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abst ract.
 For over a century, Toronto’s Port 

Lands District was home to an industrial 

harbour, created strictly to become a major 

port for Toronto, servicing the worldwide 

demands of steel, iron, and munitions 

within the twentieth century. After decades 

of industrial occupation, the Port Lands 

District experienced a significant vacancy, 

disintegrating into obscurity following the 

deindustrialization of the area.

 In the emergence of the creative 

industry, the city of Toronto appoints 

a new identity to the Port Lands. The 

acquisition of nearly 30-acres of land by 

the Pinewood Group forming Pinewood 
Toronto Studios brings new life into 

the empty district. This new tenant 

catalyzies the initiative to develop a Film 
Studio District; a mixed-use community 

designed to be the origin of a new creative 

industry for Toronto. These efforts aim to 

cement Toronto as a major player in the 

entertainment and digital media and arts 

industry within North America and the rest 

of the world. 

 The practicum explores the dynamic 

shift of the Port Lands from a defunct 

industrial landscape to a revitalized 

landscape for the emergence of the creative 

industry involving digital media and film 

production. The practicum explores the 

affectiveness of landscape architecture 

infused with the cognitive theory of flow, 

which can be used as a strategic proponent 

in creating an advantageous Film Studio 
District. The practicum catalyzes landscape 

architectural practice and cognitive theory 

together to create a flowscape, a new 

strategic form of landscape architecture that 

is designed specifically for the generations 

that will work and produce for the emerging 

creative industries. Flowscape: The Affective 
Landscape for Toronto’s Film Studio District 

tells the story about the transformation of 

the Port Lands from the post-industrial to 

the Film Studio District.
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Skyfall
Director: Sam Mendes
Producers: Michael G. Wilson & Barbara Broccoli
Image Courtesy of Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer and Columbia Pictures
SKYFALL © Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer and Columbia Pictures. All Rights Reserved

Figure 2.
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graduation ceremony. He says, “...so many of 

us choose our path out of fear disguised as 

practicality.” This quote resonated with me. 

I thought about it for many sleepless nights 

as I near my completion for my master’s 

degree. 

 Now, in the present moment, I am 

sitting here and writing this introduction 

(or much rather, a letter). I am sure you 

must think I am going to write about the 

regret of not pursuing my dream of being a 

filmmaker, but it is not the case. As strange 

as life itself is, it twists and turns and now, 

I can see the bigger picture.

 I can honestly say that I probably 

would have never become the filmmaker I 

wanted to be had I pursued it directly after 

high school. To make the long story short, 

I truthfully believe that going through my 

undergraduate and graduate education 

in the field of landscape architecture 

made me a greater storyteller. In essence, 

my education in landscape architecture 

taught me valuable things that transpire 

across everything I do in life. I learned 

how to trust my creativity, learned how to 

communicate my ideas, learned teamwork, 

learned communication, learned creativity, 

learned the determination and the work 

ethic to accomplish things. I met so many 

 As far as I could remember, I always 

wanted to be a filmmaker. In my childhood, 

I remember my father bringing home boxes 

of old VHS tapes as he regularly asked for 

them from his clients when he began as 

a real estate agent. His clients often held 

businesses that dealt with VHS rental and 

were regularly replacing their collection. 

Thus, these films came into my possession 

and essentially, film became my babysitter. 

One of my earliest memories is watching 

1954 Godzilla rampage across Toyko 

and right after, the gruesome horror of 

Hellraiser. In the end, it is easy to see what I 

wanted to become. I was obsessed with it. I 

wanted to become a filmmaker. 

 Flash forward into my graduating 

year of high school, and I am left with a 

dilemma. Pursue my childhood dream or 

pursue a ‘practical education.’ That was 

a crossroad I had at that point in my life 

which I only now realize in hindsight. I 

often wondered to myself, where would 

I be had I chosen the route to becoming 

a filmmaker. Now flash forward to the 

present moment, and I am nearing the 

completion of my Master’s Degree for 

Landscape Architecture. However, this time 

I feel like I am at a crossroads yet again. 

There is a quote by Jim Carrey, one of my 

all time favorite actors, during a speech at a 

chapter one...an obsession
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amazing people during my time here that 

helped me grow as a person, not only in an 

artistic sense but also as an individual and 

as a professional.  In the end, some things 

deserve to be taken slowly, and not always 

the on the straight path. 

 So, back to the crossroads, I find 

myself here once again, on the verge of 

graduation. I do not regret the path I had 

chosen as I truly believe it makes me a better 

filmmaker. I also do not regret learning 

about landscape architecture. It taught me 

about the world, it taught me about others, 

and most importantly, it taught me about 

myself. I am a greater storyteller because of 

landscape architecture. 

 So this is it, this is my story for film 

and landscape architecture. This is the story 

about Flowscape: The Affective Landscape 
for Pinewood Studios Toronto.

Thank you for your time.

Truthf ully Yours,
Vincent Tang
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The Iron Giant
Director: Brad Bird

Producers: Allison Abbate & Des McAnuff
Warner Bros. Feature Animation

 Image Courtesy of Warner Bros. Pictures
IRON GIANT © Warner Bros. Entertainment Inc. All rights Reserved.

You 
are 
who 
you 

choose 
to 
be

-Hogarth 
Hughes

Figure 3.
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Thomas Edison’s 
"The Black Maria !"
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Thomas Edison’s 
"The Black Maria !"

America’s First 
Film Studio

The Black Maria
Library of Congress: American Memory Collection

Taken by Anonymous sometime in 1892

Figure 4.
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chapter two...

The Film Indust ry

 Optical illusions and visual trickery 

have existed for thousands of years as 

tools for storytelling (Dirks, 2015). As 

optical phenomena were used to tantalize 

imaginations and stir curiosity, a series of 

individual still pictures spun into motion 

creating the illusion of movement sparked 

a new medium of storytelling (Dirks, 

2015). This illusion of movement was first 

described by British physician Peter Mark 

Roget in 1824, through the development of 

the Thaumatrope, a device that featured a 

disk with a picture on each side attached 

to two pieces of string (Dirks, 2015). When 

the strings are twirled quickly between the 

fingers, the two images appear to blend into 

one another (Dirks, 2015). This illusion of 

movement, a concept termed the persistence 

of vision became the first step in the 

development of cinema (Dirks, 2015). Many 

inventors, scientists, and manufacturers 

played with the idea of the moving image 

and the period between the 1830s to the 

1900s ultimately “...[laid] the groundwork for 

the development of motion picture cameras, 

projectors, and transparent celluloid” (Dirks, 

2015). Building on the work of previous 

cinematic inventors (Muybridge, Marey, 

Le Prince, etc.), famed American inventor 

Thomas Edison and his assistant William 

Kennedy Laurie Dickson, constructed The 
Black Maria. It is essentially a film studio 

which featured “...a black, tar-paper covered 

building with a retractable or hinged, flip-

up roof to allow sunlight in, and built with 

a turntable to orient itself throughout the 

day to follow the natural sunlight” (Dirks, 

2015). The Black Maria would become the 

origin point for some of the first cinematic 

experiences ever created for the sole purpose 

of public exhibition. It is widely regarded as 

America’s first film studio (Dirks, 2015).

    A studio is often identified as a workshop 

for artists. It can be the working space for 

painters or photographers, or a rehearsal 

space for dancers and actors (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, pp. xi, 2005). A film studio 

is inherently different. For film, the studio 

“... means all physical infrastructure 

used for the production of feature films 

and television programs on a site...and 

a soundstage is referred to as a building 

for cinematographic, sound, or music 

The Thaumatrope
Experiments in Motion
Taken by Anonymous sometime in 1824

Figure 5.
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recording” (Goldsmith and O’Regan, pp. xi, 

2005). These stages are often constructed 

with specific designs details that render 

them ideal for production such as high 

ceilings, insulated walls, lighting grids, and 

additional power considerations (Browne, 

1992; cited in Goldsmith and O’Regan, pp. 

xi, 2005). A studio can also be known as a 

studio complex which features an extensive 

collection of sound stages and other 

pertinent physical infrastructure that is used 

and covers all aspects of film and television 

production. However, the word studio has 

taken a life of its own, as it is widely used to 

refer to simply a commercial film production 

company rather than a conglomerate 

of film-related facilities (Chow, 2012; 

Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. xi,). Some 

notable studios around the world do not 

even own and occupy a studio or physical 

site for production (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

pp. xi, 2005). Thus, a studio is generally 

“...all the buildings on a film or television 

company’s site, whatever their function”  

(Focal Encyclopedia of Film and Television 

Technique, 1969; Chow, 2012; Grabher 2002; 

cited in Goldsmith and O’Regan, pp. xi, 

2005).

 

"The competition is 
Two-fold !"

“...studios and places are now 
competing against each other 
on the basis of their ability 
to provide a range of generic 
skills, services, and expertise to 
individual films, augmented by 
what are claimed to be unique 
or compelling local advantages 
- the availability of state-of-
the-art studio inf rast ructure, 
particular creative individuals 
or firms, and the proximity to 
specific locations.”

- Ben Goldsmith  and  Tom O’Regan
- The Film Studio: Film Production 

in the Global Economy, 2005
- Rowman & Littlefield Inc.
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 There is a growing contemporary 

enthusiasm within the film industry for 

studio expansion across all parts of the 

world. In the advent of enhanced mobility 

and technological advancement (leading 

to globalization and increased flexibility of 

audiovisual production), studios compete 

and seek advantage in the ever-growing 

and dominant world of the international 
market (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, 

p. xii). The international market regards 

studios’ situating their film and television 

productions in other places around the 

globe to circumnavigate the financial 

burdens of producing in their territory. 

By allowing other locations around the 

world to host the production, studios can 

take advantage of a multitude of factors, 

including saving costs for audiovisual labor 

and tax incentives. Places that become host 

to such productions offer these incentives in 

order to reap the benefits of positive residual 

effects on their local economy (United 

Nations, 2011, p. 190). To capitalize on this 

marketplace, producers foster plans to “...

build, renovate, or redevelop large-scale 

studios capable of hosting high-budget, 

English-language feature films” (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. xii). Places around the 

world have answered the call from studios 

aiming to also capitalize on the promise of 

international production. Many cities, such 

as Toronto, Vancouver, Florida, Melbourne, 

etc., have developed local enthusiasm and 

competitiveness for the development of 

infrastructure necessary to service and 

possess the capability for international 

film productions (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. xii). They are recognizing the 

inherent advantages of an international 

production coming to their shores ranging 

from building local capacity and skills, 

making significant contributions to the 

local economy, and raising the profile and 

image of a place (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. xii). Thus, there is a push and pull 
dynamic behind the international market of 

film and television production. The act of 

building an extensive network of film and 

television production infrastructure - the 

film studio - illuminates the push dynamic 

of places around the world competing 

to anchor and establish a foothold in the 

competitive market of the international 

production (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, 

p. xiii). On the other hand, the pull dynamic 

involves drawing international productions 

to particular places, making visible the 

importance and ongoing role of place, local 

intermediaries, and physical infrastructure 

in the global dispersal of emerging film 

studios (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

xiii).

 

The International Market
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The Global Reach
     As the world experiences the 

changes brought forth by the emergence 

of the digital age (specifically in 

telecommunications and personal travel), 

contemporary feature film production 

was gifted the ability of hyper-mobility, 

sparking “...[the] global explosion of 

interest in building and renovating 

production infrastructure to service and 

anchor [international] production to 

place” (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

1).  Responding to the circumstances and 

being proactive in securing blockbuster 

productions, cities around the world 

compete to host - what director Sir David 

Lean describes as the ‘last of the great 

traveling circuses’ (Chow, 2012; Parker, 2004; 

cited in Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

1). Ben Goldsmith and Tom O’Regan (2005) 

reiterate this beautiful metaphor in their 

book, The Film Studio: Film Production in 
the Global Economy by stating, “...alluding 

to the illusion and wonder of film, to the 

size and hyper-reality of its production, and 

also to the nomadism of its practitioners 

decamping from place to place in hopes of 

drawing a crowd” (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 1). Typically, producers from film 

studios scour the globe to find the essential 

infrastructure necessary to ‘sustain the 

circus’ (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 2). 

They look for places that provide a variety of 

natural, found, and purpose-built locations, 

 "last of the great 
t raveling circuses !"

This is a beautif ully pregnant 
metaphor, alluding to the 

illusion and wonder of film, to 
the range and hyperreality of 
its production, and also to the 
nomadism of its practitioners 

decamping f rom place to place in 
the hopes of d rawing a crowd.

- Ben Goldsmith  and  Tom O’Regan
- The Film Studio: Film Production 

in the Global Economy, 2005
- Rowman & Littlefield Inc.
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this occurring in other global locations 

highlights another positive residual effect 

international film productions have on host 

cities/places. Certain infrastructure that 

eventually becomes permanent is usually 

very specially designed to achieve specific 

design interests (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 3). Thus, international blockbuster 

productions can help create and generate 

infrastructure to be reused for other 

productions in the future. This potential 

further attracts other possible productions 

to places ultimately aiding in the location 

interest as these sites differentiate 

themselves by providing specialized 

infrastructure (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 3).

 Unsurprisingly, the sheer cost 

of developing these spaces has also led 

producers to seek financial partners to 

help build and maintain such elaborate 

infrastructure (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 3). On the other hand, the one-off 
production, which constitutes utilizing only 

the temporary infrastructure and flies in all 

or most of the cast and crew to a place is a 

particular kind of major event for a location 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 3). One-

off productions contribute to the location 

interest through local investment as they 

more heavily rely on a range of ancillary 

services from the host region such as hotels, 

transport, casual short-term labor, and local 

extras (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 3). 

as well as providing the necessary entities 

able to support and supply the logistics, scale, 

complexity, and impact of these productions 

on the places they are shot (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, pp. 2). 

 Blockbuster (high-budget) productions 

are driven by the nomadic producer 

who employs a short-term project-based 

thinking, or in other words, a design interest 
approach when choosing sites for production 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 2). On 

the other hand of the spectrum, places that 

aim to establish themselves as players in the 

international production marketplace are 

driven by the location interest. By employing 

long-term location-based thinking, the 

primary concern of infrastructure provision is 

aimed “...towards [maintaining] a permanent 

production presence in a particular location...

the two interests converge when extensive 

infrastructure is created to serve the needs 

of particular [productions]”(Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 2). In many cases, purpose-

built infrastructure is often created for a 

singular purpose for a specific production and 

is usually destined to be dismantled at the 

end of production (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 2). However, within these cases, 

the infrastructure can sometimes become a 

permanent fixture. An example of this case 

are the enormous water tanks famously 

created by Fox Baja Studios for the production 

of James Cameron’s Titanic (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 2). Instances of 
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However, a local investment may still be 

greater with the inclusion of permanent 

infrastructure as “...producers seek a variety 

of incentives and local contributions to 

share and minimize the risks and costs in 

return for choosing a particular location” 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 3). 

Alternatively, the location interest is more of 

a validating point in the prospect of getting 

international high-budget blockbuster 

productions to occupy particular localities 

regularly. One-off productions leave 

infrastructure as a local issue after the 

conclusion of production as well as not 

provide advantageous opportunities to 

expand infrastructure (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 3). Thus, the game 

between the two interests is highlighted by 

Goldsmith and O’Regan (2005) as,

 “...the aim is to be competitive enough to 
attract the “traveling circus” of international 
producers and production to that location, 
and to obtain as big a return as possible 
in the way of the employment of locally 
situated film services, companies, local cast 
and crew, facilities, and a wide range of 
ancillary services. Governments at national 
and subnational levels are inevitably 
required to provide assistance in order 
to gain a local advantage in what is an 
increasingly competitive marketplace” 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 3).

As physical infrastructure is critically 

linked to the production of the modern 

blockbuster, it is also critically linked 

to a location’s chances at hosting these 

productions on a regular basis. Thus, both 

public and private sector agents help finance 

 "The Hollywood 
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the construction and renovation of film 

infrastructure. (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 4).  

 While major film studios (the 

Hollywood Majors, etc.) retain an interest 

in the facilities they helped create, the job 

of promoting these facilities and ensuring 

their usage on a regular basis falls onto 

individuals working within the location 

interest (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, 

p. 4). Specifically “...local partners such as 

film commissions and other government 

agencies, and consortia of production 

service companies working collaboratively 

to win work...[this collective effort] 

typically involves subnational and regional 

governments and organizations” (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 4). Furthermore, 

the local interest in marketing the range 

of infrastructure and services in a location 

responds to not only providing production 

infrastructure but by, “... strengthening 

and coordinating the clustering of film-

related companies and qualified personnel 

in preproduction, production, and post-

production services” (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 4). This marketable factor 

is also accompanied by parallel government 

and corporate attention with the aims to 

‘unlock’ locations, making natural and 

built environments available on favorable 

terms for producers (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 4). It also helps establish 

and build liaison networks to facilitate the 

‘traveling circus’ and to ensure repeated 

performances (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 4). Through the investment of 

physical production infrastructure in 

tandem with government agencies and 

regional organizations, the place/location 

interest can establish liaison networks for 

producers who can rely on assistance and 

make them feel at ease in regards to having 

networks available to them (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 4). These networks 

help producers in securing “... permits for 

location shooting, organizing work permits 

for personnel coming from overseas, and 

providing local expertise particularly in 

location management to scout locations and 

coordinate with local owners, authorities, 

and film service providers” (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 4). Through this complex 

establishment of physical infrastructure 

and liaison networks, international 

producers can rest assured that there are no 

unexpected risks that can significantly add 

to the cost of production and consequently 

jeopardize future production in a place 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 4). 

 The vast majority of international 

high-budget blockbuster film productions 

come from Hollywood, California, home 

of the Hollywood Majors - Twentieth 

Century Fox, Warner Bros., Sony Pictures 

Entertainment, Universal Studios, the 

The Great Push
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 "Photography is t ruth.
 Cinema is t ruth twenty,four times 

per second."
-  Jean-Luc Godard

Beckett on the set of his movie “Film,” 1964.
Photograph by Steve Schapiro

Image Courtesy of The New Yorker.

Figure 6.
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Walt Disney Company, Metro-Goldwyn-

Mayer(MYM), and Dreamworks SKG 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. xi). These 

seven film studios collectively command 80 

– 85% of US & Canadian box office revenue 

and actively command and control the vast 

majority of production and distribution 

of film and television content worldwide 

(Mukundan, 2016). To facilitate international 

blockbuster productions to particular 

territories, it has become recognized that 

low-cost labor, tax incentives, or unique 

cinematic opportunities are no longer 

enough. The price of attracting blockbusters 

now typically includes “...studio complexes 

[that are] equipped with Hollywood standard 

purpose-built filmmaking facilities alongside 

built and natural environments” (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 5). Purpose-built 

infrastructure has been recognized around 

the world as “...entrepreneurs, governments 

at various levels, and film service companies 

seek to provide the total package 

increasingly demanded for blockbuster 

production...this has, in turn, increased the 

competition for work while simultaneously 

reinforcing the international market for 

production” (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 5). It is the great push to develop 

these studio complexes which reflect the 

geographical dispersal of Hollywood and 

international production in aims to deliver 

quality blockbuster projects (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 5). However, this great 

push for studio construction is more tied 

up with the intense competition against 

the ever-expanding geography of studio 

complexes. Natural and built environments 

that are made available through association 

with studio complexes (via proximity) 

and the recognition that international 

productions are increasingly dependent on 

taking place where these studios are located 

all contribute to the great push (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 5). Ultimately, the 

great push to be one of the premier sites 

outside Los Angeles and Hollywood for 

the production of international film and 

television explains “...why places with 

established film production and service 

infrastructure such as Toronto have become 

so interested in developing large-scale, state-

of-the-art studio complexes to complement 

the many sound stages, facilities, and 

services already available in [the] city” 

(Chow, 2012; Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, 

p. 5).

 Intense competition also signifies the 

increased attention in location marketing 

to non-film related services such as hotels, 

restaurants, and cultural and recreational 

amenities to persuade a production to one 

location rather than another (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 6). All of this evidence 

points to a shift in perspective in regards to 

how international film producers choose 

their destinations for their productions. 

A higher emphasis on location interest 

reinforces that producers seek  “...extensive 
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and complete packages of facilities, services, 

and natural and built environments rather 

than simply...studio-based production 

[infrastructure]” (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 6). Furthermore, the one-off 

production practice has become increasingly 

phased out due to purpose-built studios 

appearing more frequently across many 

different geographic locations, adding 

to the fact that the once dominant 

production system in Hollywood in the 

mid-1950s has changed (Staiger, 1985, p. 

330). However, “...Los Angeles [continues 

to be] the preeminent site for production 

and the ‘command and control’ center of 

the international film industry [due to fact] 

that...securing Hollywood productions for 

Los Angeles and California more generally 

has become a priority of private consortia, 

labor, city and state governments alike, just 

like any other place in world vying for [the 

traveling circus]” (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 7).

 The film studio is ultimately a 

location “...to be managed, shaped, and 

bent towards [a] film’s art direction and 

vision” (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

7). As technological advancements in digital 

rendering and special effects not only “...

blur the lines between reality, artificiality, 

superficiality, and verisimilitude [in 

cinema], ...at the same time, digitization 

blurs the distinction between purpose-

built [infrastructure] and existing natural 

and built environments” (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 7). This change in 

cinematic production is correlated to the 

contemporary conjunction of studio and 

location as “...it cuts across two traditions 

of cinema, one as a medium of illusion 

and artifice and the other as a medium of 

verisimilitude and realism” (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 7). This tradition regards 

the distinction and collaboration between 

the created world of the studio set to the 

‘authentic’ background and locale of the 

natural and built location. The difference 

between the two played a role in the 

ideological change that governed how film 

creation was fundamentally altered when 

“...Hollywood producers and production 

[moved] away from [strictly] studio-based 

production and towards shooting on 

location” (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, 

p. 7). It is here that the location became 

everything. Producers acknowledged 

audiences’ growing conscious of recognizing 

films produced in a studio-based system, 

in which manufactured sets began to dull 

and erode the power of illusion in cinema. 

A drive for realism or much rather integrity 

became something producers, and audiences 

sought together. The location came to be 

of great importance as shooting on actual 

sites that took place in the storyline of the 

film rendered more faithfully on screen than 

the reproduction of these locations (sets) in 

a studio backlot (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 7). Goldsmith and O’Regan (2005) 

How It All Came To Be
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continue by describing this ideological shift 

in how Hollywood changed their approach 

to film production during the mid-1950s 

in comparison to contemporary film 

production today,

“The contemporary market for locations 
presents us with a very different scenario. 
Now the artifice of the studio and the reality 
of the location are not counter-posed. 
Rather, there is a fundamental continuity 
between them as physical sites of production 
for both illusionist and realist filmmaking. 
Now the location has become the totality 
of what is available in a place, from studio 
stages and backlots to natural and built 
environments, from the range, skill, and 
depth of film service providers and crews to 
the liaison services available for production. 
Here the built and natural environment of 
a place are valued as much for what they 
can stand in for, what they can be bent/
reshaped to represent, as they are valued for 
themselves” 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 7).

 Through this conversion into the 

contemporary style of film production, the 

location becomes more of an extension 

and productive envelope for the film studio 

as the surrounding context of the natural 

and built environment “...has become 

ever more superficial and cinematic - that 

is, more like the studio backlot in terms 

of potential shooting and presentation” 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 7). 

Although the location is of vital importance 

to the contemporary style of filmmaking 

and the desires of producers examining for 

production approval, there is another trait 

deemed important for selection. On the path 

towards participation in what Goldsmith 

details as the global cultural production, 

Goldsmith(2005) details that selection 

dependence also factors in on...

 “...the ability of places to successfully 
suppress their uniqueness and painlessly 
transform themselves into whoever, 
whatever, whenever sites. That is, their 
attraction has become dependent on their 
capacity to be ‘bent’ or ‘reshaped’ for a 
variety of creative or narrative purposes... 
A place, like a studio, can build the critical 
industrial commodities of reputation and 
trust by virtue of its capacity to be remade 
convincingly as somewhere other than it is, 
but the studio does not exist ‘anywhere’. It 
relies on the location interest, the availability 
of surrounding infrastructure and proximity 
to diverse environments to add ‘cinematic 
value’ just as the place relies on the studio to 
add economic and cinematic value [as well]. 

(Chow, 2012; Hozic, 2001, p. 89, 2002; cited 
in Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, pp. 8-9).

 In recognition of this ‘duality’ a 

location can possess, it is important to 

understand and revisit the trajectory 

of Hollywood’s own location interest 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 9). In 

the first half of the twentieth century, the 

Hollywood Majors at the time (the Big Five 

during 1920s - Fox, Paramount, MGM’s 

parent company Loew’s, Warner Bros., RKO) 

shot the majority of their films in their very 

own studios or on nearby ranches (Chow, 

2012; Tunstall and Walker, 1981, p.13; Frank, 

2015, p. 3). The result of this pioneered the 

development of Los Angeles to have the 

capacity to be like an infinitely versatile extra 

while remaining the preemptive site for film 

production (Tunstall and Walker, 1981, p.13).
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"California's landscape 
is a universal backdrop 

against which any
 story can play !"

- Jeremy Tunstall  and  David Walker
- Media Made in California: 

Hollywood, Politics and the News, 
1981; 2001

 

 

"Layerings of real and imagined depictions and mythologies 
of Los Angeles penet rate into filmic space, set ting the city 

as a subject, landscape, and character to be shot, animated, 
costumed, edited, and captured !"

-Vanessa  Mathews
- Set Appeal: Film Space and 

Urban Redevelopment, 
2010

Hollywoodland Sign
Library of Congress: American Memory Collection

Taken by Anonymous sometime in 1920

Figure 7.
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A History Lesson
chapter three...

 The landscape of the film industry 

is constantly changing. Often is the case 

that these alterations are a product of 

producers constantly exploring options to 

reduce production costs without sacrificing 

quality (Weinstein and Clower, 2000; 

cited in Hudson and Tung, 2010, p. 2). 

The proposition for alternative sources of 

production without sacrifice has become 

more and more achievable in the recent 

decades due to technological advancement 

and has led to foreign location production 

in international territories (Hudson and 

Tung, 2010, p. 2). Cities around the world 

that embrace this ‘outsourcing’ from 

Hollywood recognize that film productions 

create significant economic benefits to the 

host region (Hudson and Tung, 2010, p. 2). 

Not only in enhancing the positive tourism 

impact but “...many countries view the 

film industry as a significant producer of 

quality jobs in the twentieth-first century 

given the shift of economy from a labour-

oriented structure to a more creative and 

knowledge-integrated framework” (Blair 

and Rainnie, 2000; Arai 2005; Wong, 2008; 

cited in Hudson and Tung, 2010, pp. 2). 

Furthermore, with an average budget of $64 

million USD per film and approximately 600 

- 800 films in production worldwide every 

year, the globalization of Hollywood allows 

foreign location productions to be a viable 

and attractive option for cities, producers, 

and the Hollywood Majors (Hudson and 

Tung, 2010, p. 2).

 International production 

outsourcing has helped film industries in 

other territories “...establish themselves 

[by] providing analogous opportunities 

to other host jurisdictions to improve 

their capabilities and learn to produce 

according to prevailing industry standards 

and aesthetic conventions” (Ernst and Kim, 

2002; cited in Davis and Kaye, 2010). This 

production technique of outsourcing was 

greatly accelerated by disruptions in the 

film industry in the years that followed the 

Second World War (Davis and Kaye, 2010). 

However, decades before the alteration 

in the filmmaking process, a bustling 

metropolis located on the west coast of 

California by the name of Los Angeles would 

catapult the emerging art of cinema into one 

of its signature industries.

 Cities are associated with their 

most dominant form of industry. As is the 

case with Los Angeles [as] “...like the steel 

industry in Pittsburgh and the automobile 

industry in Detroit, the film industry in 

Los Angeles was metropolitan in scope” 

(Frank, 2015, p. 3). Los Angeles was the 

American industrial powerhouse of the 

twentieth century, “...leading all other major 

metropolises in new industrial employment 

decade by decade from the 1930s until 

22



on the periphery and decentralized from 

there” (Harris and Lewis, 2001; cited in 

Frank, 2015, p. 3). As the film industry 

matured on the periphery of Los Angeles, 

reaping the benefits of having established 

themselves on cheaper and plentiful land 

on the outskirts of the city early, it also 

provided opportunities to be flexible 

during Los Angeles’ industrial and urban 

restructuring in the 1960s-70s (Frank, 2015, 

p.3). Los Angeles underwent major industrial 

and urbanization restructuring which was 

identified by economic geographer Edward 

W. Soja as ‘peripheral urbanization.’ This 

restructuring featured,

 “...concentrations of jobs (in factories and 
offices), shopping centers, cultural and 
entertainment activities, diverse populations 
(including new immigrants), crime, and 
other attributes once thought exclusively 
connected to the urban core agglomerated 
[into] outer ‘suburban’ areas” 

(Soja, 1996; cited in Frank, 2015, p.3). 

However, the film industries’ restructuring 

coincided with Los Angeles’ industrial and 

urbanization restructuring thanks to its 

operational approach (Frank, 2015, p. 3). 

Before this, many industries (not exclusively 

to Los Angeles) operated under practices 

that employed a ‘fordist’ approach to their 

production and the film industry also 

employed this method by having operated 

under a vertically-integrated studio system. 

However, by 1965, Fordist industries 

began to be dismantled into smaller-scale 

reaching the pinnacle of industrial cities in 

1990” (Soja 1986; cited in Frank, 2015, p. 2). 

While many American cities experienced 

deindustrialization, specific industries 

located in Los Angeles continued to grow 

(Frank, 2015, p. 2). Los Angeles’ signature 

industry; the film industry, continued to 

thrive as it did in the past “...when movies 

were once entirely produced in sprawling 

manufacturing plants” (Frank, 2015, p.2). 

Early in the 1920s, both film and aircraft 

industries took first establishments within 

Los Angeles and defined the region’s 

industrial profile well into the future (Hise, 

19xx; cited in Frank, 2015, p. 3). Hollywood 

was once a simple orange grove seven miles 

northwest of downtown Los Angeles, and 

while film activity occurred all over the city, 

a concentration of film activity assembled 

within the area creating the place’s future 

fame (Frank, 2015, p. 3). When the film 

business began to become increasingly 

profitable, it eventually industrialized by 

formalizing its production spaces into 

manufacturing sites classified today as 

studios (Frank, 2015, p. 3). As film studios 

developed increasingly sophisticated 

business models and industrial practices, 

they required more land to satisfy their 

production (Frank, 2015, p. 3). Finding space 

within the metropolitan area of Los Angeles 

was becoming difficult. Thus, due to space 

constraints, “...none of [the] film industries 

concentrated production in central business 

districts, ...instead, they established facilities 
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versions of themselves following ‘peripherial 

urbanization’ while “...small craft-based 

industrial firms, such as those in the film 

industry have risen as flexibly specialized, 

creating ‘one of the world’s first prototypical 

Post-Fordist industrial metropolises’ ” 

(Frank, 2015, p. 3). 

 

 Fordist refers to a specific stage in 

economic development that first came 

to light during the early 1920s. The term 

‘fordism’ derived its namesake from Henry 

Ford and the automobile industry. The 

term is used to characterize the dominant 

industrial practice of production and 

consumption that “...involved [the] mass 

production of standardized goods on a 

moving assembly” (Britannica, 2016). The 

vertically integrated studio system refers to 

the business model during film’s Fordist era 

(roughly 1920 - 1950) when, “...five vertically 

integrated film companies controlled the 

industry by way of commanding production, 

distribution, and exhibition” (Frank, 

2015, p. 3). The film industry established 

a Fordist approach by having the studio 

system vertically integrated into two ways; 

one utilizing companies that executed 

corporate ownership to control production, 

distribution and exhibition and the other 

way of applying vertical integration to the 

production process itself (Frank, 2015, p. 

3). By doing so, these two ways of vertical 

integration complemented and reinforced 

each other allowing this mode of production 

to prosper for several decades (Scott, 2005; 

cited in Frank, 2015, p. 3). While production 

overwhelmingly concentrated in Los 

Angeles making it the production capital 

of film, corporate ownership concentrated 

their headquarters to New York to be near 

their financial bankers on Wall Street (Frank,  

2015, p. 4; Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, 

p. 25). Known as “...the Trust - the Motion 

Pictures Patent Company...” it towered 

over the film industry at the time (Frank, 

2015, p. 4; Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

25). Although the separation of production 

and its financiers on opposite sides of the 

continent is a trait of capitalist production, 

the film industry is inherently different. 

According to economic geographers, “...the 

film industry was unique in its colonial-

like control of film production in Los 

Angeles from headquarters in New York 

[thanks to industry-wide uniformity]” 

(Storper and Walker, 1989; Scott, 1992; 

cited in Frank, 2015, p. 4). New York-based 

firms commanded the production of films 

within Los Angeles. These firms acted like 

giant film companies that set up studios to 

manufacture films in their entirety in one 

single place (Frank, 2015, p. 4). Once the film 

was completed, it was distributed across 

company-owned networks established by 

firms in New York which connected the 

films to audiences within the domestic 

and international market (Frank, 2015, p. 

4). Ultimately, the films were shown  “...in 

company-owned, single-screen theaters. 
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Paramount Studio Location Map
Paramount Studios, California, 1927

Image Courtesy of Paramount Pictures

This map details the early adoption of California as the center of 
film production. Every part of the state is labeled according to its 
similarities to distant foreign locations.

Figure 8.
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With company-controlled distribution and 

exhibition, film companies operated and 

routinized mass production at their film 

studios” (Scranton, 1997; cited in Frank, 

2015, p. 5). This level of control allowed 

the parent company of film studios to 

maximize output and create stable markets 

to sustain themselves (Scranton, 1997; 

cited in Frank, 2015, p. 5). The Fordist-

mass production model within the film 

industry was controlled by the dominance 

and cooperation of the Big Five (and to a 

lesser extent, the Little Three - Universal, 

Columbia, United Artists) (Scranton, 1997; 

cited in Frank, 2015, p. 5). As time moved 

on, film companies continued to fight over 

market share, expanded to international 

markets to increase revenues, and refined 

their systems to keep costs low (Frank, 2015, 

p. 5). 

    By 1935, the Fordist model began to 

experience the disintegration of the 

vertically-integrated studio system following 

a combination of events. Audiences began to 

lose interest in ‘studio-based films,’ especially 

driven by the lack of diversity in film settings 

due to the industrial practices of mass 

Fordist film production. In reaction to this, 

studios experimented with shooting films 

on location during the 1930s to remedy this 

situation. However, this was not a preferred 

option during the ‘classical Hollywood 

years’ as location shooting was costly and 

had many risks. Aida Hozic (2001) describes 

the reasoning against location shooting 

during that time in her work, Hollyworld: 
Space, Power, and Fantasy in the American 
Economy,

“...higher wages for location shooting [came 
with] productions [and film companies] 
could not afford to ignore labor demands 
on location in ways they could in a studio. 
[The] pressure cooker environment of a 
location shoot in combination with the 
low boredom thresholds or high libidinal 
drives of stars that brought to the surface 
personal conflicts and attractions among 
the actors, making it difficult for producers 
and directors to supervise their interactions, 
while extraneous factors such as weather or 
noise could easily ruin numerous hours and 
sometimes days of shooting” 

(Hozic, 2001, pp. 92-93).

The Fordist model of filmmaking remained 

the dominant form and continued until 

it faced legal opposition in 1938 when 

independent exhibitors continuously 

challenged the dominance of film companies 

(and their control over the entire process 

of production, distribution, and exhibition) 

(Frank, 2015, p. 5). Ultimately these efforts 

cumulated in the anti-trust action titled 

United States v. Paramount et al. filed 

by the Justice Department against major 

studios on July 1938. In this case, the Justice 

Department

 “...charged the major film companies with 
conspiring to unreasonably restrain trade 
and monopolization of the production, 
distribution, and exhibition of motion 
pictures. In the suit, the government 
demanded the separation of production 
from exhibition, the elimination of block 
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booking (selling multiple films as a single 
unit), and the end of many other producer-
distributor trade practices. The case was 
adjudicated in 1945 and appealed all the 
way to the US Supreme Court, which ruled 
against the film companies in 1948”
 
(Kredell, 2011; Balio, 1993, p. 36; cited in 
Frank, 2015, p. 5).

As the ruling required studios to deprive 

themselves of their exhibition businesses, 

this resulted in film companies selling 

their lucrative theater chains (Davis and 

Kaye, 2010, p.2; Frank, 2015, p. 5). Since 

their theaters were where their profit was 

made, this ruptured the studio system, 

disintegrating the vertically-integrated 

Fordist model (Davis and Kaye, 2010, p.2; 

Frank, 2015, p. 5). While the ruling did little 

to benefit the independent exhibitors, “...

it fundamentally changed the business of 

filmmaking” (Frank, 2015, p. 5). The ruling 

ultimately brought forth the Post-Fordist 

model in the film industry and “... the 

entire Hollywood motion picture industry 

restructured,...transitioning to an era of 

flexible specialization” (Scott, 1992, pp. 4-5; 

cited in Frank, 2015, p. 5). In a positive light, 

the film industry fortunately restructured 

earlier than other industries, such as steel 

which suffered devastating collapses (Scott, 

1992, p. 4-5; cited in Frank, 2015, p. 5).

 "Fordism !"

 "Post-Fordism !"
focus on the t ransformative role 
of new technologies and practices 
regarding material and immaterial 
production, especially new 
information and communication 
technologies and their role in 
facilitating a new, more, f lexible, 
networked global economy.

First, as an indust rial paradigm, 
it involves mass production of 
standardiZed goods on a moving 
assembly line using dedicated 
machinery and semiskilled labour. 
Second, as a national accumulation 
(or growth) regime, it involves a 
virtuous cycle of mass production 
and mass consumption.

Fordism and Post-Fordism
- Brittanica, 2016
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 The film industry’s transition 

from Fordist to Post-Fordist (flexible 

specialization) resulting from court-ordered 

vertical disintegration affected the film 

industry dramatically. Exacerbating this 

dilemma was the introduction of a new 

competitor. The advent of television in the 

1950s reduced the demand for theatrical 

entertainment which caused more theaters 

to dissolve (Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 2). 

To combat this new competition, film 

companies utilized a different approach 

to film and theatrical releases. The initial 

response was cutting production schedules 

and releasing fewer films which increased 

financial risk but made each film’s approach 

to be more towards critical acclaim and 

box office revenue (Frank, 2015, p. 5). 

Next, to compete against the rising trend 

of television and the staggering drop in 

attendance, film companies implemented 

a product differentiation strategy (Frank, 

2015, p. 5). The strategy “...focused on 

differentiating theatrical films from home 

television programs by increasing budgets 

and employing various technologies (such as 

Cinerama, Technicolor, and 3-D) to [make] 

the movie-going [experience] a spectacle, 

offering [entertainment vastly superior to 

ones found on television]” (Christopherson 

and Storper, 1986, pp. 308-309, 1986; Frank, 

2015, p.5, 2015). 

A Transitional Period  Through this product differentiation 

strategy, film companies and corporate 

owners enlisted independent producers 

(Frank, 2015, p. 6). With many working 

in their interdependency and not within 

the film companies’ jurisdiction, many 

producers sought to differentiate their 

product by offering the solution of location 

shooting (Frank, 2015, p. 6; Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 11). During the same time 

that television began to pose a threat to 

theatrical releases, European countries “...

imposed screen quotas and constraints 

on the repatriation of profits from film 

exhibition, inducing US studios to shoot 

in Europe” (Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 2). 

Hollywood studios responded to these 

disruptions by restructuring themselves 

as system houses, contracting out many of 

their production activities to independent 

producers (Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 2). These 

independent producers advised for location 

shooting as it added realism to films which 

appealed more to a cosmopolitan postwar 

(and international) audience and helped 

differentiate their product (Frank, 2015, p. 

6; Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 2). Furthermore, 

cinema attendance fared better in Europe 

than it did in the US because there was a 

more limited scale of television ownership 

and programming onto the European 

public as multichannel marketplaces and 

commercial television took longer to 

develop (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

12). In addition to this, foreign markets also 
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also offered sources of funding and 

partnerships, 

“...extending tax advantages, promise of 
creative and financial freedom afforded by 
distance from Hollywood, actual locations 
conferring authenticity and realism, and 
simultaneously producing a solution to the 
problem of accessing funds frozen in many 
countries after the Second World War” 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 12-13). 

An indirect effect emerged through this 

movement, creating sub-genres such as 

the spaghetti western after the western 

genre was reinvigorated during the 1960s 

by shooting in Italian and Spanish locations 

(Frayling, 1981; cited in Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p.11). This effectively created 

a European sensibility and a new refreshing 

take on the western genre (Frayling, 1981; 

cited in Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, 

p.11). As Hollywood production utilized the 

European scenery in their films (also known 

as a ‘European genre’ in which locations 

‘played themselves’), “...[European cities 

constructed] substantial studio complexes 

modeled from their Hollywood counterparts 

such as Pinewood Studios” (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p.11). In addition to this, 

many film companies conspired to expand 

into international locations strategically 

through differentiating their product via 

exotic locations and establishing production 

facilities overseas for the future (Wasko, 

1981, p. 150). Also, the banks that financed 

the film industry also strongly encouraged 

moving into European territory as they 

pursued international expansion themselves 

(Wasko, 1981, p. 150). Furthermore, Janet 

Staiger offers another reason that coincides 

with the shift towards the global dispersal 

of production in her work, The Hollywood 
Mode of Production. Staiger explains 

that individuals seeking to produce big 

(either critically or budget-wise) films left 

studio employment  to set up their own 

independent production companies due to 

many financial factors (mostly caused by 

the aftermath of the Second World War and 

the Paramount anti-trust decrees of 1948) 

(Straiger, 1985, p. 337; cited in Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 14). Staiger explains,

“A range of other factors were at work in 
dispersing this system around the world 
in the period after World War II: postwar 
reconstruction measures adopted in 
Europe like freezing the assets of American 
producers and distributors and restricting 
the outflow of U.S. currency, which 
prompted a wave of production in Britain, 
France, and Italy in particular; the dark 
period of blacklisting in Hollywood, which 
drove many filmmakers away from southern 
California; changes to the U.S. tax system; 
technological change; and the activity of 
United Artists from the 1950s” 

(Straiger, 1985, p. 331; cited in Goldsmith and 
O’Regan, 2005, p. 14).

United Artists intensified the transition 

from Fordism to Post-Fordism due to their 

operational practices which ultimately laid 

the foundations for the contemporary film 

production system present today (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, pp. 14, 2006). 
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 "Viva Maria!
 in Texcoco, Mexico."

 "Viva Maria!
 in Texcoco, Mexico."

Viva Maria!
Director: Louis Malle
Producers: Óscar Dancigers
Les Productions Artistes Associés
Nouvelles Éditions de Films
Vides Cinematografica
Image Courtesy of United Artists
Texcoco, Mexico
Taken by Anonymous, 1965

Figure 9.
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 "The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly 
in Cinecit ta, Rome."

 "The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly 
in Cinecit ta, Rome."

The Good, the Bad and the Ugly
Director: Sergio Leone

Producers: Alberto Grimaldi
Produzioni Europee Associati (PEA)

Arturo González Producciones Cinematográficas
Constantin Films

Image Courtesy of United Artists
Cinecittà Studio, Rome

Taken by Angelo Novi, 1966

Figure 10.
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Tino Balio’s (1987) United Artists: The 
Company That Changed the Film Industry 
explains how United Artists’ method of 

production attributed to the metamorphosis 

of the film industry;

“...in return for distribution rights, United 
Artists would offer talent complete 
production financing, creative control over 
their work, and a share of the profits. . . . 
Since United Artists owned no studio, a 
producer could make his picture anywhere 
in the world to suit the needs of the story or 
the economics of the venture” 

(Balio, 1987, p. 42).

