would eliminate the riverine flood risk along Lavender Creek to a standard that
meets the minimum 350‐year flood proofing standards required under SPA policies. 
The study team believes that mitigating riverine flood risk, the removal of the SPA
designation, and the lifting of development restrictions along Lavender Creek is a
benefit to current and future residents and meets the objectives of the project. 

The modelling and analysis that informed the preferred solutions and designs was
undertaken in accordance with provincial guidelines. This modelling and analysis
demonstrates the need to deepen and widen the Lavender Creek channel.

The project has properly followed the Municipal Class EA process and we will
continue to do so to the completion of the EA.  The study team has used standard
procedures to develop forward looking solutions to future proof and protect properties
in the flood plain.

The concerns raised in the June 24th, 2022 letter have been addressed in the
attached letter that was sent from the Rockcliffe project team to  and

 on June 23rd, 2022.

City Council endorsed the preferred solutions and designs, including the design for
Lavender Creek, on June 15, 2022, and authorized City and TRCA staff to prepare
the Environmental Study Report (ESR) and place the ESR in the public record for 30
days in accordance with the Municipal Class EA process.

Comments received during the EA process will be documented in the ESR, along with
the identification of appropriate mitigation measures and future commitments.
Mitigation measures are currently being developed for the ESR. Mitigation measures
will be addressed during detailed design.

We thank you for your input, comments and efforts to make this a better project for
the community.

The Rockcliffe EA Project Team

Reply to June 20, 2022 email to Councillor 
Nunziata and Mayor Tory from Rockcliffe 
EA, July 29, 2022 (1 of 1)

mailto:Mae.Lee@toronto.ca
mailto:Mayor_Tory@toronto.ca


From: Mae (Rigmea) Lee
To: Casey Morris; Mike Collins; RockCliffeEA; Melody Brown; Nick Lorrain
Subject: FW: Saving Lavender Creek & the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project
Date: August 1, 2022 7:31:26 PM

FYI – more response to City response

PS  in terms of Mayor and local Clr, the team has responded.  And they were only cc

Thanks, Mae

From: Hilldale Residents 
Sent: August 1, 2022 4:35 PM
To: Mae (Rigmea) Lee <Mae.Lee@toronto.ca>
Cc: Councillor Nunziata <Councillor_Nunziata@toronto.ca>; Mayor Tory <Mayor_Tory@toronto.ca>
Subject: Re: Saving Lavender Creek & the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Project

We are in receipt of your response to our Petition. Your response was written by the Rockcliffe EA Project Team, and as
such is a verbatim repetition of TRCA’s position. It does not resolve any of the issues that we brought forward in our
Petition. Your response was written July 29, 20222. This is after we advised TRCA that they had not accounted for the role of
the Fairbank-Silverthorn Storm Tunnel, and after they had advised us in writing that their own modelling does not follow
provincial guidelines in the manner that they have argued.

Since the time of submitting the Petition we became aware that the $184 million Fairbank-Silverthorn Storm Tunnel and
related storm sewers are currently under construction in the Lavender Creek catchment area, and will permanently divert half
of the catchment area away from Lavender Creek catchment to Black Creek via a new tunnel.  This is to say that the Fairbank
and Silverthorn communities to be served by the tunnel project are in the Lavender Creek catchment area. The Fairbank and
Silverthorn communities and the Lavender Creek catchment area are one in the same 

TRCA did not account for benefits of the Fairbank-Silverthorn in their analysis of Lavender Creek. They simply assumed
that ALL runoff would quickly find its way to Lavender Creek.   

We can’t imagine that the City would make an unprecedented investment in the Fairbank-Silverthorn Storm Tunnel project to
address flooding in the Lavender Creek catchment area, and then disregard the benefits of that investment by supporting the
construction of the Lavender Creek concrete channel along with the resulting destruction of the Lavender Creek vegetated
corridor.

We did ask the Rockcliffe Class EA team in writing whether the TRCA reviewed with the City the network of combined
sewers that currently serves the Lavender Creek catchment area, including the City’s long term plans for any upgrades. TRCA
replied in writing that an assessment of the combined sewer system is not within the scope of the current EA project. Further,
they went on to say that the City is completing basement flooding studies separately from the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood
Mitigation EA and these projects are being coordinated by the City and TRCA, as applicable. Clearly the Fairbank-
Silverthorn Storm Tunnel project is not only applicable but also foundational to any analysis of Lavender Creek.

Hilldale Road is in the Black Creek floodplain, and we are grateful that the City is investing significantly in our community.
However Hilldale Road is not in the Lavender Creek floodplain because, as has been explained several times, the runoff  that
TRCA assumes will cause Lavender Creek flooding does not and cannot find its way to Lavender Creek. We urge you to seek
independent advise on this manner.

Your response to us references City Council endorsement of the project including authorizing the City and TRCA
staff to prepare the Environmental Study Report (ESR) and place the ESR in the public record. However the
Council Report made no mention that the majority of the residents of Hilldale Road and Symes Road had filed a
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petition objecting to the proposed solution, nor did the Council Report reference the fact that the $184 Fairbank-
Silverthorn Storm Tunnel would be permanently diverting half of the catchment area to Black Creek.

Even before we became aware of the role of the Fairbank-Silverthorn Storm Tunnel, analysis and review completed on our 
behalf by multiple experts in flood risk management demonstrated that Lavender Creek posed little or no flood risk to the 
Hilldale Road and Symes Road residents. Even if all of the analysis supporting this conclusion is rejected, surely the role of the 
Fairbank-Silverthorn Storm Tunnel is a sufficient argument for not destroying the Lavender Creek natural corridor.

In conclusion, our Petition clearly asked for the Councillor's help since the TRCA has failed to conduct an EA supported by 
due process and proper engineering analysis.  We have not been not taken seriously. This is extremely discouraging as the 
City has prematurely approved a project that excluded critical information, has no basis for implementation, and will do 
irreparable harm to the environment and the community.

This is no longer a matter of opinion, but a clear example of an incomplete and substandard analysis. We ask for your 
assistance to set up a meeting between ourselves and senior City  staff (including staff with hydrologic modelling expertise). 
Failing a fair hearing with City staff we see no other choice than to bring this matter to the press.