Through United Artists’ methodology, 

producers were allowed to establish 

themselves anywhere in the world and to 

“...take advantage of common attributes 

on the production environment in Europe 

after World War II; subsidies, quotas, 

and frozen funds, and tax benefits arising 

from incorporating abroad” (Balio, 1987, p. 

42; Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 14). 

The studio produced several successful 

titles with American filmmakers such as 

The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly (shot in 

Cinecittà studio in Rome) and also worked 

with British, French, and Italian filmmakers 

producing films such as A Fistful of Dollars 

and Viva Maria! (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 14). United Artists financed these 

films due to their international appeal 

rather than their prospects for box-office 

revenue in the United States which was later 

proven to be truthfully prophesied as “...their 

international box office takings outstripped 

international box office takings 

outstripped their US grosses” (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 14). This success 

resulted in the rise of “...extensive purpose-

built studios [developing] in the larger 

European countries on the periphery of 

major metropolitan centers—and these 

studio locations in London, Rome, Paris, 

Prague, and Berlin attracted international 

productions” (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2003, 

p. 64). The 1960s was marked with filming 

in international locations in response to a 

growing film market as well as emerging 

international production facilities in Europe 

(Frank, 2015, p. 6; Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2003, p. 64). Back in America, this caused 

domestic film production to peak in 1970, 

and vertical disintegration continued 

to reinforce itself throughout this time, 

spiraling out of the film companies’ control 

(Frank, 2015, p. 6). With diminishing demand 

for film studio infrastructure,

“...the financial climate encouraged film 
companies to reassess their large industrial 
landholdings and most major studios 
divested or redeveloped them in order to 
please shareholders seeking greater profits 
than a reorganized film industry generated 
through its main product. The widespread 
dismantling of the major studios’ 
production capacity necessitated the vertical 
disintegration of production, finalizing the 
process that began around 1950s into the 
1970s” 

(Christopherson and Storper, 1987, p. 310; 
cited in Frank, 2015, p. 6).
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 It would seem that these events 

would spell the demise of Los Angeles as 

the command and control center of the 

American film industry, however this would 

not be the case (Frank, 2015, p. 6). Economic 

geographers Susan Christopherson and 

Michael Storper (1989) published in their 

work The Effects of Flexible Specialization 
on Industrial Politics and the Labour 
Market: The Motion Picture Industry, 
that vertical disintegration of production 

actually strengthened Los Angeles’ position 

as the center of the film industry as a re-

agglomeration of production occurred 

during the 1970s in the city (Christopherson 

and Storper, 1989, p. 331-347; cited in Frank,  

2015, p. 6). The publication detailed the 

re-agglomeration of the film industry in 

Los Angeles mainly after “...major studios 

(the Big Five and the Little Three) relented 

their [dominance] of film production as a 

surge of new production and production-

services firms were established in Los 

Angeles in the post-[Fordist] studio era with 

the largest surge occurring in the 1970s” 

(Christopherson and Storper, 1987, p. 310; 

Christopherson and Storper, 1986, p. 312; 

cited in Frank, 2015, p. 6). The surge of new 

production players in Los Angeles was also 

met with many companies moving their 

offices and executives to the city as well 

(Frank, 2015, p. 6). During this time, the film 

industry migrated their headquarters from 

New York City to Los Angeles solidifying,

“...Los Angeles as the command and control 
center of the American film industry, 
shedding the colonial-like control of 
New York and its reliance on Wall Street. 
The tables had turned. Of the industry’s 
restructuring that finalized during the 1970s, 
Christopherson and Storper [conclude], ‘In 
effect, the reagglomeration of the industry 
means that Los Angeles is the headquarters 
and technological center for an industrial 
complex that has the whole world as its back 
lot”

(Christopherson and Storper, 1987, p. 319, ; 
cited in Frank, 2015, p. 7).

 In the 1950s, the studio system 

reigned supreme as the Hollywood Majors 

dominated film output. These major studios 

used their personal staff and production 

infrastructure for their own films while 

also renting their amenities mentioned 

above to smaller independent companies 

(who did not possess their own studios 

due to cost or space) (Straiger, 1985, p. 318). 

These studios invested substantial capital 

in their infrastructure and equipment and 

their existence “...depended on the capacity 

of a local production industry to sustain 

them until [the film industry changed as] 

production dynamics began to shift in the 

1950s, and nonlocal production became 

the desired objective” (United States 

International Trade Administration, 2005, 

p. 66; Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2003, p. 

64). It was during this period of Hollywood 

that the term runaway production emerged 

(Dawson, 2006; cited in Davis and Kaye, 

2010, p. 2). With film companies no longer 

operating as a self-contained studio; their  
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approach towards short-term-film-by-
film arrangements for production meant 

that labor, services, and materials were no 

longer the preserve of a single company but 

rather the entire industry (Straiger, 1985, p. 

330). The studio had developed the ability 

to become a talent and service provider 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 16). 

This new role opened up a “...competitive 

labor market of skilled workers and the 

development of mechanisms to facilitate 

short-term collaboration among service 

companies and facilities that encouraged 

clustering into particular locations and 

precincts to better facilitate collaboration” 

(Straiger, 1985, p. 330; cited in Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 16). For Staiger (1985), 

this ultimately “...represented an ‘industrial 

shift away from mass production’ toward 

the ‘film-by-film financing and planning’ 

characteristic of a project-based industrial 

system” (Straiger, 1985, p. 330; cited in 

Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 16). The 

transition to the Post-Forditst model of the 

film industry was now complete as,

 “...Hollywood production relies on an 
army of small to medium-sized businesses 
that provide contracted services to the 
production industry, which has proved 
an ideal form to manage the growing risk 
associated with an increasingly segmented 
market in which different products 
compete for the consumer’s entertainment 
expenditures” 

(Straiger, 1985, p. 332; cited in Goldsmith and 
O’Regan, 2003, p. 65).

 However, by the late 1980s and 

early 1990s, anti-trust legislation relaxed 

to a point it could be ignored in the United 

States and “...the Hollywood-based film 

industry underwent reintegration and 

studios regained control over exhibition 

(Schatz, 2008; cited in Davis and Kaye, 2010, 

p. 2, 2010). This situation occurred as,

“...acquisition of the Hollywood studios 
by transnational media conglomerates 
increased the significance of a business 
model relying on theatrical blockbusters 
supported by important ancillary revenue 
streams from non-theatrical media channels 
and merchandising” 

(Schatz, 2008; cited in Davis and Kaye, 2010, 
p. 2, 2010).

In the contemporary world of media and the 

entertainment business, Hollywood, which 

began to settle itself as an independent 

production entity from the 1960s to the 

1990s had integrated itself into transnational 

media conglomerates (News Corporation 

owns Twentieth Centry Fox, Viacom owns 

Paramount Pictures, Time Warner Inc. owns 

Warner Bros.) (Milord, 2013; Davis and Kaye, 

2010, p. 2). Through all of the events that 

have transpired throughout this industries’ 

history, these events ultimately transformed 

not only the function of a studio but also 

what a studio constitutes. In regards to 

physical form and function,

“...these studios are not as important under a 
contemporary ‘knowledge resource’ system 
based on [runaway] productions as they were 
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in a ‘control of (physical) resource’ system 
with [Fordism and the mass] production 
model. They are, however, important to 
various locations, locales, and situated film 
services companies, film commissions, and 
the governments they enlist as vehicles for 
the development of ‘clusters’ and production 
networks. They are therefore central to the 
formation and promotion of the location 
interest”

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 17).

In the end, there is little doubt that 

Hollywood will remain the vortex, “... the 

point in the circuit through which every 

project must pass on its path to global 

audiences, and where every project, however 

subtly, is transformed” (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 18). Hollywoods’ parent 

companies welcomed globally dispersed 

production purposely for aesthetic and 

creative reasons but also economic reasons 

as well. Also, the continuing agglomeration 

and concentration of related production 

facilities and professionals in Los Angeles 

is in large part due to the default position 

of the contemporary studio complex 

being aimed towards “...servicing ‘parts’ 

of production rather than the ‘whole’ 

production as was often the case in the 

classical Hollywood era of the 1920s to 

1940s” (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 17). 

The globally dispersed production invariably 

only carries out part of the total production 

process (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

18). The remaining parts of the production, 

particularly post-production, remain in 

Hollywood and southern California where 

most of these post-production facilities are 

based (intentionally or unintentionally), 

further strengthening Hollywood’s location 
interest as the central vortex to the 

contemporary film industry (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, pp. 17-20).  
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The Runaway 
Production in the 
Canadian Market
 The film industry today, or rather 

what Charles H. Davis and Janice Kaye 

(2010) (in their work; International Film and 
Television Production Outsourcing and the 
Development of Indigenous Capabilities: 
The Case of Canada) describe as “...the 

Hollywood-based transnational media 

industry...,” is heavily reliant on outsourcing 

as an important alternative in their 

relentless pursuit to lower production costs 

(Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 3). As Hollywood’s 

parent corporations function as flagships 

in global media production networks, 

outsourcing or runaway productions...

chapter four...
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“...provide ways to reduce costs, increase 
flexibility, enter new markets, and shift 
risks onto less powerful players without loss 
of control over the key creative, financial, 
distribution and marketing decisions, which 
remain in Hollywood” 

(Aksoy and Robins, 1992; Ernst and Kim, 
2002; Coe and Johns, 2004; Schatz, 2008; 
cited in Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 3).

Runaway productions influence the 

attainment of higher capabilities within 

international cities aiding in their abilities 

in hosting and supporting potential 

runaway productions from Hollywood. 

Although this may seem to be strengthening 

potential future competitors, under deeper 

investigation, it is not the case as,

“...[although runaway productions] may be 
expected to induce the development of local 
production capabilities and raise them to 
prevailing craft standards, it is unlikely, by 
itself, to induce the development of the full 
range of business, management, creative 
and organizational capabilities necessary 
to create, produce and distribute film and 
television products competitively and 
profitably” 

(Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 3).

Thus, although these international locations 

or ‘satellite’ production centers continue 

to spread globally and grow in their 

capabilities and capacities, they are often 

delegated to handling unspecialized tasks 

according to customer specifications (Davis 

and Kaye, 2010, p. 3). The film industry is 

Toronto Skyline 05-28-2015
Mabry Campbell Photography

Toronto, Ontario, Canada
Assessed on Dec. 2, 2016

Figure 11.
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essentially a highly complex industry, one 

that is becoming increasing complex in 

the advent of the runaway production. As 

the nomadic producer scouts international 

locations for hosting runaway productions, 

the success for these satellite production 

centers is dependent on factors that offer 

significant financial savings, particularly 

emphasizing below-the-line labor (Davis 

and Kaye, 2010, p. 3). Below-the-line labor 

regularly constitutes components such 

as “...logistics, catering, transportation, 

equipment and studio rentals, and set 

construction” (with above-the-line labor 

involving actors, directors, specific cast 

and crew members) (Davis and Kaye, 2010, 

p. 3). As such, a locations’ recipe for the 

successful acquisition of hosting runaway 

productions lies within services that meet 

universal international quality standards 

at a competitive cost “...[such as the] supply 

of low-cost, sufficiently skilled audiovisual 

labor, supplemented by tax credits, publicly 

subsidized infrastructure, and the prospect 

of the natural and built environment [in 

which these productions will be in proximity 

with]” (Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 3). 

 Canada has extensive history with 

runaway productions, “...[having] more and 

longer experience with international film 

and television service production that any 

other country” (Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 

1). Runaway productions are an important 

staple within the Canadian entertainment 

industry as “...foreign location productions 

account for more than 85 percent of the 

Canadian film and television production 

industry’s export earnings” (Davis and 

Kaye, 2010, p. 1). A substantial portion 

of Hollywood’s revenue comes from 

Canada and thus, Canada is categorized 

by Hollywood as part of the ‘domestic’ 

market (Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 3). The 

Department of Canadian Heritage classify 

international film or television production 

outsourcing as “...production taking place 

in Canada, but financed by a non-Canadian 

owned and controlled company that retains 

copyright and creative control” (Department 

of Canadian Heritage, 2005; Davis and 

Kaye, 2010, p. 3). Over the past two decades, 

Canada has relished the role for being the 

primary choice as an ‘international film 

and television production off-shoring 

destination’ (Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 1). This 

is evidenced by the late 1990s in which “...

Canada had attracted more than 80 percent 

of Hollywood’s runaway productions” (Davis 

and Kaye, 2010, p. 1). In financial terms,

 “...[from] 2002-2003; Canadian sources 
estimated ‘foreign location production’ to 
be worth C$1.9 billion. While the combined 
production expenditure in Canadian cities is 
just one-fifteenth L.A.’s share of production, 
this combined amount is approaching that 
of New York and is considerably higher 
than the shares achieved by Orlando, North 
Carolina, Chicago, and Miami. If we then 
add Montreal, which has emerged strongly 
in the late 1990s and early 2000s as an 
international production destination, then 
three Canadian cities are among the top 
ten motion picture production locations in 
North America” 

  Welcome
to

Hollywood
North !”

”
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Hollywood
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”
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Base Map Data Layer

ESRI (Environmental Systems Resource Institute)
ArcGIS 10.3, 2016.

Redlands, California
Assessed on Feb. 22, 2016

Figure 12.
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“ How talent, 
f unding, cul tural 

policy, economic 
policy, t rade policy 

and international 
partnerships come 
together is key to 
success in foreign 

location and indigenous 
production, as well as 
to the f uture of the 
Canadian film and 

television indust ry.”
-  Charles H. Davis and Janice Kaye

- International Film and Television Production 
Outsourcing and the Development of Indigenous 

Capabilities: The Case of Canada, 2010

(Jones, pp. 30, 2002; CFTPA, 2004; cited in 
Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 151).

Canada’s involvement as an international 

production service provider also involves 

utilizing outsourcing as a contributor 

and accelerator to the development of 

“...indigenous audiovisual industrial 

capabilities” (Christopherson and Rightor, 

2010; Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 1). Through 

the provision of servicing international 

productions, this helps indigenous crews 

within Canada to produce accordingly 

towards industry-leading craft standards, 

making a skilled-labor force in Canada 

readily available in which international 

producers can contract them on a project-

by-project basis (Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 6). 

This is evidenced in a 2006-2007 report by 

the Canadian Media Production Association 

- CMPA (formally known as the Canadian 
Film and Television Production Association 

- CFTPA) that international production 

provided approximately 14,000 direct jobs 

and 23,100 indirect jobs (CFTPA, 2008; Davis 

and Kaye, 2010, p. 6).

 Canada’s role in production 

outsourcing and off-shoring within the 

transnational Hollywood business model 

is relative to Canada’s ability to deliver not 

only production infrastructure accompanied 

by skilled audiovisual labor, but also in 

the availability of the natural and built 

environment (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 
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2005, p. 150). This has made Canada an 

enticing option for Hollywood producers to 

locate their productions in the ‘Great White 

North’. Vancouver, Montreal, and Toronto 

are the three main cities that have actively 

and energetically pursued a strong location 
interest towards the film and television 

industry (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

150). Each city provides different advantages 

with and against each other; “...from 

Vancouver’s possibility to shoot the great 

outdoors on a year-round basis (its Canadian 

competitors are limited by extreme 

Canadian winters) [to Montreal’s] purpose-

built gated facilities, or to the extensive 

network of small to medium-sized studios, 

converted warehouses, and permanent sets 

in Toronto” (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, 

p. 150). 

 While Canada is Hollywood’s greatest 

partner for runaway productions, Canada 

is perceived as only operating at the lower 

end of the production spectrum (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 155). The place of 

Canada in the international market of film 

production is the place of a...

 “...beneficiary of the trend by producer/
distributors to develop low-cost 
production centers for that portion of 
their programming that does not require 
specialized inputs or high production values. 
This suggests a particular role for Canada in 
the ecology of audiovisual production as a 
low-cost backlot for Los Angeles” 

(Christopherson, 2003; cited in Goldsmith 
and O’Regan, 2005, p. 155).

It is evident that choosing Canadian cities 

for production relies on the competitive 

advantage of quality crews and facilities, 

coupled with a producer’s confidence in 

Canada’s consistent success of cost-effective 

production (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 156). While this applies to the 

success of any city vying for international 

productions, some international cities have 

advantages exclusive from their production 

capabilities. Perhaps the most notable 

disadvantage for Canada is that Canadian 

stories and locations are rarely the reason 

for production to take place in Vancouver, 

Toronto, Montreal, etc...

 “...[contrasting] this with the circumstances 
of London and New York, where the 
actual location is part of the very reason 
for producing there...London has global 
recognition as both a setting and generator 
of global stories that no Canadian city can 
emulate but all desire” 

(Seguin, 2003; cited in Goldsmith and 
O’Regan, 2005, p. 156). 

Thus, the uniqueness for Canada is in the 

reliance of continental physical contiguity 

- “...the capacity to appropriate Canadian 

natural and built environments within 

what Mike Gasher has called a shared 

continental cinemascape” (Gasher, 2004; 

cited in Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

156). British Columbia can satisfy filmmakers 

through the emphasis on “...physical 

geography, topography, climatic, and natural 

historical features that adjoin the province 

to [settings similar to] Washington, Idaho, 

41



Montana, and Alaska...” while Toronto 

and Montreal have their advantage on 

their “...’continental similarities’ and the 

interchangeability of their respective built 

environments (most notably metropolitan 

areas)” (Gasher, 2004; cited in Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 156). This is evidenced 

in Toronto specializing in an urban 

landscape placelessness, using the city as a 

backdrop for other more authentic places 

as “...in more than 600 foreign film and 

television movie productions that took place 

in the Toronto region between 1999-2006, 

Toronto played itself in only 5 percent of 

them” (Matheson, 2005; Davis and Kaye, 

2008; cited in David and Kaye, 2010, p. 

9). Producers seek Canadian cities to host 

runaway productions as it “...practically 

guarantees locational anonymity...

preventing the production location from 

communicating a place-specific look and 

feel (considered a hallmark of preeminent 

cultural cities such as Los Angeles, Paris or 

New York)” (Scott, 2007; cited in Davis and 

Kaye, 2010, p. 8). Ultimately, these three 

cities exemplify Canada’s approach and 

initiative to becoming a true Hollywood 
North;

“...the clearest indication of the extent to 
which location has become the totality of 
what is available in a place, from stages 
and backlots to existing natural and built 
environments, from the range, skill, and 
depth of film service providers and crews to 
the liaison services available to producers [as 
well as] Canadian location interests [having] 

brilliantly successful not only in developing 
and marketing facilities but also in securing 
financial incentives from various levels 
of government to further encourage this 
production” 

(Chow, 2012; Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, 
p. 151). 

Canada’s inherent ability for ambiguity, the 

capacity to remove specific Canadian visuals 

and iconic references with ease as well as the 

advantages mentioned above in support of 

location interests makes Canada the number 

one option for globally dispersed production 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 151). 

There is also an ease in transition between 

Canada and the United States regarding the 

transferability of assets that make Canada a 

prime location for productions such as,

“...[having] fewer currency problems, no 
accent problems, less visible differences, 
smaller operational risks, and crews who 
are intimately acquainted with the nuances 
of American television. Other comparative 
or rather complimentary elements include 
“...[sharing] a border, time zones, urban 
landscapes, and intimate understandings 
of each other’s ways as befits two countries 
that are each other’s largest trading and 
investment partners” 

(Pattallah, 1996, p. 166; cited in 
Cunningham, Sinclair, Jacka, 1996; cited in 
Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 152).

 In the end, these incentives and 

resources reinforce Canada as the preferred 

destination for Hollywood’s runaway 

productions, emphasizing the great 

outdoors (natural and built environment) 
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in correspondence to the ‘great indoors’ 

(the sound stages and the interior sets) 

(Goldsmtih and O’Regan, 2005, p. 151). This 

has developed into a recognized strength to 

the Canadian approach that has become an 

international benchmark for other countries 

to measure themselves (Long, 2000, p. 3; 

cited in Goldsmtih and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

151). 

 The dispersal of runaway 

productions across Canada is most notable 

in “...the emergence of Vancouver, Toronto, 

and Montreal as satellite production centers 

undertaking continuous production” 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 152). 

During this time, Canadian location 

interests are developing connections 

with Hollywood design interests, which 

is increasingly supported by Canada as 

Canadian banks are progressively financing 

many major Hollywood film projects (first 

initiated during the 1980s and 1990s) (Kirby, 

2002). Through an economically-viable 

partnership with Hollywood, Canadian 

cities create a competitive landscape 

between themselves for foreign location 
production. Concerning production 

volume - British Columbia, Ontario, and 

Quebec are the three most dominant 

production provinces followed by Alberta, 

Nova Scotia, and Manitoba respectively 

(together they account for only 10 percent 

of the production volume in Ontario alone) 

(Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 3). Vancouver, 

which is the most proximate of Canadian 

locations to Los Angeles, has emerged as the 

leader for film and television production, 

anchoring itself heavily as a service 

provider for foreign location production 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 153). Its 

dependency on foreign location production 

is evident through the province’s robust 

and aggressive financial commitment 

compared to its rivals in central Canada. 

These economic advantages influence the 

emergence of three major purpose-built 

studios within Vancouver - Bridge Studios, 
Vancouver Film Studios, and Lions Gate 
(Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 3, 2010; Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 153). These three 

studios cement Vancouver’s competitive 

advantage. The city recognized it lacked 

appropriate infrastructure and mandated 

the development of purpose-built studios to 

separate themselves from their competitors 

nationally and internationally (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 153).

 Vancouver’s emergence as “...

the third-largest film and second-largest 

television production center in North 

America” began in the 1960s during 

Hollywood’s pursuit of  “...increasing 

foreign location shooting in order to 

lower costs and because audiences came 

to expect realistic depictions of locales” 

The Race to be 
Hollywood North
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Canada to become a fixture for future media 

production resulted in shrinking production 

opportunities on Canada’s west coast 

(Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 3). In response to 

this “..., the British Columbia government 

and representatives of the BC film and 

television labor unions sought production 

contracts opportunities in Hollywood” 

(Gasher, 2002; Tinic, 2005; cited in Davis 

and Kaye, 2010, p. 3). The British Columbian 

provincial government and its agencies 

provided attractive incentives such as tax 

credits, a government-owned studio and 

tight control over labor conflicts to entice 

Hollywood (Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 3). This 

approach worked as production volume 

grew throughout the 1970s, generating a 

respected community of specialized service 

providers and local production firms (Davis 

and Kaye, 2010, p. 3). All of these assets 

came together as a serviceable conglomerate 

for film and television production, and 

by the 1980s, Vancouver had developed a 

reputation as a viable location centered 

around servicing runaway productions 

(Coe, 2001; Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 3). 

While Vancouver increasingly became the 

preemptive favorite in attracting runaway 

productions, this spurred “...Montreal 

and Toronto to change their approach 

to securing international production 

and developing studio infrastructure” 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 153). 

Up to this point, both Toronto and Montreal 

(Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 3; Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 153). Vancouver - the 

city which truthfully embodies many of 

Canada’s advantages in the international 

race for runaway productions - seemed to 

provide all the necessary components for 

an enticing location. Serra Tinic (2005) 

generously elaborates on the city’s assets in 

her report Global Vistas and Local Identities: 
Negotiating Place and Identity in Vancouver 
Television;

“The city possesses numerous qualities 
that enhance its value as a foreign location 
production site: it is a short flight from 
Hollywood; it is in the same time zone; its 
mild climate allows year-round filming; and 
it offers a wide variety of location types, 
from mountains to deserts, within a short 
distance of the city. These attributes allow 
it to present itself as ‘the biggest backlot 
in North America’. [Also] Vancouver’s 
labor costs are lower than in Hollywood; 
Canadian labor unions have offered more 
flexibility than their American counter-
parts; the Canadian dollar has had lower 
value than the US dollar; and Canadian 
federal and provincial production tax 
incentives have been increasingly generous”

(Tinic, 2005, p. 154; Davis and Kaye, 2010, 
p. 3).

All of these advantages separated Vancouver 

from national and international competitors 

until it was faced with opposition in the 

form of cutbacks and the centralization of 

production in Ontario and Quebec from 

federal film and broadcasting agencies 

by the 1970s (Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 3). 

This regional shift in prioritizing central 
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did not heavily rely on international 

productions as,

“...local productions already defined film 
and television production [within the 
respective cities] and made up substantial 
local, domestically oriented production 
industries serving Canada’s English- and 
French-speaking populations. For these 
cities, international production would act 
as a ‘supplement’ to the dominant portion 
of production work—the domestic local 
industry” 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 153).

Thus, Montreal and Toronto only recently 

began to expand and extend current 

infrastructure that had been created for 

domestic production towards supporting 

international productions (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 153). For Toronto, 

existing domestic production capabilities 

were tailored mainly for local and low-

budget international production and the 

city’s proximity to New York allowed for 

split location productions between the two 

cities (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

153). This allowed international production 

expectations to be achieved through the 

gradual “...conversion and refurbishment 

of warehouses alongside the development 

of smaller purpose-built studios geared 

towards television production” (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 153). Notable studios 

within Toronto such as Toronto Film 

Studios, Film Port, and Cinespace were 

generated by the consolidation of these 

smaller spaces into networks of soundstages 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 153). On 

the other hand, Montreal aimed to secure 

international production through the 

development of purpose-built studios like 

Vancouver (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

154). Mels Cité du Cinéma Studios and Cité 
du Cinéma Montreal were constructed in 

hopes of drawing high-budget blockbuster 

productions for the city while servicing the 

needs of the local Francophone film industry 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 154).  The 

three leading Canadian cities and their 

provincial governments reflect the value in 

pursuing a location interest for competitive 

advantage, thus influencing other cities to 

do so such as Winnipeg. It is evident that 

cities all over the world are planning in the 

early stages to facilitate environments that 

are conducive to have the capacity to host 

international film and television production 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 154). It 

is also important that this race to become 

Hollywood North is also unique through 

each provinces’ intentions. While studios 

in Vancouver and Montreal have significant 

support from their provincial governments 

through investments and loans, there are 

considerable differences in their ambitions 

towards becoming Hollywood North 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 154). 

While the government of British Columbia 

was concerned with regional industry 

development, in Quebec, supporting film 

production facilities was more of a necessary 
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cultural and social infrastructure for the 

“...leftist and cultural (separatist) agendas of 

the Parti Quebecois’s state-interventionists 

and separatist logic of establishing the 

conditions for Quebec autonomy” (Seguin, 

2003; Gasher, 2004; Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 154). In the end, each province has a 

personal agenda towards the international 

market of film production, whether it be 

economical or political pursuits. 

 The race to be Hollywood North has 

created three different kinds of media cities.  

These three cities can also be categorized 

towards the type of production each 

pursues, with Vancouver heavily dependent 

of international production and Montreal 

and Toronto defined by domestic production 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 156). 

This is evident in the production industry 

statistics for the 2002–2003 financial year;

“While British Columbia (Vancouver) is 
the leading Canadian location for ‘foreign 
location production’, Ontario (Toronto) and 
Quebec (Montreal) clearly eclipse B.C. in 
terms of levels of overall production, with 
B.C. (at C$1,041 million) coming a distant 
third behind Ontario (C$1,968 million) and 
Quebec (C$1,450 million). Put in another 
way, international production dominates 
British Columbian film and television 
production with an 80 percent share of 
production in the province against Ontario’s 
20 percent and Quebec’s 25 percent” 

(CFTPA, 2004, p. 24; cited in Goldsmith and 
O’Regan, 2006, p. 157)
 

All three cities advertise themselves as 

Hollywood North with each offering reasons 

for the label; however, they all represent 

different approaches. Toronto advertises 

its ability to double for other metropolitan 

areas such as New York or Chicago. 

Toronto also has the most local film and 

television production in Canada, and as 

a whole is the largest film and television 

production center in Canada (Onstad, 

1997, pp. 36-43; Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 157). Vancouver, on the other 

hand, attracts the majority of high-to-mid 

blockbuster Hollywood productions than 

any other Canadian city (Toumarkine, 

2004; Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 157). 

Montreal calls for the title as its studios 

have recently attracted major blockbuster 

productions, and the city has enough 

notoriety to represent itself, and as well 

as providing a diversity of international 

and period locations with its unique 

architecture (Toumarkine, 2004; Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 157). In the end, each 

city desires a balance between domestic 

and international production. Although 

Vancouver leads the three in the provision 

of services to international film producers, 

its domestic film industry is heavily reliant 

on the availability of runaway productions. 

This dependency makes Vancouver quite 

susceptible to production downturns, the 

value of the Canadian dollar, or turbulent 

forecasts in the international film market 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 157). For 

Toronto or Montreal, both cities can support 
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themselves through domestic production 

but heavily rely on the runaway production 

to facilitate growth and expansion of their 

assets. 

 Canada has experienced significant 

benefits in the film industry because of 

continental geography, proximity, and 

integration with United States markets 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 158). 

However, as much as this is an advantageous 

situation for Canada, it is also a double-

edged sword as Canadian film and television 

production depends heavily on U.S. 

economic developments (Mathews, 2010; 

Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 158). This 

was demonstrated through many events 

in the 1990s, and early 2000s such as the 

writers strike of 2000-2001, or the tragedy of 

9/11 that caused a widespread decline in the 

Canadian film and television industry due 

to fear of travel (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 158). Vancouver experienced a drop 

of 50% of production due to “... a plunge 

in telepic orders, overuse of locations, the 

soft economy, concerns about crew depth 

and—ironically—even lower costs and 

sweeter incentives elsewhere” (McNary et 

al. 2002, p. 4). Exchange rate movements 

and intense competition also contributed to 

turbulent times such as in the early 2000s 

as, “...the value proposition of Canada as a 

production location [was compromised] by 

the substantial appreciation of the Canadian 

dollar, which made Eastern European 

studios more attractive propositions” 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 158).  

Furthermore, the emergence of reality 

television programming consequentially 

out-competed drama production not only in 

Canada but globally as well (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 158). This compounded 

the situation as Canadian governments and 

television networks experienced funding 

cutbacks in response, which hit Montreal 

particularly hard in 2002-2003 (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 158). 

 While all these events eventually 

stabilized themselves, the rise of technology 

and audience expectations led to the 

transition toward “... [accommodating the] 

rise in imaging standards and the digital 

production of blockbusters and special 

effects driven features” (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 158). Ultimately through 

these events, Canadian location interests 

began to realize an imminent transition 

within the industry. Through experiencing 

the fragility of the international film market 

and the drive to remain competitive in 

the future, these elements helped shift 

the attention for Toronto and Montreal 

(and reinforced Vancouver’s attention) to 

heavily invest in large purpose-built studios 

with the aims of securing higher-budgeted 

productions (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 158) While Vancouver and Montreal 

already have established purpose-built 

infrastructure for mid-to-high-budget 

47



filmmaking, Toronto has continued to rely 

on refurbished warehouses and smaller 

converted, purpose-built spaces as the city 

emphasized split location and domestic 

production which did not necessitate the 

need for a megastudio (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 159). With Vancouver and 

Montreal relying on their megastudios to 

secure runaway productions; Toronto acted 

like its compatriot New York—using “...a set 

of smaller spaces for production and being 

a post-production powerhouse” (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 159). However, as 

Vancouver and Montreal continuously 

began to contract runaway productions 

instead of Toronto for the simple reason of 

capacity issues, it became evident that the 

city’s current approach would eventually 

lead them to be out-competed (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 160). Thus, Toronto 

began to draft plans for an ambitious mega 

state-of-the-art studio in 2004 (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 159). 

 "One element, more than any 
other, will dictate supremacy in 
film production in Canada: the 

motion picture studio !"
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 "One element, more than any 
other, will dictate supremacy in 
film production in Canada: the 

motion picture studio !"
-  Denis Seguin

- The Battle for Hollywood North, 2003

49



 "Can Toronto be

Hollywood  North ?" "Can Toronto be

Hollywood  North ?"ll
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Toronto as
Hollywood North

 Before 2006, Toronto’s purpose-built 

studio space accounted for only 8 percent 

of its overall production infrastructure 

with the remaining percentage “...[was] 

supplied by converted warehouses and other 

assorted industrial facilities” (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 164). Of this small 

percentage, these purpose-built stages 

have an average size of only roughly nine-

thousand square feet and are consequently 

not chosen for high-budget productions 

(TEDCO, 2004). For Toronto to possess the 

title of Hollywood North, the city has placed 

emphasis on the merging of the location 

interest and the design interest. Toronto has 

the unique opportunity to utilize a hybrid 
approach. Through location interest, the 

city has organically built up a network of 

sound stages and back lots to service the 

local and international production while 

also being “...the design center for English 

Canadian film and television production—

both in dollar value and absolute numbers 

of productions” (Toumarkine, 2004; cited 

in Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 164). 

This is evidenced in 2003 when Toronto 

hosted 214 film and television productions. 

Of these productions, “... 174 were Canadian, 

and 38 were U.S. productions, and a further 

two were from other overseas destinations” 

(Toumarkine, 2004; cited in Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 164). Toronto’s initiative 

to servicing international productions 

aims to build upon and take advantage of 

their control over domestic production 

and the city’s strong post-production 

capabilities (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, 

p. 164). This directly relates to potential 

attractive incentives and factors that would 

help popularize the city for international 

producers;

“First, they can take advantage of the 
facilities, services, and cost structures 
built up for Canadian domestic film and 
television production. Second, there is 
its capacity to provide cheap, alternative 
location and studio shooting spaces in which 
Canadian locations can render a generic, 
urban U.S. look and double for New York 
locations in particular. Third, an incredible 
array of back lots and studio sets have been 
built in Toronto studios...are available for 
production. Fourth, Toronto is attractive 
for its state-of-the-art range of recording, 
dubbing, editing, printing and other post-
production services that promoters claim—
is unequaled in North America outside Los 
Angeles. Finally, Toronto also has the added 
advantage of a live theater market that is 
legitimately claimed to be the third largest in 
the English-speaking world after New York 
and London” 

(Canadian Business, vol. 67, no. 8, pp. 58-65; 
cited in Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 
164).

From these factors, Toronto has in place 

many attractive elements that would make 

it worthy of becoming Hollywood North. 

These attributes can potentially develop 

Toronto as a command and control center 

in Canada similiar to the likeliness of Los 

Angeles and Hollywood.
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 Toronto is often associated with 

lower-to-mid budget productions and split 

location productions and this reputation 

has developed over the years, essentially 

making Toronto fulfill a niche in this 

area of film and television production 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 165). 

The absence of large purpose-built studio 

infrastructure in the city contributed to this 

niche as it prevented the city from securing 

the desirable high-budget international 

productions (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, 

p. 165). Therefore, Toronto’s film industry 

was often relegated to lower-to-mid budget 

productions averaging around $9 million 

USD (rather than the average Hollywood 

production of $58 million USD), making 

Toronto fall behind “...other competitor 

locations not only in Canada but in Los 

Angeles, London, Sydney, Prague and other 

secondary production centers scattered 

throughout North American and Western 

Europe” (TEDCO, 2004; Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 164). It has become 

recognized that Toronto’s advantages 

in lower-to-mid sized domestic and 

international productions is now insufficient 

to remain competitive and the niche that 

Toronto possesses has now become stagnant 

to the city’s film and television industry’s 

growth (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

165). Therefore location interests, “...in the 

form of entrepreneurs allied with promoters, 

local officials and real-estate developers...

[advocate for]...high-quality, purpose-

built infrastructure [as it is] regarded as 

an essential component [towards gaining] 

competitive advantage” (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2003; Davis and Kaye, 2010, 

p. 10). As a result, the city began pitching 

the idea of a megastudio that would permit 

the city to remain competitive in the global 

perspective. 

 Through the city’s network of 

converted warehouses, refurbished sound 

stages, and back lots built up over the years, 

“...Toronto can claim to be a [substantial] 

creative agglomeration, rather than a 

satellite production complex that relies 

primarily on outsourcing” (Davis and Kaye, 

2010, p. 9). While Toronto’s sufficiently 

talented crews and available film facilities 

(especially in post-production) can support 

runaway productions, it is undeniable that 

the city is being passed over due to the lack 

of purpose-built, state-of-the-art facilities 

(Adams, 2004; cited in Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 165). There is a reputation 

within film circles regarding Toronto’s 

existing facilities as inadequate to charm 

the international producer’s curiosity. An 

example can be Toronto Film Studios, which 

is disparagingly referred to “...as a rabbit 

warren of reclaimed warehouse space on 

Toronto’s Eastern Avenue known rather 

grandly as Toronto Film Studios” (Seguin, 

2003; cited in Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 165). This reputation does not shed 

a bright future for Toronto’s film facilities, 
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“ Its been a t ruism in Toronto film circles for the 
last decade that while the city has sufficient ly 
talented crews to host runaway productions, its 
been bypassed by Hollywood films - movies with 
budgets in excess of 150-million involving support 
staff of as many as 2,000 persons - because it 
has lacked an appropriately huge, purpose-buil t, 
state-of-the-art facility. Now, with the Port Lands 
project nearing reality, the theory is that runaway 
business that once went to Mont real or Vancouver will 
be rerouted to Toronto, thus restoring the Ontario 
capital's lust re as the real Hollywood  North. ”

especially towards matching the increasing 

standards of imaging and production value 

for future film and television productions as 

stated by Goldsmith and O’Regan (2005);

“...just as the $100 million budget Hollywood 
production has become the norm, so, too, 
has the higher-budgeted feature production 
destined for DVD release and television 
series that are transforming elements of 
what was once the movie of the week into 
$20 to $50 million productions and the 
higher-budgeted television drama series 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 166). 

This increase in standards ultimately leaves 

producers less inclined to put up with the 

rough conditions of Toronto’s existing 

facilities (which have undergone continuous 

upgrades) (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, 

p. 166). However, these spaces can end 

up winning the city productions in some 

instances such as the 2002 film Chicago 
which required a massive space for a part 

of the production (which at the time was 

bigger than any purpose-built sound stage 

could provide), and was ultimately found 

in an uninsulated warehouse in Toronto 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 166). 

It is becoming clear that perhaps the 

amalgamation of the two typologies — the 

purpose built, state-of-the-art megastudio 

alongside the currently established networks 

of existing converted warehouses may be key 

to take advantage of the growing demands 

and requirements for film and television 

production - both international and 

domestic. In the end, studios complexes are 
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“ Its been a t ruism in Toronto film circles for the 
last decade that while the city has sufficient ly 
talented crews to host runaway productions, its 
been bypassed by Hollywood films - movies with 
budgets in excess of 150-million involving support 
staff of as many as 2,000 persons - because it 
has lacked an appropriately huge, purpose-buil t, 
state-of-the-art facility. Now, with the Port Lands 
project nearing reality, the theory is that runaway 
business that once went to Mont real or Vancouver will 
be rerouted to Toronto, thus restoring the Ontario 
capital's lust re as the real Hollywood  North. ”

- James Adams
- Megastudio Nears Port - Toronto,

 The Globe and Mail, 2009

becoming increasingly important towards 

remaining competitive in the contemporary 

world and the demand for such complexes, 

especially after the wake of the success of 

the Vancouver model, reinforce the ideology 

— “...that a measure of a city is the quality of 

its studios” (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, 

pp. 171-173).  

 The city of Toronto has gone 

through rather rapid alterations in its film 

and television infrastructure over the past 

decades. Cinespace Film Studios is one of 

the pioneer studios in Toronto and has 

continuously followed its founder Nick 

Mirkopoulos’ approach to transforming 

warehouses into studio space (Eastwood, 

2013; Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 167). 

By 2008, the company had amassed and 

operated “...nearly four hundred thousand 

square feet of studio space, production office 

space, and set storage and lockup space at 

its four separate Toronto facilities; ...Marine 
Terminal 28 Studio, The Booth Avenue 
Facility, Kleinburg Studios, and Stage 2” 

(Eastwood, 2013; Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 167). Prior to 2008, Toronto’s other 

and most prominent studio, Toronto Film 
Studios (TFS) “...was the largest provider of 

film and television studio space in Toronto 

operating 17 stages with over 360,000 

square feet of space on around 30 acres 

close to downtown Toronto” (CBC Arts, 

Toronto in Transition
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2009; Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

167). Toronto Film Studios was established 

by the Rose Corporation (a merchant 

bank specializing in real estate) in 1998 

after purchasing a studio facility after the 

previous owner had filed for bankruptcy 

(Toronto Film Studios, 2004; Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 167). The Toronto-

based real estate investor became interested 

in studio facilities “...on the basis of the 

steady growth of the film and television 

industry in Toronto since the early 1980s 

and its assessment that cable channels had 

contributed to an increased demand for new 

film and television product” (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 168). In a short span of five 

years, TFS grew through acquiring property, 

leases from TEDCO (Toronto Economic 

Development Corporation), and absorption 

of other film-related infrastructure for 

expansion purposes (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 168). In 2004, they won 

a tender for an ambitious proposal to 

develop a megastudio complex on the Port 

Lands waterfront site aimed to attract the 

$100 million plus-budgeted productions 

to Toronto (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 168). This has led to criticism and 

worry within existing smaller studios like 

Cinespace as they believed Toronto Film 

Studios would crowd out the competition 

and “...that the city will end up subsidizing 

the megastudio...” (Adams, 2004; Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 169). 

 This new megastudio complex, 

now dubbed Filmport, opened in 2007 and 

featured at its center the largest soundstage 

in Canada measuring in at 45,900 square 

feet (bigger than Nathan Phillips Square 

in downtown Toronto) (Adams, 2009; 

Pinewood Group PLC, 2015). The huge 

sound stage is just one of 13 other purpose-

built facilities that were constructed on the 

site, “...at the cost of more than $100-million, 

on the 12-hectare site situated south of 

Commissioners Road and north of the 

Ship Channel waterway” (Adams, 2009). 

Filmport not only offered vast production 

space available to rent but also provided 

“... advanced IT and communication 

infrastructure, co-located business service 

providers, cultural amenities, and the 

promise of environmental friendliness” 

(Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 10). As the Filmport 

was gearing up for success and ready to 

revitalize the Port Lands District, a perfect 

storm of factors that dramatically affected 

the Canadian media industry occurred 

(Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 10). This ‘storm’ 

effectively hit Toronto rather severely, 

causing the city’s film and television 

production volume to fall from $1.2 billion 

in 2000 to $700 million in 2006, putting 

extreme financial pressure on the Rose 

Corporation and it’s partners from profiting 

from their initial investment (Davis and 

Kaye, 2010, p. 10). Charles H. Davis and 

Janice Kaye detail this perfect storm based 

from six major unfortunate elements;
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“...the paradigm shift in screen-based 
industry to digital platforms; the hollowing 
out of the Toronto production center by 
domestic policies that decrease demand for 
indigenous television drama and provide 
incentives to move production to outlying 
regions; the increase of incentive-based 
international and domestic competition; 
worldwide competition in screen-industry 
infrastructure through the construction 
of ever-improved purpose-built studios; 
the rise of the Canadian dollar; and 
shortcomings in conventional methods of 
financing and revenue models applied to 
digital platform content production. While 
some of these factors [mainly] affect foreign 
location production and some mainly 
influence the indigenous industry, most 
affect both” 

(Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 10).

This caused less big-budget productions 

to come to the Filmport than originally 

projected, leading to vacancy and financial 

struggle (CBS Arts, 2009; Lewington, 2012; 

Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 10). The Rose 

Corporation and its partners eventually 

decided to divulge themselves of their 

megastudio complex, and in 2009, the 

British multinational film and television 

studio Pinewood Group PLC took over 

management of Toronto’s struggling 

Filmport (CBS Arts, 2009; Adams, 2009; 

Lewington, 2012). Under new management 

and renamed Pinewood Toronto Studios, 

the megastudio retained (and retrofitted) 

seven state-of-the-art sound stages and 

a plethora of supplementary offices and 

workshop facilities on Toronto’s Port Land  

District (Adams, 2009). By 2016, Pinewood 

Toronto Studios and other studios within 

the city seem to have recovered from the 

perfect storm as estimates of the province’s 

film and television industry have returned 

to the $1.2 billion threshold with Pinewood 

Toronto Studios linked to approximately 

35 percent of the annual economic activity” 

(CBC News, 2016). In 2016, Pinewood 

Toronto Studios announced “...plans to build 

a new 135,000 square-foot facility complete 

with carpentry workshops, production 

offices and retail space...” as well as doubling 

its current 300,000 square-foot site (CBC 

News, 2016). The megastudio has already 

submitted applications to begin expansion 

of their present site in 2016 with hopes 

of being fully operational by 2018 (CBC 

News, 2016). This expansion coincides with 

organizations such as Waterfront Toronto 
and the Port Lands Acceleration Initiative 
to revitalize the Port Lands District with 

Pinewood Toronto Studios as a major 

contributor and occupant of the site (City of 

Toronto, 2014; CBC News, 2016). 