Regards,

The Residents of Symes road and the west side of Hilldale Road.
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From: RockCliffeEA
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: RE: Voice Mail (28 seconds)
Date: August 5, 2022 11:14:50 AM
Attachments: image001.png

I called resident back. She did not pursue purchasing the property on Cordella Ave after researching
about the flood risk in the area.

Robert Chan, M.Eng., P.Eng.
Senior Engineer, Flood Risk Management
Engineering Services | Development and Engineering Services Division

T: (437) 880-2379
E: robert.chan@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

From: +  
Sent: August 2, 2022 2:16 PM
To: RockCliffeEA <RockCliffeEA@trca.ca>
Subject: Voice Mail (28 seconds)

Hi there. Can someone please give me a call back? My name is . I'm inquiring about the work or
anything that has been done on Cordella Ave for any flooding. C omeone please, I'd like to
purchase the home in the area. So I wanted to know if anything has been done for the prevention of
the flood for flooding in that area there. Can someone please give me a call back . Thank
you.

You received a voice mail from

Thank you for using Transcription! If you don't see a transcript above, it's because the audio quality was not
clear enough to transcribe.

Set Up Voice Mail

Aug 2, 2022 (1 of 1)

Reply to Aug 2, 2022 from Rockcliffe EA on 
Aug 5, 2022 (1 of 1)

mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
mailto:RockCliffeEA@trca.ca
tel:(416)%20661-6600,5728
mailto:robert.chan@trca.ca
https://www.google.com/maps/search/?api=1&query=101%20Exchange%20Avenue,%20Vaughan,%20ON,%20L4K%205R6
https://trca.ca/
https://trca.ca/
https://aka.ms/vmsettings


From:   
Sent: August 8, 2022 9:39 AM
To: Eleanor McAteer <Eleanor.McAteer@toronto.ca>
Subject: Fwd: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation EA - Lavender Creek Implications

Dear Eleanor,

Thank you for speaking to me last week (Thursday) about our concerns with the Lavender Creek recommendations in the 
Rockcliffe Class EA. I am following up with a letter addressed to you and prepared by  that provides a 
comprehensive set of comments specific to the preferred solution, the suitability of the hydrologic model, and the need to 
address the Fairbank-Silverthorn Tunnel in the analysis.

The reasons that we are sending you this letter is that we have exhausted all avenues with TRCA,  including having had 
several meeting and a series of letters sent back and forth that will form part of the public record. The last letter we received, 
dated June 23 2022 is attached.

We are hopeful that the City will be able complete its own review of the recommendation, taking into consideration our 
attached analysis. Further we would welcome the opportunity to meet with you and your staff and discuss our findings more 
fully. Much of our concerns are difficult to portray or emphasize via emails and reports, and a meeting where we can have a 
conversation would help to clarify many of our points. Perhaps staff with modelling expertise could also attend that meeting. 
We are available between August 29 and September 9, or between August 15 and 19. As a start we would like to meet with 
just city staff as we have already met with TRCA staff several times without any progress.

We are hopeful that by working with the City we can address our concerns more fully before the Class EA is filed and the 
only option becomes a Part II Order request. At that point the issue would become elevated and would likely become much 
more public. I know it is asking a lot, but perhaps the City could ask that the finalizing and posting of the Class EA be 
deferred until the City has had an opportunity to complete its own analysis and read our report.

As a minimum we are asking that the preferred alternative for Lavender Creek be withdrawn until a much more 
comprehensive analysis is undertaken. This is spelled out in the attached letter. Perhaps the simplest approach would be for 
the EA to adopt the “Do Nothing” option for Lavender creek, but then recommend that flooding associated with Lavender 
Creek be studies more fully as part of a comprehensive Master Drainage Plan and Class EA for the creek and its catchment 
area. I am confident that the residents who signed the petition would withdraw their objection if this were to happen.

On July 22 we did alert the EA Team to the fact that the Fairbank-Silverthorn Tunnel and Collection System was 
predominately located in the Lavender Creek catchment area. The only response we received was an email on July 29th 
submitted through Councillor Nunziata’s office confirming that TRCA will be proceeding with the concrete channel 
recommendations. There was no reference to the Fairbank-Silverthorn Tunnel in the email although there was reference to the
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Council endorsement of the preferred solution.

To provide some context to the attached report,  is a water resources engineer and a recognized expert in flood risk
management. He was Manager of McCormick Rankin Corporations’ water resources group before the firm merged with
MMM Group in 2008. At that time he became Vice President of MMM Group’s Environmental Services Division. In 2015 he
joined Credit Valley Conservation, and as Director of Watershed Management was tasked to advance flood risk programs in
the CVC jurisdiction including Mississauga. Currently he works for CVC on a part time basis as Technical Director. At first
thought this may appear as a conflict with his work on Lavender Creek, however Conservation Authorities are independent
bodies. You can find his profile on LinkedIn.  has not operated alone, and in fact has discussed this project in detail with
eight experienced water resources engineers in order to confirm his objections are reasonable.  One of s contact has
spoken with  about the Lavender Creek, however that was before we became aware of the role of the
Fairbank-Silverthorn Tunnel. 

Regards,

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: 
Date: Wed, Jul 27, 2022 at 7:58 AM
Subject: Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation EA - Lavender Creek Implications
To: <Eleanor.McAteer@toronto.ca>
Cc: <ldigiro@toronto.ca>, <michael.dandrea@toronto.ca>, <bgray@toronto.ca>,
<Jacquelyn.Hayward@toronto.ca>

Dear Eleanor and copied senior city staff,

In the attached letter, please find a summary of the issues regarding the proposed works for
Lavender Creek as part of the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation EA.  I trust that the letter
will provide a deeper understanding of the issues and will require City Staff to reconsider the
recommendations made in the May 11, 2022 staff report regarding this subject (also attached
for reference), in particular, the implications for Lavender Creek.

I have made a considerable effort to understand the draft EPR, to research the broader context
of flooding, and to understand the shared experience and concerns of my community.  This
includes conversations with the TRCA, with long-standing residents of the community, and
with several professionals in the field of water resources engineering and municipal
infrastructure. 

This matter is extremely important to not just me, but all of the residents that these proposed
works will impact.  As such, I would greatly appreciate your time to consider of this letter and
to act accordingly.

Regards,
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August 5, 2022 

Attn: Eleanor McAteer 
Director, Water Infrastructure Management, Toronto Water 
City of Toronto  

Objection to the Recommended Lavender Creek Concrete Channel 
Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class EA  

I have written this letter as a resident of Toronto and as a water resources engineer specialized in flood risk 
management. I am concerned about the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class EA analysis and 
recommendations as they relate specifically to Lavender Creek. I am supportive of the recommendations for 
Black Creek, which is the primary focus of the Class EA. The recommended solution for Lavender Creek is to 
replace the creek and vegetated corridor with a concrete channel. Although the Class EA is being undertaken by 
the TRCA, it is my understanding that the City will be responsible for financing and construction. 

I fear that $10 million (preliminary cost estimate from 2020) will be spent to replace a natural corridor with a 
concrete channel to fix a flood problem that has not been demonstrated to exist and likely does not exist. This is 
not about objecting to an infrastructure project that is not favoured by residents. Rather it is a belief that the 
project as proposed is not required and is destructive to the environment and the community. 

Based on the information presented herein, I believe that the rationale for the concrete channel is 
fundamentally flawed. Removing the recommendation for the concrete channel will save the vegetated corridor, 
save the $10 million cost of construction,  direct the funds to a more urgent project such as Black Creek, and at 
the same time satisfy the concerns of all affected residents. To me it is a win-win-win opportunity. 

Fundamentally, my objection is directed at the methodology used to calculate the design flows that are the basis 
of the Class EA’s problem statement, as well as the fact that the $184 million Fairbank-Silverthorn Storm Tunnel 
and Collection System, currently under construction,  was not accounted for in the analysis. Rather than 
recognizing that the tunnel will divert runoff from half of the Lavender catchment directly to Black Creek at 
Weston Road, the TRCA analysis assumes that all runoff will ultimately outlet to Lavender Creek. 

The need for the concrete channel hinges on TRCA’s  application of a single catchment hydrologic model to 
estimate the design flows. TRCA is of the opinion that the single catchment model: 
• Represents existing (do-nothing) conditions for the purpose of the Class EA;
• Was effectively calibrated as part of the Black Creek model development;
• Is “future proofed” to allow for potential future drainage improvements within the catchment area that

would ultimately increase flow in Lavender Creek; and
• Adheres to provincial guidelines.

The first three bullets cannot all be true all at once. If a model represents existing conditions and is calibrated, 
then without modification it cannot also represent future conditions where upstream drainage has been 
improved and flow to Lavender Creek increases. 

My main point has always been that a more comprehensive model would be required to support construction of 
the concrete channel given how pivotal it is to the problem identification and the proposed solution. With 
regard to TRCA’s single catchment model, I am of the opinion that  the model: 
• Does not represent existing conditions including the impact of the Fairbank-Silverthorn Storm Tunnel and

Collection System;
• Is not calibrated;
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• The concept of building a concrete channel now for a future that hypothetically could occur is like building a
bridge without knowing if the approach roads could ever be built, and further, the “do nothing” option
does not preclude future channel works if the need were to ever arise; and

• The TRCA interpretation of the provincial guidelines in support of the single catchment model is not
consistent with either their own application of guidelines elsewhere nor industry practice across Ontario.

It is also important to note that based on existing topographic constraints to overland conveyance, the 
maximum flow that can currently reach Lavender Creek is controlled by the capacity of the existing tunnel under 
the UP Express rail corridor as well local sewer capacity and local overland flow. The combined capacity of these 
elements is a fraction the flow rates that TRCA has used for both the problem statement and the proposed 
concrete channel. 

As a point of clarification, I would agree that as part of flood hazard mapping any significant flow barrier that 
could feasibly be removed should be excluded from the flow calculations used for creating flood hazard maps. 
As always, the model used to create flood hazard mapping should be comprehensive and either calibrated or 
validated.  However, in the case of the Lavender Creek where the focus is flood remediation, there is no 
justification to construct a new channel now in anticipation of future drainage works particularly given that 
there is little or no flood risk under existing conditions and no plan to increase the flows in the future. On the 
contrary the Fairbank-Silverthorn Tunnel will reduce or eliminate future consideration to increase runoff to 
Lavender Creek. Ultimately, the appropriate time to construct a new channel would be as part of a coordinated 
future initiative to improve upstream drainage if there were a need to convey excess flow to a safe outlet.   

I also draw your attention to the letter prepared by  and submitted to senior City staff on July 27 
2022. This letter outlines a series of key concerns as it relates to the EA process itself, the perspective of the 
residents, and the role of the Fairbank-Silverthorn Storm Tunnel and Collection System. 

Based on the analysis presented in the following pages, our key observations, comments and concluding 
statements are listed as follows: 

Observations and Comments 

1. The need for and design of the rock and concrete channel is predicated on the design flow which was
generated from a single catchment in the Humber R./Black Ck. hydrologic model that does not account for
characteristics within the upstream catchment.

2. The hydrologic model does not account for the fact that the City of Toronto is constructing the $184
million Fairbank-Silverthorn Storm Tunnel that will divert most or all minor and major flows from
approximately half of the Lavender Creek catchment area via tunnel directly to Black Creek at Weston
Road for events equal to 125% of the 100-year event (equivalent to the 350-yr event).

3. Potential flow to Lavender Creek from east of the UP Express Rail corridor is limited to the capacity of the
1.6/2.1 meter tunnel/sewer that discharges to Lavender Creek west of Weston Road, along with some
local sewer discharge and local overland runoff.

4. Any model used as the basis for a project of this magnitude must reflect existing conditions, be as
comprehensive as is practical, and be calibrated or validated.

5. The single catchment model applied by TRCA effectively represents a future scenario where the combined
sewers are separated and a variety of measures are placed to convey runoff up to the 350-year event to a
common outlet at Lavender Creek. As such the model does not represent existing conditions nor a future
scenario that is under consideration by the City of Toronto.