 
 In the end, the strategies behind 

Canadian film and television production 

centers has evolved. Cities vying for runaway 

productions cannot compete primarily by 

lowest cost any more, “...they must now 

offer the best value for money along with 

comprehensive services and distinctive 

capabilities” (Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 

10). Under the leadership, branding, and 

governance of Pinewood Group, Pinewood 

Toronto Studios embodies this initiative 
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as it has emerged as a renowned 

global leader in the film and television 

industry emphasizing the studio as a “...

interdependent hub of creative expertise 

and an enterprise for film, television, video 

game, and music video production” (Turley 

Associates, 2013). Every major city aiming 

to position itself as a significant player 

in the film and television industry are “...

[maneuvering] themselves [towards being] 

fully integrated production hubs capable 

of handling the entire range of production 

and post-production tasks” (Davis and 

Kaye, 2010, pp. 10-11). By improving a 

studio’s capability to serve larger-budgeted 

productions, they appear in the city 

more frequently, thus establishing an 

environment where the personnel, studios, 

and the entirety of the Canadian film and 

television industry can learn and improve to 

international standards (British Columbia 

Film, 2008; cited in Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 

11). 

The redevelopment of the Port Lands 

District and establishment of Pinewood 

Toronto Studios allows the city to hold an 

advantageous and unique opportunity “...

to recapture the city’s role as the Canadian 

English-language center of excellence in 

screen arts” (Toronto Film Board, 2007; cited 

in Davis and Kaye, 2010, p. 11). All of the 

elements mentioned above help contribute 

to an incredible advantage for Toronto, 

leading to the proposal for a Film Studio 

District (City of Toronto, 2014, p. 12). This 

proposed district will feature the megastudio 

fully integrated alongside mixed-use 

communities, a live/work environment 

supporting the creative industries of the 

future, and a completely redeveloped 

landscape (City of Toronto, 2014, p. 12). It is 

an exciting time for Toronto and its film and 

television industry, with a future poised to 

potentially be one of the most unique and 

productive studios in the world. The city 

of Toronto and Pinewood Toronto Studios 

quite possibly have all the ingredients to 

create a fully-integrated production hub 

capable of becoming a true global leader 

in servicing international productions as 

well as a generator of domestic/indigenous 

content. These ingredients can lead 

Toronto’s Port Lands District to develop and 

host a first-of-its-kind studio. A Hollywood 
North.
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Pinewood Toronto Studios as of Febuary 22, 2016
Base Map Data Layer

ESRI (Environmental Systems Resource Institute)
ArcGIS 10.3, 2016.

Redlands, California
Assessed on Feb. 22, 2016

Figure 13.
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The Anatomy of a Studio
 The film studio is a collection of 

facilities united together to service the 

production of media. While the studio 

directly serves the film and television 

industries, it also acts as a catalyst for social, 

political, and economic enhancement 

toward the city and host region. There 

are many types of studios around the 

world. Their ‘uniqueness’ is derived from 

many factors including capacity limits 

to management and functional profiles, 

and institutional linkages (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 23). These factors 

create the genetic make-up of each studio, 

allowing certain studios to identify and 

service specific roles and obtain competitive 

advantage against their rivals. Thus, 

competition for production is very well 

based off on the infrastructural anatomy of 

the studio.

    The anatomy of the studio in its simplest 

form involves five key components: the 

sound stages, the offices, the workshops, the 

back lot, and the ancillary space between 

these buildings. These five elements define 

the universal organs of nearly every studio 

around the world. The sound stage provides 

the necessary flexible large sheltered space 

required to construct and capture complex 

sets “... as well as accommodate the vast 

array of the crew, cast, props, equipment and 

support services in proximity to the main 

action” (PSDFPA, 2013, p. 14). Back lots are 

essentially large open spaces in conjunction 

with sound stages and are vital to major 

film production as they provide the site for 

complex external set shooting (PSDFPA, 

2013, p. 14). During principal photography, 

the sound stages and back lots are “...

typically surrounded by vehicles and trailers 

associated with the production. This area, 

known as ancillary space, accommodate 

all the equipment for the different crew 

departments but also include catering units 

and accommodation for stars” (PSDFPA, 

2013, p. 14). Offices and workshops are 

usually found within the vicinity of the 

corresponding production which usually 

houses crew involved in taking care of 

finances, management, construction needs, 

props, catering, etc.

 To a great extent, the physical 

attributes and capacities of its soundstages 

and workshops ultimately determine the 

types of productions the studio can service. 

The size of a studio and its permanent 

infrastructure is an important determinant 

to the scale and variety of production the 

studio is capable of hosting (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2003, p. 24). The emphasis is on 

size with regard to the particular number 

of sound stages, back lots, and workshops 

and their corresponding dimensions 

particularly in height, width, and length. 

Furthermore, stages are often assessed 

by their infrastructural attributes as well. 
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Soundproofing, power connections, air-

conditioning, load-bearing capacity and 

adjacency to supplementary structures also 

play a significant role in stirring a producer’s 

curiosity (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

30). These are critical towards the success of 

certain high-budget productions coming to 

studios. For example, load-bearing capacity 

is highly regarded as converted warehouses 

lack the strength that purpose-built sound 

stages have when it comes to safely bearing 

a load of lighting and other necessary 

equipment (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, 

p. 26). 

 With the initiative of capturing 

high-budget productions, many studios aim 

to accommodate the demand of multiple 

soundstages and construction workshops. 

Large productions often rent several stages, 

workshops and back lots simultaneously 

at a time and can even occupy the whole 

studio (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

30). The availability of specialized craft and 

production workers on-site from high-

budget productions dictate the need for 

generous ancillary space and workshops to 

house these individuals and their work (set 

decoration, equipment management, film 

processing, video villages, post-production, 

catering) (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

30). The size of a studio also determines “...

not only the total amount of production 

that can be hosted but also the amount of 

simultaneous production that a studio is 

able to service”. (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 26). Space is a crucial factor during 

production as potential limits of current 

space, and the overall physical configuration 

of the facilities can be a “...constraint that 

brings congestion, inconvenience and cost 

inefficiencies” (PSDFPA, 2013, p. 14). Certain 

studios also have the presence of special 

features such as the enormous water tanks 

at Fox Baja Studios or the mock-up city 

streets and building facades of Babelsberg 

Studio in Germany (Goldsmith and O’Regan,  

2005, p. 31).

 The advent of the digital revolution 

in the film industry has created a growing 

interconnection between production and 

post-production. As higher-budget films 

are incorporating visual and sound effects 

much more prominently, they also demand 

more planning in the earlier stages of the 

production, thus increasing the importance 

of controlled environments offered by 

studios as well as ‘place new’ requirements 

on them (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

31). In a proactive approach, studios now 

must also emphasize the inclusion of high-

speed fiber optic networks that enable digital 

transmission between service providers 

within the studio and beyond (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2003, p. 27). 
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Schematic Diagram of
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Production offices for staff and other support facilities, 
supplying a range of flexible office spaces for productions

Major films often use ancillary space as actual shooting space. 
Ancilliary space is dedicated towards providing parking space, 
but can be adapted to provide a range of support services, 
catering, and hospitality, temporary post-production facilities 
and screening rooms.

Large scale column-less buildings used for accommodating 
interior film and television sets designed for film production.

A variety of spaces primarily dedicated towards constructing 
sets, props, wardrobe, etc. Most workshops house equipment to 
support timber and plastering workshops.

Open spaces used for constructing  large scale, elaborate sets 
and props. Back lots can also be used for temporary storage.

SOUND
STAGE

WORKSHOPS

OFFICES

ANCILLIARY
SPACE

BACK 
LOT

Figure 14.
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 From the 1920s - 1950s, film studios 

began to emerge onto the European 

landscape. Studios like Cinecittà in Rome 

or Studio Babelsberg in Germany were “...

designed with varying degrees of success 

to be national production epicenters” 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2003, p. 30). These 

national film studios became generators 

of a nation’s film legacy, evident through 

the sense of public ownership by the local 

film community, support from citizens and 

their corresponding governments, and the 

very films the studios produced (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2003, p. 30). The studios’ 

work influenced the shape and character of 

local production and “...their developments 

were motivated by government interest 

in rationalizing or centralizing domestic 

production through a single, dominant 

studio complex” (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 135). As these national film 

studios began to establish themselves 

in Europe, British studios developed in 

the United Kingdom with “...[a different] 

imperative; founded on a mix of British and 

American entrepreneurialism” (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2003 , p. 30; Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 135). British film 

entrepreneurs — J. Arthur Rank and 

Alexander Korda — developed these studios 

to become majors in their own right and 

reminiscent of the standards set by the 

Hollywood majors (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 35). The development of studios in 

the United Kingdom had three motivations 

according to Goldsmith and O’Regan (2005),

“First, the purchase or establishment of 
studios in the United Kingdom provided an 
opportunity to make films that met British 
and British Empire quota regulations. 
Second, the studios enhanced Hollywood’s 
permanent production presence in one of 
the most important markets for American 
films. And third, the studios made British 
stories, locations, personnel, and the creative 
culture of London more accessible”

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 35).

From this mandate, it became evident that 

British film studios “... were founded with a 

more commercial mandate and were more 

internationally oriented than the majority 

of their European counterparts” (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 35). Between the 

British ‘majors’ (such as Elstree, Shepperton, 

Denham, Shepard’s Bush), Pinewood Studios 

would emerge as a leading and exceptional 

film studio, producing global hits in the 

coming decades and remaining vividly 

relevant today as it was nearly half a century 

ago (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 35).

 Pinewood Studios’ started in the 

first half of the twentieth century. The 

studio’s birth began in 1934, “...when the 

Heatherden Hall Estate in Buckinghamshire 

was purchased by Sheffield entrepreneur 

Charles Boot, [where he transformed] the 

Pinewood Studios
chapter five...

64



estate as an up-market country club” (Frick, 

2005, p. 48; Turley Associates, 2013, p. 10). 

The estate was then turned into a film 

studio following a partnership with British 

film entrepreneurs, J. Arthur Rank and 

Alexander Korda to service the flourishing 

cinema industry (Turley Associates, 2013, p. 

10). Within two years, Pinewood Studios was 

born with Boot officially naming the studio 

Pinewood “...to echo the name of Hollywood 

and the woodland surrounding the estate” 

(Turley Associates, 2013, p. 10). 

 Pinewood Studios was founded with 

the desire to attract and work on large-scale, 

high-budget productions and using the 

ambitions of major Hollywood players to 

establish a permanent production presence 

in London (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

136). This production presence was necessary 

to take advantage of “...a large stock of 

British stories, locations, and personnel as 

well as [tapping into] London’s creativity” 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 136). In 

essence, it was a different approach to the 

national studio, one that placed emphasis 

on the expansion of successful American 

film practice onto new territories. American-

initiated and financed productions have 

always been important to the United 

Kingdom’s film industry “...not only in 

terms of technological development and 

employment, but also in terms of creation 

and maintenance of studio facilities” 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan 2005, p. 136).

    The success of Pinewood Studios in the 

early years was due to Rank’s heyday in the 

1940s - 1950s as the studio was modeled 

after the Hollywood studio practice and 

Rank had a significant number of his own 

productions taking place at this time 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 35). 

From 1930s-1960s, the United Kingdom 

was the principal location for American 

production outside of the United States 

(until this was challenged in recent years by 

Canada) (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

135). However, like all studios inevitability 

were forced to do, Pinewood Studios also 

was compelled to adapt to the changing 

international production environment. As 

production dynamics changed, the studio 

“...no longer had the same guarantee of 

[continuous] production and decisions on 

production locations tended to be made on 

a project-by-project basis” (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 35; Stienhart, 2013). Thus, 

the studio was relegated to becoming “...a 

rental facility providing soundstages and 

production services to the international 

production industry rather than producing 

its own films” (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2003, p. 35). Production cost has always been 

a factor for producers scouring international 

locations. However, the cost of facilities 

alone is rarely the sole or primary concern. 

Over the years, Pinewood Studios has built 

up a reputation for quality in their crew 

and facilities through a long history of 

successful and cost-effective productions 
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Pinewood Studios United Kingdom
Pinewood Studios London as of 2014

Photo Courtesy of INS News
Photo Courtesy of Ben Cawthra

 Iver Heath, Buckinghamshire, England
Assessed on Dec. 7, 2016

Figure 15.
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(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 136). The 

familiarity and confidence producers have 

for the studio places Pinewood and many 

other British film studios in a privileged 

position in the global production networks 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 136).

 A boom in American productions 

from the 1990s - 2000s gave rise to 

an intense commitment to building 

infrastructure to service the international 

film industry (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 136). This boom coincided with 

the discovery of the economic power 

and potential of creative industries and 

subsequently inflated the demand for studio 

construction (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, 

p. 136). However, as British studio complexes 

such as Pinewood and Shepperton were 

supported by attracting high-budget 

blockbuster productions, it became evident 

in the 1970s that studio complexes needed 

to be more innovative in their strategies 

and business practices (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 137). Before the boom in 

the 1990s-2000s, international productions 

came to a screeching halt following a 

large-scale withdrawal of finance from 

American investors (as the 1970s marked 

the pinnacle of the vertical disintegration of 

the studio system until a decade later when 

reintegration occurred following ownership 

of multinational media conglomerates) 

(Schatz, 2008; cited in Davis and Kaye, 2010, 

p. 2; Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 137). 

Through this boom in the 1990s-2000s 

and past experiences with events in the 

1970s, British film studios recognized “...

the [pattern of] inevitable, coming, cyclical, 

downturns...” and began to develop 

innovative business models and expansion 

plans to weather this ‘storm’ (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, pp. 137-138).

 Pinewood and Shepperton were the 

United Kingdom’s largest studio complexes 

in the early in the 1990s-2000s. The 

growing competition in facilities around 

the world threatened and began to erode 

their traditional advantages and thus, “...

[Pinewood and Shepperton] adopted a 

dual strategy to maintain their position 

in the international production peaking 

order” (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

138). In 2001, the Pinewood-Shepperton 

Merger took place with Pinewood’s new 

management team purchasing their 

counterparts at Shepperton and merging the 

two studio complexes together “... in order to 

increase their flexibility and enhance their 

capacity to service every size and type of film 

and television production” (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 138; Ward and O’Regan, 

2009). The merger not only marked a 

considerable advantage in international 

production in the European market, but it 

was also the beginning of an ambitious plan 

to internationalize the Pinewood brand. By 

capitalizing on both the studio’s arguably 

greatest asset - its reputation - the merger 
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initiated the creation of Pinewood Studios 

as a global studio brand (Parker, 2003, p. 5; 

cited in Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 

139). Pinewood began in the early 2000s to 

reach out and seek partnerships with other 

facilities internationally, fostering strategic 

alliances and re-branding under the name 

Pinewood. This approach allows Pinewood 

to “...synchronize production around 

multiple regions to maximize occupancy 

and returns and to accommodate as much 

production as possible” (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 35). This partnership 

broadens the range of work Pinewood can 

service and efficiently creates Pinewood as 

a “...multifaceted media hub or media city” 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 36).

     Many studios are entirely privately 

owned. Some whole or in part by Hollywood 

majors or other major multinational media 

conglomerates (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2003, p. 25). Others are owned by smaller 

media companies and some by other 

companies whose principal businesses lies 

outside the media sector (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 27). Pinewood Studios 

(and other studios around the world bearing 

the name) is owned by the multinational 

media conglomerate Pinewood Group 

(Turley Associates, 2015, p. 2; Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 27). Pinewood 

Toronto Studios, having become part of 

the Pinewood conglomerate in the early 

2010s, is currently under transformation 

into a multifaceted media hub and epicenter 

of production in the Canadian and North 

American region. The state-of-the-art studio 

constructed at the Port Lands District in 

Toronto is destined to follow the media city 

model, “...a preferred strategy for renovating 

existing large studios as it offers the prospect 

of diversifying the revenue base and 

capitalizing of the existing media cluster” 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 36). 

Pinewood Group aims to develop Pinewood 

Toronto Studios, in conjunction with local 

government support, [into a] studio that 

develops not only a competitive advantage 

in the “...needs of the contemporary 

international production industry, but 

also to ensure it is well placed to service 

the future needs of old and new, local and 

international, media production” (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2003, p. 31).

    The functional profile of a studio dictates 

the extent and type of production the 

studio is capable of hosting. The spatial 

composition and concentration of its assets 

are based on this studio profile and further 

enable what kind of work can occur in one 

setting. Ben Goldmith and Tom O’Regan 

(2003; 2005) detail three different models of 

functional profile and spatial concentration 
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• The production precinct, which services 
production but does not have extensive 
post-production facilities and services.

• The cinema city, which is oriented toward 
film and television drama work and usually 
contains the range of production and post-
production services necessary to provide full 
service.

• The media city, which contains all of the 
features of the cinema city but which may 
also include a greater range of television 
broadcasting production facilities, other 
new media services, training facilities, and 
non-media-related creative industries 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2003, p. 32; 
Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 37; 
Tomaselli, 2013).

While these three models of studios 

occasionally mix, “...they represent three 

identifiably different logics of both studio 

development and production and post-

production clustering” (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2003, p. 32). Production precincts 

focus solely on the production shoot. 

They feature only the basic anatomy of 

the studio (sound stages, workshops, 

production offices, workshops, back lots, 

etc.) (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 38). 

These types of studios offer little to no post-

production services. An example of this was 

the former Toronto Film Studios (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 38). The cinema 

city model differs by providing the whole 

range of production and post-production 

services for “...feature films, movies of the 

week, and international television series” 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 38). 

The business model of the cinema city 

focuses on attracting and retaining as  

much production as possible via providing 

facilities and services on site (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 38). Media cities 

feature much larger clusters of various types 

of production tenants. Information and 

communication technology companies with 

a predominant media production focus, film 

and broadcasting-related companies, and 

training facilities are found more frequently 

in media cities (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2005, p. 32). The full spectrum of production 

and post-production facilities and services 

are also greater than cinema cities. 

Media cities also feature extensive high-

speed networks that support fully digital 

capabilities (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, 

p. 38). An identifiable characteristic that 

separates media cities from cinema cities is 

the amount of tenants, where cinema city 

tenants average around 10 per site, media 

cities feature over 130 media-related tenants 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 38). 

The media city has numerous economical 

advantages over the cinema city;

“The presence of so many companies 
offering a diverse range of services has a 
number of benefits for the owners of media 
cities. First, revenue from the lease of office 
space provides long-term, defined income. 
Second, the studio is able to service a broad 
range of productions both on and off-site 
simultaneously. Third, the existence of this 
extensive range of facilities and services can 
be a powerful draw for incoming production. 
The business model of the media city is 
consequently more complex than that of the 
cinema city. Not only does it seek to attract 
and retain high-budget features, movies of 
the week, and television series production 
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industrial media hub centered, but not 

exclusive to the film and television industry. 

Through this perspective, Pinewood Studios 

Toronto becomes an integral component 

and proponent for a comprehensive 

Hollywood North. A Hollywood North that 

isn’t just a rival with its older, southern 

counterpart, but something entirely new 

and refreshing in the film studio world.

through providing a range of facilities and 
services on-site, but the presence of so many 
tenant companies means the studio is recast 
as a form of commercial property/industrial 
park development” 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2005, p. 38).

Furthermore, media cities offer a number 

of public functions that further drive and 

diversify potential revenue streams. Media 

cities can include extensive public areas such 

as “...cinemas, concert halls, restaurants, 

function and conference centers, retail areas, 

theme parks, studio tours, etc” (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2005, p. 33). These features 

broaden a studio’s functional profile and 

“...[repositions the studio] as the center 

of a broader media, leisure, retail, and 

entertainment cluster” (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2005, p. 39). 

 This provides an exciting future for 

Pinewood Studios Toronto and the Port 

Lands District redevelopment program. 

Coinciding with the challenges and priorities 

of both Pinewood and the City of Toronto’s 

initiatives, the promise of Hollywood North 

lies in the media city model. Through 

combining the characteristics of a media 

city (orientated towards film and television 

production and support for variety of other 

production firms) as well as incorporating 

non-media-related creative industries 
(such as design, fashion, food, services, 

architectural, information and technology, 

etc.), the proposed Film Studio District 
can become a large one-of-a-kind creative 
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Pinewood Studios United Kingdom located 20 miles west of London near 
Iver Heath, Buckinghamshire. The site is currently expanding to the £200m 
expansion plan, known as Project Pinewood which is designed to address 
the increasing global demand for production facilities in the UK. The 
expansion plan will add a total of 100,000 sq m of new facilities, including 
twelve large stages with supporting workshops, production offices and 
infrastructure to the existing Pinewood Studios. 
(White, 2007; Pinewood, 2016; BBC, 2014; Guardian News, 2017).

007 STAGE    59,092 sq ft (interior tank)
STAGE 5     38,804 sq ft 
STAGE 3    34,444 sq ft 
Q STAGE    30,104 sq ft 
The Richard Attenborough Stage 30,044 sq ft 
STAGE 4    27,864 sq ft 
STAGE 2    24,742 sq ft 
STAGE 1     24,742 sq ft 
R STAGE    19,140 sq ft 
S STAGE    19,140 sq ft 
A STAGE    18,150 sq ft (interior tank) 
D STAGE    18,150 sq ft (interior tank) 
E STAGE    18,150 sq ft (interior tank) 
L STAGE     9,450 sq ft
M STAGE    9,450 sq ft
B STAGE    8,910 sq ft
C STAGE    8,910 sq ft (interior tank) 
N STAGE    8,320 sq ft
F STAGE     7,500 sq ft (interior tank) 
H STAGE    3,192 sq ft
G STAGE    1,760 sq ft

NORTH LOT    16 acres / 696,960 sq ft 
ORCHARD LOT     2 acres / 87,120 sq ft
PADDOCK LOT    4 acres / 174,240 sq ft

Pinewood Studios, United Kingdom

Pinewood Studios UK, Buckinghamshire, United Kingdom
Elevation 60M. 3D Buildings Data Layer

Google Earth 7.1.8. 2017. 
Assessed on Feb. 2, 2016

Figure 18.
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Steiner Studios is based in the historic renovation of a 15-acre site at 
the historic Brooklyn Navy Yard, providing New York City with its first 
Hollywood-style (and scale) film production and support facility. Stiener 
Studios offers new stages, increasing jobs in the film, television and 
commercial production industry in New York City. Steiner Studios provide 
a rich, historic back-lot, with buildings preserved from the Civil War, World 
War I and World War II.
(Stiener Studios, 2016).

STAGE 5    27,200 sq ft 
STAGE 3    21,760 sq ft 
STAGE 4    16,320 sq ft 
STAGE 2    16,320 sq ft 
STAGE 1     16,320 sq ft 
BUILDING 8    10,000 sq ft 
BUILDING 9    10,000 sq ft 
STAGE 12    8,020 sq ft 
STAGE 15    7,425 sq ft
STAGE 11    6,000 sq ft
STAGE 14    5.600 sq ft
BUILDING 7    5,000 sq ft
STAGE 10    3,400 sq ft

KENT AVENUE LOT   5.6 acres / 246,000 sq ft 

Stiener Studios, New York

Stiener Studios, New York USA
Elevation 60M. 3D Buildings Data Layer

Google Earth 7.1.8. 2017. 
Assessed on Feb. 2, 2016

Figure 19.
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Studio Babelsberg was founded in 1912 and is the oldest large-scale studio 
complex in the world. Studio Babelsberg remains one of Europe’s leading 
studios for major film and television productions. Studio Babelsberg 
offers 20 sound stages, various back lots and exterior sets on a 41-acre lot, 
first-class technical capabilities, highly skilled crews, attractive shooting 
locations nearby and its close proximity to the city of Berlin.
(Studio Babelsberg AG, 2016).

STAGE 20    78,954 sq ft 
STAGE 19    47,000 sq ft 
STAGE 2    22,604 sq ft 
STAGE 18    21,538 sq ft 
STAGE 1     17,760 sq ft 
STAGE 3    17,760 sq ft 
STAGE 21    13,455 sq ft 
STAGE 14    7,750 sq ft 
STAGE 15    7,750 sq ft
STAGE 16    7,750 sq ft
STAGE 17    7,750 sq ft
STAGE 8    7,104 sq ft
STAGE 9    7,104 sq ft
STAGE 4    6,458 sq ft
STAGE 5    6,458 sq ft
STAGE 10    6,297 sq ft
STAGE 9    7,104 sq ft
STAGE 6    4,844 sq ft
STAGE 7    4,844 sq ft
STAGE 11    3,918 sq ft
STAGE 12    1,819 sq ft

BACK LOT    4.7 acres / 204,514 sq ft 

Studio Babelsberg, Germany

Studio Babelsberg, Potsdam Germany
Elevation 60M. 3D Buildings Data Layer

Google Earth 7.1.8. 2017. 
Assessed on Feb. 2, 2016

Figure 20.
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Mels’ La Cité du Cinéma began in 2012 after the city invested into the 
idea of having international productions come to the city. The purpose 
built studio is part of conglomerate of production and post-production 
facilities within Montreal. Mels’ La Cité du Cinéma is the major production 
hub, featuring purpose-built facilities to house short-term and long-term 
productions (Mels Studio, 2016).

STAGE H    36,000 sq ft 
STAGE G    15,000 sq ft 
STAGE F     15,000 sq ft 
STAGE J     15,000 sq ft 
STAGE K    15,000 sq ft 
STAGE L     10,000 sq ft 
STAGE M    10,000 sq ft 

BACK LOT & PARKING   14 acres / 610,000 sq ft 

Mels La Cite du Cinema, Mont real

Mels’ La Cité du Cinéma, Montreal Canada
Elevation 60M. 3D Buildings Data Layer

Google Earth 7.1.8. 2017. 
Assessed on Feb. 2, 2016

Figure 21.
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North Shore Studios is a purpose built film and television production 
facility previously known as Lions Gate Studios as part of the media & 
entertainment company Lions Gate Entertainment. It was purchased 
by Bosa Developments in 2006 and continues to be a major provider for 
Canadian and international media production (Creative BC, 2016).

STAGE 8    20,500 sq ft 
STAGE 7    20,500 sq ft 
STAGE 6    15,000 sq ft 
STAGE 1     14,336 sq ft 
STAGE 2    14,336 sq ft 
STAGE 3    14,336 sq ft 
STAGE 5    11,000 sq ft 
STAGE 4    11,000 sq ft

BACK LOT & PARKING   undisclosed 

North Shore Studios, Vancouver

North Shore Studios, Vancouver Canada
Elevation 60M. 3D Buildings Data Layer

Google Earth 7.1.8. 2017. 
Assessed on Feb. 2, 2016

Figure 22.
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Vancouver Film Studios features 12 purpose-built sound stages and plentiful production facilities 
and offices. The studio has networks that offer filmmakers access to special services such as 
telecommunications, aerial aviation, equipment rentals with other pertinent businesses 
(The McLean Group, 2016).

STAGE D1    21,000 sq ft 
STAGE G    18,040 sq ft 
STAGE J3    18,000 sq ft 
STAGE A2    15,000 sq ft 
STAGE B2    15,000 sq ft 
STAGE D2    15,000 sq ft 
STAGE H    15,000 sq ft 
STAGE I     15,000 sq ft
STAGE J1     15,000 sq ft
STAGE J2     15,000 sq ft
STAGE A1     12,500 sq ft

BACK LOT & PARKING   undisclosed

Vancouver Film Studios, Vancouver

Vancouver Film Studios, Vancouver Canada
Elevation 60M. 3D Buildings Data Layer

Google Earth 7.1.8. 2017. 
Assessed on Feb. 2, 2016

Figure 23.
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Pinewood Atlanta Studios is located in Fayetteville Georgia, United 
States and was first constructed in 2013. The studio complex is 
located on 700 acres of land which features 18 proposed sound stages 
and over 200 acres of back lot land available for media production. 
Pinewood Atlanta Studios is currently undergoing expansion and when 
completed, will be the largest purpose-built studio complex in the 
United States outside of Hollywood, California 
(Pinewood Studios, 2016).

STAGE 1    15,000 sq ft
STAGE 2   15,000 sq ft 
STAGE 3   20,000 sq ft
STAGE 4   20,000 sq ft
STAGE 5   30,000 sq ft
STAGE 6   30,000 sq ft
STAGE 7   20,000 sq ft
STAGE 8   20,000 sq ft
STAGE 9   18,000 sq ft
STAGE 10   15,000 sq ft
STAGE 11   15,000 sq ft
STAGE 12   15,000 sq ft
STAGE 14   15,000 sq ft
STAGE 15   20,000 sq ft
STAGE 16   20,000 sq ft
STAGE 17   40,000 sq ft
STAGE 18    18,000 sq ft

ASSORTED BACK LOT  400 acres 
Austin Field
Austin Swamp
Hardwood Ridge
Lower Hardwood Ridge
Powerline
River’s Pond
River’s Swamp

Pinewood Atlanta Studios

Pinewood Atlanta Studios, Atlanta USA
Elevation 60M. 3D Buildings Data Layer

Google Earth 7.1.8. 2017. 
Assessed on Feb. 2, 2016

Figure 24.
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Wanda Studios Qingdao is the center piece to Qingdao’s Movie 
Metropolis and is in part of a global partnership with Pinewood 
Shepperton to guide the $10 billion dollar mega-development (Brzeski, 
2016). Spanning over 408 acres, the film studio will amass the largest 
amount of purpose-built production facilities in the world including 
the largest sound-stage as well as a world’s-first indoor, all-season, 
temperature-controlled, purpose-built underwater film studio. 
Alongside the studio, Wanda Studios Qingdao also includes “...hotels, 
condos, a hospital, schools and full-service vendors from all over the 
world specializing in various aspects of film and television production” 
(Lin, 2016).

STAGE 22    107,600 sq ft 
STAGE 20    64,560 sq ft 
STAGE 23    64,560 sq ft 
STAGE 6    32,280 sq ft 
STAGE 12    32,280 sq ft 
STAGE 24    32,280 sq ft 
STAGE 28    32,280 sq ft 
STAGE 30    32,280 sq ft
STAGE 5     21,520 sq ft
STAGE 7     21,520sq ft
STAGE 9     21,520 sq ft
STAGE 11     21,520 sq ft
STAGE 15     21,520 sq ft
STAGE 17    21,520 sq ft
STAGE 25     21,520 sq ft
STAGE 2     16,140 sq ft
STAGE 8     16,140 sq ft
STAGE 10     16,140 sq ft
STAGE 16     16,140 sq ft
STAGE 18     16,140 sq ft
STAGE 21     16,140 sq ft
STAGE 27     16,140 sq ft
STAGE 29     16,140 sq ft
STAGE 31     16,140 sq ft
STAGE 32     16,140 sq ft
STAGE 1     10,760 sq ft
STAGE 3    10,760 sq ft
STAGE 19    10,760 sq ft
STAGE 26    10,760 sq ft
STAGE 33    10,760 sq ft

BACK LOT & PARKING   undisclosed

Wanda Studios Qingdao, China

Breathtaking Photos From Inside the China Studio Luring Hollywood East
Photo courtesy of David Hogsholt

Photo courtesy of Hollywood Reporter
Assessed on Feb. 2, 2016

Figure 25.
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Pinewood Toronto Studios is a purpose-built film studio acquired 
by Pinewood Group in 2009. The project covers 11 acres of former 
industrial land in the Port Lands area of Toronto. Pinewood Toronto 
Studios feature seven purpose-built sound stages as well as the largest 
sound stage known as the Mega Stage which is the largest purpose-
built sound stage in North America. It has future plans to expand an 
additional 30 acres to accommodate more international productions 
within Canada (Dewara, 2012; Pinewood, 2016).

MEGA STAGE   45,900 sq ft 
STAGE 7   18,000 sq ft 
STAGE 8   18,000 sq ft 
STAGE 2   15,000 sq ft 
STAGE 3   15,000 sq ft 
STAGE 1    12,000 sq ft 
STAGE 9   10,000 sq ft 
STAGE 10   10,015 sq ft 
STAGE 11   10,015 sq ft 
STAGE 12   10,015 sq ft
STUDIO 54   32,450 sq ft

SOUTH WEST BACK LOT  8 acres / 350,300 sq ft
SOUTH EAST BACK LOT  1.2 acres / 50,025 sq ft
SOUTH CENTRAL BACK LOT 0.7 acres / 30,000 sq ft

Pinewood Toronto Studios

Pinewood Toronto Studios, Toronto Canada
Elevation 60M. 3D Buildings Data Layer

Google Earth 7.1.8. 2017. 
Assessed on Feb. 2, 2016

Figure 26.
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Pinewood Toronto Studios as of 2015
Base Map Data Layer

ESRI (Environmental Systems Resource Institute)
ArcGIS 10.3, 2016.

Redlands, California
Assessed on Feb. 22, 2016

Port Lands Dist rict
"Home of the Future Hollywood North!"

chapter six...

Figure 27.
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Pinewood Toronto Studios as of 2015
Base Map Data Layer

ESRI (Environmental Systems Resource Institute)
ArcGIS 10.3, 2016.

Redlands, California
Assessed on Feb. 22, 2016
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Lower Don Lands Project
City of Toronto

Waterfront Toronto
Toronto, Ontario, Canada
Assessed on July. 16, 2016
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Port Lands Dist rict
chapter six...

 The Port Lands District is home to 

Toronto’s only working port. At 356 hectares 

(880 acres) in total area, it is approximately 

the same size as downtown Toronto (City 

of Toronto, 2013, p. 4). Property within the 

Port Lands is mostly held by public agencies. 

These properties are designated within 

the Port Lands Profile Report by the City 

Planning Department of Toronto and East 

York District in 2013 stating that...

“...the City of Toronto through the 
Toronto Port Lands Company (TPLC) 
owns approximately 236 hectares (584 
acres), including all parkland. The Federal 
Government owns approximately 25 
hectares (63 acres), which includes Toronto 
Port Authority lands. The Province 
of Ontario (through Ontario Power 
Generation) owns 25 hectares (62 acres), and 
Waterfront Toronto owns 1.5 hectares (3 
acres). The remaining 28 hectares (69 acres) 
of land are held by private interests” 

(City of Toronto, 2013, p. 12).

Nestled east of Toronto’s downtown, the 

Port Lands District was once a prospering 

image of Canadian industrialization. Once a 

landmark of industrial prowess, it served as a 

remnant of the city’s physical manifestation 

of intense industrial growth throughout 

the nineteenth and twentieth century 

(City of Toronto, 2013, p. 3). However, 

this did not last as the Port Lands District 

fell from prominence in the following 

century. Although the area represents a 

substantial amount of real estate, much of 

it is rendered vacant and underutilized by 

the city. Instead, the majority of the Port 

Lands District is delegated towards servicing 

several purposes crucial to Toronto’s city 

operations (City of Toronto, 2013, p. 3). As 

the only active industrial marine port for the 

city of Toronto, the area is utilized primarily 

to support the importation and storage of 

road salts and construction materials (City 

of Toronto, 2013, p. 6). While the Port Lands 

hosts other city-servicing businesses, the 

most prominent occupant in the Port Lands 

belongs to the film industry, who have a “...

wide variety of industry assets, studios, and 

related services [in the Port Lands and is] 

a major contributor to the city’s economy” 

(City of Toronto, 2014, p. 10). The Port 

Lands also possesses extensive parkland 

and shoreline along its southern border 

which provides a “...network of open spaces 

and regional recreational destinations [for 

residents and visitors]” (City of Toronto, 

2014, p. 10). 

 The Port Lands as Toronto’s only 

working port pales in comparison to 

other Canadian ports. While it remains 

as Toronto’s only industrial port, “...[it 

ranks] 36th largest port in Canada and 11th 

among Ontario ports on the Great Lakes by 

cargo tonnage in 2011” (Statistics Canada, 

Port Activities
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2012; cited in City of Toronto, 2014, p. 

11). Furthermore, the Port Lands is only 

accessible to the rest of the Great Lakes via 

the Welland Canal and to other overseas 

ports via the St. Lawrence Seaway (The St. 

Lawrence Seaway Management Corporation, 

2003; cited in City of Toronto, 2014, p. 11). 

The St. Lawrence Seaway is limited by the 

capacity of its locks, which are insufficient 

to accommodate modern container ships. 

This inherently inhibits viable international 

container shipping to Toronto (The St. 

Lawrence Seaway Management Corporation, 

2003; cited in City of Toronto, 2014, p. 

11). Thus, the Port Lands near exclusively 

acts as a primary receiver destination for 

raw materials such as salt, aggregates, and 

cement, which go towards the growth and 

support of civic infrastructure. The port 

rarely acts to export cargo (City of Toronto, 

2014, p. 11).

 In the aspirations for revitalization 

efforts in the Port Lands District, it is 

difficult to have a complete overhaul of the 

site because Toronto actively relies upon 

the Port Lands for important and specific 

port operations. The urban revitalization 

efforts are challenged by the lack of viable 

replacement options for port services. The 

closest alternative industrial port is located 

in the city of Hamilton, which makes the 

Port Lands vital for Toronto as it is the only 

viable industrial port that can support the 

city as no other port in the vicinity or in 

Toronto’s waterfront can be relied upon for 

these specific services (City of Toronto, 2014, 

p. 11). There is no opportunity to relocate 

industrial shipping within Toronto as “...a 

new port would need to be created adjacent 

to [Toronto’s] waterfront elsewhere in the 

city, requiring new lake fill to accommodate 

this function [and these] lands adjacent 

to [the city’s] waterfront [are destined 

to become] emerging neighborhoods, 

parks, and open green spaces” (City of 

Toronto, 2014, p. 11). What makes it even 

more difficult is that an industrial port 

requires five specific characteristics to 

support successful function; “...dock-walls, 

space adjacent to dock-walls to facilitate 

shipments, loading/unloading equipment, 

access points (inter-modal connections via 

rail and truck), and separation from sensitive 

land uses” (City of Toronto, 2014, p. 11). The 

Port Lands currently possess all five of these 

characteristics, and these attributes would 

be very difficult and incredibly expensive to 

relocate to maintain proper port function 

elsewhere. Furthermore, the marine 

shipping season is limited by the freezing 

of the Toronto Harbour, St. Lawrence 

Seaway, and the Welland Canal during the 

winter months (Research and Traffic Group, 

2013, p. 8; cited in City of Toronto, 2014, p. 

11). During these winter months, the port 

remains active acting as a storage site. The 

import of road salts and other aggregates 

via rail or truck transported to the Port 

Lands are destined to be stockpiled within 
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open vacant lands which are the only place 

with the capacity to support the seasonal 

storage of such aggregates in large enough 

concentrations (City of Toronto, 2014, p. 

11). The Port Lands District collectively 

possesses approximately 9770 linear metres 

of dock-wall (located in the Ship Channel, 

Turning Basin, Keating Channel, Essroc 

Quay, Cousins Quay, Polson Quay, and the 

Toronto Port Authority site south of the 

Ship Channel) with a substantial portion of 

the existing dockwall not actively used and 

in some areas in disrepair (City of Toronto, 

2014, p. 11). The planned re-engineering and 

fluvial geomorphology of the Don River 

mouth (in part of the Lower Don Lands 

Masterplan) “…will result in a loss of 2140 

meters of dock-wall, reducing the total 

available dock-wall to approximately 7630 

meters” (City of Toronto, 2014, p. 11). The 

most prominent shipping activities that 

occur in the Port Lands District take place 

within the Ship Channel where large cargo 

ships utilize the dock-walls to deliver salt to 

three properties located along the southern 

edge of the Ship Channel.  Other companies 

also utilize the dock-walls in the same 

fashion to load and store aggregates such as 

cement powder and concrete materials (City 

of Toronto, 2014, p. 12).

 

 Power generation and distribution 

operations also have an extensive presence 

in the Port Lands District. These include the 

Portlands Energy Centre (PEC), two Hydro 

One switching stations, transmission lines 

and towers, and a Toronto Hydro Service 

Centre (City of Toronto, 2014, p. 12). The 

prominent PEC is located on an 11.3-hectare 

site located across from the Turning Basin 

and is a 550-megawatt natural gas-fired 

power plant that can supply up to 25% of 

Toronto’s energy needs (City of Toronto, 

2014, p. 12). However the plant is only 

operational 40% of the time, typically only 

during peak demands on regular business 

days to supply power to downtown Toronto 

(City of Toronto, 2014, p. 12). In addition to 

supplying electricity, “...the plant can also 

produce steam which can be used for district 

heating in the Port Lands if operated on a 

continuous basis” (Environment Canada, 

2010; cited in City of Toronto, 2014, p. 12). 

 The Commissioners Transfer Station 

is located on a 2.48-hectare site and was 

originally constructed as an incinerator 

in 1953 before it was converted to a waste 

transfer station (City of Toronto, 2014, p. 13). 

It serves as a drop-off depot that accepts a 

wide array of waste and recyclable materials 

such as garbage, household hazardous waste, 

electronic waste, construction waste, scrap 

Port Lands Dist rict 
Indust rial and Parkland Assets
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metal, etc. (City of Toronto, 2014, p. 12). The 

waste is stored and compacted on-site before 

being delivered to the Green Lane Landfill 

located southwest of London, Ontario (City 

of Toronto, 2014, p. 12). 

 The film industries occupy many 

of the scarcely populated warehouses 

and buildings within the Port Lands area. 

The biggest contributor is the Pinewood 

Toronto Studios which currently occupies 

4.9 hectares of land leased (until 2106) 

from the Toronto Port Lands Company 

(City of Toronto, 2014, p. 13). A secure 

perimeter with controlled access points 

under surveillance 24 hours-a-day surrounds 

the site restricting public access (City of 

Toronto, 2014, p. 13). Inside are 11 purpose-

built facilities as well as support facilities 

such as workshops and office buildings 

that can accommodate several productions 

simultaneously (City of Toronto, 2014, p. 13). 

Pinewood Toronto Studios has the ability to 

expand with the company having the option 

to lease an additional 7.3 hectares of land to 

the west and south of the existing complex 

from the Toronto Port Lands Company in 

the near future (City of Toronto, 2014, p. 13).

 The Port Lands has numerous 

heritage buildings and structures designated 

under the Ontario Heritage Act (City of 

Toronto, 2014, p. 15). One of the most 

iconic within the Port Lands is the vacant 

and decommissioned power plant Hearn 

Generating Station, and its 215-metre high 

chimney stack located south of the Ship 

Channel. This massive structure which 

encompasses 650 thousand cubic meters of 

space is an integral part of the Port Lands 

history and is currently on lease to Studios 

of America for warehousing and film 

production (City of Toronto, 2014, p. 15). The 

repurposing of the Hearn has vast potential 

to become a cultural/community hub that 

can serve as a catalyst for revitalization. 

Other heritage buildings dating back from 

the 1920s-30s (bascule bridge at Cherry 

Street, Commissioner’s Transfer Station, 

Essroc silos, etc) during the prominent 

years of Toronto Harbour Commission are 

designated under the Ontario Heritage Act 

and are destined for preservation in part of 

the revitalization efforts for the Port Lands 

(Mathews, 2010; City of Toronto, 2014, p. 15). 