6. As currently structured,  the TRCA hydrologic model assumes that all runoff generated in the area served
by the Fairbank-Silverthorn Tunnel will outlet to Lavender Creek.
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7. Although the Black Creek hydrologic model is calibrated to a gauge near its outfall, this does not infer that 
Lavender Creek is calibrated, particularly since the characteristics of the Lavender Creek catchment are 
quite different from the majority of the Black Creek watershed. 

8. The Provincial Guide is an important tool, but it does not justify the model that has been used to quantify 
Lavender Creek flood risk nor the proposed concrete channel. 

9. Construction of this channel will require removal of the riparian vegetation which currently provides 
habitat and serves as a buffer (visual, noise, dust) between Hilldale Road and the industries immediately 
to the west. There is no space to replace the lost vegetation. 

Concluding Statements 

10. I categorically disagree that the single catchment model is an adequate tool for quantifying Lavender 
Creek flood risk nor that it should be used as a basis for constructing the concrete channel in place of the 
natural corridor. 

11. The Rockcliffe Class EA recommendations for Lavender Creek are not acceptable, and should be re-visited 
starting with a more comprehensive understanding of existing conditions including but not limited to the 
role of the Fairbank-Silverthorn Tunnel and Collection System, the hydrologic model, and the 
characteristics of overland flow in the catchment area. 

12. There is no justification why the concrete channel would be constructed now in anticipation of future 
works that have not been contemplated. If in the future those works are brought forward for 
consideration then at that time a Master Drainage Plan and Class EA should be undertaken that considers 
Lavender Creek and its catchment as a whole. The “do nothing” option for Lavender Creek as part of the 
on-going Rockcliffe Class EA does not in any way preclude future works should they be deemed necessary. 

 

The following pages provide more detailed analysis and justification of the information summarized above. The 
text is structured as follows:  

• The Defined Problem and the Recommended Solution 
• Characteristics of the Lavender Creek Catchment Area 
• The Hydrologic Model including Calibration and Provincial Guidelines 

1.0  The Defined Problem and the Recommended Solution 

Prior to undertaking the Rockcliffe Riverine Flood Mitigation Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 
(Rockcliffe Class EA), TRCA completed the Rockcliffe Special Policy Area Flood Remediation and Transportation 
Feasibility Study, July 2020 (Feasibility Study). 

As presented in Figure B-30 of the Feasibility Study (figure to the left), the 
study concluded that overtopping of the Symes Road culvert and resulting 
flooding along Hilldale Road occurs during all design storm equal to or 
greater than the 2-year event. This finding is reflected in the first study 
conclusion in Section 9.1, quoted as follows ”The existing conditions 
1D/2D coupled MIKE modelling predicts that the Hilldale Road area 
adjacent to Lavender Creek has the highest flood risk within the 
Rockcliffe SPA with flooding risks to homes and infrastructure during a 2-
year storm event, largely attributable to the undersized Symes Road 
crossing of Lavender Creek”. 

Hilldale Road 
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 As illustrated in Figure B-30, the model illustrates that the 2-year would spill northerly through 
residential properties and along Hilldale Road, eventually outleting to Lavender Creek (red line). 

This conclusion was based on the flow rates generated by a single catchment 
extracted from the hydrologic model provided in the Humber River Hydrology 
Update (CIVICA, 2018). Although neither modeling details nor flow rates were 
provided in the Feasibility Report, they were provided by TRCA in an email 
dated July 14 2022. 

Based on the objective of conveying the 350-year peak flow of 94 m3/s under 
Symes Road (no overtopping) to Black Creek, the recommended solution 
identified in both the Feasibility Study and the Rockcliffe Class EA was to 
construct a new rock and concrete trapezoidal channel from the upstream side of Symes Road to Black 
Creek, with a preliminary cost estimate of $10 million. Construction of this channel will require removal of 
the riparian vegetation which currently provides habitat and serves as a buffer (visual, noise, dust) between 
the residents on Symes Road and Hilldale Road and the industries immediately to the west. Any 
replacement vegetation would be limited to a very narrow buffer strips (perhaps 3 metre wide) that would 
also be used as a walking trail on the east side of the creek. Figure 1 illustrates the proposed rock and 
concrete channel. 

Peak Flow Rates for 
Lavender Creek 
2-year
5-year
25-year
100-year
350-year
Regional 
Storm 

23 m3/s 
33 m3/s 
58 m3/s 
76 m3/s 
94 m3/s 
70 m3/s 

The need for and design of the rock and concrete channel is predicated on the design flow which 
was generated from a single catchment in the Humber R./Black Ck. hydrologic model that does 
not account for characteristics within the upstream catchment.  

Construction of this channel will require removal of the riparian vegetation which currently 
provides habitat and serves as a buffer (visual, noise, dust) between Hilldale Road and the 
industries immediately to the west. There is no space to replace the lost vegetation. 

Figure 1: Lavender Creek proposed Rock/Concrete Channel 
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2.0  Characteristics of the Lavender Creek Catchment Area 

Figure 2 (attached) illustrates the 5.8 km2 Lavender Creek catchment area. It is generally bound by Weston 
Road in the west, Dufferin Street in the East, St. Clair Avenue in the south and Eglinton Avenue in the north, 
encompassing communities such as Fairbank, Silverthorne and Earlscourt. It also includes the Harwood 
community west of Weston Road. These communities were developed a century ago on rolling terrain. As 
illustrated on Figure 3 (attached), today these lands are predominately served by combined sewers with 
storm sewers in some isolated areas. 

Today there are two remaining remnants of the original Lavender Creek. 
There is a 200 metre section immediately east of the UP Express rail 
corridor. This section is connected via a 400 metre long 1.6/2.1 metre 
diameter tunnel to the downstream section which starts just west of 
Weston Road. The downstream section flows westerly approximately 
700 metres to Symes Road, where it turns to the north flowing an 
additional 400 metres to Black Creek (see schematic map on page 3). It 
is the section from Symes Road to Black Creek that is the subject of the 
Rockcliffe Class EA.  