 Perhaps the Port Lands most 

distinctive attribute is the Ship Channel. 

An artificial body of water bisecting the 

Port Lands, it measures in at 2.8 kilometers 

long and 120 meters wide (alongside the 

Turning Basin, it is 335 metres wide and 

210 metres across) (City of Toronto, 2014, 

p. 14). This distinctive water body provides 

nearly over six kilometers of water’s edge 

frontage, which is a vital component to the 

future redevelopment of the Port Lands and 

is one of its most attractive features. Other 

shorelines and water’s edge opportunities 

include Inner Harbour, Outer Harbour, the 
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Keating Channel, and the re-engineering 

of the Don River Mouth. Outer Harbour 

is a section of Toronto’s Harbour which 

lies adjacent to the southern edge of the 

Port Lands. Much of the land framing 

the north side of the Outer Harbour is 

designated as active recreational green 

space, which includes beaches, sports fields, 

and naturalized areas (City of Toronto, 2014, 

p. 14). This stretch of parkland connects 

with Tommy Thompson Park forming a 

green edge across Outer Harbour. Tommy 

Thompson Park, named after a former 

Toronto Parks Commissioner, was created 

over decades of lake-filling, involving “...

millions of additional cubic meters of 

concrete, earth fill and dredged sand...

creating also the Outer Harbour Headland. 

The park now extends about five kilometers 

into Lake Ontario and [encompasses] more 

than 250 hectares (620 acres) in size” (City 

of Toronto, 2013, p. 38). The Toronto and 

Region Conservation Authority currently 

owns the land and water bodies surrounding 

Tommy Thompson Park. This area features 

vast arrays of wildflower meadows, 

cottonwood forests, coastal marshes, cobble 

beaches and sand dunes (City of Toronto, 

2013, p. 38). The area is also home to an 

international migratory bird route and is 

classified as an Environmentally Sensitive 

Area (ESA - areas of land or water that are 

particularly sensitive and require additional 

protection to preserve their environmentally 

significant qualities) and it is recognized as 

an Important Bird Area by Nature Canada 

and BirdLife International (Cheskey and 

Wilson, 2011; cited in City of Toronto, 2013, 

p. 38).

 Several trails interconnect Port Lands 

with the rest of the Toronto area. Two 

major trails, the Lower Don Recreational 

Trail and the Martin Goodman/Waterfront 

Trail provide pedestrian and bicycle access 

into the Port Lands area. The Lower Don 

Recreational Trail is a 4.7 kilometer section 

of multi-use trail for pedestrians and cyclists 

that runs adjacent to the Don River (Bonnell 

and Desfor, 2013, p. 165; City of Toronto, 

2016). It predominantly bisects Port Lands 

in a North-South orientation, connecting to 

the Port Lands through a footbridge crossing 

just above the Keating Channel and moving 

in parallel with the Don Roadway before 

coming to an abrupt stop at Commissioner’s 

Steet. The trail also diverts towards the east, 

running alongside LakeShore Boulevard 

before connecting to the Martin Goodman 

Trail. The Martin Goodman/Waterfront 

Trail is a 56 kilometer multi-use trail that 

runs along the waterfront of Toronto, 

connecting to the Port Lands by aligning 

along the perimeter of the Port Lands, 

connecting to Tommy Thompson Park to 

East Bayfront (Waterfront Toronto, 2016). 

Named after the chief editor of the Toronto 

Star who passed away three years before its 

completion, it is part of the 730 kilometer 

long Waterfront Trail (Waterfront Toronto, 
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2016). These two pedestrian and cycle trails 

connect the Port Lands and its parkland 

with Toronto and the Greater Toronto Area.

 The southern edge of the Port 

Lands features open, green, recreational 

space such as the Outer Harbour, Tommy 

Thompson Park, and the Leslie Street Spit 

and are destined for future revitalization. 

In the future, these areas will continue to 

be recreational destinations for residents; 

however, improvements in transportation 

and trail systems, as well as the re-purposing 

of the Hearn will bring new light and 

activities into these areas (City of Toronto, 

2014, p. 19). To the east are industrial city-

servicing structures such as the Ashbridges 

Bay Treatment Plant and the TTC streetcar 

yard known as the Leslie Barns which is a 

TTC storage and maintenance facility for 

Toronto’s new fleet of low-floor streetcars 

(City of Toronto, 2014, p. 16). The Ashbridges 

Bay Treatment Plant is dominantly located 

along the eastern edge and “...is one of four 

treatment plants in Toronto and one of 

the largest wastewater treatment plants 

in Canada” (City of Toronto, 2014, p. 16). 

The wastewater treatment plant processes 

occasionally produce a sewage odor that 

adversely affects the surrounding areas, 

especially after rainfall. Ashbridges Bay 

Treatment Plant relies on rail spurs for 

the delivery of chemicals like chlorine for 

wastewater treatment (City of Toronto, 

2014, p. 16). There is a rail corridor and small 

yard running east of the Don Roadway to 

the north of Lake Shore Boulevard and this 

rail yard “…acts as the main rail access into 

the Port Lands, which is still utilized by 

Toronto Water, CanRoof and the Toronto 

Port Authority” (City of Toronto, 2013, p. 

50). The Toronto Port Authority utilizes the 

rail corridor for bringing specialized bulk 

goods manufactured in Ontario to the Port 

to be loaded onto ships (City of Toronto, 

2013, p. 50). Furthermore, adjacent to the 

Ashbridges Water Treatment Plant, Leslie 

Street has undergone several infrastructure 

improvements including the incorporation 

of community gardens known as the Leslie 

Street Allotment Gardens. 

 The north-eastern edge of the Port 

Lands is the South of Eastern area which 

is mainly comprised of industrial-style 

buildings and offices with a range of creative 

business establishments, most notably 

film studios (City of Toronto, 2014, p. 16). 

This is attributed to the steady decline of 

traditional industry over the past 30 years 

(City of Toronto, 2014, p. 16). However, 

the area is experiencing a sharp decline 

in this creative sector since the mid-to-

late 2000s, as domestic film businesses 

such as Cinespace, Revival 629, and Film 

Port continue to be out-competed by the 

international film industry and Pinewood 

Port Lands Dist rict 
Present and Future Plans
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Group’s Toronto-based studio: Pinewood 

Toronto Studios (City of Toronto, 2014, p. 

16). The South of Eastern area also features 

enclaves of residential units ranging from 

two-to-three storey houses as well as many 

defunct warehouse structures primed 

for redevelopment. The City of Toronto 

aims to address the loss of jobs and lack of 

investment in the area by coordinating a 

comprehensive study focusing on economic 

development in the future (City of Toronto, 

2014,p. 16). 

 To the west of the South of Eastern 

site is the former Unilever factory that 

is now owned by developer First Gulf 

Corporation (City of Toronto, 2014, p. 17). 

The area is a 14-hectare site, and the most 

prominent feature is the former 225,000 

square-foot Unilever factory. First Gulf 

purchased the building and area in 2011 in 

hopes of converting the former factory into 

office space “...and [to] lease out the 200,000 

square-foot warehouse for warehouse 

uses...” (Kuitenbrouwer, 2012; City of 

Toronto, 2014, p. 17). The developer also 

has plans for the site to be developed into a 

major office district for Toronto, aiming to 

provide up to 15 million square feet of office 

and commercial uses” (City of Toronto, 2014, 

p. 13). It is recognized that such a substantial 

office district would require a higher 

level of public transit and transportation 

infrastructure to accommodate future 

demands. The City of Toronto and the TTC 

have commenced a plan for the Relief Line, a 

future rapid transit line that would connect 

and develop the Unilever site to host a major 

transit and transfer station, providing a 

major access point to service commuters 

from the Greater Toronto Area (GTA) and 

the downtown core (Thompson, 2011, p. 25; 

City of Toronto, 2014, p. 17). Furthermore, 

a current GO transit rail corridor runs 

through the site to the north and is destined 

to be a major component of the Relief 

Line as well as the proposed SmartTrack. 

The proposal to extend Broadview Avenue 

through the Unilever site into the Port 

Lands, making the avenue the dominant 

entry into the Port Lands is another major 

component to fulfilling transportation 

improvements required to create and 

service a new transit hub, and the proposed 

Unilever office district (City of Toronto, 

2014, p. 17). 

 The Relief Line, SmartTrack, 

Metrolinx Regional Express Rail (RER) are 

all part of ‘The Big Move,’ a collection of 

rapid transit projects within the Greater 

Toronto and Hamilton Area (GTAHA) 

(Ibrahim, 2015). Although all of these rapid 

transit projects will have a great effect on 

the Port Lands and its future, the Relief 

Line is the most significant as it directly 

relates to, and has immense potential to 

be the future transportation method of 

choice for individuals that will enter and 

leave the Port Lands District in the future. 
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The Relief Line was conceived to address 

the growing concerns of overcrowding and 

congestion in Toronto’s subway service in 

it’s busiest stations. The proposal aimed to 

provide capacity relief to the Yonge Segment 

of Line 1 and the Bloor-Yonge station. As 

of 2016, its current state of infrastructure 

claims to have the capability to service 

26,000 passengers per hour, however, nearly 

28,000 riders use this subway section during 

peak hours (City of Toronto, 2016; TTC, 

2016). Furthermore, it is estimated that by 

2031, more than 33,000-38,000 riders will 

eventually depend on the Yonge Segment of 

Line 1 and the Bloor-Yonge station during 

peak hours, leading to severe congestion 

(City of Toronto, 2016; TTC, 2016). To 

combat this, the Relief Line proposal aims 

to siphon off some riders by providing an 

alternative route to the downtown core (City 

of Toronto, 2016; Spurr, 2016). It is projected 

that the Relief Line will ease congestion and 

“...transfers at Bloor-Yonge station will be 

reduced by 30% and Line 1 (Yonge) riders will 

be reduced by 12%” (City of Toronto, 2016; 

TTC, 2016). The current proposed alignment 

of the Relief Line provides a station at 

the Unilever site at the intersection of 

Broadview and Eastern Avenue, thus 

potentially acting as the closest major transit 

station to service the Port Lands area in the 

future.

 The north-western corner of the Port 

Lands is comprised primarily of complete 

and in-progress developments of mixed-

use communities. These areas undergoing 

development emphasize the incorporation 

of developing residential dwellings, 

commercial space, community facilities, 

parks and open green space. The Keating 

Channel Precinct is located along the 

northern edge of the Keating Channel and 

is planned to accommodate approximately 

4,700 residential dwellings, up to 197,000 

square metres of commercial space, 

community facilities, parks and open space, 

including an animated promenade along 

the Keating Channel (City of Toronto, 2014, 

p. 17). East Bayfront is another mixed-use 

development that will provide over 6,000 

residential dwellings as well as over 279,000 

square metres of retail space and 5.5 hectares 

of park and public space. It is projected 

that East Bayfront will provide over 8,000 

new jobs to the residents of Toronto (City 

of Toronto, 2014, p. 18). Further north of 

East Bayfront is the Distillery District. A 

mixed-use neighbourhood emphasizing “...

its industrial heritage with adaptive reuse 

of several Victorian-era industrial buildings 

set amid pedestrian cobblestone streets” 

(City of Toronto, 2014, p. 18). The re-usage 

of the industrial buildings have created 

approximately 800 residential units and a 

plethora of commercial and retail space, as 

well as the entire district as a cultural hub 

(City of Toronto, 2014, p. 18). Adjacent to 

Distillery District is the transformation of a 

32-hectare site that was once a brownfield. 
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The West Don Lands is a new mixed-use 

community constructed under part of 

Waterfront Toronto’s revitalization efforts. 

The area is now home to a 14-hectare 

Athletes’ Village for the 2015 Pan Am Games 

that has been retrofitted towards providing 

approximately 6,000 residential dwellings, 

substantial retail and commercial space and 

nearly 9.3 hectares of park and public space 

(City of Toronto, 2014, p. 19).

 Although the landscape environment 

of the Port Lands is human-made from 

decades of landfill practice, the southern 

edge is surprisingly supportive of a rich 

flora and fauna environment where 

Leslie Street Spit and Tommy Thompson 

Park are located. In a 2012 report titled 

Environmentally Significant Areas (ESAs) In 

the City of Toronto, the Port Lands southern 

edge is classified as natural heritage system, 

mainly because of its importance for 

migratory birds (City of Toronto, 2013, p. 

39). The natural heritage system designation 

for the Port Lands is projected to grow 

once it accounts for the transformation of 

its lands to follow the Lower Don Lands 

Framework Plan (2010), the Don Mouth 

Naturalization and Port Lands Flood 

Protection Project (DMNP EA), and the Port 

Lands Acceleration Initiative (PLAI) (City 

of Toronto, 2013, p. 39). The expansion, 

enhancement, and development “...of 

planned natural areas or features [including] 

the new river mouth, Promontory Park, 

the Lower Don Greenway (revitalization 

of Lower Don Recreational Trail) and the 

future water’s edge promenades...” will 

provide the missing link needed to complete 

an envisioned natural heritage system 

between the Don Valley River system and 

the city’s waterfront (City of Toronto, 2013, 

p. 39).

 The northern section of the Port 

Lands pales in comparison to the southern 

edge landscape environment. Much of the 

green space is scarce, underdeveloped, 

and are remnants of decommissioned and 

demolished buildings from throughout 

Port Land’s industrial history. Much of 

the open spaces in the northern section 

have “...a lower diversity of flora, a high 

abundance of non-native species, and a 

general lack of diversity in wildlife habitat” 

(City of Toronto, 2013, p. 40). These typically 

contain cultural meadows or small pockets 

of cultural woodland that are periodically 

mowed (City of Toronto, 2013, p. 40). Bird 

species found in these areas are reminiscent 

of species observed in urban areas. One of 

the major conflicts towards revitalizing the 

Port Lands for new land usage is the issue 

of soil and groundwater contamination. 

The Port Lands have an extensive history 

of industrial activity as well as specific land 

operations that have resulted in significant 

soil and groundwater contamination. Many 

of the Port Lands’ vacant and brownfield 

sites feature elevated contaminant 
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concentrations “…[and] are typically 

found at shallow depths. [Groundwater] 

issues are generally localized for inorganic 

type contaminants. However, organic 

contaminants resulting from [historical] 

industrial uses and disposal activities [are] 

more widespread and...present within nearly 

[all soil layers] including bedrock” (City 

of Toronto, 2013, p. 55). The Brownfields 

Statute Law Amendment Act (2001) and 

other associated regulations came into force 

in 2004, declaring brownfield properties 

which are potentially contaminated 

require appropriate remediation before 

redevelopment (City of Toronto, 2013, p. 55). 

In 2001, TEDCO (now TPLC) completed 

the Preliminary Environmental Liability 
Assessment: Toronto Port Area. This 

study was part of provincial legislation 

facilitating the reuse of brownfield areas, 

in which it administrates “…lands are 

proposed to be reused for more sensitive 

uses, such as a change in land use from 

industrial to residential, the legislation 

requires assessment and remediation, or 

the implementation of a risk management 

process” (City of Toronto, 2013, p. 55). The 

study concluded stating that “…although 

the nature of contamination is case-specific, 

properties throughout the area have been 

shown to exhibit contamination by heavy 

metals, non-metal inorganic parameters, 

petroleum hydrocarbons, volatile organic 

compounds and semi-volatile aromatic 

hydrocarbons” (CH2M Hill Canada 

Unlimited, 2016; City of Toronto, 2013, 

p. 55). Furthermore, other environmental 

conditions that need to be addressed, 

include acknowledging the challenging 

geotechnical and hydro-geological 

undertakings of the subsoil in order to make 

it suitable for “…carrying development, 

infrastructure loads and special provisions, 

such as excavation and removal or deep 

foundations” (City of Toronto, 2013, p. 55). 

This includes subsoil analysis of the fill 

material over the former lake bed (including 

organic material) of the Ashbridges Bay from 

the early 20th century (City of Toronto, 

2013, p. 55). The groundwater table is also 

under analysis as it is inherently high due 

to the Port Lands being in proximity to 

Lake Ontario and the perviousness of the 

subsoil. Specific initiatives and studies 

such as Conceptual Site Model Port Lands 
Toronto by CH2M Hill Canada Unlimited, 

Area Wide Initiative and the Preliminary 
Environmental Liability Assessment: 
Toronto Port Area and the Waterfront Scan 
and Environmental Improvement Strategy 
Study are in place in order to investigate 

and diagnose the Port Lands soil profile 

accordingly to adapt it for redevelopment 

(City of Toronto, 2016; City of Toronto, pp. 

56, 2013). Furthermore, there are significant 

potential archaeological resources in 

the Port Lands area due to its layered 

past. The Archaeological Conservation 
and Management Strategy alongside its 

partnership with the City of Toronto and 
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Waterfront Toronto have engaged in an 

active archaeological study to designate 

areas of potential archaeological significance 

and identifies these areas as historically 

significant features that would necessitate 

archaeological fieldwork (City of Toronto, 

2013, p. 34). Areas of high archaeological 

potential include: the natural sand spit 

which connected the waterfront to a 

peninsula south of the shore, the peninsula 

itself which was known as Fisherman’s 

Island, and the Government Breakwater 

which was constructed along the line of 

the sand spit in the 1880s (City of Toronto, 

2013, p. 34). Other potential archaeological 

artifacts that may be found during the 

construction process of the Port Lands 

redevelopment include historical company 

infrastructure such as National Iron Works, 

British Forging, Toronto Shipbuilding 

Company, Foundry Specialties Ltd., Toronto 

Iron Works Ltd., British American Oil, 

Fisherman Island Cottages, etc. (City of 

Toronto, 2013, p. 34).

 In the surrounding context of the 

Port Lands District lies several distinctive 

land uses and neighbourhoods as well as 

enduring natural features. In present time 

(as of 2017), the western edge of land uses 

are almost exclusively port activities, cruise 

ship terminals, as well as a collection of 

other businesses. The Port Lands western 

view overlooks the Inner Harbour and the 

brilliant downtown Toronto skyline. In the 

near future, this western view of the Port 

Lands District will begin at the edge of 

the Don Roadway. This street will become 

a major vantage point, overlooking the 

re-engineered Don River Mouth which 

will form a new river valley and the new 

Promontory Park, a planned public park 

facing the Inner Harbour and downtown 

Toronto (City of Toronto, 2014, p. 14). The 

Don Mouth Naturalization and Port Lands 

Flood Protection Project (DMNP EA) will 

transform the existing mouth of the Don 

River by cutting a new river channel, “...

creating a healthier, more naturalized river 

outlet directed south toward Polson Quay 

[before meandering and flowing] out to Lake 

Ontario” (TRCA, 2006; City of Toronto, 

pp. 31, 2013). The new Don River channel 

is also designed to be a flood protection 

landform, projected to remove the risk of 

flooding to over 240 hectares (595 acres) 

of urban neighbourhoods to the east and 

The Future of the
Port Lands Dist rict 
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Timeline of Planning Initiativessouth of the Don River (Unilever, South 

of Eastern, etc.) (City of Toronto, 2013, p. 

39). Subsequent new aquatic habitat (13 

hectares) and terrestrial/wetland ecological 

zones (16 hectares) will result in the 

transformation to the new morphology 

of the river (City of Toronto, 2013, p. 

39). Through the proliferation of a new 

river channel, new land is also generated 

forming the waterfront ‘neighbourhood’ 

Villiers Island (City of Toronto, 2014, p. 

14). This neighbourhood, as well as Polson 

Quay and South Port, are destined to be 

a vibrant mixed-use community aimed 

to become distinctive neighbourhoods 

centered around recreation, tourism, and 

port operation heritage (City of Toronto, 

2014, p. 14). These new neighbourhoods will 

become the new western waterfront edge 

of the Port Lands (City of Toronto, 2014, 

p. 14). All in all, these new developments 

will create a great destination within the 

Port Lands emphasizing “…a recognition 

of the functional and experiential benefits 

of river ecology …[allowing a] sustainable 

approach to flood control and river 

hydrology to generate [a place where] a 

new neighbourhood can be constructed”  

(MVVAINC, 2016)

• 1998
 Unlocking the Toronto Port Lands:   
 Directions for the Future 

• 1999
 Our Toronto Waterfront: Gateway   
 to the New Canada

• 2002
 Waterfront Toronto is established

• 2003
 Making Waves - Central Waterfront   
 Plan

• 2005
 Port Lands Implementation    
 Strategy

• 2006
 Lake Ontario Park Masterplan

• 2007
 Lower Don Lands Framework Plan

• 2007
 Port Lands Estuary 

• 2011
 Port Lands Acceleration Initiative

• 2012
 Lower Don Lands Infrastructure    
 Master Plan

• 2012-2013
 Places to Grow Growth Plan

• First Interation - 2003
 Second Interation 2013 - Present
 Central Waterfront Secondary Plan   
 and Lower Don Lands Modifications to   
 elements in the CWSP

As early as the 1990s, the Port Lands 
District has been a subject of numerous 
area-wide and site specific planning 
studies. The following list details the 
timeline of major planning initiatives 
throughout the last two decades 
(Eidelman, 2013; City of Toronto, 2014, p. 14)
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Reimagination
     The Port Lands has always been 

a place of possibility for Toronto. Before 

the area became an obsolete industrial 

landscape, it was imagined in many forms by 

individuals who planned for its future. These 

series of imagined futures have evolved over 

time and continued to evolve as the future of 

the Port Lands District enters a new chapter, 

“...one that emphasizes sustainability and 

connectivity in urban design” (Bonnell, 2014, 

p. 173). In the beginning, the Port Lands 

District and the Don River was subject to 

various interventions that dramatically 

brought massive landscape change to the 

surrounding area. Interventions such 

as desires to move the river’s flow to 

accommodate a future marine industry 

(put forward by the Don River alterations 

in the 1880s), or the rapid transportation 

corridor (Don Valley Parkway and Gardiner 

Expressway) have molded the Don River and 

the Port Lands District into what it is today.

 

 Waterfront Toronto is a joint 

federal-provincial-municipal development 

corporation with a mandate to revitalize 

Toronto’s neglected waterfront by enhancing 

the “...economic, social, and cultural value 

of the land in the designated waterfront 

area ...in a fiscally and environmentally 

sustainable manner” (Ontario 2002, 

Sec. 3. 1. 1; cited in Eidelman, 2013, p. 4; 

Bonnell, 2014, p. 173). The corporation was 

established to reverse nearly a century of 

planning failures and political neglect “...and 

[to] turn hundreds of acres of undeveloped 

and underutilized waterfront property 

into a vibrant mix of new residential 

neighbourhoods, parks, public spaces, and 

commercial areas” (Eidelman, 2013, p. 4). 

Waterfront Toronto represents a unique 

governance experiment as “...few waterfront 

development corporations around the 

world have relied on a tri-level collaboration 

between governments [and] none with 

principal authority over an area [of] roughly 

800 hectares (2000 acres) in scale” (Urban 

Strategies Inc., 2000; cited in Eidelman, 

2013, p. 4). Waterfront Toronto’s inception 

began in the early 2000s “...during the 

run-up to Toronto’s failed bid to host the 

2008 Olympic Games as organizers tabbed 

the waterfront as an ideal location for the 

Olympic facilities” (Eidelman, 2013, p. 5). 

High-profile government officials (then 

Prime Minister Jean Chrétien, Premier Mike 

Harris, and Mayor Mel Lastman) began the 

bid process by convening a task force to 

develop a strategic business plan to kick-

start redevelopment forming the Toronto 

Waterfront Revitalization Task Force 

(Doolittle, 2011; Eidelman, 2013, p. 5). In the 

task force’s final report, it recommended “...

the creation of a joint federal, provincial, 

and municipal enterprise modelled on 

Waterf ront Toronto
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waterfront development agencies in London 

and New York that, although not tri-

government in nature, successfully attracted 

billions of dollars of capital investment” 

(Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Task 

Force, 2000; cited in Eidelman, 2013, p. 5). 

This was also recommended to address 

the difficulty in finding a solution to the 

cost and complexity issues of waterfront 

development as it regularly necessitates 

intergovernmental collaboration (Eidelman, 

2013, p. 6). In Canada, it is no different as, 

“...no single level of government holds 
sufficient authority or resources required 
to deliver redevelopment on its own...the 
federal government possesses significant 
financial resources, of course. But its 
jurisdiction over waterfronts is generally 
restricted to oversight and management of 

air and marine port operations. Provinces 
hold limited authority over environmental 
protection and infrastructure, as well as 
direct constitutional authority over natural 
resources and municipal affairs, including 
housing and land use planning. Yet the latter 
is rarely exercised without comprehensive 
input from municipalities, which have the 
greatest obvious interest in redevelopment, 
yet the least fiscal capacity to act” 

(Eidelman, 2013, p. 6). 

 This came to fruition soon after with 

the three levels of government announcing 

the establishment of an interim Toronto 

Waterfront Revitalization Corporation in 

November 2001, making it permanent via 

special provincial legislation in December 

2002, ultimately renaming it Waterfront 
Toronto (Eidelman, 2013, p. 5). The 

Diagram ofWaterfront Toronto Developments
Waterfront by the Numbers

- Three’s Company: A Review of Waterfront Toronto’s  
Tri-government Approach to Revitalization, 2013

(Eidelman, 2013, p. 4)

Figure 29.
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corporation is “...a product of particular 

historical circumstances that have left it 

burdened with serious political constraints” 

(Eidelman, 2013, p. 4). Aiming to differentiate 

itself from other development corporations 

in the past, it ultimately operates by being 

“...prohibited from borrowing money, 
mortgaging assets, raising revenues, or 
establishing subsidiaries without tri-
government consent. Instead, it received 
initial commitments of $500 million from 
each level of government, overseen by 
a 12-member board of directors, plus [a]
chairperson, appointed equally by the three 
partners” 

(Ontario 2002; cited in Eidelman, 2013, p. 5).

Waterfront Toronto was conceived as a way 

to bring the proper authorities and resources 

of all three government levels ‘under 

one roof’ without compromising their 

assets (Eidelman, 2013, p. 6). It is designed 

as a purpose-built, tri-level waterfront 

development agency to improve the 

relations between government departments 

and agencies with long-standing waterfront 

interests, and encourage intergovernmental 

coordination (Eidelman, 2013, p. 14). At the 

end (or rather the beginning), Waterfront 

Toronto is armed with a $1.5 billion in 

start-up funding overseen by three equal 

government partners where 

“...the three partners stopped short of 
granting Waterfront Toronto complete 
control of waterfront land assets, or the 
authority to raise revenues by borrowing 
against those assets. Instead, the corporation 
is bankrolled via a series of bilateral and 

trilateral funding agreements, referred to 
as ‘contribution agreements,’ which are 
individually negotiated on a project-by-
project basis” 

(Eidelman, 2013, p. 6).

Throughout Waterfront Toronto’s 

involvement, the corporation has made 

admirable strides in its accomplishments. 

In a short amount of time, recent 

economic impact analysis concluded that 

“...[Waterfront Toronto] has generated 

approximately 16,200 person years of 

employment and contributed roughly $3.2 

billion to the Canadian economy, and $622 

million to government coffers” (Urban 

Metrics Inc. 2013; cited in Eidelman, 2013, 

p. 13). Waterfront Toronto has also guided 

and contracted renowned landscape 

architectural offices to construct many 

waterfront parks and public spaces, 

such as Sherbourne Commons that have 

brought much-desired rejuvenation to 

the waterfront area (Eidelman, 2013, p. 13). 

While Waterfront Toronto has enjoyed 

a successful decade since its inception, it 

still has disputes at the political level, “...

precipitated by conflicting organizational 

mandates and changes in leadership” 

(Eidelman, 2013, p. 14). One of the most 

troubling times for the corporation 

revolved around the “...disagreement from 

each organization’s competing vision 

for the 28-acre Queen Elizabeth Docks 

in the East Bayfront District...” between 

Waterfront Toronto and a former municipal 
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 "Waterf ront Toronto reminds 
stakeholders that its overarching mandate 
is to promote waterf ront  “revitaliZation,” 
not simply redevelopment. The distinction 

emphasiZes a commitment to economic, 
social, and environmental benefits beyond 
basic real estate development: employment 

growth, improvements to the public 
realm, and commitments to community 

consul tation, environmentally sustainable 
design, and architectural excellence!"

-  Gabriel Eidelman
- Three’s Company: A Review of Waterfront Toronto’s 

Tri-government Approach to Revitalization, 2013
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agency known as the Toronto Economic 

Development Corporation (TEDCO, which 

managed the City’s land interests along the 

waterfront until its dissolution in 2008) 

(Eidelman, 2013, p. 14). The issue began 

when Waterfront Toronto completed 

an international design competition for 

the Queen Elizabeth Docks without the 

consultation of TEDCO, whom at the time 

was the landowner. TEDCO ‘retaliated’ by 

commissioning its own plans for the site 

and a stalemate ensued (Eidelman, 2013, 

p. 15). After three years of negotiations, 

a memorandum of understanding was 

reached between the two parties and “...

TEDCO was allowed to move ahead with 

plans for a $130 million, city-funded office 

complex (today known as Corus Quay). In 

return, Waterfront Toronto was assured 

that the City and TEDCO would respect its 

role as ‘revitalization lead’ in [the] remaining 

parts of the East Bayfront, as well as the Port 

Lands” (Eidelman, 2013, p. 15). 

 With this memorandum in place, 

Waterfront Toronto spearheaded the Lower 

Don Lands Plan (beginning in 2007) with 

aims of revitalizing “...languishing urban 

districts and degraded environments”...

with particular emphasis on the Port Lands 

District and the surrounding area at the 

mouth of the Don River (Bonnell, 2014, 

p. 174). Waterfront Toronto and the city’s 

Lower Don Lands Plan was (and continue 

to be) a massive undertaking, and within 

the same year, the organization held an 

international design competition calling 

upon designers around the world to address 

redevelopment efforts towards the lands 

surrounding the mouth of the Don River. 

Waterfront Toronto’s ambitious criteria for 

the design competition included,

“...[envisioning] the revitalization and 
‘renaturalizing’ of an area that had been 
marginalized for years...[seeking] a plan that 
would create an ‘iconic identity for the Don 
River’ while addressing flood protection 
and habitat restoration needs in the Lower 
Don Lands, the 125-hectare industrial area 
located south of the rail corridor at the east 
end of the Toronto Harbour” 

(Waterfront Toronto, 2007; cited in Bonnell, 
2010; 2014, p. 175).

Twelve weeks later, Waterfront Toronto 

rewarded a consortium headed by Michael 

Van Valkenburgh and Associates (MVVA) 

and their proposal Port Lands Estuary as the 

winning submission (Prominski, 2010; p. 61; 

Bonnell, 2014, p. 175). The design concept 

centered around 

“...creating a new kind of territory where ‘the 
city, lake, and river interact in a dynamic and 
balanced relationship’: an urban estuary...the 
design concept shifted the river’s mouth so 
that it would wind south of its current right-
angle turn at the Keating Channel, moving 
through the Port Lands to empty directly 
into the harbour...[this would] produce [an] 
‘iconic identity’...[as] the river mouth would 
enjoy greater visibility from other points 

'Port Lands Estuary'

112



along the Toronto harbour, reasserting 
the presence of the river in the city and 
allowing it to become a symbol for the 
Lower Don Lands as a whole...Surrounding 
the river, a newly created landscape 
would be devoted to parkland. Serving as 
a floodway as well as a recreation space, 
this central parkland would anchor several 
mixed-use neighbourhoods, each of which 
would combine spaces for living, working, 
recreation, and entertainment with access to 
transit and pedestrian routes” 

(MVVA, 2007, cited in Bonnell, 2010; 2014, 
pp. 175-176, 2014). 

 MVVA’s proposal became a guideline 

and was the first major representation of 

the potential future transformation of the 

Port Lands area. Another attribute that the 

MVVA proposal holds for the transformation 

of the Port Lands is the catalytic nature of its 

implementation. Flood protection continued 

to stand as one of the major roadblocks 

towards generating any momentum for 

the redevelopment of the Port Lands as “...

existing infrastructure provided insufficient 

protection in the event of a major flood, 

and these circumstances together with the 

presence of contaminated soils throughout 

the Port lands [was a very difficult obstacle 

to address]” (Bonnell, 2014, p. 177). When 

Waterfront Toronto was created by federal, 

provincial, and municipal governments 

in 2001, one of its four main mandates 

included the ‘re-naturalization’ of the mouth 

of the Don River (Bonnell, 2014, p. 177). In 

coexistence with the Toronto and Region 

Conservation Authority (TRCA) as the lead 

agency to conduct the ‘naturalization’ and 

flood protection work in the Lower Don 

Lands, both organizations “...embarked 

on closely intertwined environmental 

assessment processes to explore alternatives 

for the Lower Don Lands region [and helped 

modify MVVA’s winning proposal]...to create 

a viable plan for the site’s redevelopment 

(resulting in the Don Mouth Naturalization 
and Flood Protection Project EA - Preferred 
Iteration 2016 Master Plan) (Bonnell, 2010; 

2014, p. 177). This collective effort alongside 

MVVA’s proposal was the first stepping 
stone towards creating momentum. MVVA’s 

proposal provided the foundation for a 

major flood control mechanism to service 

the area in question. Dealing with flood 

protection on a massive scale, since nearly 

every direction around the Don River, 

including much of the Port Lands, falls 

within the floodplain and spill zone of the 

Don River, the collective efforts of all parties 

involved addressed the issue that “...without 

reliable and sustainable mechanisms for 

flood control, no significant development 

can occur in the Port Lands” (Bonnell, 2014, 

p. 177) Jennifer Bonnell elaborates on the act 

of reclaiming the Don as,

“...the relocation of the mouth of the Don 
River emerged primarily from this flood 
control imperative. Design features such as the 
greenway between the relocated river channel 
and the Ship Channel, and the maintenance 
of Keating channel as an alternate outfall, 
satisfy flood protection requirements first and 
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foremost. The project’s corollary objectives of 
naturalization (creating new wildlife habitat) 
and city building (creating new residential and 
commercial districts) are both connected with, 
and dependent upon the removal of flood risk 
from development lands” 

(Bonnell, 2010; 2014, pp. 177-178).

 MVVA’s proposal and the efforts by 
Waterfront Toronto inspire to bring a rebirth 
of the Don River and the Lower Don Lands 
area. In the Port Lands Estuary proposal, they 
present a creative reworking of the landscape 
within their approach. It looked upon the 
past, “...proposing to weave several ‘heritage 
structures’ into a new urban fabric in order to 
speak to the physical past of the site” (MVVA, 
2007; cited in Bonnell, 2010; 2014, p. 179). 
Incorporating aspects of the landscape’s past 
has always been an important part towards 
the revitalization efforts for reimagining both 
the Don River and the Port Lands District and 
its relationship to and for Toronto (Bonnell, 
2010; 2014, p. 174). Historical geographer 
D.W. Meinig describes a similar approach to 
this as it involves alternating the perspective 
in which we view ordinary landscapes as “...to 
not see them as snapshots of the present but 
as accumulations of complex past decisions 
and processes” (Meinig, 1979, p. 33; cited 
in Bonnell, 2010; 2014, p. 174). Bonnell 
continues to elaborate on this as all plans 
for revitalization inherently come from the 
“...appreciation of present environments as 

complex mosaics deeply contingent upon past 
decisions, values, and relations” (Bonnell, 
2014, p. 174) It can be identified that the Port 
Lands District and the Don River is, in fact, 
an artifact, comprised of many historical 
layers all interwoven and interconnecting 
with each other (Bonnell, pp. 177, 2014). 
Bonnell elaborates that this coincides with the 
incorporation of the proposed redevelopment 
of the surrounding area as,

“...artifacts of past improvement schemes 
work their way into the plans, together with 
remnants of the area’s industrial history. The 
river’s natural history also finds space here, 
in infrastructure designed to accommodate 
ongoing ecological processes such as seasonal 
flooding. This referencing of the past was to 
some extent unavoidable, demanded by the 
physical realities of the site: the existence of 
monolithic structures such as the Gardiner 
Expressway and the Keating Channel; the 
annual accumulation of sediments near the 
river mouth; and the presence throughout the 
Port Lands of contaminated soils left behind 
by over a century of industrial activity”

(Bonnell, 2010; 2014, p. 177).

In response to this, it is important to note that 
all future design interventions for the Port 
Lands District will be inherently affected by 
whatever scheme of the Lower Don Lands 
Framework ultimately takes shape. Thus, the 
consolidation of MVVA, Waterfront Toronto, 
and the consolidation of the Lower Don Lands 
Framework Master Plan contributes to the 
Port Lands District’s foundational mosaic by 
being a part of the region’s storyline, in which 
its own contributing chapter will inevitably 
create dramatic and consequential landscape 

An Old Experience New Again
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change. The Don River and the Port Lands 
District’s historical timeline can be told in 
segments through chapters primarily based 
on the adoptions of various schemes and 
re-imaginings throughout its history. These 
past schemes have accumulated, leading to 
massive landscape change, often resulting 
from the envelope of political and economic 
influences. As Waterfront Toronto continues to 
take on a leadership role in another iteration 
of potential massive landscape change, it is 
inevitable that the organization will have 
a dramatic impact towards the future of 
Pinewood Toronto Studios, the Film Studio 
District and the pursuit of Hollywood North. 
The Film Studio District is and will inevitably 

become a massive component of Waterfront 
Toronto’s reimagination of the Port Lands 
District. Being part of the region’s storyline 
and foundational mosaic and its relationship 
and direct adjacency to the Lower Don Lands 
Framework Master Plan, it is inevitable that 
these two districts will work in tandem in the 
future. Therefore, as it was important to look 
to the past to inform the future with the design 
of the Lower Don Lands, it is also important 
to identify the historical circumstances that 
have lead to the present, and will lead to the 
future of the Film Studio District (and Port 
Lands District as a whole). As such, before we 
pursue imaginations for the future, we must 
re-imagine (or rather revisit) the past.

 "Every landscape is an 
accumulation, a rich store of 
data about the peoples and 
societies which have created 

it and a great exhibit of 
consequences!"

- D. W. Meinig
The Interpretation of Ordinary Landscapes, 1979
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supported a vast range of migratory birds and 
other wildlife including mammals, reptiles, 
amphibians, and fish (Bonnell and Fortin, 
2009; Fairfield, 1998, p. 1; cited in Giblett, 
2013, p. 127). 

Joseph Bouchette, an engineer, was 
commissioned in 1793 to survey the land 
as the precursor to the founding and 
construction of an eventual grid-plan town 
and in 1797, completed the survey titling it 
Plan of York Harbour (Giblett, 2013, p. 117; 
Bonnell, 2014, p. 4). The survey remains as 
one of the earliest and most comprehensive 
mapped depictions of Ashbridge’s Bay 
before substantial colonization in the Don 
Valley. The survey depicts a wide peninsula 
extending itself in an east-west orientation 
across from the lakeshore, narrowing in the 
east to enclose Ashbridge’s Bay from Lake 
Ontario (Bonnell, 2014, p. 4). This peninsula 
is a product of deposition from an ancient 
predecessor of the Don River combined 
with the accumulation of sands and gravel 
by lake currents from the east, resulting in a 
landform molded by fluvial geomorphological 
processes of lake and river (Bonnell, 2014, 
p. 4). A thin sandbar extends southward 
from the lakeshore, separating Ashbridge’s 
Bay from the Toronto Bay (the present day 
known as Toronto’s Inner Harbour) to the west 
(Bonnell, 2010; 2014, p. 4). The Don River is 
also depicted distinctively as a meandering 
river first moving westward across the top 

History of the 
Port Lands

chapter seven...

A Marsh Buried
 In the first quarter of the 19th century, 
many early European settlers traversed across 
the Toronto Bay area, setting their sights on 
a meandering river that terminated into an 
extensive marshland (Bonnell, 2014, p. 4). 
With an imaginative colonial gaze, the settlers 
looked upon this area and destined this place 
as a landscape of opportunity. English writer 
Anna Jameson wrote about this marsh in the 
spring of 1837,

 “…this marsh, intersected by inlets and 
covered with reeds, is the haunt of thousands 
of wild fowl, and of the terrapin, or small turtle 
of the lake; and as evening comes on, we see 
long rows of red lights from the fishing boats 
gleaming across the surface of the water, for 
thus they spear the lake salmon, the bass, and 
the pickereen” 

(Jameson, 1837; cited in Bonnell and Fortin, 
2009). 

Named posthumously for Sarah Ashbridge, 
a British Loyalist from Philadelphia whose 
family had once lived nearby on a farm; 
Ashbridge’s Bay was indeed an incredible sight 
(Bonnell and Fortin, 2009). Spanning over 
five square kilometres in size, it was one of the 
greatest freshwater marshes in Canada and 
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of the marsh before turning its orientation 
south, aligning parallel with the sandbar 
before puncturing it halfway and spilling out 
into the bay (Bonnell, 2014, p. 4). The marsh 
itself also owes its existence to the interactions 
of river and lake forces as “...sand-bearing 
lake currents that produced the peninsula 
contained the sediment deposits from the Don 
River from escaping into Lake Ontario, thus 
contributing to the shallow wetland conditions 
of the marsh” (Crombie, 1992, p. 238; cited 
in Bonnell, 2010; 2014, p. 4). Ashbridge’s Bay 
and its distinctive landforms would persist 
unto the middle of the next century before 
being gradually transformed from a prized 
natural environment to being degraded to 
an industrial wasteland (Giblett, 2013, p. 
126). Through this destructive transition, the 
perception of Ashbridge’s Bay changed from 
being one of Toronto’s most famous natural 
landmarks to becoming a threat towards the 
health of the human population (Bonnell 
and Fortin, 2009). As urban and industrial 
pollution continuously made the marsh sickly 
and unhealthy, the marsh became an object of 
disgust from the populous and was advertised 
as potential land for prime industrial and 
harbour development (Bonnell and Fortin, 
2009; Giblett, 2013, p. 123). Ultimately, 
Ashbridge’s Bay was stamped out of existence 
through monstrous dredging, draining, and 
filling machines. These actions acted as agents 
towards a massive infrastructural project in 
which is now-in-hind-sight best understood 

as “…a spatiotemporal fix to productively 
absorb capital through spatial expansion 
and temporal deferment by the Toronto 
Harbour Commissioner’s between 1912 
and 1968” (Giblett, 2013, p. 127; Desfor and 
Vesalon, 2008, p.1). Now, in the 21st century, 
Ashbridge’s Bay has completely vanished from 
where it once was. Buried and transformed 
forever underneath approximately 27 million 
cubic yards of dredged fill, with little to no 
physical remnants of its once magnificent 
presence, it now serves as the superficial 
foundation to the present day Port Lands 
District (Moir, pp. 130, 1989; Desfor and 
Vesalon, 2008).
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1792 Bouchette Plan of Toronto Harbour
Joseph Bouchette, The British Dominions in North America, 1831, V1, Quarto Ed.
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Figure 33.
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 John Graves Simcoe was the first 
appointed Lieutenant Governor of Upper 
Canada and is historically credited with the 
founding of York (which would eventually 
become Toronto) (Bonnell, 2010; Simcoe, 
1911; cited in Briggs, 2012). He was the 
commanding officer who commissioned 
Bouchette to survey Ashbridge’s Bay and 
the surrounding landscape and in doing 
so, continued to tantalize his imagination, 
ultimately helping solidify his consideration 
for the area as a suitable site for settlement 
(Bonnell, 2010; 2014, p. 7). To him, the survey 
helped distinguish present day Toronto’s 
location from other potential sites. It had 
significant attributes such as; “…a junction 
point of land and water routes that transected 
the Great Lakes region, accessible lake 
harbour, a low [and] easily traversed shoreline 
and gate position on a passage through the 
midst of southern Ontario” (Toronto Daily 
Star, 1928; cited in Bonnell, 2014, p. 7). Art 
historian Albert Boime describes Simcoe’s 
endorsement for the area as the magisterial 
gaze, “…a perspective common to North 
American landscape painting in this period 
wherein the viewer assumes a kind of 
imaginative control over the land, taking 
a reading of the reality before him that is 
‘profoundly personal and ideological at the 
same time’ ” (Bonnell, 2014, p. 7). Peering 
over the bay, the marshland, and the mouth 
of the Don River with his colonial gaze, 

Simcoe “…imagined an urban agricultural 
society in Britain’s image…[replacing] existing 
forests and wetlands with orderly farms 
and gardens, and to displace and ultimately 
replace existing ‘primitive’ people with more 
‘civilized European settlers’ ” (Bonnell, 2014, 
p. 7). Underlying this secular narrative of 
transformation, Simcoe’s vision for the future 
settlement of York was an understanding of 
the land as vacant land (Bonnell, 2014, p. 
8). Asserting imaginative control over the 
region involves seeing what one wants to 
see and Simcoe’s perspective of the Toronto 
area was skewed into a region of uninhabited 
wilderness (Bonnell, 2014, p. 9). Simcoe and 
Bouchette described the area’s perceived 
untamed aspect in their survey reports 
between 1793-1797, excluding Aboriginal 
presence from the landscape (Bonnell, 2014, p. 
10). Suggestions of unoccupied landscape lent 
support toward European territorial claims in 
which occupation of land heavily contrasted 
the Aboriginal peoples’ habitation practices 
(Bonnell, 2010; 2014, p. 9). Aboriginal use 
and occupation of the Don Watershed in the 
years before European settlement is still up to 
debate but what is accepted is that they used 
the valley sporadically and were seasonally 
motivated (Bonnell, 2010; 2014, p. 10). The 
Aboriginal people who used this area for 
seasonal hunting and fishing were “…silent, 
mysterious, and ephemeral [as] the area’s first 
inhabitants left [very] little to no trace of their 
passing (Bonnell, 2010; 2014, p. 10). Anecdotal 
evidence from early European observers 

Aboriginal History

126



suggested that both the Seneca, an Iroquoian 
group and the Algonquian Mississauga 
hunted and fished in the Don River Valley 
but established no permanent village sites 
along the river (Rogers and Smith, 1975; 
cited in Bonnell, 2010; 2014, p. 10). Jennifer 
L. Bonnell in her work, Reclaiming the Don: 
An Environmental History of Toronto’s Don 
River Valley explains the false justification 
used against the Aboriginal people to stake 
claim to this territory as; “…by failing, in 
terms of Lockean logic, to use the land to its 
full capacity, they had no legitimate claim to 
the lands they occupied…[and] without the 
investment of human labour to transform 
the land, its potential remained untapped, 
[or in Simcoe’s eyes]…wasted” (Sandwell, 
1999; White, 1980; McKay, 1973; 1994; cited 
in Bonnell, 2014, p. 10). Aboriginals were 
imagined as part of the primeval landscape, 
united together in the colonial imagination of 
the romanticized before time (Bonnell, 2014, 
p. 10). Perceived as timeless children of nature, 
they were thought of as people who made no 
improvements to the land and therefore have 
no vision for the future, ultimately rendering 
them with “…a hazy and unremarkable 
existence before European instigation of a 
more disciplined and productive relationship 
with the land” (Stilgoe, 1980, p. 10; cited 
in Bonnell, 2014, p. 10). As a result of this, 
Aboriginal people were excluded, and near-
entirely disappeared from early depictions 
of Toronto with their legacy confined and 
regulated to a pre-settlement past as only 

small remnants of documentation specifying 
sightings of Native people in and around the 
tiny settlement of York remained (Bonnell, 
2014, p. 11). However, this perceived sporadic 
nature of the Aboriginal people within the 
Don Valley obscures the true history of their 
occupation within this area (Bonnell, 2014, 
p. 12). The area’s Aboriginal past is likely to 
have included existing within the 17th-century 
French fur trade and earlier (Bonnell, 2014, 
p. 12). This hypothesis was reinvigorated and 
challenged in the late 19th century

 “…when decades of agricultural cultivation 
revealed artifacts from previous Aboriginal 
settlements …[as well as] road excavations in 
1886…unearthed a cache of bones suggestive 
of an Aboriginal burial site…[further 
archaeological excavations revealed that] the 
site ultimately contained human remains 
and artifacts from both the Archaic period 
(pre-3000 BC) and from a much more recent 
Iroquoian village site (roughly 1400-1500 
AD)” 

(Williamson, 1991; cited in Bonnell, 2014, 
p. 10).

Subsequent archaeological excavations took 
place and ultimately generated evidence 
of historical Aboriginal occupation dating 
back millennia “…to when small bands of 
nomadic hunters moved into the Great Lakes 
region about 11,000 years ago, soon after the 
continental glacier retreated, pursuing caribou, 
mammoth, and other large game animals” 
(Bonnell, 2014, p. 12). Further archaeological 
excavations and research have led to an 
increased recognition of Aboriginal history 
within the Port Lands area in present time.
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The Narrative
For Transformation

 The transformation of Ashbridge’s 
Bay to be reclaimed for industrial land was 
strongly influenced by prevailing Canadian 
patterns of urban growth in the latter decades 
of the 19th century (Desfor, 1988, p. 77). 
From 1870s-1900s, a booming agricultural 
and resource economy spearheaded an 
industrial boom and signified the birth of 
Canada’s industrial era as “…raw materials 
were increasingly demanded in industrial 
centers in Europe, the United States, and 
[other parts of] Canada” (Desfor, 1988, p. 77). 
In Ontario, the rapid expansion of industrial 
centers was contributed by the exploitation 
of northern mineral and forest wealth as well 
as the expansion of the agricultural sector 
(Desfor, 1988, p. 77). Toronto in particular 
experienced tremendous growth in industrial 
activity during this period as “...the population 
grew from about 86,400 in 1871 to more than 
234,400 in 1901, reflecting the increase in 
industrial employment, a large number of 
immigrants, and the annexation of suburban 
neighbourhoods” (Desfor, 1988, pp. 77-78). 
Furthermore, as the rapid ascension of the 
population continued its meteoric rise, the 
factory system was introduced, revolving 
around technologies of steam and iron and 
it was used as a means to produce consumer 
articles replacing those goods previously made 
by craftsman (Desfor, 1988, p. 78). By 1910, 

industrial activity in Toronto was heavily 
concentrated in various areas of the city 
and industrialists strategized for enhancing 
Toronto’s industries through creating a 
waterfront location, which was deemed “…
optimal for many industries because it would 
minimize transportation costs (Desfor, 1988, 
p. 78). In unison with classical industrial 
location theory, the suggestion to reclaim the 
Ashbridge’s Bay primarily for industrial land 
usage was also a narrative supported as a plan 
to thwart serious pollution problems and 
adverse health effects on the neighbouring 
populations to the marsh (Desfor, 1988, p. 
79). As early as 1835, there were suggestions 
of reclaiming Ashbridge’s Bay into productive 
land. Captain R. H. Bonnycastle was one of 
the first to attribute Ashbridge’s Bay “…as a 
fertile source of unhealthiness to the city…
[because] of the influence of the Don River 
had on bringing in silt into [Ashbridge’s Bay]” 
(Desfor, 1988, p. 79; Stephen and Jackson, 
2011). Almost 20 years later, Kivas Tully, a 
prominent engineer and a member of the 
City Council and Toronto’s Harbour Trust 
(the operating authority for port and harbour 
from 1850 - 1911), expressed the marsh had 
become “…a cesspool as the city emptied its 
sewers directly into it and the spring floods 
of the Don River annually added quantities 
of silt” (Desfor, pp. 80, 1988; 1993). Tully 
suggested that the conditions of the marsh 
and harbour could be ameliorated by dredging 
the eastern end of Ashbridge’s Bay for docks 
and having the material removed from the 
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bottom to be used to reclaim the shallower 
areas, [where] warehouses [would be] built on 
reclaimed lands (Desfor, pp. 80, 1988; Bonnell, 
2010). In Tully’s development proposal for the 
reclamation of Ashbridge’s Bay, he proclaimed 
“…the source of these endemic diseases (e.g. 
cholera) which afflict the citizens, would be 
thus destroyed, and what is now a positive evil 
would be converted into a benefit - and a profit 
for the city” (Tully, 1853; cited in Desfor, 1988, 
p. 80; Bonnell, 2010). In the last two decades 
of the 19th century, Toronto’s industries’ needs 
for improvements to the port, the harbour, and 
Ashbridge’s Bay was apparent and plans were 
set into motion following the consolidation of 
efforts by the City, the Dominion Government, 
the Harbour Trust, and private entrepreneurs 
in order to establish positions to enable them 
to take action (Desfor, 1988, p. 80). By the late 
1880s, these individuals obtained a Crown 
grant for the 1,385 acres of land and water lots 
in Ashbridge’s Bay (Roberts, 1886; cited in 
Desfor, 1988, p. 80). Following the successful 
application for a Crown grant, the Dominion 
Government overtook a review to all 
improvements destined for Toronto’s harbour 
and hired Captain James Buchanan Eads, one 
of the most respected marine engineers in the 
United States to report on improvements to 
be made for the harbour (Desfor, 1988, p. 80). 
In his analysis and recommendations, Eads 
suggested “…a dyke or breakwater should 
be built to stop all ‘communication’ between 
the harbour and Ashbridge’s Bay…[in order] 
to stop ‘chunks’ of all sorts of matter from 

flowing into the harbour [which potentially 
can] seriously disrupt shipping” (Eads, 
1882; cited in Desfor, 1988, p. 80). Within 
a few years of Eads’ report, construction of 
this breakwater was completed and by the 
1880s, the water conditions in Ashbridge’s 
Bay had seriously deteriorated “…[as] the 
breakwater reduced the currents of the [marsh, 
it created] an area of stagnant and highly 
unsanitary water” (Desfor, 1988, p. 80). One 
of the most significant offenders of causing 
the deplorable conditions within Ashbridge’s 
Bay was the company Gooderham & Worts, 
who had a concentration of cattle byres along 
the northern shores of the marsh (modern 
day LakeShore Boulevard) (Desfor, 1988, p. 
80). Gooderham & Worts operated a large 
distillery east of the marsh and fattened 
their cows and pigs with the waste grain 
‘swill’ from the distilling process (Bonnel 
and Fortin, 2009). By the late 1880s, the 
company’s cattle operations amassed seven 
massive cattle byres housing a capacity of up 
to 4000 animals (Bonnel and Fortin, 2009). In 
combination with city sewage already being 
discharged into the marsh, “…liquid manure 
(from the cattle operations) in quantities of 
up to 80,000 gallons a day drained directly 
into [Ashbridge’s Bay]” (Desfor, 1988, p. 80; 
Bonnel and Fortin, 2009). Gooderman & 
Worts were allowed to continue its destructive 
practise despite over a decade of complaints 
from the area’s residents until a threat of a 
cholera outbreak was introduced in the early 
1890s (Bonnel and Fortin, 2009). It wasn’t 
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and the subsequent opening of a new cut 
through the sand-bar into Lake Ontario,…
dredging of the deeper waters in Ashbridge’s 
Bay to accommodate shipping, and the gradual 
filling-in and reclaiming of the shallower water 
in the marshlands” (Desfor, 1988, p. 84) The 
following year, Keating oversaw the dredging 
of the new channel known as Keating’s Cut 
(Bonnel and Fortin, 2009). 

until the city faced a series of legal actions 
due to conditions in the marsh were there 
any realistic attempts made to correct the 
pollution problem and “…in 1892 the city 
threatened Gooderham & Worts with legal 
proceedings, and the company implemented 
a filtration system for wastes later that fall” 
(Bonnel and Fortin, 2009). During this time, 
there were many proposals drafted detailing 
various ways of dredging channels to flush the 
toxic water out of Ashbridge’s Bay. Nearly all 
of them were debated on and faced intense 
scrutiny and opposition. It wasn’t until a 
desperate time when “…the city was running 
out of time to act [as] health officials had 
predicted that cholera would reach Canada by 
the summer of 1893, meaning that [whatever 
improvements] to Ashbridge’s Bay would need 
to begin during the 1892 season” (Desfor, 
1988, p. 83; Bonnel and Fortin, 2009). By 
the end of 1892, City Engineer E.H. Keating 
submitted his report and plan to improve the 
conditions of Ashbridge’s Bay (Desfor, 1988, p. 
83; Stephen and Jackson, 2011). Keating’s plan 
recognized the city and its official’s desires 
to “…take immediate action to cleanse the 
waters of the bay ‘as cheaply as possible’ and 
that work should be in accord with longer-
term development plans” and the proposal 
aimed to do just that (CTA, 1892; cited in 
Desfor, 1988, p. 84). The principal features of 
the plan included “…opening a wide channel 
from Toronto Harbour through and into 
Ashbridge’s Bay, …extending of this channel 
through the bay along its northern boundary 
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City of Toronto Ashbridge’s Bay reclamation; plan of proposed subdivision shewing location 
of factory sites, wharf properties, and parks.

E. H. Keating, City Engineer. 1896. 
Villers Sankey, City Surveyor. 1896

Toronto Public Library, Toronto Department of Works
Toronto, Ontario, Canada

Assessed on Jan. 10, 2017

PROPOSED KEATING’S CUT

Figure 34.
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Keating Channel, Looking East During Construction
Photograph By Anonymous, 18xx

Toronto Reference Library, Baldwin Collection
Toronto, Ontario, Canada

Assessed on Jan. 10, 2017

Figure 35.
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A Great Secreat,
A Tangled Mess,

And the Grand Goal
 Although the adoption and 
commencement of Keating’s Plan was 
primarily “…for mitigating the unhealthy, 
foul-smelling conditions on the marsh,” 
the allure of cleansing Ashbridge’s Bay 
masqueraded the ‘true intention’ of its 
implementation (Desfor, 1988, p. 84; Stephen 
and Jackson, 2011). Keating’s Plan was 
primarily a land acquisition tool utilized by the 
government to stake claim to future land on 
Toronto’s prized waterfront location. It became 
an area that was highly disputed across many 
governing bodies throughout its development. 
In the beginning, the adoption of Keating’s 
plan marked the end of a significant phase 
in the processes of redeveloping Ashbridge’s 
Bay into productive land as it brought the end 
to negotiations between private businesses 
and the municipal government (Desfor, 
1988, p. 84). Between 1889 to 1892, these 
negotiations revolved around who retained 
rights to potential reclaimed lands and “…
private businesses [ultimately] failed to 
wrest control of the bay area from municipal 
governments” (Desfor, 1988, p. 84). Private 
businesses have proposed throughout the past 
to trade cleaning up the polluted waters of the 
marsh in exchange for developmental rights 
as they were “…interested in generating profit 
from letting out or selling the land [after the 

proposed extensive land-filling]” (Desfor, 
1988, p. 84). However, this was a common 
interest amongst both parties. The success of 
the municipal government in maintaining 
ownership of potential waterfront lands was a 
necessary but risky maneuver as the benefits 
of reclaiming Ashbridge’s Bay “…were of 
dubious value [as] reclamation work was 
fraught with uncertainties and extraordinary 
expenses,…[but were deemed acceptable 
as] upon completion, the lands could be 
‘disposed of ’ by renting out or selling them 
to private [enterprises for incredible profit]” 
(Desfor, 1988, p. 84). By the end of 1894, 
progress reports on the reclamation work 
and the construction of Keating’s Cut were 
positive as “…it indicated that improvement 
was being achieved in the immediate relief 
of unsanitary conditions in Ashbridge’s Bay” 
(Desfor, 1988, p. 85). City Council was so 
optimistic about the possibilities of Ashbridge’s 
Bay for industrial and port operations that 
“…it instructed a special committee on 
manufacturing industries to investigate the 
feasibility of locating industry there…and the 
committee reported that industries could be 
located on the north shore of the marshlands 
with relatively little civic expenditure, but 
farther south of the city would incur large 
costs in making land available for any purpose 
whatsoever” (CTA, 1894; cited in Desfor, 
1988, p. 85). This seemed to echo the financial 
concerns many had predicted, but nonetheless, 
the city continued with the operation. 
Keating’s Plan also included a diversion of the 
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A Plan suggested by the Toronto Board of Trade for the Development of Ashbridge’s Bay 
Showing Provisions for the Entry of all Railways under City Control..

Toronto Board of Trade, 1910
Toronto Reference Library, Baldwin Collection

Toronto, Ontario, Canada
Assessed on Jan. 10, 2017

Figure 36.
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Don’s River to accommodate the Grand Trunk 
Pacific Railway’s bridge, redirecting it “…to 
flow directly south to meet the new channel 
being cut from the harbour to Ashbridge’s Bay” 
(Desfor, 2005, p. 85). This accommodation 
was devised to address waterfront issues 
and “…the potential economic gain that was 
expected with the anticipated opening of the 
St. Lawrence River to a depth of 14 feet…[as] 
deep-draft vessels would then be able to take 
cargo that originated in the Great Lake ports 
across the Atlantic without transshipment 
(these ships could not enter Toronto’s harbour 
unless improvements were made) (CTA, 1898; 
cited in Stanford, 1974, p. 27; Desfor, 1988, p. 
85; Bonnell, 2010). The Don River diversion 
project proved problematic as the City, and 
the Harbour Trust (a government entity in 
charge of port operations) had differing views 
on expenditure. Ultimately, the City and the 
Harbour Trust realized that joint efforts for 
solving the waterfront issues were required 
and began to cooperate. Their cooperation 
efforts were heavily influenced by the potential 
economic gain of the anticipated opening of 
the St. Lawrence River for cargo transport 
(CTA, 1898; cited in Stanford, 1974, p. 27; 
Desfor, 1988, p. 85). This consolidation of 
efforts by both the City and the Harbour 
Trust resulted in their respective engineers 
(City’s W. T. Jennings and Harbour Trust’s J. 
R. Roy) devising a scheme for diverting the 
Don River. The Globe hailed this move “…as 
a means to place Toronto in first-class shape 
to accommodate the marine traffic that may 

now or in the future come to this port” (Globe, 
1900; THCA, 1898; cited in Desfor, 1988, 
p. 85). Ironically, their comprehensive plan 
outlined many of the major improvements that 
were already proposed previously in Keating’s 
Plan such as the diversion of the Don River 
and the reclamation of the marshlands in 
Ashbridge’s Bay (Jennings and Roy, 1990; cited 
in Globe, 1990; cited in Desfor, 1988, p. 85). 
However, it differed as it focused more towards 
addressing the harbour and the slips depth 
to permit access to deep-draft vessels as well 
proposing a trunk sewer system in order to 
rectify the cessation to the discharge of sewage 
and sludge into Lake Ontario and Ashbridge’s 
Bay (Jennings and Roy, 1990; cited in Globe, 
1990; cited in Desfor, 1988, p. 85). Although 
the Board of Trade (an active and effective 
organization in the city’s business community 
dedicated to fostering economic growth 
in Toronto) promoted this new plan, tense 
negotiations proved the actual commencement 
to be another lengthy process. Conflict arose as 
“…it was clear that these could not be achieved 
until the city made arrangements for proper 
sewage disposal…[as they were] convinced 
that major improvements to the waterfront 
would be absurd unless the city ceased 
dumping its sewage into the harbour” (Desfor, 
1988, p. 85; Oliver, 2008). At the end of the 
negotiations, the City and the Harbour Trust 
agreed to divert the Don River as indicated 
in Keating’s Plan. However there was a slight 
dilemma as, 
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“…the Dominion Government would not 
pay for the diversion because the Don River 
was not considered a navigable stream…
[and] thus, the city was faced with the need to 
finance both the sewage disposal system and 
the diversion of the Don River” 
(THCA, 1904; cited in Desfor, 1988, p. 86). 

To raise the necessary funds for the diversion, 
the city explored various options, and one of 
the most favorable ones was a “…application 
from Toronto Steel Company to locate near 
the mouth of the Don River” (CTA, 1902; cited 
in Desfor, 1988, p. 86). The approval of an 
exceptionally favorable lease to the company 
for 10 acres of land in agreement that the city 
would 

“…fill in the old Don River channel, provide 
railway connections to the Grand Trunk 
Railway and dredge the Keating’s Cut channel 
to a depth of 14 feet…all these concessions for 
the promise by the company to spend $100,000 
on buildings and equipment and employment 
by the firm would generate wages of $60,000 a 
year” 

(Desfor, 1988, p. 86).

While these type of deals helped the city 
develop stronger leverage to finding solutions 
for financing the reclamation work, another 
issue threatened the feasibility of this task. 
Concerning the use of revenue from the rental 
of reclaimed lands, a complication was the 
original 1880 Crown grant of Ashbridge’s 
Bay and its land to the city. The complication 
involved the grant restricting that “…all net 
revenues derived from land were to be used 
for the improvement or maintenance of 

Queen’s Park or other similar public projects” 
(Desfor, 1988, p. 86). Ultimately, the City 
had this restriction removed by obtaining a 
dominion grant in 1903 to Ashbridge’s Bay 
that superseded the previous 1880 one, which 
gave a “…considerably wider scope in using 
the revenue it might derive from renting or 
selling the lands” (Desfor, 1988, p. 86). Nearly 
one year later (1904), a great fire destroyed a 
considerable portion of Toronto’s downtown 
area and this event was a major influence on 
waterfront development. In the aftermath 
of the fire, it “…provided the opportunity 
to review downtown development…[which 
culminated] in the formation of a committee 
by the Ontario Association of Architects 
[to prepare] a comprehensive plan for the 
development of the entire area of Toronto” 
(OAA, 1905; cited Desfor, 1988, p. 86). This 
plan involved the transformation of urban 
areas as well as yet another scheme for the 
waterfront. OAA’s plan incorporated many 
elements from previous schemes such as 
“…the marshlands to be reclaimed for 
manufacturing, the Don River to be diverted 
into Ashbridge’s Bay,…[but it now involved] 
the southern boundary of the bay was to be 
devoted to parkland” (OAA, 1905; cited in 
Desfor, 2005, p. 86).

After years of setbacks, controversy, and 
lackadaisical leadership, frustrations mounted 
within all parties involved and between 1907 
and 1910 “…intensive discussion and debate 
concerning the development of Toronto’s 
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waterfront [took place]” (Desfor, 1988, p. 87). 
Much of this dispute centered on skepticism 
on the institutional arrangements responsible 
for administrating waterfront development as
 
“…both the City and the Harbour Trust were 
thought to be inadequate for the task and 
so a new agency was sought that would be 
independent of the vicissitudes of political 
life, [and] would be organized as a business 
operation [that would] have the adequate 
jurisdictional authority” 
(O’Mara, 1976; cited in Desfor, 2005, p. 87). 

Determining an appropriate institutional 
structure for undertaking development 
ultimately led to the formation of a harbour 
commission in 1911 (Desfor, 1988, p. 87). 
During this period of transition, three more 
plans emerged from various companies 
with one notable plan formulated by 
railway companies lead by Canadian Pacific 
Railway (Desfor, 1988, p. 87). Their plan 
displayed a keen awareness of the potential 
benefits towards themselves by developing 
Ashbridge’s Bay following their specifications 
as “…industrial establishments located on 
reclaimed lands would be served with new rail 
connections” (Desfor, 1988, p. 87). In their 
1907 plan, it specifies “…railway companies 
were to be given connections into a common 
transfer yard, 500 acres of reclaimed land 
to factory sites, each served by a rail link, 
wharfage for 30 vessels, and a lakeshore 
park, [which] the city was to undertake 
the reclamation work and sell the land to 
manufacturing establishments” (Desfor, 1988, 

p. 87). One of the engineers that worked on 
the plan is E. L. Cousins who was employed 
by the railway company during 1906-1910. 
His name will become prominent in the 
near future as he began to work for the City 
from 1910 to 1912 “…before [ultimately] 
becoming the harbour commissioner’s chief 
engineer (where he supervised the work 
in the defining 1912 plan Outer Harbour) 
(Desfor, 1988, p. 87). In the end, by 1910, 
stagnation and consistent revisions forced 
private enterprises to no longer accept city 
control over waterfront improvements and the 
re-formation of the Harbour Trust began to 
commence. The Harbour Trust was viewed as 
an ineffective agent in dealing with the issues 
of Toronto’s waterfront (Moir, 1989, p. 129). 
The port authority was accused of “…a lack 
of uncoordinated development within the 
harbour, coupled with the extremely disruptive 
activities of the railways, left wharves 
ramshackled and neglected” (Moir, 1989, p. 
129). Ultimately, the Board of Trade stepped in 
and played a significant role in the dissolution 
of the Harbour Trust into an “…independent 
[reorganized harbour] commission [aimed] 
to operate by conventional principles of 
resource management” (Moir, 1989, p. 129; 
Desfor, 1988, p. 89). From this dissolution, 
a new port authority solidified that would 
have significant ramifications on determining 
the physical form and land use of Toronto’s 
urban waterfront, especially in regards to 
the future of Ashbridge’s Bay (Merrens, 
1988, p. 92). Echoing the same level of 
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deception, the newly created Toronto Harbour 
Commissioners presented itself as a harbour 
facility aimed to rectify past errors while 
having the hidden agenda to essentially act 
as a land development agency (Merrens, 
1988, p. 92). Spanning over five decades, 
the Toronto Harbour Commissions (THC) 
remained “...a key component in developing 
Toronto’s waterfront for profitable industrial 
use [while simultaneously] revealing the 
significance of landfilling in the commission’s 

urban development role” (Merrens, 1988, p. 
92). The commission’s project Outer Harbour 
which lasted between 1912 to 1968 “…would 
become the largest engineering project on 
the continent during this period, [and] by 
…the 1930s, only a fragment of the original 
Ashbridge’s Bay remained, and the mouth of 
the Don River had been dramatically altered” 
(Desfor, 1988, p. 89).

 "The massive inf rast ructure 
project is best understood 

as a spatio-temporal fix to 
productively absorb capital 

through spatial expansion and 
temporal deferment! "

- Gene Desfor and Lucian Vesalon
Urban Expansion and Industrial Nature: A Political 

Ecology of Toronto’s Port Industrial District, 2008
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F rom Liquid To Solid  The Toronto Harbour Commissioners 
(THC) established by the federal government 
in 1911, was designed to replace the previous 
port agency (the Harbour Trust) which “…
proved to be ineffectual during most of its 
six decades of existence” (Moir, 1986, pp. 
2; cited in Merrens, 1988, pp. 92). A five-
person board headed the commission (three 
appointed by the City of Toronto, one by the 
federal government, and one by the federal 
government upon the recommendation of the 
Toronto Board of Trade) and 

“…was given more power and resources 
than the Harbour Trust…[such as]…power 
to acquire, expropriate, hold, sell, lease, and 
otherwise dispose of such real estate,…as 
it may deem necessary or desirable for the 
development, improvement, maintenance and 
protection of the harbour” 

(Statutes, 1911, pp. 26; cited in Merrens, 1988, 
pp. 92; Eidelman, 2013). 

By 1910, Toronto had become a relatively 
unimportant Canadian port. The newly 
constituted body aimed to rectify this by 
giving more power “…to develop not only all 
of the waterfront land assigned to it in 1911 
but also all land that might subsequently 
be placed under its jurisdiction” (Merrens, 
pp. 93, 1988). The impact of this stipulation 
would become apparent shortly as the new 
harbour commission utilized their newly 
acquired power to control land and create 
the opportunity for a land bank through the 
simple mechanism of landfill (Merrens, pp. 
93, 1988; Desfor, 1989, pp. 489). This process 
essentially made it “…certainly appropriate 

 Ports have always been an important 
component to Canadian urban development. 
The vast majority of port locations are 
controlled and managed by “…special agencies 
created by the federal government: semi-
autonomous port authorities standing and 
operating somewhat apart from municipal 
governments” (Merrens, 1998, pp. 92). 
These port authorities, often called harbour 
commissions, have had a prominent presence 
in Toronto’s dramatic waterfront history. Roy 
Merrens’ work, ‘Port Authorities as Urban 
Land Developers: The Case of the Toronto 
Harbour Commissioners and their Outer 
Harbour Project, 1912-1968’ chronicles the 
significance of landfilling and the Toronto 
Harbour Commissioners’ role as an urban 
developer (Merrens, 1988, pp. 92). Merrens 
writes 

“…harbour commissions have always been 
concerned with more than the administration 
of ports and the management of shipment…
they have been instrumental in shaping both 
the physical form and the land-use functions 
of urban waterfronts” 

(Merrens, 1988, pp. 92). 

Port agencies have long been under-studied 
for their influence in the city-building process. 
Toronto Harbour Commissioners’ formative 
role in Toronto’s waterfront development (and 
the vast transformation of it) is perhaps one of 
the most historically significant stories in the 
world with regard to urban growth (Merrens, 
1988, pp. 92; Eidelman, 2013).
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for the Commission to function as a land 
commission or development agency rather 
than act simply as a harbour-minding 
body…[as] large-scale landfilling offered 
enormous promise for economic [growth]” 
(Merrens, 1988, pp. 93). Toronto Harbour 
Commissioners immediately went to work 
and completed their definitive proposal 
plan in 1912 which would ultimately remain 
unparalleled in scope and ambition and 
is the most revealing of the commission’s 
agenda in it’s turbulent history over five 
decades. The 1912 proposal, like the many 
that came before it, aimed to differentiate 
itself from Toronto’s Inner Harbour which 
was a sheltered body of water by the Toronto 
Islands west of Ashbridge’s Bay. The bold 
1912 proposal designated the entire ten-
mile length of reclaimed waterfront lots 
in Ashbridge’s Bay towards “…[creating] 
shipping facilities, industrial and commercial 
lands, and parks and recreational amenities, 
all served by improved transportation and 
transit services” (Merrens, 1988, pp. 94). 
The plan, historically identified as ‘the Outer 
Harbour Plan’ was deliberately used as a basic 
(and eventually outdated) guideline for more 
than half a century (1912 -1968) to reshape 
and rearrange Toronto’s waterfront forever 
(Merrens, 1988,  pp. 95). The Outer Harbour 
Plan also incidentally explains the existence of 
the present-day three-mile artificial headland 
projecting out into Lake Ontario (Merrens, 
1988, pp. 92). 

 The origin of Toronto Harbour 
Commissioners’ brainchild, Outer Harbour 
began in murky waters as the newly appointed 
port authorities’ initial 1912 proposal began 
with no trace of an outer harbour (Merrens, 
1988, pp. 95). In 1914, one of the members, 
Commissioner Robert S. Gourlay (the Board 
of Trade representative on the Commission) 
gave a major presentation on the 1912 plan to 
an international conference of planners and 
politicians in Toronto (Merrens, 1988, pp. 
95). Through transcripts of the presentation, 
it was shown that “…one member of the 
audience from New York City, commended 
the commissioners for their waterfront 
plan but felt obliged to draw attention to 
the eventual need for an outer harbour” 
(Toronto Harbour Commissions Archives, 
1914; cited in Merrens, 1988, pp. 95). The 
Toronto Harbour Commissioners’ Archives 
reveal only the suggestion of the anonymous 
attendee, and “…[provided no] evidence 
that the commission was at all interested 
at this point in modifying its [1912] plan” 
(Merrens, 1988, pp. 95). Reclamation work 
on Ashbridge’s Bay (planned for decades by 
the previous harbour commission) was well 
underway in May of 1914, and the eagerness to 
see the enormous transformation of Toronto’s 
waterfront was almost stalemated by the 
outbreak of the First World War three months 
later (Moir, 1989, pp. 130). Even though the 
conflict brought stringent financial conditions 
as “…the city was forced to postpone all 
local improvements to answer calls upon its 
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The Toronto Harbour Commissioner’s 1912 Plan: Toronto’s Eastern Waterfront 1912.
Original Toronto Harbour Commissioniers, 1912
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The Toronto Harbour Commissioner’s 1912 Plan: Ashbridge’s Bay Prior to 1912.
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Figure 38.
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finances, the harbour commission restricted 
its activities to essential projects involving 
the development of industrial sites” (Moir, 
1989, pp. 130). This motive was supported by 
the Minister of Public Works, Robert Rogers 
who was convinced that the importance of 
harbour development was vital towards the 
future industrial capacity of Toronto and had 
his own department invest millions of dollars 
in constructing dock walls in Ashbridge’s 
Bay (Moir, 1989, pp. 130). Rogers declared 
to the city that the reclamation work was “…
one of the great necessities of the people of 
Canada, war or no war” (Moir, 1989, pp. 
130). However, accelerating demands of war-
related industries created an insatiable thirst 
for steel (Moir, 1989, pp. 130). Steel shortage 
was attributed to the light steel turnings that 
were a by-product of shell production as “…
approximately 45 percent of a shell’s original 
steel composition was removed as the body 
was hollowed out during machining, and the 
annual accumulation of this waste metal was 
250,000 tonnes in Canada alone” (Moir, 1989, 
pp. 130). The turnings could still be recycled 
via being melted down and recast into ingots, 
but steel furnaces capable of doing such work 
were located primarily in the United States 
and thus, the “…[valuable steel by-product] 
was being sold to American manufacturers 
for little more than the cost of handling” 
(Moir, 1989, pp. 130). Steel waste was also lost 
towards future use by the Empire’s (Britain) 
starving munitions industries” (Moir, 1989, 
pp. 130). In order to remedy this situation, 

the Toronto Harbour Commissioners’ entered 
negotiations with the Imperial Munitions 
Board (an Ottawa-based agency created in 
1915 by the British Minister of Munitions) 
with plans for reclaimed land in Ashbridge’s 
Bay to host a massive steel plant to combat 
the shortfalls of steel and other pertinent 
military equipment production (Moir, 1989, 
pp. 130-131). This was an exciting win for 
the THC as they had secured its first major 
industrial tenant and the promise of future 
growth became more clear (Moir, 1989. 
pp. 131). The THC had to move quickly to 
accommodate its new tenant, British Forgings 
as its lease involved the harbour commission 
to be responsible for the preparation of the 
site and for laying of “…some 50,000 linear 
feet of pilings [that had] to be driven down 
to bedrock before construction of the plant 
could even commence” (Moir, 1989, pp. 131). 
The site designated for the massive steel plant 
encompassed approximately 127.6 acres and 
“…by the end of 1916, only 59 percent of this 
area had been reclaimed (Moir, 1989, pp. 131). 
Construction of the steel plant was quick and 
by 1917, 

“…Toronto had become the site of the world’s 
largest electrical steel plant, boasting ten 6-ton 
furnaces that required a combined horsepower 
equal to almost half of the city’s total 
consumption,…producing 400 tons of ingots a 
day in the huge melting house which was used 
for the 6-inch and 9.2-inch high explosive 
shells machined in the shell forging plant” 

(Carnegie, 1918, pp. 171-173; cited in Moir, 
1989, pp. 132). 
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Eighteen months after the plant commenced 
production, the armistice in November of 
1918 brought a conclusion to the war as well as 
the sudden end to the demand for munitions 
(Moir, 1989, pp. 132). A year later, a failed 
attempt by a Welsh firm (Baldwin Limited) to 
take over the site to recapture the Canadian 
sheet steel and tin plate market was the plant’s 
last chance at survival, and in the 1920s, it 
was leveled to make way for the tanks of the 
McColl-Frontenac Oil Co. Ltd (Moir, 1989, 
pp. 132). The once-impressive plant which 
was supposed to stand as the central fixture 
in the development of Toronto’s eastern 
waterfront was now remembered only by a 
local road named Munitions Street in less 
than four years (Moir, 1989, pp. 132). The 
industry of shipbuilding had also emerged 
during wartime, bringing many suitors 
to the reclaimed lands of Ashbridge’s Bay 
(Moir, 1989, pp. 132-133). The war acted as a 
stimulant for local shipyards in Canada as 

“…merchant shipbuilding in Britain had 
ground to a halt in late 1914 when yards were 
commandeered to construct naval vessels,…
[and] Britain found itself desperate for 
merchant ships in the face of the heavy toll 
exacted by German submarines” 

(Moir, 1989, pp. 132-133). 

A tour of Canadian shipyards by the British 
Ministry of Shipping brought favorable 
reviews and contracts were awarded to 
Toronto Harbour Commissioners’ tenants such 
as Polson Iron Works to construct steel-hulled 
freighters (Moir, 1989, pp. 133). The newly-

formed Toronto Shipbuilding Company, which 
had taken a lease on reclaimed land along the 
south side of the Keating Channel, was also 
commissioned for British naval resources and 
thus the industry of constructing merchant 
cargo vessels had begun to take shape on 
Toronto’s eastern waterfront (Moir, 1989, pp. 
134). Hopes of this industry becoming a staple 
in the area were quickly dashed away “…by the 
federal government’s refusal to award Toronto 
yards any of the shipbuilding contracts for 
merchant marine [vessels] following the 
armistice of November 1918” (Moir, 1989, 
pp. 134). The loss of British Forging and the 
closures of ship-building contracts was a 
severe blow to the harbour commission as 
well as the future industrial development of 
Ashbridge’s Bay as a large percentage of the 
reclaimed lands were devoted towards war-
related industries (Moir, 1989, pp. 134). The 
disappearance of these industries not only 
hindered the post-war redevelopment for 
Toronto but also eroded Toronto Harbour 
Commissioners’ dreams of their 1912 proposal 
for Ashbridge’s Bay and the Outer Harbour 
component.

It was not until 1925 when the commission 
begin to reconsider an Outer Harbour and 
“...the THC authorized its consulting engineer 
to prepare revised plans of the proposed 
developments along the lakefront east of 
the Eastern Channel” (THCA, 1925; cited 
in Merrens, 1988, pp. 95-96). The engineer, 
Edward L. Cousins began the revisions and 
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‘Two Harbours for Toronto’ ad by The Toronto Star Weekly with a rendering depicting E. L. 
Cousins’ 1928  Revision of the 1912 Plan

The Toronto Star Weekly March 14, 1931
Frederick Griffen, 1931. 
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Toronto Ashbridge’s Bay 1920, looking west
Photograph By Anonymous, 1920
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Waterfront Development Progress Plan 1914 - 1921
Toronto Harbour Commissioners, 1925

University of Toronto Libraries
Toronto, Ontario, Canada
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The Toronto Harbour Commissioners Waterfront Development
Toronto Harbour Commissioners, 1925
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by 1928, finalized a version of the 1912 plan. 
Up to this point, the THC disappointingly 
mimicked its predecessors with their plan 
reminiscent of the same consolidation of 
previous plans overseen by the previous 
harbour commission. However, in 1928, 
Cousins’ revised plan incorporated an Outer 
Harbour “…to be developed between the 
Eastern Channel and the foot of Leslie Street” 
(Merrens, 1988, pp. 96). While the inclusion 
of an Outer Harbour began to take on a more 
predominant role within the plans, “…there 
was a more immediate goal behind Cousins’ 
revised version” (Merrens, 1988, pp. 96). The 
most definitive characteristic of this new plan 
was “…the elimination of a strip of parkland 
and recreational facilities, approximately 1,000 
feet wide and 3 miles long comprising of 352 
acres” (Merrens, 1988, pp. 96). In accordance 
with the original 1912 plan, Ashbridge’s Bay 
had been filled in, and the newly created land 
was designated for industrial uses except for 
the southern edge which would be devoted 
towards parkland (Merrens, 1988, pp. 96). 
However, in Cousins revision, the area is 
now proposed for “…industrial purposes to 
be lined with wharfs and quayside facilities” 
(THCA, 1929; cited in Merrens, 1988, pp. 96). 
The significance of the 1928 revision reveals 
“…from the commissioner’s point of view 
[that] the idea of parkland in the eastern sector 
of the waterfront had outlived its usefulness” 
(Merrens, 1988, pp. 96). It was later 
acknowledged by Cousins that the original 
1912 plan with the proposal for parkland 

extending continuously along the southern 
boundary was

“…simply to enlist public support for the 
costly program of port and waterfront 
development…[as] although parkland might 
be a valuable amenity for the city, it would not 
produce revenue for the commission…selling 
or leasing the land for industry, on the other 
hand, would be profitable” 

(Merrens, 1985, pp. 2; cited in Merrens, 1988, 
pp. 96). 

While Cousins did not believe that the 
proposed Outer Harbour was truly a critical 
component to the revised plan, he was 
convinced that the greatest economic benefit 
would be derived from the reclamation of 
land for industrial and commercial purposes 
(Merrens, 1988, pp. 96). Cousins still 
advocated for the new plan with much effort 
to “…ensure [the] adoption of the revision and 
to overcome resistance prompted by the loss of 
promised parkland” (Merrens, 1988, pp. 96). 
Cousins articulated his rationale for the Outer 
Harbour by giving an interview in 1928 which 
he states, 

“An artificial harbour from the Eastern 
Gap to Leslie Street, a miniature of Toronto 
Harbour itself is the ultimate aim. Extending 
three thousand feet into the lake from the 
present shoreline, reclaimed industrial land 
would surround a stretch of water which 
would accommodate the largest of vessels, 
protected completely from the waves of the 
open lake, and providing thousands of feet of 
additional dock space. Should all these dreams 
of the future come true, the outline of the 
eastern waterfront would be altered beyond 
recognition, but would afford immense areas 
of future industrial development.” 

(Cousins, Telegram, 1928; cited in Merrens, 
1988, pp. 98).150



Cousins continued to promote the revised plan 
while harboring his own opinion that trade 
was not the key to the financial well-being of 
the Commission as he believed industrial and 
commercial growth was the essential source of 
revenue (Merrens, 1988, pp. 96). However, the 
Toronto Harbour Commissioners planned to 
move forward with the proposed revision of 
the 1912 plan as they believed that the Outer 
Harbour 

“…clearly fitted in with proposed industrial 
land, [justifying it as] if the parkland and 
recreational facilities [in the 1912 plan] were 
eliminated then the proposed docks could be 
located adjacent to the industrial sites, thereby 
making both docks and the industrial sites 
more attractive in marketing terms” 

(Merrens, 1988, pp. 96). 

For the Commission to adopt and implement 
its revision, it would need the financial 
commitment of both the City and the Federal 
Government (Merrens, 1988, pp. 98). This 
was proven to be troublesome as the City 
disagreed with the urgency and the necessity 
of an Outer Harbour (Merrens, 1988, pp. 98). 
The Commission aimed to build its case by 
claiming “…that there was a pressing need 
for more dockage for the port, asserting 
that the need was urgent because there was 
already a dockage shortage [between 1932 to 
1933]” (THCA, 1936; cited in Merrens, 1988, 
pp. 96). This, however, was a futile attempt 
and was quickly suppressed as the Federal 
Ministry of Marine was not impressed with 
the accusations of urgency noting “…that areas 

in Toronto Harbour available for dockage 
construction and development had not been 
fully utilized” (THCA, 1936; cited in Merrens, 
1988, pp. 98). Negotiations for the proposal of 
the Outer Harbour ceased in the 1930s and the 

“…increased volume of trade and traffic 
in the port [even] after the opening of the 
new Welland Canal did not demonstrate 
any immediate need for a new harbour,…
[compounded] with the diminished 
opportunities and hopes of the Depression 
years further [contributing] to depreciating the 
value of an outer harbour project” 

(THCA, 1936; cited in Merrens, 1988, pp. 968).