Overland flow paths are inconsistent across the catchment, with railway corridors and undulating terrain 
serving as barriers. In addition there is no overland flow path between the upstream creek remnant and the 
remaining downstream section. In fact the water level in the creek east of the UP Express rail corridor 
would have to rise 6.5 metres before any runoff would flow overland to the downstream creek section. This 
is because of the unique situation where the start of the lower reach of Lavender Creek is surrounded by 
elevated terrain (see map above). The volume of water that would have to buildup to rise 6.5 metres is in 
the order of 300,000 m3. The lack of an overland flow path is a consequence of the terrain and topographic 
modifications that occurred as development proceeded. They are not reversible. If this depth were reached 
LiDAR mapping suggests that the collected water would spill northerly along the rail corridor rather than 
westerly to Lavender Creek. The point here is that there is no overland flow path to Lavender Creek due to 
a substantial topographic barrier. 

Characteristics of the Lavender Creek catchment and the subcatchments are described below, with key 
points summarized in Table 1 (attached). 

1. The catchment is dominantly served by combined storm sewers. Although there are numerous storm
sewers they typically discharge to a Combined Trunk Sewer (CTS). For the study area the sewers are
either conveyed westerly by the St. Clair Combined Trunk Sewer (CTS) or the Hillary CTS, or are
conveyed southerly as part of the Core Interceptor catchment area.

2. There are some areas serviced by storm sewers discharging directly to Lavender Creek upstream of
Symes Road.

3. West of the Barrie GO Line the geology is representative of the Lake Iroquois shoreline with gravels
and sands west of the UP Rail Corridor and sands and silty sand between the rail corridors. East of the
Barrie GO Line soils range from sand silt till to clay silt till.

4. The section of Subcatchment 4 north of Rogers Road is served by storm and combined sewers. The
sanitary sewers drain to the Hillary CTS while the storm sewers drain to Black Creek near Weston Road.

5. Overland flow routes are not well defined or consistent. Often there are low lying areas served by
multiple combined sewer catchbasins with no overland flow path. Further, the Barrie GO Line acts as a
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barrier to Subcatchment 6. Bert Robinson Park at the downstream limit of Subcatchment 6 is 
illustrative of overland drainage. The overland drainage to the park is fairly substantial yet it is located 
in a bowl with no positive outlet other than through a few catchbasins or a pedestrian walkway. 

6. The sewer system and overland flow from most of Subcatchment 8
drains to the south away from Lavender Creek.

7. At Weston Road the 1.6 metre tunnel joins a 2.1 metre storm sewer
that is serving parts of Subcatchment 7 and other lands adjacent to
St. Clair Avenue. As illustrated in the adjacent photo, the 2.1 metre
sewer discharges at the upstream end of Lavender Creek west of
Weston Road.

Area 3 Study and the Fairbank-Silverthorn Storm Tunnel and Collection System 

The Municipal Class EA entitled Investigation of Chronic Basement Flooding – Study Area 3 (CH2MHill, 2011) 
identified 17 cluster areas where chronic and historical basement flooding had previously occurred or could 
potentially occur. To address the basement flooding the report recommended construction of a storm 
water trunk sewer, underground CSO storage tanks, and a network of collector storm sewers. As per City 
criteria, the 100-year storm was adopted as the level of protection, where feasible, against surface flooding 
from ponding on the street, in areas of the City experiencing chronic basement flooding where a proper 
major (overland flow) stormwater drainage system does not exist. 

Following through with the recommendations, in the fall of 2021 the City of Toronto initiated construction 
of the trunk storm tunnel and 17 km of storm sewers. The $184 million project known as the Fairbank-
Silverthorn Storm Tunnel and Collection System will permanently collect and direct storm runoff from close 
to half the Lavender Creek catchment area via tunnel to Black Creek. Figure 4 (attached) is a schematic of 
the tunnel and collection system). It is my understanding that the Area 3 Class EA does not explicitly 
quantify overland flow paths but the design criteria 
requires overland flow to be managed such that the 
flow depth on the roads does not exceed 0.3 metres 
during the 100-year event. Published information 
states that the tunnel is designed for the 100-year 
event plus a 25 percent allowance for climate change. 
As per the peak flows calculated by TRCA for Lavender 
Creek, an allowance of 25 percent above the 100-year 
peak flow is equivalent to the 350-year peak flow 
(125% of 76 m3/s = 95 m3/s). The adjacent graphic 
provides an overlay of the Fairbank-Silverthorne 
service area and the Lavender creek catchment area. 

It is interesting to note that comprehensive hydrologic and hydraulic 
modelling was undertaken as part of the Area 3 study. The adjacent clip 
from the Area 3 Study report illustrates existing overland flow depth for 
the 100-year event, where green indicates depths of less than 0.30 m and 
red indicates depths greater than 0.3 m. Although the depth of the 
flooding exceeds 0.3 m at the intersection of Keele Street and Lavender 
Road where the remnant section of Lavender Creek begins, none of the 
approach roads have a depth exceeding 0.3 m. Furthermore, it is the 
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drainage area upstream of this low point (black dashed line) that is being diverted via the Fairbank-
Silverthorn tunnel to Black Creek.  A review of the Area 3 model results may have been helpful in 
critiquing the flow calculations generated by the single catchment model. 

Potential flow to Lavender Creek from east of the UP Express Rail corridor is limited to the capacity of 
the 1.6/2.1 meter tunnel/sewer that discharges to Lavender Creek west of Weston Road, with no 
available overland path to convey additional flow.  

The TRCA hydrologic model did not account for the fact that the City of Toronto is constructing the 
$184 million Fairbank-Silverthorn Storm Tunnel that will divert most or all minor and major flows from 
approximately half of the Lavender Creek catchment area via tunnel directly to Black Creek at Weston 
Road for events equal to 125% of the 100-year event (equivalent to the 350-yr event). 

3.0  The Hydrologic Model including Calibration and Provincial Guidelines 

Fundamentally the disagreement with TRCA has to do with the hydrologic model used to generate flow rates. As 
noted on Page 1, TRCA is of the opinion that the single catchment model  is appropriate, whereas our main point 
has always been that a more comprehensive model is required to calculate the flow rates given how pivotal it is 
to the problem identification and the proposed solution.   

The following text elaborates on all of these points by presenting the TRCA model, debating its merits, and then 
presenting  an alternative approach to modelling Lavender Creek. 