The idea of the Outer Harbour would not be 
revived until the second half of World War II. 
Once again during the urgency of wartime, 
Canada (like many other nations) began 
to devote substantial resources to waging 
war and the influence of armed conflict had 
become an important catalyst for the change 
in the country’s inland ports (Moir, 1989, 
pp. 126-127; Merrens, 1988, pp. 98). During 
this time, the federal government turned to 
harbours such as Toronto as an important 
location as it was “…surrounded by a pool 
of skilled labour and raw materials and not 
in need of extensive coastal protection” 
(Moir, 1989, pp. 127). During these war 
years, Toronto’s harbour became a basin for 
naval operations and experienced increasing  
spurts of intense economic stimulation as 
it “…[provided] the industrial support for 
mobilization and a sheltered location to train 
personnel” (Moir, 1989, pp. 127). The Toronto 
Harbour Commissioners’ succeeded in 
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getting industrial and commercial businesses 
to locate in Toronto’s harbour at this time 
by virtue of their ownership of the shoreline 
and waterfront land which helped them 
offer attractive benefits such as “…leasehold 
rather than freehold revenue” (Moir, 1989, 
pp. 129). The port authority, acting as a 
landlord maintained comprehensive records 
of its tenant’s activities and also manipulated 
situations for the benefit of its tenants such as  

“…significant changes in land use, request 
for alterations to existing structures to 
accommodate new activities such as ship 
launchings, and changes in ownership to 
private corporations were nationalized to 
coordinate the production of munitions” 

(Moir, 1989, pp. 129). 

At the end of the Second World War, the 
harbour commission finally hit a positive 
stride in their pursuit for an Outer Harbour 
by accomplishing sales of two large parcels of 
land to the Hydro Electric Power Commission 
of Ontario (Predecessor to Ontario Hydro) 
and to Consumer’s Gas Corporation (Merrens, 
1988. pp. 98; Kaiser and Leicke, 2007). The 
sale of these two parcels of land opened the 
idea of long-term industrial development as 
well as “…an Outer Harbour that could now 
be substituted for the parkland [that was] 
originally proposed in the eastern waterfront 
[1912 plan]” (Merrens, 1988, pp. 99). The 
vision of Cousins original 1912 plan was also 
seemingly resurrected by the emergence of 
the St. Lawrence Seaway. The reality of the 
potential economic benefits in transnational 

shipping through the Great Lakes and the 
Atlantic inspired many about the enduring 
positive ramifications an Outer Harbour could 
have for the city and it’s watery industries 
(Merrens, 1988, pp. 99). So much so, 
newspapers illustrated the Toronto harbours’ 
futures brightly as

“…the prospect is in view of great ships that 
ply the ocean entering the port of Toronto, of 
great mercantile activity that will enrich the 
city and that will demand of it a commensurate 
growth in all its industries and institutions to 
match the opportunities approaching it” 

(Toronto Globe and Mail, 1949; cited in 
Merrens,1988, pp. 99).

For a moment, the Harbour Commission 
was met with high hopes. However, this was 
short-lived as the commission “…[reluctantly 
dragged out the process]…throughout the 
1950s…[as they] continued to consider and 
study various possible versions of an Outer 
Harbour without actually committing itself to 
build one” (Merrens, 1988, pp. 99). After six 
years, the commission finally decided to move 
forward with the project in 1960 with a flexible 
plan identified as a ‘basic precept’ (Merrens, 
1988, pp. 99). This ‘basic precept’ was a 
condition instilled into the future development 
of the Outer Harbour detailing

 “…[that] the construction of the best facilities 
for shipping and related uses in relation to area 
development plans on a staged programme 
that permits continuing availability for new 
businesses with maximum of flexibility within 
the financial capabilities of the Port” 

(Merrens, 1988, pp. 99). 
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It is evident that this parameter was only 
implemented in reaction towards the Toronto 
Harbour Commissioners’ agenda with keeping 
open as many land-uses and construction 
options as possible to maximize profit 
(Merrens, 1988, pp. 99). The policy written 
in the basic precept by the General Manager 
of the Toronto Harbour Commissioners 
proclaims,

“The most important individual aspect is 
complete flexibility in order to meet changing 
conditions that will arise from any forecast 
made to-day. The area served is too dynamic, 
too young, and much too unpredictable with 
its dependence on so many factors beyond its 
control, for any firm long range commitment 
to be made. It is therefore suggested that the 
ideal plan is one which sets forth a minimum 
first stage one will permit the largest number 
of different types of future development for 
succeeding stages”

(THCA, 1956; cited in Merrens, 1988, pp. 99)

By 1960, the adoption of the policy solidified 
and “…the Commission had finally 
committed itself to the construction on an 
Outer Harbour...” however they had no pre-
determined development programs in place 
to proceed with the actual construction 
(Merrens, 1988, pp. 99). Over the next five 
years, the construction of the Outer Harbour 
was characterized by “…an ad-hoc approach” 
where makeshift decisions and improvisation 
dominated the construction practice 
(Merrens, 1988, pp. 99). The first step for the 
Commission to accomplish building the Outer 
Harbour “…was to construct a breakwater 
to create an area of sheltered water…[but] 

a conventional breakwater would [be] 
prohibitively expensive, so the commission’s 
engineers began by experimenting with the use 
of fill from excavation sites” (Merrens, 1988, 
pp. 99). This method was a difficult task for 
the commission’s engineers to address “…as 
[using] fill material created many engineering 
problems especially when it had to be placed 
and stabilized in increasingly deep water 
away from the original shoreline” (Merrens, 
1988, pp. 99). However, the construction of 
the Outer Harbour was blessed with fortune 
as the city has been experiencing tremendous 
urban growth. Many infrastructure projects 
(from subway construction, excavations for 
apartment and office buildings, the Leslie 
Street Slip, and expressway development) 
were occurring in the city, affording “…large 
amounts of basic raw material for lake-fill 
available free of charge” (Merrens, 1988, pp. 
99). Thus, the Commission capitalized on the 
situation and salivated at the opportunity to 
construct a breakwater at a fraction of the 
cost of a conventional breakwater” (Merrens, 
pp.99, 1988). The construction of the Outer 
Harbour continued with no basic shape in 
mind as “…the final length, composition, 
and mode of stabilizing and armoring the 
headland [was] still uncertain” (Merrens, 1988, 
pp. 99; Eidelman, 2013). As this indecision 
was occurring, massive deposits of free fill had 
begun to morph the shoreline. These deposits 
were originally planned to begin on two sites 
(one from the foot of Leslie Street and the 
other from near the foot of Cherry Street) 
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“…constructing two headlands…designed 
as two arms to enclose a sheltered harbour 
of about 200 acres” (Merrens, 1988, pp. 99). 
However, unsurprisingly, the plan was revised 
yet again with one site aborted altogether. The 
plan now concentrated towards developing 
only a single breakwater to enclose a much 
larger harbour (Merrens, 1988, pp. 99). By 
1965, the construction was underway, and 
the Commission continued to supervise the 
dumping of free raw materials coming from a 
variety of sources into the lake with no exact 
form or what particular functions it may 
perform (Merrens, 1988, pp. 99). The headland 
continued to grow organically despite “…there 
was no more evidence in the 1960s than there 
had been earlier that the port needed a new 
harbour and more docks to accommodate 
likely increases in ships and cargoes” (Merrens,  
1988, pp. 100). Although the St. Lawrence 
Seaway opened in the 1960s and contributed 
to growing volumes of cargo passing through 
the port of Toronto, “…the port was operating 
nowhere near its existing capacity [and] the 
increased use of containerization was one of 
[the] several changes threatening to diminish 
the future role of the port” (Merrens, 1988, 
pp. 100). By 1969, the Department of Public 
Works commissioned a comprehensive study 
titled Future Port Requirements of Canadian 
Harbours and Ports in Western Lake Ontario, 
which concluded that “…neither general cargo 
nor bulk cargo is likely to increase significantly 
during the next twenty years, ...the existing 
facilities are more than adequate” (Gibb, 

Albery, Pullerits, and Dickson, 1969; cited 
in Merrens, 1988, pp. 100). Furthermore, as 
the report published in 1969, it ironically, or 
rather prophetically, coincided with the port’s 
peak year for trade (reaching 6.3 million 
tonnes) and that trade volume the following 
year showed a drastic drop (5.3 million 
tonnes) which forecasted “…the beginning of 
a sharp decline that has never been reversed” 
(Freeman, Gray, Maniak, Menger, 1981, pp. 
237-254; cited in Merrens, 1988, pp. 100). 
By 1965, “…approximately 120 acres of land 
had been created by filling at the base of the 
headland and along the spine, [and by] 1966, 
the headland was being extended at a rate of 
about 10 feet per working day” (Merrens, 1988, 

Diagram of Outer Harbour Progression
Graphic by Anonymous

Extracted from Roy Merrens Port Authorities as Urban Land 
Developers: The Case of the Toronto Harbour Commissioners 

and Thier Outer Harbour Project, 1912-1968.
Assessed on Jan. 10, 2017

Toronto, Ontario, Canada

Figure 44.
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pp. 100). By the end of the 1960s, a waterfront 
planning initiative taken by the government 
of Metropolitan Toronto began to question 
and restrict some of the harbour commission’s 
actions with their illusive Outer Harbour 
project (Merrens, 1988, pp. 100). The Toronto 
Harbour Commissioners’ defended their 
project by advertising that the Outer Harbour 
“…was a multi-purpose project benefiting 
a broad range of interests…[such as] the 
new breakwater [to be] a major recreational 
amenity for the city” (Merrens, 1988, pp. 100). 
They also advertised that the construction of 
the Outer Harbour was incredibly inexpensive 
at only $1,00,000 (which is estimated only six 
percent of the cost of a conventional concrete 
breakwater) and that “…the headland would 
save money by deflecting currents and deposits 
from the Eastern Gap which would eliminate 
the need for expensive annual dredging” 
(Merrens, 1988, pp. 101). The following year, 
the harbour commission was forced to involve 
itself with Metropolitan Toronto’s plan for the 
entirety of the waterfront and the City’s central 
waterfront plan (titled A Bold Concept for the 
Redevelopment of the Toronto Waterfront) 
The mandatory participation forced the 
Toronto Harbour Commissioner’s to explain 
their rationale for the Outer Harbour project 
(Merrens, 1988, pp. 101; Eidelman, 2013). 
With the original 1912 plan essentially 
being fully realized by 1969, the harbour 
commission, in unison with the City’s central 
waterfront plan, finally explained the explicit 
purpose of the Outer Harbour to the public,

“The creation of the Outer Harbour opens up 
a new area for major port development and 
use. In turn, the phasing out of the Western 
Channel frees an area for uses compatible 
with major development in the surrounding 
downtown area” 

(Metropolitan Toronto Planning Board and 
the Metropolitan Toronto Council, 1967, pp. 
5-6; cited in Merrens, 1988, pp. 101). 

Thus, it revealed that the Outer Harbour was 
created to generate a new location for shipping 
facilities to consolidate shipping activities 
away from the Inner Harbour and replace 
them in the Outer Harbour (Merrens, 1988, 
pp. 101). The shift would then pave the way 
for the redevelopment of the commission’s 
lands, and that expected redevelopment would 
thus generate immense profits (Merrens, 1988, 
pp. 101). This rationale to redirect shipping 
activities to the new Outer Harbour reflected 
the Toronto Harbour Commissioner’s as a 
real estate operation to generate a situation 
that was more economically favorable towards 
themselves to maximize profit and relevancy 
(Merrens, 1988, pp.103).

    Ultimately, by the 1970s, the Outer Harbour 
project created the Harbour Headland, a 
landform that extended out more than three 
miles into Lake Ontario and sprawled over 
several hundred acres. In essence, it did create 
a harbour of sheltered water however it was 
only a harbour in a limited sense. It had “…
no dock-walls, quays, piers, or berths, or 
any of the usual accouterments of a harbour, 
and has never been used for shipping or 
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cargoes” (Merrens, 1988, pp. 102). Instead, 
Outer Harbour was more of a physical by-
product of the commission’s remarkably 
productive landfilling operations in Toronto’s 
waterfront history (Merrens, 1988, pp. 101). 
Through the consistent years of landfilling 
and the Commission’s ability to craft land 
out of shallow water, the process allowed 
the commission to consistently acquire new 
land as real-estate assets to use or to sell to 
others for profit (Merrens, 1988, pp. 102). 
Nevertheless, the Outer Harbour Headland 
stands as an

 “…appropriate symbol of the historical role 
of the Toronto Harbour Commissioners: it 
reflects the commissioner’ long-standing 
and characteristic reliance upon the device 
of converting water into land, transforming 
Toronto’s waterfront at the same time as it was 
ensuring substantial economic benefits for 
both itself (directly, through land sales and 
leases) and for the city (indirectly, through 
taxes from and jobs provided in industrial 
and other developments on the new lands)…
such ventures seem to represent fitting later-
day assertions of the harbour commission’s 
traditional role as a land development agency, 
as well as providing a reminder of the fact that 
the body bears a misleading name” 

(Merrens, 1988, pp. 102-103).

 In the end, the transition from 

liquid water to solid earth is not the only 

defining narrative of the Port Land District. 

Gene Desfor and Lucian Vesalon elaborate 

the Port Lands as a product of urban 
political ecology; “...the understanding of 

relationships between nature and society at 

the urban scale” (Desfor and Vesalon, 2008,

pp. 587). Desfor and Vesalon allude to this as 

socio-nature, a derivative of urban political 

ecology that contradicts the assumption “...that 

society and nature are separate and discrete 

entities” (Desfor and Vesalon, 2008, pp. 587). The 

narrative of socio-nature corresponds with the 

Toronto Harbour Commissioners “...application 

of economic interests [towards] external nature 

in the production of...new land made available 

for development” (Desfor and Vesalon, 2008, pp. 

587). The production of an industrial-oriented 

urban land mass - the Port Lands District - is, in 

reality, to act as a massive land bank, a process 

involving the intertwining of human and non-

human processes to generate new land to support 

wealth accumulation in the disguise of waterfront 

development (Desfor and Vesalon, 2008, pp. 599). 

The Port Lands synthesizes the transformation 

and expansion of geography to productively soak 

up capital by “...[producing] a commodity (land) 

that can be bought and sold and thus has an 

exchange value; [and] the produced land has a 

use value as an input for production processes (in 

the Port Lands case, as an industrial landscape)...” 

(Desfor and Vesalon, 2008, pp. 599). From a socio-

natural perspective, the Port Lands is viewed as 

a successful application of its intended purpose. 

For nearly two centuries, the area has hosted a 

plethora of extensive industrial activities ranging 

from“...petroleum refining and storage, equipment 

manufacturing, steel foundries, liquid and solid 

waste management, vehicle maintenance/repair 

operations, and municipal services [such as] 

incineration and sewage treatment” (SLR, 2009; 

cited in CH2M Hill Canada Unlimited, 2016). 
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In the present day (2017), the Port Lands 

are at a transitional period. A new form 

of socio-nature is taking place, aiming to 

dramatically transform the very geography 

of the Port Lands area once again. Just as 

socio-nature has caused the manipulation 

of the landscape to serve the needs of 

an expanding industrial economy in the 

past, the Port Lands may very well be at 

the moment of another manipulation...a 

manipulation towards an emerging industry.

Pinewood Toronto Studios as of 2015
Base Map Data Layer

ESRI (Environmental Systems Resource Institute)
ArcGIS 10.3, 2016.

Redlands, California
Assessed on Feb. 22, 2016

Figure 45.
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Historical Timeline 
of the Port Lands...

1880
The city obtained a crown grant for 
the 1385 acres of land and water-lots in 
Arshbridges Bay.

1888
Constructed breakwater designed to 
stop matter from flowing into habor, 
disrupting shipping, created stagnant, 
unsanitary water .

Late 1880s
Gooderham & Worts owned cattle byres 
along the marsh. More than 80,000 
gallons of liquid manure went directly 
into marsh lands.

1890
Threat of a cholera outbreak loomed 
in the early 1890s, and the City faced a 
series of legal actions due to conditions 
in the marsh

1892
Adoption of City Engineer E. H. Keating 
to create the Keating Channel to cleanse 
the waters of the way through opening 
a wide channel from Toronto Harbor to 
the marsh, and dredging of the deeper 
waters to accommodate shipping, and 
gradual filling-in and reclaiming of 
shallower water and marsh lands.
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9000 years ago
Ice front retreated north of the St. 
Lawrence Valley, freeing a passageway at 
the east end of the Lake Ontario basin.

Long depressed under the weight of up 
to two kilometers of ice, the block of the 
earth’s crust underlying most of Quebec 
and north-eastern Ontario slowly 
rebounded to its present level.

As the elevation of the outlet to the St. 
Lawrence increased, the level of Lake 
Ontario rose, pushing water into the 
lower reaches of Toronto’s ravines

Ashbridges Marsh owns its existence 
to lake and river forces; sand-bearing 
lake currents produced the peninsula 
separating the marsh from the lake, 
sediment deposits from the Don 
River, contained behind the peninsula 
contributed to the shallow wetland 
conditions.

Ashbridges Marsh was once one of 
the largest wetlands in eastern North 
America
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1797
Jospeh Bouchette 1797 Land Survey
details an extensive lagoon named 
Ashbridges Marsh

1837
Early settlers settle near Ashbridges 
Marsh at the mouth of the Don River.

Anna Jameson, 1837
“this marsh, intersected by inlets and 
covered with reeds, is the haunt of 
thousands of wild fowl, and of the 
terrapin, or small turtle of the lake; 
and as evening comes on, we see long 
rows of red lights from the fishing boats 
gleaming across the surface of the water, 
for thus they spear the lake salmon, the 
bass and the pickereen.”

1871 - 1901
Toronto Population grew from 86,400 
to more than 234,000 in 1901, reflecting 
increase in industrial employment, 
large numbers of immigrants, and the 
annexation of suburban neighborhoods.

Early as 1853-1880
Kivas Tully, an engineer described the 
marsh as a cesspool as city emptied 
its sewers into it and the Don River 
depositing silt.
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Historical Timeline 
of the Port Lands...

...and Outer Harbour

While the city was interested in 
mitigating the unsanitary conditions of 
Ashbridges Marsh, the process of land-
filling was to generate profit for leasing 
and selling reclaimed lands.

Completion of the Keating Plan,
required the Don River to divert 90 
degrees into the Keating Channel.

1911
All waterfronts in major urban ports 
were controlled by special agencies 
created by the federal government. 
Following the disbandment of National 
Harbours Board, a new commission, 
‘Toronto Harbours Commision was 
given power to develop on all waterfront 
land assigned to them in 1911.

Beginning in 1912
Toronto Harbour Commission (THC) 
drafted plans to drain and fill the 
marshlands in response to growing 
public health concerns, and the need for 
new port and industrial lands.

1914
The master plan is approved promising 
to create shipping facilities, industrial 
and commercial lands, parks, and 
recreational amenities, all serviced by 
transit. 
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1928
Edward L. Cousins revises the plan 
that removes the 352 acre site on the 
southern edge of the Port Industrial site 
designated for parkland in to maximize  
land for industrial and commercial 
purposes.

The proposal of an outer harbor was 
to propose docks that could be located 
adjacent to industrial sites, thereby 
making docks and industrial sites more 
marketable.

1950s
After long delays of the Depression and 
World War 2, THC revised the idea and 
possible versions of the Outer Harbor 
without actually building one.

1960s
Large increases in supply of fill from 
subway construction, excavations for 
apartment and office buildings, Leslie 
Street Slip, and expressway development 
meant large amounts of material for 
lake fill were avaialble free of charge.

1965
Department of Transport are satisfied 
with present harbor facililities. Deem 
the needs of shipping by the THC are as 
irrelevant as the Outer Harbor Project.
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1970-1980S
The Port Lands are further filled in and 
developed industrially under the watch 
of the Toronto Harbour Commission

1980s-1990s
With deindustrialization spreading 
rapidly by the 1980s, and oil companies 
writing off polluted lands to avoid 
future liability, much of the previous 
land uses became abandoned.

2010s
By the 2000s, the Port Lands is a 
generally underutilized area vacant 
brownfields with some industrial 
occupants. It serves as Toronto’s only 
industrial marine port and is actively 
used for the import and storage and 
road salts and construction materials.

The film industry with a variety of 
assets, studios and related services is a 
major contributor to the city’s economy.

The city hosts a redevelopment plan 
called Port Lands Acceleration Initiative 
with Waterfront Toronto, with the 
winning submission by Michael 
Van Valkenburgh Associates in an 
international design competition.

2014
Toronto hosts a ‘Port Lands Charrette’ 
towards the development of major 
future districts in the Port Lands.
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Figure 46.
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Aerial Photographs of the Metropolitan Toronto Area, 1953
 The City of Toronto, Series 12

Aerial Photographs of the Metropolitan Toronto Area
Toronto, Ontario, Canada
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Figure 47.
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Aerial Photographs of the Metropolitan Toronto Area, 1957
 The City of Toronto, Series 12
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Toronto, Ontario, Canada
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Figure 48.
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Aerial Photographs of the Metropolitan Toronto Area, 1959
 The City of Toronto, Series 12
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Aerial Photographs of the Metropolitan Toronto Area, 1961
 The City of Toronto, Series 12
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Aerial Photographs of the Metropolitan Toronto Area, 1962
 The City of Toronto, Series 12
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Aerial Photographs of the Metropolitan Toronto Area, 1964
 The City of Toronto, Series 12
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Figure 52.
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Aerial Photographs of the Metropolitan Toronto Area, 1965
 The City of Toronto, Series 12

Aerial Photographs of the Metropolitan Toronto Area
Toronto, Ontario, Canada

Assessed on Feb. 22, 2016

Figure 53.
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Aerial Photographs of the Metropolitan Toronto Area, 1966
 The City of Toronto, Series 12

Aerial Photographs of the Metropolitan Toronto Area
Toronto, Ontario, Canada

Assessed on Feb. 22, 2016

Figure 54.
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Aerial Photographs of the Metropolitan Toronto Area, 1977
 The City of Toronto, Series 12

Aerial Photographs of the Metropolitan Toronto Area
Toronto, Ontario, Canada

Assessed on Feb. 22, 2016

Figure 55.
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Aerial Photographs of the Metropolitan Toronto Area, 1987
 The City of Toronto, Series 12

Aerial Photographs of the Metropolitan Toronto Area
Toronto, Ontario, Canada

Assessed on Feb. 22, 2016

Figure 56.
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Aerial Photographs of the Metropolitan Toronto Area, 1992
 The City of Toronto, Series 12

Aerial Photographs of the Metropolitan Toronto Area
Toronto, Ontario, Canada

Assessed on Feb. 22, 2016

Figure 57.
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Pinewood Toronto Studios as of 2007
Base Map Data Layer

ESRI (Environmental Systems Resource Institute)
ArcGIS 10.3, 2016.

Redlands, California
Assessed on Feb. 22, 2016

Figure 58.

185



2015.
186



Pinewood Toronto Studios as of 2015
Base Map Data Layer

ESRI (Environmental Systems Resource Institute)
ArcGIS 10.3, 2016.

Redlands, California
Assessed on Feb. 22, 2016

Numerous environmental investigations and 
studies conducted within the area since the 1990s 
have identified widespread soil or groundwater 
contamination. The following is a list of all 
potentially contaminating activites that have 
occured over two centuries. (SLR, 2009; cited in 
CH2M Hill Canada Unlimited, 2016, pp. A.1.1.).

• Boat Manufacturing
• Chemical Manufacturing, Processing and Bulk Storage
• Coal Gasification
• Commercial Autobody Shops
• Commercial Trucking and Container Terminals
• Concrete, Cement and Lime Manufacturing
• Crude Oil Refining, Processing and Bulk Storage
• Electricity Generation, Transformation and Power Stations
• Explosives and Ammunition Manufacturing, Production and  
   Bulk Storage
• Gasoline and Associated Products Storage in Fixed Tanks
• Importation of Fill Material of Unknown Quality
• Iron and Steel Manufacturing and Processing
• Metal Treatment, Coating, Plating and Finishing
• Metal Fabrication
• Oil Production
• Petroleum-derived Gas Refining, Manufacturing, Processing  
   and Bulk Storage
• Plastics (including Fiberglass) Manufacturing and Processing
• Port Activities, including Operation and Maintenance of           
   Wharves and Docks
• Pulp, Paper and Paperboard Manufacturing and Processing
• Rail Yards, Tracks and Spurs
• Rubber Manufacturing and Processing
• Salvage Yard, including automobile wrecking
• Soap and Detergent Manufacturing, Processing and Bulk        
   Storage
• Solvent Manufacturing, Processing and Bulk Storage
• Storage, Maintenance, Fueling and Repair of Equipment,   
   Vehicles, and Material Used to
• Maintain Transportation Systems
• Transformer Manufacturing, Processing and Use
• Waste Disposal and Waste Management
• Wood Treating and Preservative Facility and Bulk Storage of  
   Treated and Preserved Wood Products

Figure 59.
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After more than a century, Toronto’s 
waterfront has long been considered a 
culmination of political failure (Eidelman, 
2013, pp. 17). Part of Waterfront Toronto’s 
original mandate involved “...[reversing] 
nearly a century of planning failure and 
political neglect...” and as the chapter above 
explained, Waterfront Toronto is burdened by 
its historical predecessors, resulting in funding 
constraints and requiring a new experimental 
tri-level collaborative governmental approach 
towards reviving the waterfront (Eidelman, 
2013,  pp. 3). The main reason behind the 
implementation of the tri-level governmental 
approach “...was a belief that a purpose-
built, tri-level waterfront development 
agency could help improve relations between 
government departments and agencies 
with long-standing waterfront interests and 
encourage intergovernmental coordination” 
(Eidelman, 2013, pp. 14). Waterfront Toronto’s 
track record has been relatively successful 
as of 2017, with the relationships between 
the municipal, provincial, and federal 
governments being productive despite several 
instances of disputes “...often precipitated 
by conflicting organizational mandates and 
changes in leadership” (Eidelman, 2013, pp. 
17). Eidelman describes the disruptions within 
the relationships between Waterfront Toronto’s 
and the three levels of government having 

Moving Forward
“...ebbed and flowed according to shifts in both 
the electoral and bureaucratic landscape - a by-
product, it would seem, of a tri-government 
model that has not been completely embraced 
by all participating departments and agencies”

(Eidelman, 2013, pp. 17).

The community perspective towards 
Waterfront Toronto has left much to desire. 
The corporation’s reputation is somewhat 
tainted in the public eye as it is guilty by 
association with its historical predecessors as

“...after several decades (or much rather a 
century) of neglect and mismanagement, a 
communal malaise towards the waterfront 
has become embedded in the city’s collective 
consciousness...” 

(Eidelman, 2013, pp. 17).

This reputation is reinforced by the negative 
image the media paints on waterfront 
development agencies, often depicting “...the 
waterfront as a victim of political meddling” 
(Eidelman, 2013, pp. 18). However, Waterfront 
Toronto involves highly engaged individuals 
such as academics, landscape architects, urban 
planners, developers, and activists whom “...
have a far more sympathetic and optimistic 
outlook...about the future of Toronto’s 
waterfront and specifically the good work of 
Waterfront Toronto” (Eidelman, 2013, pp. 
18). In essence, the evaluation of Waterfront 
Toronto as an efficient waterfront development 
agency is deemed productive as it has 
shown commitment to its original mandate. 
Eidelman elaborates on the successfulness of 
the corporation and attributes the last decade 

chapter eight...
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has been consolidated under a single public 
authority. An example is Winnipeg as federal 
land assets were transferred towards the Forks 
North Portage Partnership from the onset 
(Eidelman, 2013, pp. 20). Waterfront Toronto, 
on the other hand, remains prohibited from 
acquiring waterfront property without 
complete governmental approval from all three 
levels (Eidelman, 2013, pp. 20). The Forks 
North Portage Partnership shares a similarity 
in its mandate as it was “...established in 1995 
to oversee the planning and redevelopment 
of 22 hectares of former industrial rail yards 
located at the confluence of the Red and 
Assiniboine Rivers, ...[transforming] it into a 
successful mixed-use district in the downtown 
core” (Eidelman, 2013, pp. 7). However, the 
similarities cease at this point in comparison 
to Waterfront Toronto, 

“The Forks North Portage Partnership 
operates as a financially self-sufficient entity. 
It owns property and raises revenues from a 
range of residential, commercial, retail, and 
entertainment facilities that help maintain 
various public amenities, recreational 
spaces, and heritage sites under its authority. 
Waterfront Toronto, by contrast, owns 
relatively little [to no] property, and is not 
legally entitled to borrow money, mortgage 
assets, or create subsidiaries to independently 
raise revenue for redevelopment” 
(Eidelman, 2013, pp. 7).

Waterfront Toronto’s lack of effort towards 
waterfront ownership acquisition is considered 
ill-advised according to Eidelman as it seems 
the corporation is believed to handle the issue 
of land ownership in this regard mainly for the 

of waterfront revitalization achievements in 
Toronto as resulting from the tri-governmental 
model;

“Placed in historical context, the past 
decade of revitalization marks the first era in 
Toronto’s modern waterfront history wherein 
the interests of each level of government 
have been even remotely aligned. As hard 
as it is to imagine, at no time in the last 50 
years has the waterfront witness as much 
coordinated redevelopment activity as during 
Waterfront Toronto’s tenure. Without it, the 
same pattern of utterly disjointed decision 
making that typified waterfront planning 
and implementation for the past half century 
would only have worsened” 

(Eidelman, 2013, pp. 19).

However, as Waterfront Toronto is slowly 
separating itself from the reputation of 
historical predecessors, several issues must 
be addressed to effectively deliver on the 
corporation’s promises. Land ownership 
for Waterfront Toronto is a troublesome 
topic. Although Waterfront Toronto has 
never explicitly sought to increase its share 
of waterfront ownership, “...newfound 
authority to borrow money, mortgage assets, 
and independently raise revenue would 
theoretically help the corporation withstand 
imminent budgetary pressures” (Eidelman, 
2013, pp. 20). Waterfront Toronto’s current 
land ownership conditions set itself apart 
from nearly all other waterfront development 
corporations around the world as it only owns 
less than 0.5% of all land assets across the 
central waterfront (Eidelman, 2013, pp. 20). 
In other corporations, public land ownership 
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virtue of positive reputation and public image. 
Eidelman details in her thesis Landlocked: 
Politics, Property, and the Toronto Waterfront, 
1960-2000 that this method is counter-
intuitive as, 

“The history of waterfront politics and 
development in Toronto is clear: those who 
own waterfront land inevitably control 
the shape and scale of redevelopment. 
The greater the number of landowners, 
public or private, the more difficult it is to 
successfully coordinate waterfront planning 
and implementation...if Waterfront Toronto 
is truly expected to deliver on its promises, 
public waterfront assets must gradually be 
consolidated under its authority”

(Eidelman, 2013; cited in Eidelman, 2013, pp. 
22).

As its current situation, government partners 
grant the corporation effective control 
over waterfront lands but not the legal title 
(Eidelman, 2013, pp. 22). This situation 
is problematic as it “...[puts] the property 
rights of one public landowner against the 
jurisdictional authority of another” leading 
to stalemates and conflict (Eidelman, 2013, 
pp. 22). In the end, the potential reform of 
policies governing Waterfront Toronto is 
beyond the scope of this practicum as it would 
not only include land ownership policies 
but also involve the complexity surrounding 
the accountability and transparency within 
waterfront decision-making. However, 
concerning this practicum, it is undeniable 
that Waterfront Toronto will be a definitive 
governing body that will undeniably influence 
the development of a future Film Studio 

District and the pursuit of a Hollywood 
North. Eidelman advocates for reform within 
the institutional design of the corporation. 
Although she does not offer a comprehensive 
solution or alternatives, she details specific 
scenarios that would be deemed beneficial 
to the pursuit of developing the goals of 
Waterfront Toronto and inevitably, the Film 
Studio District. One of the major trans-
formative changes involves 

“...empowering Waterfront Toronto with 
new financial tools and authority...[to] allow 
the corporation to raise its own revenue 
(through development charges, land sales, 
or leasing activities), issue debt, and create 
independent subsidiaries, [and] make it easier 
for the corporation to consolidate land assets 
under its control...[effectively making] the 
corporation to become both master planner 
and developer across the [Port Lands]” 

(Ontario, 2002, Sec. 3.5; cited in Eidelman, 
2013, pp. 25)

The scope of this renovation towards  
Waterfront Toronto’s institutional design 
would certainly grant new powers to make it a 
more flexible and self-sufficient development 
corporation, however, “...there is history to 
consider” (Eidelman, 2013, pp. 25) Eidelman 
refers to the predecessor that haunts 
Waterfront Toronto,

“The former Toronto Harbour Commissioners, 
it should be remembered, essentially operated 
as just such an empowered development 
corporation for over 80 years. The commission 
enjoyed almost complete legal automony, able 
to raise revenues from its property-at one time, 
totaling more than a third of all land across the 
central waterfront-virtually at will. As a result, 
it held a disproportionate lock on waterfront 
redevelopment for decades” 

(Eidelman, 2013, pp. 25).190



Although granting the corporation similar 
powers “...does run the risk of repeating the 
same mistake...”, Waterfront Toronto has 
proven its worth and its dedication towards a 
proactive pursuit of waterfront revitalization 
and not towards economic enrichment or 
territorial expansion (Eidelman, 2013). 
Furthermore, its relationships with individuals 
whose professions are entrenched in the 
very work the corporation is pursuing is a 
testament to trust the corporation moving 
forward. Granting the consolidation of 
public land ownership under its jurisdiction 
is the necessary first steps towards their 
mandate for effective waterfront planning and 
development. This practicum is mainly driven 
by the pursuit of a Film Studio District and 
does not offer a prospective asset consolidation 
strategy for Waterfront Toronto. However, 
since Pinewood Toronto Studios is currently 
built on leased lands under municipal 
jurisdiction, it is not a far cry to understand 
how the potential changes benefit both parties 
and their relationship (Pinewood Toronto 
Studios have leased the lands until 2106 and 
the lease includes land not yet developed for 
future film related services and infrastructure) 
(City of Toronto, pp. 13, 2013). By granting 
Waterfront Toronto consolidation of land 
assets related to the lease of Pinewood Toronto 
Studios, a more collaborative approach 
is created between the two parties, with 
the corporation more heavily involved in 
expanding and anchoring Pinewood Toronto 
Studios as a hallmark entity within the Film 

Studio District. The Port Lands is experiencing 
a period of rapid and rather chaotic growth. 
Normally, this type of growth is attributed to 
a new era of industrialization which can be 
a major force in shaping cities (Desfor and 
Vesalon, 2008, pp. 589). Service industries 
in the past have lead to productive growth 
as seen when the “...Province of Ontario 
[serviced] the expanding mineral, forestry, 
and agricultural sectors of the province’s 
hinterland, [it played a major role] in fueling 
industrialization and urbanization in the 
southern part of the province” (Desfor and 
Vesalon, 2008, pp. 589). Recognition of the 
pivotal role Waterfront Toronto can possess 
in coordinating the participation of different 
actors and institutions in managing the radical 
transformation of Toronto’s waterfront can not 
only lead to meeting its own mandate but also 
managing the creation of a newly emerging 
industrial sector (Desfor and Vesalon, 2008, 
pp. 589). By having Waterfront Toronto as 
a master developer synchronized with the 
demands of the international film production 
market, the Port Lands can truly become host 
to one of the most unique and powerful film 
production sites in the world.
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“…the creative indust ries are not only at 
the foref ront of ,the experimental use of new 
technologies...developing new content and 
applications, and in creating new business 
models, but that by promoting ‘new lifestyles, 
new meanings, and new ways of being’, 
they are reset ting the definition of normal ”.
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“…the creative indust ries are not only at 
the foref ront of ,the experimental use of new 
technologies...developing new content and 
applications, and in creating new business 
models, but that by promoting ‘new lifestyles, 
new meanings, and new ways of being’, 
they are reset ting the definition of normal ”.

- Evolutionary Economist Jason Potts
  Creative industries and Economic Evolution, 2011

Figure 60.
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The Creative Indust ries
    Creative industries are usually classified 

as industries related “...to the arts, media, 

culture, and digital technologies” (Flew, 

2013, pp. 1).  In Terry Flew’s book, Global 
Creative Industries, he describes the creative 

industries as one of the fastest-growing 

economic segments of the contemporary 

world and promotes

“...a more holistic approach to thinking 
about the arts, media, and design, 
associating their future with digital 
technologies, creativity, and intellectual 
capital, ...warranting a place at the table in 
wider debates about the economic future of 
[the world]”

(Leadbeater, 1999; Howkins, 2001; cited in 
Flew, 2013, pp. 1).

Worldwide economic figures and financial 

reports have reported continuous and 

progressive growth in the size of creative 

goods and services, even in the event of 

economic fluctuations that had affected 

other industries negatively (UNCTAD, 

xxiii, 2010; cited in Flew, 2013, pp. 2). These 

findings demonstrate that 

“...the creative industries can therefore be 
seen as harbingers of what [is] referred to 
as a creative economy [as]...such figures 
[suggest] that the creative industry are not 
only a growing part of the world economy, 
but that their growth has developed its 
own dynamics, and is not contingent 
upon developments in other sectors of the 
economy, such as manufacturing, services, 
or finance” 

(Howkins, 2001; UNCTAD, xxiii, 2010; cited 
in Flew, 2013, pp. 2). 

Economist Richard Caves and Jeremy 

Rifkin associate the creative industries as “...

central to the dynamics of contemporary 

organizations...[and are] becoming a feature 

of twenty-first-century service-based 

economies...” (Caves, 2000; Riftkin, 2000; 

cited in Flew, 2013, pp. 2; OMOC; 2009). 

Many other economic experts detail that the 

creative class (classified as those who work 

in the creative industries) are now leading 

global cities as they transition towards 

pursuing a creative economy (Florida, 2002; 

2007; 2008; cited in Flow, 2013, pp. 2-3). The 

production of a creative economy involves

 “…[placing] creativity and knowledge at the 
core of economic growth and development, 
identifying the products and services 
associated with the arts, media, and culture 
as intangible goods embodying unique 
creative inputs that take the form of tradable 
intellectual property, and becoming more 
central to the future of cities, regions, 
nations, communities, and the world” 

(Flew, 2013, pp. 2-3). 

Although creative industries spread across a 

broad range of creative exports, goods, and 

services and each all have their very own 

unique business or production models, “...

there is no single business or production 

model that encompasses all of the creative 

industries sectors; nor are they sectors 

that typically speak with a common voice” 

(Caves, 2000; cited in Flew, 2013, pp. 3). The 

film industry, in particular, is comprised of 

complex divisions of labour that collectively 

chapter nine...

194



produces what Richard Caves describes as 

complex cultural goods (Caves, 2000; cited 

in Flew, 2013, pp. 3). The production of 

commercially successful complex cultural 

goods such as 

“...films, televisions programs, recorded 
music, live performances, etc...are based 
upon a team-based model of production that 
[mixes] together ‘creative’ and ‘non-creative’ 
activities as the necessary conditions for 
success” 

(Bilton, 2007; cited in Flew, 2013, pp. 3).

Creative industries operate on a different 

modus operandi compared to other 

industries. While other industries 

produce goods that are more utilitarian in 

nature, creative industries share specific 

characteristics that help differentiate 

themselves from other industries. David 

Throsby proposes that such creative exports 

share three distinctive characteristics;

• Their production requires some input of 
human creativity.

• They were vehicles for symbolic messages 
to those who consume them, i.e. they serve a 
larger communicative purpose.

• They contained, at least potentially some 
intellectual property that is attributable to 
the individual or group producing the good 
or service.

(Throsby, 2008, pp. 219; cited in Flew, 2013, 
pp. 6; United Nations, 2011)

Thus, a creative industries’ most precious 

resource is creativity itself. As much as the 

creative industry is dependent on exports 

and services like many other industries, its 

genesis is heavily dependent on the creative 

individuals that generate and produce these 

exports. The creative industries ultimately 

depend on (although not limited to) the 

“...talented artists, designers, and performers 
to create the value that they add to and 
deliver, while many artists, designers, and 
performers, depend on the infrastructure of 
the creative industries and are rewarded by 
their engagement [with it]” 

(Mitchel et al., 2003; cited in Flew, 2013, pp. 
7). 

Creative activities that produce creative 

goods can be defined into three principal 

categories that help delineate its services;

• Cultural creativity - that manifests itself 
in the production of original works of art, 
design and scholarship;

• Scientific creativity - that involves the 
undertaking of experiments that make new 
connections in problem solving; 

• Economic creativity - or the innovative 
application of ideas, talent and capital to 
create and make available new products and 
services;

(Flew, 2013, pp. 7).

These three types of creativity are highly-

sought after activities within the creative 

industries. The rise of creative industries 

superseding an industrial economy, 

replacing it with a knowledge-based 
economy “...that is relatively less machine-
intensive to one that is more and more 

knowledge-intensive” (Hodgson, 2000, 
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United Nations Conference on Trade and 
Development recognize six direct domains 

and two related domains that comprise the 

creative industries:

1. Cultural and natural heritage: museums, 
archaeological and historical places, cultural 
landscapes, natural heritage

2. Performance and celebration: performing 
arts, music, festivals, fairs, and feasts

3. Visual arts and crafts: fine arts, 
photography, crafts

4. Books and print media: books, newspapers 
and magazines, other printed
matter, virtual publishing, libraries, book 
fairs

5. Audiovisual and interactive media: film 
and video, television and radio,
Internet TV and podcasting, video games

6. Design and creative services: fashion 
design, graphic design, interior
design, landscape design, architectural 
services, advertising services

In addition, there were two related domains:

7. Tourism, hospitality and accommodation

8. Sports and recreation, including 
amusement parks, and theme parks
and gambling

(United Nations Conference on Trade and 
Development and United Nations Scientific, 
Education, and Cultural Organization, 2008-
2009, pp. 22-32, 2008-2009; cited in Flew, 
2013, pp. 5-6).

pp. 93; David and Foray, 2002; cited in 

Flew, 2013, pp. 30). This form of economic 

evolution showcases the creative industry 

as a driving force for innovation, translating 

the growth of knowledge as a highly-desired 

economic value (Flew, 2013, pp. 30).

 

 Concerning the film industry, (as 

mentioned beforehand) it is comprised of 

complex divisions of labour that collectively 

produces complex cultural goods known as 

media (cinema, films, televisions programs, 

etc.) Each of these divisions of labour 

utilizes a wide range of expertise to produce 

high-quality products. Flew describes the 

cathartic feeling from films as,

“...pleasure in the cinema is often derived 
from the degree to which audiences have the 
sense of a real experience from watching
the action taking place on screen. But 
this is nonetheless premised upon the 
idea that there is a group (the writers, 
producers, performers, artists, crew, etc.) 
who possess a combination of unique talents 
and professional skills [to produce these 
complex cultural goods]...and are based 
upon a team-based model of production that 
[mixes] together ‘creative’ and ‘non-creative’ 
activities as the necessary conditions for 
success”

(Bilton, 2007; cited in Flew, 2013, pp. 3, 33). 

In the case of the Port Land District’s 

transition into the Film Studio District, 

it becomes clear that the transition is 

compelled towards supporting the complex 

Film Indust ry as Developer
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 "Film plays, and continues to 
play, an important role in the 
t ransition of the site, f rom 

indust rial manufacturing to an  
arts, cul ture, and entertainment 

precinct !"
- Vanessa Mathews

Set Appeal: Film Space and Urban Redevelopment  
2009

mixture of all professions and disciplines 

required in the film industry to achieve and 

sustain successful film production. Although 

studio infrastructure is a vital component 

towards achieving a quality product, a city’s 

reputation is also increasingly becoming 

a major draw to international producers. 

As mentioned before, a place’s inherent 

ability, it’s placelessness is highly regarded 

in film production. The Film Studio 

District must excel at this dynamic as any 

potential film location is prized for it’s “...

diverse array of spaces, places, and times 

in filmic space, [affecting] ways of seeing 

the site, [illustrating] the possibility for 

its reinvention” (Mathews, 2010, pp. 173). 

In Vanessa Mathews’ paper, Set Appeal: 
Film Space and Urban Redevelopment, 

she explores the importance of the film 

industry in the context of site planning 

and redevelopment. Mathews identifies 

the urban ramifications stemming from 

Toronto’s Distillery District as it emerged 

as a popular film production location and 

how the district fundamentally changed, 

transitioning itself towards aiding in future 

media productions (Mathews, 2010, pp. 173). 

The Distillery District experienced surges of 
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interest, investment, and capital injections 

following the refurbishment of its heritage 

structures to support film location shooting 

(Distillery District, 2008; cited in Mathews, 

2010, pp. 174). Mathews describes the film 

industry as a useful intermediary tenant 

during the planning process for the future 

of the Distillery District (Mathews, 2010, pp. 

173). The area was host to a decommissioned 

industrial complex owned by Gooderham 

and Worts established in 1832 (Mathews, 

2010, pp. 173). Following its closure, concerns 

to how the property could be adapted to 

celebrate its historical importance and 

ensuring long-term economic viability lead 

to planning and zoning reclassifications 

that allowed the film industry to use the 

historical buildings for runaway productions 

(Mathews, 2010, pp. 174). The Distillery 

District has significant advantages to offer 

for the film industry such as 

“...the aesthetics of the Victorian industrial 
architecture, plentiful amounts of parking, 
and a lack of tenants which translated into 
the ability to use the spaces without the 
need to pay for loss of business incurred 
during filming.”

(Mathews, 2010, pp. 174)

However, the Distillery District suffered 

losses to film production following several 

urban redevelopments that interfered with 

film production such as; 

“...a lack of parking after and during 
redevelopment projects, loss of gritty 
interiors and unsigned exteriors [producing] 
conditions that are no as conducive to 

filming, ...and the introduction of three 
condominiums [that] complicated sight lines 
and visual framing...[making] the area no 
longer as suitable for film production”.

(Mathews, 2010, pp. 174).

This dilemma reflects the fragile and flexible 

nature of the film industry. The situation 

of the Distillery District highlights the “...

location as an urban imaginary built around 

the possibility of the space to become 

something other” (It also documents the 

sudden loss of this possibility through poor 

management within the site’s contextual 

redevelopment) (Mathews, 2010, pp. 174). 

Mathews reiterates this statement by 

identifying the inherent duality of a place. 

An ability or quality that generates a place-
identity that is recognized and is attributed 

to successful film production as,

“...the othering of the site occurs on two 
levels. First, the local (built environment)
signified [the] take on a different functional 
role where they are utilized as film sets. 
Second, the ability for the site to appear 
as a variety of places, spaces, and times 
in films from action to horror, comedy to 
drama, demonstrates how place [is] flexible, 
allowing the site to become any place 
needed. In other words, place-identity is 
not tied to absolute location. The ability 
for the site to become other on these two 
levels—functional and visual— attends to 
the possibilities of place”

(Mathews, 2010, pp. 174).

In regards to the film industry, it is 

important to realize that the measure of 

functionality for a location as a promising 

film location is in its incorporation of 
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specific place-identity elements that make 

it conducive for filmmaking (Mathews, 

2010, pp. 175). This is a broad term as it 

applies not only to how the location and 

its infrastructure can metamorphose to 

fit any production, but also the context 

of the location, and all that it has to offer, 

exclusive or non-exclusive to film practice. 

Today, the Distillery District is now 

identified as “...a pedestrian precinct for 

arts, culture, and entertainment, where it 

houses a range of creative workers, theatres, 

restaurants and retail boutiques catering 

to a high-end clientele in a [historical 

quarter celebrating Toronto’s industrial 

heritage]” (Mathews, 2010, pp. 175). 

These attributes lead to the site having a 

unique character that producers seek. The 

combination of the location’s assets for the 

film production itself (location, aesthetics, 

sets, etc.) and the quality of those assets 

towards the production process (tourism, 

accommodation, services, parking, etc.). 

However, there is also another identification 

associated with the site. The aura of a film 

is drawn into the spatial imaginary of the 

site, and developers work alongside tenants, 

media, etc., to create an awareness towards 

the value of filmmaking to manufacture 

distinction and place identification (often 

leading to capital accumulation) (Mathews, 

2010, pp. 176). In the end, the Distillery 

District’s urban strategies included the 

presence of the film industry which “...

filled the site with new life; [becoming] 

a placeholder for post-industrial 

redevelopment and imbued the site with 

new imaginaries” (Mathews, 2010. pp. 180). 

It is a place that is

“...imbued with an endless lexicon of 
meanings which can be used to fabricate 
other spaces, places, and times in film. 
These significations are limited only by the 
imagination of the film producers,...and the 
governance over the usage of the site for film 
purposes”

(Mathews, 2010, pp. 181).

Drawing on the area and its application 

for the film industry became a strategy of 

acquiring unique distinction to the site 

(Mathews, 2010, pp. 182). It set a precedent 

in urban redevelopment, emphasizing the 

power of film industry as an attractive 

incentive and attribute for the area, not 

only for film producers, but also real 

estate, developers, businesses, tourism, etc. 

Mathews cited many tenants in her paper 

regarding the memory left by the films 

produced in the Distillery District as her 

interviews as the tenants digressed,

“...into anecdotes about the use of the site 
as a film location citing everything from 
personal encounters with celebrities to the 
cinematography of a scene shot in their 
space as a mode of personal valuation...
after the stage set is dismantled and the cast 
and crew empty out, the lingering effect 
of filming remains couched in the order of 
place through the physical remainders of 
film activity and through the cultural value 
and symbolic meaning associated with film 
which allows it to be present even in its 
absence”

(Mathews, 2010, pp. 182-183).
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“…The voices of labourers, the sounds 
of machines, and the smells and sights of 
production had faded f rom the indust rial 
dist rict., What replaced them were bright 
lights,, t railers, and temporary al terations to 
create new scenes and senses of space,,place, 
and time”.
- Vanessa Mathews
  Set Appeal: Film Space and Urban Redevelopment, 2010
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“…The voices of labourers, the sounds 
of machines, and the smells and sights of 
production had faded f rom the indust rial 
dist rict., What replaced them were bright 
lights,, t railers, and temporary al terations to 
create new scenes and senses of space,,place, 
and time”.

Figure 61.
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Mathews explores the invisible dynamic, or 

rather “...modifications [made] to [a] place...” 

by the film industry in adding cultural 

appeal to a site through the illumination of 

the possibilities (Mathews, 2010, pp. 184).  

These possibilities (in which Mathews refers 

to as the films that have been produced on 

the site) leave behind “...a sense of place 

rich with cultural appeal and imagination” 

(Mathews, 2010, pp. 184). The very films 

that are produced here become part of the 

area’s identity; they “...become significant 

spatial references to orient the value of the 

site” (Mathews, 2010, pp. 184).  Films such as 

Chicago or the Cinderella Man (both films 

have major portions of their production 

taking place in the Distillery District) are 

drawn on to construct value;

“Reciting run-ins with celebrity and the 
abject conditions of spaces used to
record anything from action scenes to 
musicals, framing the site via the film 
industry coalesces with the construction of 
distinction”

(Donald, 1999, pp. 63-68; cited in Mathews, 
2010, pp. 185)

In the end, the film industry injects an 

inherent value into the urban landscape 

through imaginative possibilities. The 

very nature of film productions create re-

imaginings of a place which adds value to 

the site as the developers, media industries, 

and tenants themselves benefit from the 

repetitious use of the location and thus, the 

film industry should become part of a larger 

debate in the broader strategies for urban 

redevelopment or rather revitalization. 

Mathews continues with this sentiment 

adding;

“...the consistent, yet temporary, use of 
the site as a film location added capital 
injections and created a place imagery 
that could be packaged and disseminated, 
thereby allowing the planning process 
to unfold with greater flexibility. The 
presence of the film industry operated 
as a placeholder for post-industrial 
redevelopment, and showcased the potential 
for place reinvention...film practice at the 
Distillery played and continues to play a role 
in naturalizing redevelopment, smoothing 
capital flows, and attracting a base of high-
end consumers.”

(Mathews, 2010, pp. 186).

The images of a film hold a ghostly 
presence on specific sites where they have 

been shot “...[entering] into and out of 

space and time without absolute clarity 

of form...” (Mathews, 2010, pp. 184). This 

ghostly presence makes it impossible to 

deny the relationship between the film 

industry and urban change (Mathews, 

2010, pp. 184). This relationship is perfectly 

demonstrated in Los Angeles itself as the 

city experienced spatial restructuring by 

the Hollywood film industry (Davis, 1992; 

1998; cited in Mathews, 2010, pp. 179). 

Hollywood acted as an enterprise that “...

gentrified the downtown through gated 

theme parks, entertainment complexes, 

and housing developments...” enforcing a 

The Integral Ingredient
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cultural divide amongst the general public 

and the Hollywood elite (Davis, 1992; 1998; 

cited in Mathews, 2010, pp. 179). Although 

Hollywood is, in fact, a major component 

of the ideology of Hollywood North, the 

aspirations only pertain at an inspirational 

level in film supremacy. The aspirations 

for the Film Studio District is about its 

coexistence in tandem with all other major 

precincts and districts in its proximity 

without sacrificing its film production 

proficiency;

“...attention placed on the edges, 
or thresholds at which commercial 
development meet...rather than seeing 
these interactions as points of conflict 
and confrontation, they are re-framed as 
a marrying of contrasting systems. The 
combination creates a synergy of both 
environments akin to an ecotone: the 
transitional area or edge between two 
ecosystems containing more diversity and 
biotic activity than single habitats. Rather 
than impinging upon [each other] for 
development, the increase in hybrid [urban 
mosaics] provides a shared zone of mutually 
beneficial interaction to support and sustain 
the [creative industry]”

(Milligan, 2010, pp. 20).

The Film Studio District is destined 

to become the undisputed center for 

international film production, both 

nationally and internationally, propelling 

Canada and Toronto’s position as 

the preeminent favorite for runaway 

productions. It is destined to lead the 

emergence of the creative industries as the 

landscape of the Port Lands ushers in a new 

age that prioritizes knowledge and creativity 

over steel and iron. With this knowledge-

based economy, “...innovation is given a 

greater role as a primary driver for economic 

performance...” (Brown, 2008; Flew, 2003; 

cited in Flew, 2013, pp. 11). Warren Berger 

describes designers as “...a way of looking 

at the world with an eye to changing it” 

(Berger, 2009, pp. 3; cited in Flew, 2013, pp. 

10). The design of the Film Studio District 

reflects the active pursuit of creating a film 

studio that is much more innovative than 

any other studio in the world, emphasizing 

the designer and their creativity onto the 

urban landscape. How can design generate 

an innovative landscape that allows the Film 

Studio District to flourish? Flew continues 

on a sentiment that “...designers are 

frequently avid to...[exploring the] human 

potential” (Mitchel et al., 2013; cited in Flew, 

2013, pp. 11). Although individuals working 

in the creative industry (eg., the film 

studio) depend on specific infrastructure 

to produce their work efficiently and are 

rewarded by their engagement with it, it 

is ultimately their interactions with each 

other that facilitates proficiency in their 

production. Thus, the innovative design of 

the Film Studio District is an amalgamation 

of landscape design that pushes the idea of 

landscape to,

“…reduce the concept of landscape [from] 
a more static, nostalgic, and fixed sense 
of [place]...[to] a mobile and hybrid, full 
of potentials for becoming that may, in 
the end, be a more productive sense of 
landscape.”

(Berberich, et al., 2012, pp. 21).
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"A designer must be able to see not just 
'what ' is, but what 'might ' be. 
And seeing is only the beginning: 
designers are also makers. 
They sketch and build, giving form to ideas. 
They take that faint glimmer of possibility 
and make it visible and real to others!"
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"A designer must be able to see not just 
'what ' is, but what 'might ' be. 
And seeing is only the beginning: 
designers are also makers. 
They sketch and build, giving form to ideas. 
They take that faint glimmer of possibility 
and make it visible and real to others!"

- Warren Berger
Glimmer: How Design Can Transform Business, 

Your Life, and Maybe Even the World , 2009
Figure 62.
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The Affective Landscape
chapter ten...

 The word landscape is bounded by 

definition, “...what we do with land, how we 

shape, construct, imagine, transform, and 

destroy it” (Berberich, et al., 2012, pp. 19). 

Cultural geographer J. B. Jackson defines 

landscape as a human construct on the 

surface of the world as;

“...[landscape] is really no more than a 
collection, a system of man-made spaces on 
the surface of the earth. Whatever its shape 
or size, it is never simply a natural space, 
a feature of the natural environment; it is 
always artificial, always synthetic, always 
subject to sudden and unpredictable change. 
We create them and need them because 
every landscape is the place where we 
establish our own human organization of 
space and time”

(Jackson, 1984, pp. 156; cited in Berberich et 
al., 2012, pp. 19; Prominski, 20xx).

It can be interpreted that landscape is 

ultimately “...not one thing, but always 

multiple” (Crang, 1998, pp. 15; cited in 

Berberich, et al., 2012, pp. 19). Evoking this 

duplicity of landscape opens the discussion 

to “...how humankind [can] relate to ...land, 

landscape, space, and place” (Berberich, 

2012, pp. 19-20). This terminology can 

steer innovation towards learning about 

landscape as it aims to recognize landscape 

not as a single entity, but something that, “...

carries meanings of surface and depth, solid 

earth and superficial scenery, natural and 

cultural, the ontological and the ideological, 

etc.” (Daniels, 2011, cited in Berberich, et al., 

2012). By recognizing landscape as having an 

infinite depth to those who interact with it,

“...[it] shows the need for a wider definition 
of landscape, to encompass more than just 
the land, the surfaces of the earth, and 
even the visible terrain, a term more able to 
suggest the range of contacts, encounters, 
and experiences one might have with the 
world”

(Berberich et al., 2012, pp. 22).
 

The acceptable definition of landscape can 

depend on many factors. Our search for 

defining landscape, “...[extends] beyond 

the pictorial and representational view of 

landscape...” and towards performativity; 

focusing on human modification and human 

production (Thrift, 1996, pp. 127-127; Philo, 

2000, pp. 36; cited in Berberich, et al., 2012, 

pp. 22). Thus, in this practicum, it aims to 

understand landscapes as illuminating “…

both our power to affect the world around 

us and our power to be affected by it, 

along with the relationship between these 

two powers (Hardt, 2007, pp. ix, cited in 

Berberich et al, 2012, pp. 315).

 

 In its most simplest form, affect 

refers to “...something that moves, that 

triggers reactions, forces, or intensities that 

pass body to body, simultaneously engaging 

the mind and body, reason and emotions” 

(Seigworth and Gregg, pp. 1, 2010; cited in 

Berberich, et al., 2012, pp. 314). The purpose 

of this perspective is to address landscape 
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duplicity as the coalescing of two ideas into 

the notion of affective landscapes. The term 

affective landscapes is inherently tied to 

a landscapes’ ability to inspire, effectively 

recognizing landscape affectiveness as a 

justifiable mean to be “...employed as a 

trigger for theoretical and creative works” 

(Berberich et al., 2012, pp. 313-314). Although 

it is well documented that humans perceive 

and interpret landscapes consistently and 

in infinitely different ways, “...it is only part 

of our relationship” (Cresswell, 1996, pp. 16; 

cited in Berberich, 2012, pp. 23). Douglas 

Reichert Powell offers a different approach 

in discussing humanity’s interaction with 

landscape as,

“…we ultimately think of the landscape as 
a complex, multiple fields of experience 
to be read, felt, imagined, used, known, 
performed and sensed. Thus, when we think 
about and encounter land as space and 
place, perhaps we should also relate to it 
as a complex layering of texts, experiences, 
and interpretations of specific locales 
that produce, in its ongoing processes - a 
place...these layers have been bent, folded, 
broken, and melted into each other; they are 
transformed and transforming” 

(Powell, 2007, pp. 35; cited in Berberich et 
al., 2012, pp. 23).

Powell details the affective potential of 

landscapes to motivate individuals, to look 

beyond the immediate surface; to radically 

change the perspective of landscape to being 

something more, something that transforms 

us;

“...the focus falls on how life takes shape and 
gains expressions in shared experiences, 
everyday routines, fleeting encounters, 
embodied movements, precognitive triggers, 
practical skills, affective intensities, enduring 
urges, exceptional and unexceptional 
interactions, and sensuous dispositions 
[caused by landscape]...”

(Lorimer, 2005, pp. 84; cited in Berberich, 
2012, pp. 24; Abbott, 2008).

Christine Berberich details in her book, 

Affective Landscapes in Literature, Art 
and Everyday Life, the exploration, and 

examination of how people respond to, 

debate and interact with the landscape. 

Berberich and her colleagues disseminate 

across various sources of landscape, ranging 

from poetry to painting, cultural and literal 

studies, politics, and creative works aiming 

to identify the root of specific qualities 

that generate our unique experiences from 

interacting with specific landscapes. She 

explores the notion of how a landscape truly 

becomes affective;

“…[to] consider how humans interact with 
space and place: how they are defined 
by it [or] define it…tracing the nuances 
and ambiguities of landscape in all its 
manifestations, [it] can become a resource, 
not for indecision or vagueness, but rather 
to expand the envelope of [landscape] and 
bring in new forms of [experience] into 
being.”  

(Berberich et al., 2012, pp. 316)

 Thus, Berberich’s position compels 

us to ponder the idea of landscape 

affecting us, and in turn bring about 
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new experiences, thoughts, and forms of 

thinking. This essential reactive process 

refers to the process of being affected 

and in turn, affecting. The potential to 

affect, to trigger a positive chain reaction 

of thought, movement, and extension, 

results in an affective bloom space; a space 

open and accessible to all of us to take 

in our surroundings, events, others, and 

engage with them actively and differently 

(Seigworth and Gregg, 2010; cited in 

Berberich et al., 2012, pp. 317). Thus, the idea 

of the affective landscape is to generate a 

landscape that can be generative; to create a 

landscape that compels us 

“…to think and rethink, to feel and 
to perceive in unexpected flows, and 
consequently to ‘drive us toward movement, 
thought, and extension,’ acting as the 
persistent proof of a body’s never less than 
ongoing immersion in and among the 
world’s obstinacies and rhythms” 

(Seigworth and Gregg, 2010; cited in 
Berberich et al., 2012, pp. 317). 

 This pedagogic approach to 

transitioning our awareness of affective 
landscapes is significant to the overall 

concept of landscape architecture. The 

practice of landscape architecture broadens 

the scope of what landscape can be; “...

[taking in] the assemblage of landforms, 

concrete shapes, fields, gutters, designed 

spaces, and the serendipitous collections of 

things...implicitly [including] our own bodies 

enlivened [onto] the landscape [itself]” 

(Campbell et al., 2012, pp. 45) Landscape 

architecture is devoted to the ideology that 

landscape architects are agents of change. 

It resides in our profession, an obligation 

to possess and execute our ability to design 

beautiful, sustainable, and functional 

landscapes for all realms of life. As 

stewards of our own conception, landscape 

architects effectively become curators of 

happiness, desire, excitement, pleasure, 

and wonder. It is a medium that desires the 

thorough knowledge of understanding in 

crafting landscapes that are beneficial and 

promote optimal performance. Landscape 

architects understand the inherent effects 

of interactions between the environment 

and those who participate with and within 

it, “...opening towards a fluid sense of 

embodiment where surroundings are taken 

in and assimilated” (Cutler, 2014, pp. 11). 

Thus, the practice of landscape architecture 

(especially the Film Studio District) must 

recognize the importance of understanding 

how landscape intricacies affect life, and 

how does one create an affective landscape.

 Berberich’s work demonstrates 

the prowess of affective landscapes. It 

details its ability to infiltrate and effect 

cultural and political boundaries, artistic 

expressions, and belief systems. However, 

its current application is within the confines 

of literature or cultural art and has not 
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“...this recording of forces and particularities of 
sensibility through our relations with landscape 
heightens awareness like a shock to a wearied 
system of predefined and long-established 
expectations. They act to interrupt and unset t le 
this system through moments and passages 
of what Jane Bennet t has called ‘moods of 
enchantment ’ combining, in unpredictable ways, 
both ‘delight and disturbance’...through our 
bodily affective entanglements with [landscape] 
and all its varied and complexly layered forces 
(actualities, representations, memories, absences, 
imaginings, etc.), we are impelled to think and 
rethink, to feel and to perceive in unexpected 
f lows, and consequent ly to ‘drive us toward 
movement, toward thought and extension,’ acting 
as the ‘persistent proof of a body ’s never less 
than ongoing immersion in and among the world ’s 
obstinacies and rhythms’ ” 

- Janet Bennett, Gregory J. Seigworth, Melissa Gregg, and Christine Berberich
Affective Landscapes in Literature, Art, and Everyday Life, 2012
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been explored in the world of design. It 

is here that the practicum aims to utilize 

the affective landscape as a new approach 

to designing for the Film Studio District. 

In the pursuit of Hollywood North, the 

global competitive market persuades 

many international cities looking to create 

advantageous studios by simply increasing 

production capacities such as bigger 

soundstages and provide greater competitive 

economic support such as incentives and 

tax relief. However, this practicum aims to 

apply a different approach in tandem with 

the previous one mentioned respectively. 

Predominantly incorporating landscape 

architecture, the practicum seeks to redefine 

the advantageous strategy for creating 

a superior film studio. Recognizing that 

increasing productivity for film production 

is not exclusively driven simply by increasing 

infrastructure capacity; instead, it looks 

more towards the pleasure of the working 

environment and how the working 

environment can be affective in creating 

increased efficiency and productivity. It 

recognizes the film industry’s evolution 

from the industrial to the creative, and as 

such, transforms its approach towards more 

consideration into the holistic nature of the 
productivity of these landscapes/studios. 

By using landscape architecture to apply 

new and innovative strategies to produce 

an advantageous studio, the practicum 

acknowledges a film studio can progress 

beyond a conventional film studio.

 

 Toronto’s Port Lands is in a 

transitional phase from one corporate 

landscape to another corporate landscape. 

A corporate landscape is an “...established 

yet ambiguous realm of landscape 

architecture...” (Milligan, 2010, pp. 6). In 

correspondence with film production, 

corporate landscapes can roughly be 

defined as “...corporations manifesting 

themselves as geographically dispersed 

landscape networks consisting of repetitive 

productive operations” (Milligan, 2010, pp. 

11). This definition coincides with corporate 

operations being identified as the culprit in 

the formation of post-corporate landscapes 

we often label as post-industrial landscapes. 

Brett Milligan’s Corporate Ecologies 

describes the transition and ecology behind 

corporations manifesting onto landscapes,

“...the remnant landscapes of corporate 
processes take a variety of forms, such as 
abandoned factories, mines, empty retail 
big boxes and entire towns. Post-productive 
landscapes with lingering effects have been 
given various categories and names, such as 
manufactured landscapes, post-industrial 
landscapes, brownfields for urban sites, and 
super-fund sites for the extremely toxic 
and difficult to reclaim. The majority of 
these sites are post-corporate landscapes, 
as they are the direct and indirect results 
of corporate processes. A post-corporate 
landscape is a formerly productive 
corporate site that lies in disuse yet retains 
characteristics or persistent effects from 
an earlier time of active production. The 
term post-corporate landscape is used to 
delineate the interim period from when the 
landscape is no longer productive to the 

The Inventory of Landscape
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corporation that produced it until the time 
it is reclaimed for some other use”

(Milligan, 2010, pp. 11).

The Port Lands District’s proposed location 

for the Film Studio District is in turn, the 

formation of one corporate landscape to 

another via the adoption of the film industry 

onto lands exhausted by previous industrial 

corporations. Landscape architecture 

addresses this issue through the successful 

conversion of a post-corporate site to one 

that is corporate by operation but not by its 

ecology. Milligan defines corporate ecologies 

as,

“The productive/consumptive practices of 
corporate processes have the potential to 
literally ‘use up’ landscapes. The productive 
capacity of a landscape can be exhausted 
or simply be no longer of value to the 
corporation that owns it, often leaving 
remnant landscapes and effects in the wake 
of production.

(Milligan, 2010, pp. 11).

Contemporary landscape architecture 

theory and speculative practices are often “...

premised on concepts borrowed from the 

sciences and other disciplines” (Milligan, 

2010, pp. 6). This is evident through 

landscape architecture’s inquiry on concepts 

such as “...self-organization, emergence, and 

resilience [demonstrates] the discipline’s 

ability to integrate a range of influences 

from contemporary systems theory [to] 

recent developments in ecological sciences” 

(Milligan, 2010, pp. 6). In the objective to use 

landscape architecture as the main element 

to designing a  superior film studio, there is 

particular interest in how 

“...corporate landscapes fits into 
contemporary landscape architecture’s 
paradigm shift from object or scenic-based 
design practices to an emphasis on systems 
and how they perform in landscape”

(Milligan, 2010, pp. 6). 

While there are a plethora of ecological ideas 

that can be referenced in the exploration 

towards the correct approach to designing 

a corporate landscape (let alone a film 

studio) such as “...mosaics and patch-

corridor-matrix, ecological footprints, 

etc...[the] central premise to all ecological 

design ideas...is concerned with how the 

relationship with human and non-human 

(natural) elements is conceptualized and 

subsequently articulated” (Milligan, 2010, 

pp. 7). The very definition of an ecosystem is 

the 

“...functional interacting systems, 
characterized by the flow of energy, matter 
and information between organisms and 
their abiotic environment and as a set 
of interlinked, different scale properties. 
As such, they are intangible with vaguely 
defined borders”

(Nevah, 2002, pp. 37, 2002; cited in Millian, 

2010, pp. 7).

Furthermore, the application of ecological 

sciences in contemporary urbanity 

constitutes a form of urban ecology. Urban 

ecology emphasizes
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“...the ecological challenges of human-
dominant or human-influenced 
ecosystems...or by the extent of human 
alteration of the landscape, it defines cities 
as a set of strongly interacting human and 
natural systems and ‘implicitly recognizes 
the role that humans play in developing 
unique ecosystems’...under this definition, 
the urban realm is more broadly defined by 
the activities and material flows that form 
and sustain human habitation”

(Vitousek et al., 2008, pp. 59; cited in 
Milligan, 2010, pp. 8).

In this regard, the aspirations of utilizing 

the affective landscape for the Film Studio 

District, and the idea of designing a 

functional corporate landscape moves into 

a different approach towards articulating 

“...the inventory of landscape”, or of the 

landscape effects aiding in a corporation’s 

productive processes (Milligan, 2010, pp. 9). 

Although corporate landscapes are defined 

by their extractive nature, the emergence of 

the creative industry and the film industries 

natural productive processes constitutes 

a different form of the extractive process 

from the landscape. One that differs in its 

relationship between productivity and the 

very landscape in which it operates on. 

 

 Corporate landscapes have careful 

investigations into “...[a] variety of factors 

such as demo graphic research, proximity to 

related operations (synergy or competition 

with other productive enterprises), available 

infrastructure, natural resources...” and site 

specificity before choosing a location to 

establish their operations. However, there 

is little thought in comparison to the very 

landscapes corporations decide to operate 

within. Often, if the landscape is not an 

object of extraction for resources for the 

corporation, 

“...corporate landscape architecture [is] 
typically [relegated towards] functioning 
as a branding or scenic device...the 
intent of the design is symbolic; crafting 
an exterior image or facade that the 
corporation presents to both the public 
and its employees...all of these designs 
succeed in crafting a symbolic landscape 
then tends toward obscuring, separating, 
or intentionally concealing the productive 
process...”

(Rogers, 1997, pp. 71; cited by Milligan, 2010, 
pp. 16-18)

Contemporary landscape architecture 

theory and practice has continuously 

fought “...to push beyond its historical 

applications [of being] predominantly 

decorative, or scenographic; a shift from 

gardenesque symbolism to [the] enrichment 

of site program, ecologies, productivity 

and performance” (Corner, 2008; cited 

by Milligan, 2010, pp. 18). Although this 

has been promoted over the last decade 

through contributions from the emergence 

of landscape urbanism, the transition is 

more towards minimizing habitat loss and 

the ecological footprint of a development, 

often addressed through ecological 

implementations such as storm water 

management (Milligan, 2010, pp. 18). 

The affective landscape theory and its 
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application aim to push this boundary 

further and ultimately speaks to “...another 

realm of productive corporate ecology: 

the ecology of psychological persuasion” 
(Milligan, 2010, pp. 18).

 Film studios are undoubtedly a form 

of corporate landscapes. They consist of 

networks of soundstages, office complexes, 

and workshops which are large pieces of 

hollow concrete and steel infrastructure 

(with the average sound stage size currently 

at Pinewood Toronto Studios being 18,000 

sq ft.), surrounded by even larger fields 

of parking. These corporate landscapes 

operate on “...economies of scale and are 

designed to attract its clientele through 

reducing the cost of product [production]” 

(Milligan, 2010, pp. 19). The application of 

the affective landscape adds to the narrative 

by reimagining how productive systems 

work and occupy landscapes, specifically 

productive systems that are entrenched and 

function within the creative industry. Much 

like the same way that habitat and niche 

are used in an ecological sense to describe 

optimal living conditions in natural systems, 

“...corporations also have highly specific 
land scape environments that they 
occupy. Each corporate network is both 
dependent on and in competition with 
other [corporations], and thus the concept 
of corporate ecologies entails the complex 
layering and inter weaving of many 
productive landscape systems”

(Milligan, 2010, pp. 17).

Ultimately, the application of affective 
landscapes appropriates the usage of 

landscape architecture towards creating 

an ecology that is more in tune with the 

performativity and productiveness of its 

inhabitants, creating a landscape that 

encourages new ideas, fosters innovations, 

and stimulates creativity. This opportunistic 
architecture looks at corporate landscapes 

as generative forms of landscape, inserting 

the narrative of psychological persuasion 
as a landscape resource. Approaching the 

very landscapes corporations establish 

themselves in this way, “...reveals the 

expanded role landscape architecture can 

play in the analysis and design of these 

[landscapes]” (Milligan, 2010, pp. 22). It 

is here that the Film Studio District can 

become innovative in its operation in 

relation to the psychology of affective 
landscapes, or much rather the psychological 
potential affective landscapes can generate 

toward its employees. The psychological 

aspect of landscape (how a landscape affects 

one psychologically) ties into addressing 

how humans will ultimately interact and 

operate as our industries evolve into creative 

industries. Milligan explores this dynamic 

and what it offers in landscape architectural 

possibilities; 

“...cultural and economic shifts are fostering 
significant changes in how corporations 
occupy and affect landscapes, offering 
designers broader opportunities to engage 
with corporate landscapes more holistically”

(Milligan, 2010, pp. 22).
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Taking into consideration the holistic nature 

of productivity for corporate landscapes, 

the application of affective landscapes is to 

look at how these landscapes function, not 

only at producing for our industry but to 

also produce for the individuals that sustain 

the industry. Corporate landscapes are 

focused toward the idea that an increase in 

productivity is an increase in profitability 

(for the film industry, mainly addressing 

operational costs and productivity 

efficiency). To promote the practice of 

incorporating landscape architecture into 

the design of corporate landscapes,

“...if more landscape architecture marketing 
is directed at how landscape design can 
make production more sustainable and 
profitable, corporations will be [more] 
interested and will seek out a broader range 
of landscape architecture services”

(Milligan, 2010, pp. 22).

 If an increase in productivity is an 

increase in profitability, then landscape 

architecture should also aim in preventing 

the loss of productivity from occurring in 

corporate landscape design. As the growing 

creative industry is dependent on the 

psychological condition of its employees, 

landscape architects must begin to ask what 

knowledge can we as designers provide to 

sustain and enhance their ability to perform. 

Biologist Stephen Boyden defines the 

optimum healthy environment to have “…

the conditions which tend to promote or 

permit an animal’s optimal physiological, 

mental, and social performance in its natural 

or evolutionary environment” (Boyden, 1971, 

cited in Heerwagen, pp. 1, 2008). In keeping 

with the landscape architecture narrative 

of being agents of change, it is paramount 

to take into consideration Boyden’s words 

in the light of this new evolutionized 

creative economy. If the corporate landscape 

is designed to enhance and sustain the 

productive performance of its individuals/

workforce, then landscape architecture 

within corporate landscapes must address 

creating the optimal environment for the 

physiological, mental, and social health of 

a creative professional to perform his/her 

duties. To achieve such an objective, one 

must take into account the work of William 

The Cost of 
At tentional Fatigue

“…[to] reduce the concept 
of landscape [f rom] a 
more static, nostalgic, 
and fixed sense of 
place [to] a mobile and 
hybrid, f ull of potentials 
for ‘becoming’ that 
may, in the end, be a 
more productive sense of 
landscape.” - Christine Berberich

Affective Landscapes 
in Literature, Art, and 

Everyday Life, 2012214



Sullivan, a Professor and the Head of the 

Department of Landscape Architecture 

at the University of Illinois. His research 

aims to identify a connection between the 

presence of nature and effective human 

functioning (Sullivan, 2014, pp. 74; Burton et 

al., 2014). Sullivan examines the importance 

of urban nature within a design studio 

environment, and the ramifications that 

nature proximity has on its engagement 

of students. In his publication, More 
than Creativity: Infusing Research in the 
Design Studio, Sullivan, a design instructor 

for many years, was able to observe and 

understand the methods and work patterns 

of design students as well as professionals. 

Sullivan understood that although typical 

design studios 

“…emphasize inspiration and creativity 
over other considerations… students are 
encouraged to meet the requirements 
of a client and often to do so safely and 
efficiently, yet the overriding emphasis is on 
novelty, imagination, and originality” 

(Sullivan, 2014, pp. 75,; Burton et al., 2014). 

Design work extensively engages the 

mind, and there is a heavy reliance onto 

“…[the] capacity to pay attention and 

process information - it is central to almost 

everything we care about accomplishing” 

(Sullivan, 2014, pp. 75; Burton et al., 2014).  

However, with such rigorous mental 

exertion, the capacity to pay attention and 

process information has its limitations in 

the form of mental fatigue to which Sullivan 

identifies as attentional fatigue (Sullivan, 

2014, pp. 75; Burton et al., 2014). Sullivan 

explains the potential ramifications of 

attentional fatigue on our psyche as well as 

our ability to produce; 

“…the cost[s] of attentional fatigue are 
profound and far-reaching; they include 
becoming inattentive, withdrawn, irritable, 
distractible, impulsive, and accident-prone”

(Sullivan, 2014, pp. 72; Burton et al., 2014).

Throughout his ongoing research and 

observation, his studies have documented a 

variety of health benefits by providing daily 

contact with urban nature for individuals, 

families, and communities (Sullivan, 

2014, pp. 75; Burton et al., 2014). Sullivan 

discovered that “...physical settings have 

systematic and substantial impacts on 

how quickly our capacity to pay attention 

fatigues and recovers from fatigue” (Sullivan, 

2014, pp. 75; Burton et al., 2014). Sullivan 

continues with his intriguing discovery;

“The health benefits are far-reaching. They 
include being better able to concentrate; 
being less impulsive, error prone, and 
irritable; having stronger ties to one’s 
neighbours; recovering from stressful 
events faster; and even living longer than 
individuals who have less contact with 
nearby green spaces. This focus on research 
also stems from my sense that it helps 
produce one of the most valuable outcomes 
of an undergraduate education: the capacity 
to think clearly and critically about ideas and 
the evidence that supports or refutes those 
ideas.”

(Sullivan, 2014, pp. 72; Burton et al., 2014).
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 In his research, Sullivan identifies a 

significant yet under-appreciated benefit of 

landscape architecture; supporting people’s 

capacity to pay attention (Sullivan, 2014). 

Specific setting characteristics such as those 

that compete for our attention, or lack 

opportunities for small, restful experiences 

are deemed exhaustible to the mind while 

settings that include green spaces, even in 

the most simplistic of forms such as a grove 

of trees in an urban environment, not only 

restore our capacity to pay attention and 

function more effectively, but these spaces 

ultimately alleviate one’s physiological 

stresses  (Sullivan, 2014, pp. 75; Burton et al., 

2014). It is apparent in Sullivan’s research 

that while 

“…[the] body’s stress response is an amazing 
cascade of physiological steps that can 
allow for someone to have moments of 
[heightened alertness and responsiveness], …
chronic stress can negatively impact [one’s] 
mood, productivity, relationships, quality of 
life and longevity”  

(Sullivan, 2014, pp. 75; Burton et al., 2014).

As a response, the exposures to green 

spaces often alleviate chronic stress due 

to its experiential qualities. The presence 

of green spaces often produces feelings 

of moderate interests, pleasantness, and 

calmness which all fuel the ability to recover 

from stress (Sullivan, 2014, pp. 75; Burton 

et al., 2014). Engaging in the main ideas 

and theories behind his research, Sullivan 

recounts an evaluation of this theory by 

fellow colleague Rodney Matsuoka in 

which Matsuoka evaluated high school 

landscapes in correspondence to student 

academic performance while controlling 

a host of parameters that are associated 

with academic accomplishment (size of 

school, age of school, socioeconomic status 

of the students, etc.) (Sullivan, 2014, pp. 

72; Burton et al., 2014). What Matsuoka 

documented was compelling as it reveals a 

correlation between the greener the view 

for the students, the greater their academic 

performance. Even after factoring in the 

control variables, Matsuoka identified in his 

analysis that the correlation remains true  

(Sullivan, 2014, pp. 76; Burton et al., 2014). In 

his concluding evidence, Matsuoka identifies 

two mechanisms that were responsible for 

this correlation; 

“…students who had greener views were 
likely less mentally fatigued, and thus 
better able to pay attention, and were likely 
recovering from stressful events faster which 
put them in a better position to learn”

(Sullivan, 2014, pp. 76; Burton et al., 2014).

Sullivan recounts another similar study 

conducted in Dundee, United Kingdom, 

in which the study examines the link 

between exposure to neighbourhood green 

spaces and the levels of stress within the 

unemployed population (Sullivan, 2014, pp. 

76; Burton et al., 2014). It analyzed poor 

neighbourhood dynamics in correspondence 

with assessing the concentration of the 

hormone cortisol in the participants’ 
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saliva as a method to quantify measured 

stress. In the end, the study generated 

conclusive evidence that the greener the 

neighbourhood, the lower the levels of 

cortisol were in the participants’ mouths 

(Sullivan, 2014, pp. 77; Burton et al., 2014). 

Cortisol is a long-acting stress hormone and 

abnormal cortisol levels are associated and 

treated with Ritalin for Attention Deficit/

Hyperactivity Disorder (also known as 

ADHD) (Sullivan, 2014, pp. 77; Burton et al., 

2014).

 These controlled experimental 

approaches and analysis reflects how 

how landscape design “...can support or 

inhibit a resource that is fundamental to 

living a successful life - our capacity to pay 

attention” (Sullivan, 2015, pp. 40). Sullivan 

reiterates the importance of our attention in 

accomplishing tasks;

“Our ability to pay attention underlies every 
human achievement. It is fundamental 
to problem-solving, perseverance, and 
planning. It is necessary to maintain an 
ongoing train of thought, set goals, initiate 
and carry out tasks, monitor, and regulate 
one’s behavior, and to function effectively 
in social situations. Nothing great has ever 
been accomplished without it”

(Sullivan, 2015, pp. 40).

Our capacity to pay attention is fundamental 

to human success. However, this precious 

resource also fatigues, and while we all have 

felt levels of mental fatigue, many are “...

unaware of the price it exacts regarding our 

effectiveness” (Sullivan, 2015, pp. 40). While 

mental fatigue doesn’t directly translate 

to being fatigued (in a physical sense), “...

difficulty to focus and concentrate, loss of 

memory, missing subtle social cues, likely 

to be persuaded, to be impulsive, [and/or 

be prone to] jump to conclusions...” are all 

negative effects of mental fatigue that can 

have potentially damaging ramifications in 

the working environment (Sullivan, 2015, 

pp. 40). These conditions are detrimental, 

especially in the creative industries due 

to the very nature of the way creative 

industries operate (Sullivan, 2015, pp. 40). 

These effects are considerable as “...[people] 

who work in an emotional state that works 

against their capacity to accomplish their 

goals are [unlikely] to promote competence” 

(Sullivan, 2015, pp. 42). Thus, the importance 

for the application of the affective landscape 

and its role in alleviating mental fatigue can 

not be emphasized enough.

“At tention is like energy in that 
without it no work can be done, and 
in doing work is dissipated. We 
create ourselves by how we use this 
energy., Memories, thoughts, and 
feelings are all shaped by how use it. 
And it is an energy under cont rol, to 
do with as we please; hence at tention 
is our most important tool in the 
task of improving the quality of 
experience.”

-  Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi, 
Flow: The Psychology of Optimal Experience, 1990
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 There are two different types 

of attention. The first type is classified 

as involuntary attention which is “...

easy, effortless, and involuntary such as 

attending to something in which you 

find fascinating ...[like watching a film]” 

(Sullivan, 2015, pp. 40). The second type is 

called paying attention which requires one 

to pay attention (or to concentrate). Paying 

attention requires effort, “...concentrating 

in this way, [or in other words], expending 

effort to pay attention for an extended 

period leads to mental fatigue” (Sullivan,  

2015, pp. 41). If the affective landscape is 

created through landscape architecture to 

generate a more productive landscape for 

the creative industry, the affective landscape 

must aim to consider how landscapes impact 

mental fatigue. Sullivan has already provided 

substantial evidence that interactions with 

green spaces alleviate mental fatigue. This 

sentiment has been reinforced by landscape 

theorists Stephen and Rachel Kaplan who 

suggest “...contact with green landscapes 

assist in the recovery of mental fatigue 

because green settings draw primarily on 

involuntary attention” (Kaplan et al., 1982; 

1989; cited in Sullivan, 2015, pp. 42). The 

implications for landscape architecture to 

reduce mental fatigue as a way to increase 

productivity leads to, “...creating places that 

provide multiple opportunities throughout 

the day to have contact with green [affective]

landscapes” (Sullivan, 2015, pp. 42). 

 It is evident in the film industry 

that successful works derive from the sum 

of many. Although many recognize the 

authorship of creative cultural complex 
goods (such as films) near-exclusively 

to only above-the-line-workers (actors, 

director, producer, etc.), the film industry 

operates as an ensemble that includes many 

individuals of all levels coming together 

for a production. It is the collective that 

helps this industry thrive. Therefore, the 

objective of an affective landscape for the 

film industry context must aim to provide 

a landscape that is for the betterment 

of the entirety of all. Judith Heerwagen 

emphasizes this in her publication, 

Psychosocial Value of Space, where she 

investigates how the design of spaces can 

promote or debilitate psychological and 

social well-being, affecting the senses, 

emotions, mind, behavioral patterns, and 

the community (Heerwagen, 2008, pp. 1). 

An example Heerwagen explores is the 

transformation of the philosophy and design 

behind zoo enclosures which were radically 

changed when concerns over the animals 

psychological and social well-being were 

in question after the animals exhibited 

strange neurotic behaviors such as abnormal 

repetitive pacing and excessive aggression 

(Heerwagen, 2008, pp. 1-2). In response to 

The Enlightened
 Landscape
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this issue, it was determined by an animal 

psychologist that the animals exhibited 

these behaviors simply because they suffered 

from boredom (Heerwagen, 2008, pp. 2). 

While this diagnosis is true, it is a superficial 

diagnosis. The true underlying problem is 

not a simple case of boredom, but rather 

it is detrimental because of the lack of 

environmental stimuli, that their enclosures 

catered toward maximizing survivability 

and not social well-being and psychological 

engagement (Heerwagen, 2008, pp. 2). Once 

again, it is desirable to echo the words of 

Biologist Stephen Boyden, that the optimum 

healthy environment should have “…the 

conditions which tend to promote or permit 

an animal’s optimal physiological, mental, 

and social performance in its natural or 

evolutionary environment” (Boyden 1971, 

cited in Heerwagen, 2008, pp. 1). Heerwagen 

alludes to Boyden’s words to shift the 

perspective beyond survivability, but to 

design for well-being with the same capacity 

by stating,

“…[while] survival depends on the 
environmental aspects that directly affect 
human health, clean air and water, toxins 
and pathogens, rest and sleep. Well-being 
is associated with fulfillment, quality of 
life, and psychological health. Whereas 
failure to satisfy survival needs may lead to 
serious illness or death, failure to meet the 
well-being needs can lead to psychosocial 
maladjustment and stress-related illnesses”

(Heerwagen, 2008, pp. 2). 