3.1  TRCA Model 

In 2015 (updated in 2018) the Black Creek hydrologic model was completed as part of the Humber River 
Hydrology Study   https://trca.ca/app/uploads/2016/07/Humber-Hydrology-Update-Final-Report-v19.1.pdf . The 
model is typical of recent models developed in the GTA in that it was developed using Visual Otthymo, included 
catchments ranging from 50-600 ha, channel routing, and lumped modelling of storm water management 
facilities. Other than the storm water management facilities, the study report does not identify that any storage 
elements were included in the Black Creek model. Following calibration the flow rates were generated for 
design storms ranging from 2-350 years. The storm water management facilities were removed for the 
generation of the Regulatory (Hurricane Hazel) flows.  

Catchment 48.03 (580 ha), representing the Lavender Creek  catchment area was extracted from the model, 
with the flows generated by this single catchment used as the basis for concluding that the the Hilldale Road 
area adjacent to Lavender Creek has the highest flood risk within the Rockcliffe SPA with flooding risks to homes 
and infrastructure during a 2-year storm event, largely attributable to the undersized Symes Road crossing of 
Lavender Creek (Feasibility Study, Section 9.1).  No additional description of the hydrology or the catchment area 
was provided in the Feasibility Study or in information presented at the PICs. 

A single catchment model uses a simple calculation that considers a few basic parameters such as drainage area 
and land use. It assumes that the catchment is a flat plate with a slope towards the outlet, and assumes that all 
precipitation other than what is absorbed by vegetation and soil will flow directly to the outlet. The single 
catchment model does not consider the role of sewers, does not account for ponding in low areas, and does not 
account for permanent barriers (natural or constructed). In our opinion there are two cases where a single 
catchment model can be considered valid: a relatively modern urban area served by storm sewers where the 
streets grade to an outlet, or where the model has been calibrated using measured site-specific data. Neither of 
these two conditions apply to the Lavender Creek catchment.  
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As noted previously, TRCA is of the opinion that the single catchment model represents existing (do-nothing) 
conditions for the purposes of the Class EA1, was effectively calibrated as part of the Black Creek model2, and is 
“future proofed” to allow for potential future drainage improvements within the catchment area that would 
ultimately increase flow in Lavender Creek3. 

The model cannot be calibrated to existing conditions yet also represent a future-proofed future. It has to be 
one or the other. Certainly one could develop and calibrate a model to existing conditions and then modify it for 
future conditions; however separate existing and future conditions models were not developed in this case.  

As a single catchment model there is no mechanism to account for the role of sewers, the undulating terrain, 
internal storage, or overland flow restrictions.  In effect the single catchment model represents a future scenario 
where the combined sewers are separated and a variety of measures are placed to convey flows up to the 350-
year event to a common outlet at Lavender Creek. As such the model does not represent existing conditions and 
is not calibrated. It also means that as currently modelled all runoff generated in the area served by the 
Fairbank-Silverthorn Tunnel is assumed to outlet to Lavender Creek. 

The single catchment model effectively represents a future scenario where the combined sewers 
are separated and a variety of measures are placed to convey flows up to the 350-year event to a 
common outlet at Lavender Creek. As such the model does not represent existing conditions nor a 
future scenario that is under consideration by the City of Toronto. 

As currently structured the model assumes that all runoff generated in the area served by the 
Fairbank-Silverthorn Tunnel will outlet to Lavender Creek. 

3.2  TRCA Model Calibration 

The Black Creek model includes approximately 35 catchments (see page 7 for comments on how 
catchments are modelled) along with interlinking channels. The model does not explicitly include 
catchment characteristics such as the impact of sewer, storage behind road/rail embankments or the effect 
of undulating terrain on conveyance and storage. It is through calibrating to historical storms that the 
model effectively incorporates the role of the catchment characteristics even though these elements are 
not explicitly modelled.  However, it also means that since storage elements have not been explicitly 
modelled they cannot later be removed from the model to generate the peak flows that would occur if 
characteristics such as storage behind embankments were to be discounted. This approach to modelling 
and calibration is common practice across much of the GTA.  Some models do include key embankment 

1 Feasibility Study (2020): “modelling predicts that the Hilldale Road area adjacent to Lavender Creek has the highest flood risk within the Rockcliffe SPA 
with flooding risks to homes and infrastructure during a 2-year storm event, largely attributable to the undersized Symes Road crossing of Lavender Creek”
2 TRCA letter of June 23 2022 – “The current Humber River hydrologic model has been calibrated, including the use of data from a flow gauge located on
Black Creek near the outlet of Lavender Creek. Calibration efforts within the Humber River and Black Creek catchments influenced the modelling of the 
Lavender Creek hydrology as well. This is in keeping with standard modelling practices where calibration and validation do not occur for every catchment in 
the model.” 
3 TRCA letter of June 23 2022 – “The Weston Road culvert could be enlarged in the future which would increase flows into Lavender Creek. The culvert 
itself may fail during a storm event. The upstream minor system may change which could direct more flow into Lavender Creek. Climate change is also 
expected to increase flood flows which provides further justification to use conservative flows. As watershed managers, TRCA aims to remove riverine 
flood risk permanently, not only for current residents but for future generations as well. Additionally, the current City’s approach is to build future-proofed 
infrastructure that will not require replacement if there are changes made upstream. Even though the hardened channel will be designed to last 75+ years, the 
underlying solution needs to be future proof for decades beyond that”; the proposed Lavender Creek channel design is sized to convey existing and future 
flows using provincial flood hazard guidelines.  
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storage elements so that they can be removed to generate regulatory flows, but this is not the case for the 
Humber/Black model.  

Excluding the storage from the model setup also has some bearing on any assumption that the model is 
calibrated at intermediate points in the watershed. The calibration methodology effectively assumes that 
storage and other watershed characteristics are distributed evenly across the watershed. This approach can 
work reasonably well if all catchments in the model are similar. However, catchments that exhibit very 
different characteristics cannot be assumed to be calibrated as the model never incorporated their unique 
features. A case in point is the Lavender Creek catchment. It is one of a minority of catchments that, due to 
the era when it was developed, does not exhibit a minor/major drainage system. At the same time, rather 
than storm sewers outleting to the creek, it is predominately drained by combined sewers that drain away 
from the creek.  

This all means that the Black Creek flows used in the Rockcliffe Class EA are based on a calibrated multi-
catchment model,  whereas Lavender Creek flows are based on a single catchment uncalibrated model. 
Calibration of the Lavender catchment can only be done with flows measured in Lavender Creek. 

Although the Black Creek hydrologic model is calibrated to a gauge near its outfall, this does not 
infer that Lavender Creek is calibrated, particularly since the characteristics of the Lavender Creek 
catchment are quite different from the majority of the Black Creek watershed. 

3.3  Residents’ Petition and Flood Observations 

Until recently the residents of Hilldale Road and Symes Road  were not aware of the proposed rock/concrete 
channel, primarily because public notification that was circulated did not mention Lavender Creek in the text or 
illustrate it on the map. Once the residents became aware that Lavender Creek was part of the project the 
majority signed and submitted a petition to Councilor Nunziata, Mayor Tory and the EA Project Team. The 
petition, dated June 24, 2022, stated their objection to the proposed works and that the trade-off between an 
assumed flood risk and loss of a key amenity is not acceptable.  

The petition also provides a summary of the residents’ experience with flooding over the past 40 years. In 
contrast to the premise of flooding occurring every two years, none of the residents identified Lavender Creek at 
Symes Road as a sources of flooding. However, Black Creek and sewer backup were consistently identified as the 
source of flooding.  

The Feasibility Study specifically illustrated that this flooding would pass through properties from front to back 
so it is unlikely that they would have missed this each and every time it occurred over the past 40 years.  The 
Residents’ comments and the Petition itself were dismissed and not pursued any further. 

3.4  Provincial Guidelines 

Correspondence from TRCA, developed as part of the public consultation process and part of the Class EA’s 
documentation, emphasizes the importance of the Provincial Guide, and commonly states that the single 
catchment model including exclusion of the sewers and undulating terrain adheres to the Guide. I believe that this 
warrants further discussion. 
In 2002 the Province of Ontario published their Technical Guide: River and Stream Systems: Flooding Hazard Limit. 
The document updates the 1986 Flood Plain Management in Ontario Technical Guidelines. In 2017 TRCA published 
Technical Guidelines for Flood Hazard Mapping (EWRG, 2017) which provides an update to much of the 
information presented in the provincial guide. The Preface to the 2002 Provincial Guide states the following: 
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This document describes, in general terms, an important component of watershed management; it 
presents the hydrologic and hydraulic work needed to conduct flood plain analyses. It is not intended to 
be a list of mandatory instructions on technical methodologies to be rigidly applied in all 
circumstances, rather, it serves to assist technical staff experienced in water resources in the selection 
of the most appropriate computational method and flexible implementation measures, provided the 
decisions made are consistent with the latest Provincial Policy Statement. The Guide cannot replace 
good engineering and environmental judgement in adopting the most appropriate procedures required 
to achieve the amount of detail and effort involved, and in determining the practical degree of accuracy 
achievable when adopting a flood related study program.  

As the name suggest, the Provincial Guide provides guidance in the development of flood hazard limits.  Although 
there are a number of explicit standards within the document, it is predominantly for guidance purposes. Further 
it was written to support the Provincial Policy Statement and the mapping of flood hazard lands where the intent 
is to identify flood prone lands that should either not be developed (one zone) or should be developed with 
restrictions (two zone or special policy areas). It was not written as a guide to address urban flood remediation 
although much of the technical information provided therein is helpful from the perspective of consistency. 
As a guide there is no way that it was intended to be interpreted in a way that would create excessively large flows 
that do not reflect either today’s or tomorrow’s reality. 
Key statements of relevance include the following: 

1. Part B, Section 4.2 – Downstream of the culvert or bridge, the natural flood line should be used for
delineating the flood hazard, making no allowance for temporary upstream ponding.
It is worth noting how this particular statement is used in hydrologic modelling and in flood hazard
mapping, both in the TRCA jurisdiction and across the Province. Firstly, rarely do hydrologic models
include embankment storage as part of the model4, yet through calibration the effect of this storage is
built into the model. As noted previously, this means that there is no practical method of removing the
storage from the calibrated model for the purposes of hazard mapping.
This raises the question whether the Black Creek model adheres to the Provincial Guidelines since they
specifically refer to the removal of storage behind embankments. I would say they have been adhered to
when viewed in context of the Guide as a whole, including the section on calibration and the final
paragraph of the Preface noted above.

2. PART B, Section 4.6 - Stormwater management facilities may not be used to provide any reduction in
flood flows
This is commonly adhered to.

3. PART C, Section 3.2 - Any model applied to a particular watershed should take into account the factors
which have a major influence on the runoff characteristics. It should have the capacity to adequately
describe the main physiographic aspects of the watershed as well as the effects of channel and lake
storage and groundwater influence. Furthermore, the model should have the ability to incorporate
those types of artificial regulation that may exist in the basin under study.
The guidelines are silent on the modelling  of sewers. Many, but not all, watershed models build in the
role of sewers including accounting for cases where runoff is diverted from one watershed to another.

4. PART C, Section 3.2 – It is not adequate for the purpose of the flood risk mapping program to blindly
apply any model in a watershed without adequately testing for both calibration and verification of the
model parameters.
This section is imply emphasizing the importance of validation and verification.

4 Among others models for the following TRCA watercourses do not discretely model embankment storage: Etobicoke Creek, Humber 
River and the Black Creek. 
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My point here is that the Provincial Guide is an important tool, but it does not justify the model that has been 
used to quantify Lavender Creek flood risk nor the proposed concrete channel. 

The Provincial Guide is an important tool, but it does not justify the model that has been used to quantify 
Lavender Creek flood risk nor the proposed concrete channel. 

3.5  Proposed Modelling Approach 

At the outset I would like to share an axiom that I use as a guide.  The axiom states that the only mistake that a 
hydrologist can make is to not use all of the available information. This is another way of saying that hydrology 
carries a great deal of uncertainty but also a great deal of responsibility, so we must be as diligent as we can be. 

Defining flood risk and mitigating that risk requires an estimate of peak flows for a range of return periods.  Over 
estimating peak flow will result in over stating risk and implementing measures that are not necessary. Under 
estimating peak flow will result in under stating risk and not fully mitigating that risk. 

Hence, using all available data is fundamental to making sound recommendations that are in the best interest of 
the affected community. We may never know for certain that our calculations are correct, but, hopefully we can 
at least be satisfied that we have used all of the available information and have equaled or exceeded current 
engineering standards.  

Following from the above it is incumbent upon the study team to generate a model that reflects existing 
conditions as accurately as is practical, and that the model is calibrated (or at least validated) using measured 
streamflow and precipitation from the subject watercourse. It is understood by all that models are inherently 
inaccurate, but this only accentuates why an effort must be made to narrow this uncertainty. 

A key point is that it is the best estimate of existing flow conditions that forms the “Do Nothing” alternative in a 
Class EA. All alternatives must be compared to what exists today. The only exception would be that any 
upstream works that are under construction or are committed for construction should be part of the “Do 
Nothing” alternative. A case in point is the Fairbank-Silverthorn Storm Tunnel and Collection System which is 
currently under construction.  

As an existing condition model in a complex urban setting it absolutely must account for the role of the 
combined sewers, the storms sewers, the undulating terrain, the capacity of the tunnel under the UP Express rail 
corridor, and the fact that there is no overland flow path to Lavender Creek. Certainly as part of the 
identification and evaluation of Lavender Creek alternatives it would be prudent to consider alternatives that 
would incorporate  upstream works(including the Fairbank-Silverthorne tunnel currently under construction) 
and/or disregard upstream storage constraints. 

Any model used as the basis for a project of this magnitude must reflect existing conditions, be as 
comprehensive  as is practical, and be calibrated or validated. 

There is no reason why the concrete channel would be constructed now in anticipation of future works that 
as of yet have not been contemplated, particularly given do nothing now does not in any way preclude 
future works should they be deemed necessary. 
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Table 1: Sub-Catchment Area Characteristics 

Subcatchment Sewer Type Overland Drainage 
Description No. Area 

(ha) 
1 7 Combined sewers. 

Short Storm sewer sections to 
Lavender Creek 

• Directed to Lavender Creek downstream of Symes
Rd.

2 39 Combined sewers. 
Eastern section served by storm sewer 
draining to Lavender Creek 

• Undulating terrain with limited overland flow paths.
• Partially directed to Lavender Ck. downstream of

Symes Rd.
3 39 Storm sewer draining to Lavender 

Creek 
• Mostly directed to Lavender Ck.

4 105 Predominately combined sewers 
draining to Hillary CTS. 
Storm sewer system north of Rogers 
Road draining to Black Creek. Local 
storm sewer to remnant of Lavender 
creek. 

• Undulating terrain with limited overland flow paths.
• Barrier at Up Express with 1600 mm culvert

discharging to Lavender Creek west of Weston Rd.

5 45 Predominately combined sewers 
draining to Hillary CTS. 

• Overland westerly along Rogers Road to Catchment
No. 4 

6 164 Predominately combined sewers 
draining to Hillary CTS. 

• Undulating terrain with limited overland flow paths.
• Barrier at Barrie Go Line with no overland flow

route to west
7 64 Combined sewers. 

Storm sewers draining to 2100 mm 
storm draining to Lavender Ck. 

• Undulating terrain with overland flow directed
southerly across St. Clair Avenue or northwesterly 
to Catchment No. 4.

8 112 Western limit may drain to storm 
sewer noted in (7), but majority served 
by sewers draining to the south away 
from Lavender Creek 

• Undulating terrain with limited overland flow paths.
• Overland flow generally directed southerly, with

Barrie Go Line serving as barrier to flow to the west.
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Figure 2: Lavender Creek Catchment Areas 
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Figure 3: Lavender Creek Combined Sewer Catchment Areas 
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Figure 4: Fairbank-Silverthorn Tunnel and Collection System 
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From:
To: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Gravel in Black Creek
Date: October 4, 2022 3:50:12 PM

Hello,

The gravel in Black Creek has substantially grown from Jane to Scarlett Road. In some areas it
fills where the creek naturally flows. I have attached a photo for you.
Last year I spoke with 2 TRCA students who were measuring the amount of gravel and it was
too much then. Now there is much more and we are concerned with flooding. Would you
please arrange for it to be removed?
Thank you,

We removed 20 bags of litter from the park and the majority was from the banks of Black
Creek. Nobody around here has seen the TRCA clean up the creek in a very long time, yet
long time residents remember when it was done frequently. Why has it stopped? 

Oct 4, 2022 no attachments  (1 of 1)



From: Matt Derro
To:
Cc: RockCliffeEA
Subject: Gravel in Black Creek between Jane and Scarlett
Date: October 13, 2022 4:17:37 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Hi 
Thank you for reaching out to TRCA regarding the gravel that has deposited in Black Creek, between
Jane St and Scarlett Rd. TRCA are currently assessing the condition of the low flow channel and
determining whether it presents a flooding risk. Low flow channels within concrete flood control
channels are generally designed to be self-cleaning, so it would be expected that high flows would
scour this material.

TRCA staff from Flood Infrastructure and Hydrometrics visited the site for an annual inspection the
week of October 3. It should also be noted that TRCA staff from the Erosion Risk Management have
visited this site for an annual inspection earlier this year. TRCA staff will continue to monitor the
situation and take corrective actions should it be determined that there is increased risk of flooding.

Thanks,

Matt Derro
Acting Senior Manager, Flood Infrastructure and Hydrometrics
Engineering Services | Development and Engineering Services

T: (437) 488-8947
E: matt.derro@trca.ca
A: 101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON, L4K 5R6 | trca.ca

Reply to Oct 4, 2022 from Rockcliffe EA  
on Oct 13, 2022 no attachments  
(1 of 1)

mailto:Matt.Derro@trca.ca
tel:(437)%20488-8947
mailto:matt.derro@trca.ca
https://www.google.com/maps/search/?api=1&query=101%20Exchange%20Avenue,%20Vaughan,%20ON,%20L4K%205R6
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