Heerwagen’s words also echo the work 

mentioned earlier by William Sullivan 

regarding the costs of attentional fatigue. 

Therefore, one can draw a rather stark 

comparison of a caged animal to that 

of a starved creative employee and an 

overworked film crew member. Landscape 

architects must rise to the challenge of 

placing emphasis on the psychosocial values 

of space, which echo what environmental 

psychologists consider crucial for the 

future environments of the knowledge-
based economy (Heerwagen, 2008, pp. 3). 

Ultimately, places of high psychosocial 

value form an affective landscape. The social 

dynamics of a film industry are vital to the 

success of the production. Sites of high 

psychosocial value aim to aspire to form 

a landscape that allows people to rejoice, 

gather, share, and work with one another. It 

is important to take into consideration the 

provision of spaces for seclusion, relaxation, 

as well as casual social encounters to deviate 

from the effects of mental fatigue (Sullivan, 

2014, pp. 72; Burton et al., 2014). The 

affective landscape in the film industry must 

take into account these features if it aims to 

be generative for the personnel by inspiring 

positive emotions which will yield positive 

performance and enhance overall creative 

work. What Heerwagen has demonstrated is 

essentially a landscape that is an alternative 

to the cubicle landscape that is currently 

the dominant archetype associated with 

people exhibiting strange neurotic behaviors 
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and suffering from mental exhaustion. 

Heerwagen and Sullivans’ work provides 

clarity into what an affective landscape 

must deliver in the pursuit of performance 

enhancement. Furthermore, an affective 
landscape that embodies these features 

provides an unforeseen, yet invaluable 

after-product: opportunity. Promoting the 

opportunity, randomness, and a range of 

possibilities helps differentiate an affective 
landscape as these features prioritize 

the collaborative effort, offer a range of 

opportunities to alleviate mental fatigue, 

trigger positive emotional responses, initiate 

interaction and dialogue, create cognitive 

interest, and spark the creative mind.

 

 If the application of landscape 

architecture is the defining ingredient in 

producting a superior film studio, then 

the strategy of the affective landscape 

ultimately must add a layer onto the 

landscape which “…[promotes] human 

interaction, [enriches] human experiences, 

[maximizes] quality of life, and [increases] 

ecological, physiological, and psychological 

health” (Simonds et al., 1961 - 2006; cited 

in Clements and Dorminey,2011, pp. 241). 

The ecology of psychological persuasion 

is a dynamic feedback mechanism enabled 

by the landscape that can be harnessed 

and promoted through landscape 

architecture. By creating designed spaces 

with this intention of fostering an affective/
generative landscape for creative works, 

the strategy aims to seek how this form of 

landscape architecture differs from other 

contemporary landscape architectural 

practices. Traditional design methods used 

by landscape architects often follow a clear, 

rational, scientific methodology (Clements 

and Dorminey, 2011, pp. 241). Terry 

Clements and Sarah Dorminey explain this 

procedure:

“…during the design process, designers are 
encouraged to study the site’s environmental 
opportunities and constraints related 
directly to the project’s functional aspects 
and programming concerns, geopolitical 
issues governing site development, as well as 
relevant social and cultural values. But these 
methods do not question how or why people 
actually engage with the landscape.”

(Clements and Dorminey, 2011, pp. 241).

While there is people-based research that is 

developed from a post-occupancy evaluation 

of observed behaviors in specific landscapes, 

this research alongside the normative 

procedure to landscape architectural design 

offers little to assist designers in addressing 

the diverse ways that people experience and 

engage in their environment (Clements and 

Dorminey, 2011, pp. 241). These evaluation 

tools ultimately generalize “…user activities 

and [evaluate] design success [through] 

observable behavior and characteristics, 

[discrediting] an individual’s motivation or 

the quality of the individual’s experience” 

(Clements and Dorminey, 2011, pp. 241). 

Landscape Application
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In the objective of uncovering landscape 

architecture’s application towards creating 

the affective landscape, one may theorize 

the application of cognitive theories in 

conjunction with landscape architecture to 

develop a unique landscape design that is 

conducive towards the generative landscape 
experience. The relevance of the affective 
landscape derives its success on allowing 

users to experience a form of heightened 
reality. Ultimately, the question to ask 

is what form of cognitive understanding 

can landscape architecture interpret and 

integrate towards an affective landscape 

that allows users to experience a heightened 
reality. 

“...The f low experience, like 
everything else, is not “good ” in an 
absolute sense. It is good only in that 
it has the potential to make life more 
rich, intense, and meaningf ul; it is 
good because it increases the st rength 
and complexity of the self.” 

-  Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi, 
Flow: The Psychology of Optimal Experience, 1990
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 Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi, the 

Distinguished Professor of Psychology at 

Claremont Graduate University is a leading 

researcher in positive psychology, who 

studies positive traits such as optimism, 

creativity, intrinsic motivation, and 

responsibility (Claremont University 2011; 

cited in Clements and Dorminey, 2011, 

pp. 242). His most recognized work in 

psychology is the theory of flow which 

“…[offers] a foundation for understanding 
the achievement of meaningful experiences 
[by] relating to an individual’s skill level 
or capacity to the level of challenge posed 
to that individual when engaged in an 
intrinsically motivated activity” 

(Csikszentmihalyi, 1990, cited in Clements 
and Dorminey, 2011, pp. 242). 

The theory of flow is the psychology 

of the optimal experience. It relates to 

an individual’s skill level in response to 

the degree of challenge embodied in a 

particular activity that produces a state 

of mind that involves “…[an] intrinsic 

motivation of total mental and physical 

involvement described by many as being 

in the zone” (Csikszentmihalyi 1990; cited 

in Clements and Dorminey, 2011, pp. 

243). Csikszentmihalyi describes that flow 

occurs when a person is usually engaged 

in an activity where either (or both) 

their physicality and mental capacity is 

stretched to the limits in a voluntary effort 

to accomplish something worthwhile and 

challenging (Csikszentmihalyi 1990; cited in 

Clements and Dorminey, 2011). Christopher 

P. Vogt explains this clearly;

“Flow is experienced when we engage in a 
rich, complex task that stretches the limits 
of our abilities without overwhelming them. 
We become so engrossed in the activity 
that we lose any self-conscious thoughts as 
well as our normal sense of time; our other 
concerns fade into the background as our 
concentration deepens, focusing on the task 
at hand. Our sense of what must be done 
becomes clear, and the task itself provides 
immediate feedback regarding whether we 
are accomplishing what needs to be done; 
these moments are often characterized by a 
strong sense of being in control of what one 
is doing in the moment”.

(Csikszentmihalyi, 2003, pp. 42-56; cited in 
Vogt, 2005, pp. 114).

Thus, the theory of flow relates challenges 

to bodily senses, and in the activation of 

flow, “…these senses relate to different 

ways of perceiving, comprehending, and 

knowing. The state of flow is intrinsically 

motivated and results in an enjoyable 

experience” (Clements and Dorminey, pp. 

243, 2011). While the feelings of pleasure and 

enjoyment often coincides with one another, 

Csikszentmihalyi details the discrepancy,

“Pleasure is a feeling of contentment when 
expectations determined by biological 
programs or social conditioning are met, 
such as receiving a massage or taking a hot 
bath. Pleasure lacks a sense of achievement 
or a necessary contribution to the result. 
Enjoyment occurs when a person has 
met some prior expectation or satisfied a 

The Theory of Flow
chapter eleven...
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"The psychic 
ent ropy peculiar to 
the human condition 
involves seeing more 
to do than one can 
actually accomplish 
and feeling able 
to accomplish more 
than what conditions 
allow,!"
-  Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi, 
Flow: The Psychology of Optimal Experience, 1990 Figure 63.

223



need or desire and gone beyond to achieve 
something unexpected. Enjoyment requires 
forward movement and achievement”

(Csikszentmihalyi,1990; cited in Clements 
and Dorminey, 2011, pp. 243).

 Thus, flow is the “…symbiotic 

relationship of engagement between 

personal skills and life challenges” (Clements 

and Dorminey, 2011, pp. 242). To facilitate 

flow, one must possess the necessary skill 

set to interact with the challenge presented 

to them (Clements and Dorminey, 2011, 

pp. 243). A person without the right skills 

for an activity cannot be in flow because if 

the individual lacks the skills to conquer 

the challenge, anxiety occurs and if the 

individual possesses superior skills and easily 

conquers the challenge, boredom results 

(Clements and Dorminey, 2011, pp. 243). 

Thus, the state of flow “… [is an] experience 

that has been described as playful, feeling 

in control, concentration is highly focused, 

mental enjoyment, a distorted sense of 

time, and a conjunction of one’s skill level 

and introduced challenges” (Dorminey, 

2003, pp. 2). Flow cannot be achieved 

during sedentary relaxation or activities 

of little challenge; it only occurs when the 

mind is engaged and is interactive with an 

activity (Dorminey, 2003, pp. 5). Ultimately, 

the resultant of flow (not limited to) is an 

improvement of personal skills. In the end, 

Csikszentmihalyi describes the feeling of 

flow common with “…a sense of discovery 

and a creative feeling of transporting the 

person into a new reality” (Csikszentmihalyi, 

2008; Csikszentmihalyi, 1990, cited in 

Clements and Dorminey, 2011, pp. 244).

 The question remains to how 

Csikszentmihalyi’s theory of flow translates 

to landscape architecture in the delivery of 

an affective landscape for the Film Studio 

District. The theory of flow promotes the 

concept of expanding the experience. Flow 
relates to improving human capabilities 

and can be expanded to “...re-organize 

the work environment in such a way that 

promotes human flourishing...[that] the key 

to promoting human well-being in the work 

environment is the maximization of flow 

experiences” (Vogt, 2005, pp. 111). 

Csikszentmihalyi explored the application 

of flow in the working environment by 

studying specifically what brings the feelings 

of satisfaction for people in their work,

“...they most enjoyed moments when their 
work provided equilibrium between their 
abilities and the challenges they faced, and 
when a balance between opportunities to 
distinguish themselves through individual 
achievement and occasions to contribute 
to overarching group goals. Moments, 
when one reaches such equilibrium and 
one becomes completely engrossed in the 
enjoyment of one’s work [is] described as 
[the] experience of flow”.

(Csikszentmihalyi, 2003; cited by Vogt, 2005, 
pp. 111-112).

Christopher P. Vogt in his work, Maximizing 
Human Potential: Capabilities Theory 
and the Professional Work Environment, 
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explores how the theory of flow can 

transform the ways in “...which people think 

about international economic development” 

(Vogt, 2005, pp. 112). Vogt explores the 

dynamics of business operations at the “...

service of human persons”;

“From a purely pragmatic perspective, 
developing a rich, challenging workplace 
environment can provide good yields 
[regarding] employee morale. Employees 
who are engaged in complex tasks that 
challenge them to utilize their talents and 
develop new skills are far more likely to find 
their work to be enjoyable and intrinsically 
worthwhile ...[this is ideal] ...because it 
attracts the most able individuals, is likely to 
keep them longer, and obtain spontaneous 
effort from their work”

(Csikszentmihalyi, 2003, pp. 86; cited in 
Vogt, 2005, pp. 112).

Through maximizing the opportunities 

for flow, a working environment can 

create conditions that “...maximize [an] 

employee’s human potential through their 

work ...making work a more humanizing 

experience” (Vogt, 2005, pp. 113). Through 

this dedication, it “...affirms the idea that 

human labour serves not merely the purpose 

of producing valuable commodities, but also 

has the intrinsic purpose of promoting the 

personal growth and dignity of [its] workers” 

(Csikszentmihalyi, 2003, pp. 70; cited in 

Vogt, 2005, pp. 112).

 In the realm of film studio operation, 

if flow is an experience that results in a 

person’s optimal level, and this translates 

to (not limited to) increased efficiency 

and productivity, this can be a powerful 

economic advantage over other competitors. 

Flow can potentially supersede the cost 

of expensive alternatives to increasing 

productivity in order to maintain 

advantage in the industry. Options such 

as increasing sound stage capacity and 

more infrastructure can be replaced with 

exemplary landscape architecture (and 

urban design) that creates a studio with 

a far greater working experience that, in 

the end, will yield greater work through 

users entering and re-entering flow more 

frequently. Through landscape architecture, 

the Film Studio District and Pinewood 

Toronto Studios may be chosen over other 

studios on the simple basis of the working 

experience and the feeling of being in the 
zone. 
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•  Completely Involved in what We are Doing - focused,-Concent rated
•  A Sense of Ecstasy,- of being Outside Everyday,Reality
•  Great Inner Clarity - Knowing What Needs to be Done
•  Know the Activity is Doable - that Our Skills are Adequate to Task
•  A Sense of Serenity - Growing Beyond the Boundaries of Ego
•  Timelessness - so focused to having An Al tered Sense of Time Duration
•  Int rinsic Motivation 

Symptoms of  Flow
Experiencing ‘flow’ as detailed by Csikszentmihalyi 

‘Flow, The Secret to Happiness’
- Csikszentmihalyi, 1990; cited in Ted Talks, 2004

•  Conf rontation with Tasks we have a Chance to Complete
•  The Ability and Opportunity to Concent rate on What We are Doing
•  The Ability to Concent rate because We have Clear Goals
•  Tasks that have Immediate feedback
•  Deep but Effort less Involvement away f rom Awareness of Everyday Life
•  A Sense of Cont rol over One's Actions (whether possible or actual )
•  Disappearance of Concern for Self, al though this is St ronger af ter f low Experience is Over
•  An Al tered Sense of Time Duration

The At tainment of Flow
Steps towards attaining‘flow’ as detailed by Csikszentmihalyi 
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Feeling of ‘flow’ 

Achieving ‘flow’ 

…ULTIMATELY, THE RESULTANT 
OF FLOW (NOT LIMITED TO) IS AN 
IMPROVEMENT OF PERSONAL SKILLS.

Resultant of ‘flow’ 

The theory of flow is the psychology of the optimal experience.

...IT ONLY OCCURS WHEN THE 
MIND IS ENGAGED AND IS 
INTERACTIVE WITH AN ACTIVITY

FLOW CANNOT BE ACHIEVED 
DURING SEDENTARY RELAXATION OR 
ACTIVITIES OF LITTLE CHALLENGE...

…A SENSE OF DISCOVERY 
AND A CREATIVE FEELING OF 
TRANSPORTING THE PERSON INTO 
A NEW REALITY

Diagram of  Flow
Achieving ‘flow’ as detailed by Csikszentmihalyi 

Figure 64.
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Figure 65.
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 For the affective landscape, landscape 

architects can design spaces that remove 

obstacles that hinder the development of 

flow as well as provide opportunities to 

produce flow. However, landscape elements 

and their relation to facilitating flow may 

be something difficult to identify. Clements 

and Dorminey explain the beneficial unison 

between the cognitive theory of flow and 

landscape architecture as,

“...flow theory ...can be used by designers 
and programmers to develop sites that 
more fully engage people and provide 
[an] opportunity for more meaningful 
landscape-based experiences. Landscapes 
that include site elements that support a 
range of activities at a variety of levels...are 
more likely to appeal to a wider population 
of users and provide more opportunities for 
meaningful experiences.”

(Clements and Dorminey, 2011, pp. 242).

 In the scope of landscape 

architecture, the question as to what 

landscape elements or designs generate flow 

in users is entirely up to debate. Suggestions 

on the consistency of specific landscape 

elements that facilitate flow ultimately are, 

like the very theory of flow itself, entirely 

theoretical. On the other hand, it is of the 

practicum’s best interest to include an 

example for the purpose of exploring this 

concept. An example can be the generative 

design tool known as the Spectrum Matrix 

proposed by Clements and Dorminey in 

their work Spectrum Matrix: Landscape 
Design and Landscape Experience. This 

design tool is the only known example 

available currently (as of 2017) that offers a 

method in assimilating established cognitive 

theories for the sole purpose of landscape 

architecture. The Spectrum Matrix uses 

two cognitive theories towards designing 

for the landscape experience. Specified for 

the use at various points within the design 

process, it uses Gardner’s theory of multiple 
intelligences and Csikszentmihalyi’s 

theory of flow as an influencing design 
criterion. The Spectrum Matrix (shown on 

the following pages) coordinates specific 

landscape elements/designs that are deemed 

to be strongly associated with specific 

intelligence domains identified by Gardner. 

Through the interaction of landscape 

elements that correspond to people of a 

specific intelligence domain, this challenges 

users cognitively and thus facilitates 

flow. Therefore, a diverse population can 

undergo flow by corresponding to specific 

landscape elements that relate to their 

unique cognitive understandings (Clements 

and Dorminey, 2011, pp. 248). Although 

the Spectrum Matrix is a tool that brings 

clarity to the union of cognitive theories 

in combination with landscape design, 

Clements and Dorminey themselves 

acknowledge the limitations of such a 

method,
“The [Spectrum Matrix] does have 
limitations. The multiple intelligence 

Flowscape :
Playing Devil 's Advocate
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profiles of users can limit their ability 
to recognize landscape characteristics 
and opportunities that are outside of 
their individual perceptual and cognitive 
capacities. Additionally, the tool is not 
appropriate for assessing the success of 
built landscape projects. Post-occupancy 
observation methods would need to be 
supplemented with research [on] user 
motivation and quality of landscape 
experience to learn how and if a landscape 
design was successful. This research has not 
yet been done.”

(Clements and Dorminey, 2011, pp. 246, 258).

The Spectrum Matrix reflects the very issue 

of infusing contemporary psychological 

theories into landscape design. By its 

very nature, many psychological theories 

are subjective and differ from ecological 

strategies as these are based on science and 

physics, which have much more reliable 

sets of data that can be used to prove their 

effectiveness and application. The very 

nature of the Spectrum Matrix is suggestive 

of architectural determinism. By offering 

a categorical, check-list style approach to 

landscape design, it runs into the issue of 

not addressing gender, personality, social 

backgrounds, ethnicity or human constructs 

such as culture, societal views, etc. which 

can exponentially complicate the Spectrum 
Matrix (if it were to address the potentiality 

of all these elements). In the end, Clements 

and Dorminey acknowledge that “...people 

perceive and understand their worlds 

differently...” and that human constructs 

play an undeniable role in how people 

react and engage with their environment 

(Clements and Dorminey, 2011, pp. 258). This 

complication acknowledges the inherent 

impossibility to prove that specific landscape 

elements actually correspond to people 

within their cognitive and perceptual range 

as suggested within the Spectrum Matrix.

 The affective landscape is inherently 

tied to the understanding of environmental 

psychology and its intepretation into design 

in landscape architecture. Environmental 

psychology is the study of people-

environment transactions (Uzzell et al., 2014, 

pp. 1). The bridge between psychology and 

the disicpline of landscape architecture has 

grown substantially as “...an appreciation of 

the different perspectives, attitudes, values, 

and behaviours of individuals and groups 

is now seen as crucial to the successful 

planning, design, management, and use of 

the environment” (Uzzell et al., 2014, pp. 1). 

David Uzzell and Kate Lewand advocate for 

the inherent contributions environmental 

psychology can offer to landscape architects:

“...After all, landscape architects spend 
many years training and subsequently 
in professional practice in order to have 
an acute understanding of many aspects 
of environmental design. High quality, 
aesthetically sensitive, and ecological 
appropriation might be the starting point 
for establishing the criteria which mark out 
a good, professional landscape architect. 
[However], the meaning and enjoyment of 
the landscape for the public is influenced 
by more than these factors...[For example], 
the nature of the environment, how we 
think and feel about it and how we act in 
and on it are intimately interrelated. There 
is inevitably an inter-relationship between 
social and cultural factors and the physical 
aspects of the landscape” 

(Uzzell et al., 2014, pp. 2). 231



Engaging the Logical / Mathematical Intelligence Domain
Refers to: the ability to recognize abstract patterns, perform inductive and deductive reasoning, perform complex 
calculations, and think scientifically about investigation.

Traits (Gardner 1983; 1993; 1999)   Related Characteristics   Challenge
Abstract pattern recognition   Elements convey or compare distances
Inductive reasoning   Logical sequences of elements or events
Deductive reasoning   Creation of line or other generic forms
Discerning relationships and connections Patterns use mathematical concepts
Performing complex calculations  Elements involve proportion
Scientific thinking and investigation  Elements involve scale

Engaging the Musical / Rhythmic Intelligence Domain
Refers to: the ability to to appreciate the rhythm and structure of music, to create and reproduce sound, rhythm, music, 
tone, and vibration, and also a heightened sensitivity to sounds and vibration patterns.

Traits (Gardner 1983; 1993; 1999)   Related Characteristics   Challenge
Appreciation of structure and rhythm  Music, sound, vibration, tone
Schemes or frames for hearing music  Creation
Sensitivity to sounds and vibrations patterns Mimicry / Reproductions
Appreciation of sound qualities  Sounds of nature or human emphasized
Recognition, creation, and reproduction of  
 sound, rhythm, music, tones, 
 and vibrations 

Engaging the Bodily / Kinesthetic Intelligence Domain
Refers to: the ability to control voluntary body movements, mimetic movements, to gain understanding through the 
awareness of the body and through the mind-body connection.

Traits (Gardner 1983; 1993; 1999)   Related Characteristics   Challenge
Pre-programmed body movements  Challenge various levels of physical abilities
Expanding awareness through body  Understanding of personal limits
Mind-body connection   Fine/gross motor skill challenges
Mimetic abilities     Movement, balance, stillness, agility challenges
Improves body functions   Relationships between body and mind
     Movement effects movement of other elements

Engaging the Verbal / Linguistic Intelligence Domain
Refers to: the form of verbal memory and recall, having a flair for words, the ability to teach or explain verbally, and 
linguistic based humour.

Traits (Gardner 1983; 1993; 1999)   Related Characteristics   Challenge
Facility with words     Literary references
Explaining, teaching and learning abilities  Riddles, rhymes, puns
Convincing others of a course of action  Areas for communication
Linguistically-based humor    Narrative
Verbal memory and recall
Meta-linguistic analysis (language investigating itself)

The Spect rum Mat rix
The Spectrum Matrix inclusion in this practicum is to provide 
readers with an understanding of how psychological cognitive 
theories can translate into landscape architecture while 
simultaneously demonstrating the limitations of this method.

Notice
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(The Spectrum Matrix as illustrated in 
Terry Clements and Sarah Dorminey’s 
Spectrum Matrix: Landscape Design 
and Landscape Experience, 2011.)

Engaging the Visual / Spatial Intelligence Domain
Refers to: able to form mental images, understanding your relationship to the space occupied, mental manipulation, visual 
perception from alternative angles, visual memory, and an active imagination

Traits (Gardner 1983; 1993; 1999)   Related Characteristics   Challenge
Active imagination     Patterened or geometric divisions
Finding your way in space    Visual stories
Forming mental images    Distortion of space, size, shapes, colors
Mental manipulations of objects   Creation / maniulation of space, 
       size, view, color
Accurate perception from different angles  Mental manipulation challenges (such as
Visual Memory     M. C. Escher-like drawings)
Graphic representation (2 or 3 dimensions)

Engaging the Naturalistic Intelligence Domain
Refers to: encompasses the ability to grow things, sensitivity to flora and fauna, understanding people’s impact on nature 
and nature’s impact on people, and classification of not only species but also artificial items

Traits (Gardner 1983; 1993; 1999)   Related Characteristics   Challenge
Communication with nature   Revelation of natural process(es)
Sensitivity to nature’s flora    Planting areas for creation, reproduction
Growing things     Varying plant choices and uses
Recognizing and classifying species   Interaction with surroundings
Appreciating impact of nature on self    Use of different plants that relate to each other
 and self on nature    in subtle (not so subtle) ways
Caring for, taming, interacting with 
 living creatures

Engaging the Intrapersonal Intelligence Domain
Refers to: understanding of one’s internal self, to understand feelings and emotions that can guide behaviour. The ability to 
understand and label the difference between opposing emotions, feelings and sensory stimuli.

Traits (Gardner 1983; 1993; 1999)   Related Characteristics   Challenge
Effective verbal/non-verbal communication  Sport areas
Sensitivity to others    Group interactive elements
Empathy      Group interactive areas
Working cooperatively in a group   Outdoor classrooms
Creating and maintaining ‘synergy’ with others
Deep listening and understanding, perspective
 of another

Engaging the Interpersonal Intelligence Domain
Refers to: the outward relationship and understanding of other’s moods or motivations. To be able to distinguish among 
different people and their temperaments. The ability to understand and interpret others feelings or intentions, even when 
hidden, is the more advanced side of the interpersonal intelligence.

Traits (Gardner 1983; 1993; 1999)   Related Characteristics   Challenge
Concentration of the mind    Quiet areas
Mindfulness (stop and smell the roses)  Memorial areas
Meta-cognition (thinking about thinking)  Areas with large expansive views
Transpersonal sense of self    Labryinths
Awarenss of personal goals and motivations  Areas for individual creation or manipulation
Awareness and discrimination of one’s   of space and surroundings
emotional range

The Spectrum Matrix includes three columns. The first contains Gardner’s 
list of each of the intelligence domains. The second column lists related 
landscape elements and characteristics that may engage some of Gardner’s 
traits. The third column is left blank for users to articulate how specific 
elements and landscape qualities are to be incorporated into the site’s design 
to engage multiple intelligences of users at a variety of challenge levels.

Notice

Figure 66.
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 Uzzell and Lewand retell a study that was 

designed to identify whether “...landscape 

[architects] conceptualize and classify 

landscapes differently from the public as a 

result of their professional training” (Uzzell 

et al., 2014, pp. 3). The research concluded 

showing significant evidence of a different 

perspective towards landscapes between 

the two groups. It revealed that landscape 

architects/professionals classified fewer 

examples of landscapes in subjective terms 

than the public/non-professionals. Uzzell 

and Lewand explains,

“The professionals principally classified 
landscapes according to the use of the land 
such as recreational use, development, 
and production, or in terms of its physical 
characteristics - water, land, other 
descriptions and vegetation levels. The 
landscape architects [also] displayed more 
complicated and detailed [classifications] 
than the non-professionals...the public/
non-professionals classifications prioritized 
more aesthetic judgments and subjective 
associations like [imagery and emotions]...
which were not as evident in the 
professional classifications”

(Uzzell et al., 2014, pp. 4).

Uzzell and Lewand attribute this different 

view presumably to the direct “...product 

of landscape architects’ training and 

occupational ‘world-view’ which emphasizes 

the objective, physical qualities of the 

landscape and de-emphasizes a cognitive 

and affective response” (Uzzell et al., 

2014, pp. 4). Uzzell and Lewand conclude 

that landscape architects often consider 

the environment in an objective domain 

which leads them to not fully consider 

the “...transactions which inevitably take 

place between the environment and 

the individual” (Uzzell et al., 2014, pp. 

5). Recognizing that the environment 

comprises both an objective and subjective 
domain suggests an addition to the physical 

evaluation of a landscape (Uzzell et al., 2014,  

pp. 5). Uzzell and Lewand suggest that 

“...landscape architects should be more 
cognizant and sensitive to its subjective 
properties for the public (or clientele) [and 
that] the repertoire of evaluation procedures 
used by landscape architects to assess 
landscape quality should be more holistic 
and representative [of] the full range of 
human response to place” 

(Uzzell et al., 2014, pp. 5).

The study showed that the public placed a 

greater emphasis on the cognitive dimension 

and this suggests the need to consider the 

environmental associations individuals place 

on a setting more closely. Investigations into 

a clientele’s “...physical setting, activities and 

cognitions...” can suggest how one might 

understand the needs and requirements of 

the users so that “...landscapes and places 

can be planned and designed to provide 

greater stimulating and fulfilling settings for 

human activity” (Uzzell et al., 2014, pp. 5). 

However, like the Spectrum Matrix 
mentioned earlier, this has to be tempered 

with a note of caution. UzzelI and Lewand 

explore this cautionary tale,

“...if one attempts to design the environment 
in order to achieve particular psychological 
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or environmental goals then one would be 
falling prey to the accusation of architectural 
or environmental determinism. Such a 
view runs counter to the transactionalist 
perspective advocated [in environmental 
psychology]. Advocates of the determinist 
position argue that architecture determines 
our use of buildings and spaces, illustrated 
by Winston Churchill’s comment on the 
rebuilding of the House of Commons: 
‘we shape our buildings, and afterward 
our buildings shape us.’ While this has an 
appealing ring to it, research findings are 
more ambiguous. There is little research 
evidence of the direct effects of design 
on behavior. Although architectural 
determinism as an ethos is strong within the 
design professions, the evidence suggests 
that we cannot necessarily design for 
certain attitudes or behaviors, at least in the 
simplistic sense typically assumed”

(Uzzell et al., 2014, pp. 5).

In the end, even if it were possible to design 

the environment to influence attitudes and 

behaviors, to extend our capacities and to 

enhance our [landscape experiences], there 

is no guarantee that it can be achievable for 

everyone and every time. Flowscape is not 

about providing all the necessary resources 

and evidence that supports the theory of 
flow, or other cognitive theories that can 

potentially facilitate a higher landscape 

experience. That is simply beyond the 

scope of this practicum. However, it is in 

the practicum’s best interest to play devil’s 

advocate as it aims to challenge the notion 

of the affective landscape and the inherent 

nature of cognitive and psychological 

theory infused into landscape architecture. 

Through this acknowledgment, Flowscape 
is an exploration into the strategic approach 

towards assimilating flow into the film 

studio environment that may supersede 

conventional landscape architectural 

interventions. It is about recognizing 

flow and preserving a flow state for the 

landscape’s users. In the end, the practicum 

aims to use flow in the context of “...

reorganizing opportunities for creating 

enhanced landscape experiences...[that 

will place] ...more emphasis on [a person’s] 

cognitive and physical skills and abilities [to 

improve] their [overall] potential experience 

with the site” (Clements and Dorminey, 

2011, pp. 258). It sets the foundation 

for landscape architecture to create a 

landscape specifically designed to generate 

a flow experience, diversely engaging and 

reinforcing an individual’s flow through 

landscape interaction. Through this 

operation, the strategy behind the landscape 

architecture for the Film Studio District 

breathes life into the affective landscape, or 

its alias—flowscape.
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 In the scope of this practicum, 

Flowscape is referred to the understanding 

of the theory of flow and its relevance in the 

conscientious effort to create the affective 
landscape. In the pursuit of developing 

the Film Studio District centered on this 

strategy, Flowscape revolves around the 

acknowledgment of flow as a highly sought 

after resource that can be harnessed from 

the landscape and easily transferred to its 

workforce. Removing potential obstacles 

that hinder and detach one’s experience 

with flow is the ultimate goal towards 

improving film studio productivity 

through landscape architecture. Flowscape 

embraces the theory of flow and uses it in 

the creation of the affective landscape. In 

its recommendation for the Film Studio 

District in Toronto’s Port Lands District, this 

may be the greatest and most appropriate 

strategy for promoting Pinewood Toronto 

Studios as the undisputed destination for 

Hollywood North as well as a major fixture 

in international competition.

l
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"The ruins of the universe are stored in warehouses for sets, 
representative samples of all periods, peoples, and styles. Near 
Japanese cherry t rees, which shine through the corridors of dark 
scenery, arches the monst rous d ragon f rom the Nibelungen [sic], 
devoid of the diluvial terror it exudes on the screen. Next to
the mockup of a commercial building, which needs only to be cranked 
by the camera in order to outdo any skyscraper, are layers of coffins 
which themselves have died because they do not contain any dead. 
When, in the midst of all this, one stumbles upon Empire f urniture 
in its natural siZe, one is hard pressed to believe it is authentic. The 
old and the new, copies and originals, are piled up in a disorganiZed 
heap like bones in catacombs. Only the property man knows where 
everything is !"
-  Siegfried Kracauer,
 Calico World: The Ufa City in Neubabelsberg, 1926
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"The ruins of the universe are stored in warehouses for sets, 
representative samples of all periods, peoples, and styles. Near 
Japanese cherry t rees, which shine through the corridors of dark 
scenery, arches the monst rous d ragon f rom the Nibelungen [sic], 
devoid of the diluvial terror it exudes on the screen. Next to
the mockup of a commercial building, which needs only to be cranked 
by the camera in order to outdo any skyscraper, are layers of coffins 
which themselves have died because they do not contain any dead. 
When, in the midst of all this, one stumbles upon Empire f urniture 
in its natural siZe, one is hard pressed to believe it is authentic. The 
old and the new, copies and originals, are piled up in a disorganiZed 
heap like bones in catacombs. Only the property man knows where 
everything is !"

Still from Fritz Lang’s Die Nibelungen
Director: Fritz Lang

Producers: Erich Pommer
Decla-Bioscop and Universum-Film AG

Weimar Republic/Germany
Image Courtesy of World Cinema Guide

Figure 67.
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Flowscape and the 
Urban Reimagination

 

 Toronto’s Film Studio District is 

not the only recent studio development to 

feature “...broader local agendas relating 

to urban regeneration and re-imagining 

of place” (Goldsmith and O’Regan, pp. 63, 

2006). As mentioned earlier, many film 

industry producers and consultants agree 

that the lack of an international standard 

studio complex is an impediment to the 

Toronto’s capacity to attract international 

productions (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2006, 

pp. 64). This narrative plays a major role in 

“...the transformation of urban locales as the 

construction of new, purpose-built facilities 

on previously vacant lands [are happening 

all over the globe]” (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2006, pp. 65). Goldsmith and O’Regan 

address these creative constructions as 

“... they have involved the remediation of 
former heavy industrial areas or problem 
sites in areas close to the center of major 
cities. These developments are notable first 
because they form parts of entrepreneurial 
or enterprise city regeneration schemes that 
are designed to transform urban economies 
from a previous base in traditional 
manufacturing and heavy industry toward 
service industries, information and 
communication technologies, creative 
industries, entertainment, and tourism. 
Second, and relatedly, the studios and the 
international production they are expected 
to attract are notable for the ambiguous 
contribution they make to the re-imagining 
or brand identity of the host city and its 
pretensions to global city status... Studios in 

Sydney, Melbourne, Toronto, London, and 
even New York have been built or planned 
as vehicles for the transformation of sites 
whose former uses no longer fit with the 
image, ambition, or planning focus of the 
modern city”

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2006, pp. 66).

Toronto’s involvement within this has led 

to the formation of Pinewood Toronto 

Studios as the precursor and enabler to 

creating a Film Studio District, preparing 

the Port Lands for cultural, recreational, 

residential, and commercial usage in crafting 

the ultimate cinematic city (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2006, pp. 68). The competitive 

realm of chasing international productions 

in which cities compete against each other 

steers “...urban revitalization agendas in 

which the [film] studio is intended to 

transform the landscape and change the 

economic base of a place” (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2006, pp. 73). The proposition of 

the studio marks an urban regeneration 

strategy that enrolls it in

 “...entrepreneurial city planning...[where 
it fixates the studio in the position of 
leading]... the renovation of urban areas 
through a mix of developments including 
entertainment, leisure, and cultural facilities 
and attractions that generate a sense of the 
constantly changing experience of the city 
as a means to draw in investors, residents, 
workers, and tourists.

(Hall, 2002, pp. 386; cited in Goldsmith and 
O’Regan, 2006, pp. 73). 

 Toronto’s Port Lands redevelopment 

strategy and the proposition of the Film 
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Studio District is inevitably tied to the 

success of Pinewood Toronto Studios 

as a destination for international film 

production. The emphasis on infrastructure 

provision is designed not only for the sole 

purpose of achieving leading international 

production center status for the studio; it 

is ultimately aimed towards “...[enhancing] 

the quality of life [for] the city’s residents, 

[attracting] tourists, [stimulating] 

investment, [rejuvenating] inner city areas, 

and [repopulating] these areas with moneyed 

urban professionals and [knowledge-based] 

economy workers” (Hannigan, 2002, pp. 

181-189; cited in Goldsmith and O’Regan, 

2006, pp. 73). However, such an emphasis 

on infrastructure construction is a costly 

practice, and with that, it also brings 

new vulnerabilities “...as new places enter 

the competition to service international 

film production, the vulnerability of all 

[competitors/cities] increases” (Goldsmith 

and O’Regan, 2006, pp. 73). Relying on the 

transformative powers of the film studio and 

international production is a risky business 

maneuver in which many cities acknowledge 

and yet still pursue. Furthermore, the 

global competition for the world’s best 
film studio revolves around two main film 

studio typologies based on locality. Studios 

like Pinewood Toronto Studios are located 

in areas close to the center of major cities, 

and this affords them certain advantages 

over studios that are constructed on the 

peripheral to city centers (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2006, pp. 76). These specific 

advantages relate to a film studios reliance 

on the “...collaborative creative and 

promotional work of a cohort of mainly 

locally based advocates” (Goldsmith and 

O’Regan, 2006, pp. 78). Studios in places 

within proximity to potentially collaborative 

and relatable industries face fewer issues 

in their sustainability. Goldsmith and 

O’Regan explain the issue of sustainability in 

peripheral studio development;

“The problem facing [peripheral 
developments is that the work could 
conceivably disappear in a way that 
would be much less likely for traditional 
filmmaking centers (or global media cities) 
such as London or New York. Film studios 
are risky businesses even at the best of 
times and in the best of places. They can be 
extraordinarily expensive to build and equip, 
and they rely on strong and sustained
connection into national or international 
production circuits. The risks are multiplied 
when studios are located in extreme or 
peripheral places that may have no history 
of international production or sometimes 
of any production at all. These [peripheral 
studio developments] may lack much of the 
film-related and ancillary infrastructure 
necessary to generate and attract more than 
the single project that may have prompted 
their creation...an example of a single project 
creating studio infrastructure is Titanic and 
Fox Baja in Mexico or the Gold Coast studios 
in Australia [which were] initiated with a 
view to hosting Total Recall and were built 
despite the film being [eventually] produced 
elsewhere”

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2006, pp. 77).
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On the other hand, peripheral studio 

developments have inherent advantages 

against inner-city studios. They are 

established on lands that have lesser 

restrictions in land-use and are not hindered 

by national or municipal policies and 

regulations. These advantages can allow 

them to continuously grow and build 

more infrastructure, enabling them to 

out-compete and accommodate certain 

types of productions that require a level 

of production freedom. Furthermore, 

the disadvantages of peripheral studios 

currently in-place may be subdued in the 

future due to continuing advancements in 

telecommunications and other technologies 

that can allow themselves to operate more 

self-sufficiently than present day operations 

affords them. In the end, the two types 

of studio developments are the purest 

expression of the international studio 

system,

 “...[they] seek to become [distant] 
appendages imitating, simulating, and 
complementing the resources at the center 
(Hollywood)...they work within their limits 
and explore these to secure areas of local 
advantage and benefit...[however] they are 
the most vulnerable parts of that system”

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2006, pp. 106)

 Studio development is a form of 

“...risk-taking entrepreneurialism...” 

and these inherently risky ventures are 

predicated on the logic “...build it, and they 

will come” (Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2006, 

pp. 79). 

The competition between inner-city film 

studios and the continuing emergence 

of peripheral film studios in new parts of 

the world not only change the landscape 

of international production but also 

reorganizes the very urbanity of cities 

participating in this race. Toronto is in 

a position where it cannot solely rely on 

expanding and creating more film studio 

infrastructure as a way to propel it to the 
top;

“...Canadian studios can not afford 
complacency: the very circumstances of
globally dispersed production that made 
their spectacular participation possible
in the first place means that any number of 
places within [the world] can emulate [their 
services]...”

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2006, pp. 173).

The potential threat of being out-competed 

can originate from a variety of sources (such 

as macroeconomic interdependency, the 

reliance of ties to Hollywood, politics, etc.) 

and these sources are ever-increasing in 

complexity and diversity. Instead, Toronto 

and Pinewood Toronto Studios must look at 

the totality of a film studio in the context of 

“...[formulating] creative [industry] agendas 

driving the development of inner-city 

studios...[that appropriate] their ambition 

[of creating true] global media cities” 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2006, pp. 79). 

This strategy is where the idea of flowscape 

enters the picture. Flowscape encapsulates 

the Film Studio District as a world-leading 

creative industrial hub, sourced by the 
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affective landscape that aims to alter “...the 

texture and trajectory of places...”, moving 

the discussion of enhancing productivity 

through landscape architecture rather 

than simply through industrial studio 
infrastructure. 

 

 Flowscape lowers the risks behind 

the strategy of constructing costly film 

studio infrastructure. The advent of a film 

studio is predicated on crafting the greatest 

supplier of cinematic productivity. The 

strategy of increasing productivity strictly 

through infrastructure provision is a faulty 

strategy to film production supremacy. 

With such an industrial mentality towards 

film production, it essentially removes the 

creative individuals of the film industry 

from the equation. Although studio complex 

construction “...nurtures the development 

of associated services and infrastructure for 

both local and high-budget international 

production...”, it is the idea of flowscape 

that will ultimately “...permit the optimal 

use of the natural and built environment” 

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2006, pp. 41). The 

very nature of flowscape is predicated on 

the same logic “...build it and they will come” 

however, it is directed towards building 

the affective landscape rather than solely 

relying on the risky business of producing 

specific production infrastructure as a 

means to remain competitive. Film studio 

infrastructure is a highly specific amenity, 

and as globalization aids in helping other 

cities around the world enter the market, 

the competitive space of the film industry 

is becoming increasingly saturated and 

cluttered. This dynamic makes cities 

like Toronto all the more vulnerable and 

susceptible to the ebb and flow of the 

international production ecosystem. 

Flowscape addresses the apparent hypocrisy 

of the film industry as it brands itself a 

creative industry but operates in a very 

industrial fashion. The implementation of 

flowscape provides another dynamic layer 

in increasing the competitive advantage for 

the Film Studio District. It also recognizes 

the totality of the Film Studio District as a 

district embodying the creative industry and 

acknowledges the evolution of  operational 

strategies of industrial production towards 

the forward thinking of creative production. 

Film studios are judged based on their 

potential to provide the necessary services to 

support any form of production. Flowscape 
steers the discussion of productivity and 

performativity away from infrastructure 

capacity and more towards mental 

capacity. It is this strategic approach that 

leads to creating a studio operating in the 

advantageous affective landscape, ultimately 

embodying the inevitable transition towards 

a more productive sense of a film studio.

Flowscape for Toronto
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 The term affective landscapes “...

considers space and place beyond its 

material properties...” and is tied to the 

ability of a landscape to “...be employed 

as a trigger for theoretical and creative 

works” (Berberich et al., 2012, pp. 314). In the 

aspirations of a truly affective landscape to 

enhance the performance (not exclusively) of 

the film community, the landscape architect 

shifts the lens to frame a new perspective 

on creating an advantageous film studio. 

Through landscape architecture, the film 

studio can explore landscape potential. The 

opportunity to influence a user’s experience 

through creatively designing landscapes that 

facilitate and activate flow is a quality that 

cannot be replicated through the generic 

developmental studio strategies employed 

by all other competitors. Csikszentmihalyi 

claims that the “...control of consciousness 

determines the quality of life...” and 

flowscape embodies this very sentiment. The 

affective landscape identifies mental fatigue 

as the invisible inhibitor of productivity 

and frames the landscape towards being 

more inherently in-tune with the needs 

and desires of the growing (and not limited 

to) creative industry and their employees. 

Flowscape does not discredit the importance 

of studio infrastructure; it merely 

demystifies it. Flowscape is about embracing 

an affective landscape as the innovative 

approach, centralizing a new strategy 

that is more in tune with what drives true 

productivity in the studio setting. The 

strategy of the affective landscape coincides 

with the wider dynamics of Toronto’s urban 

regeneration and revitalization strategy 

through;

“...[changing the perspective on 
infrastructure development], [embracing]
the new economy priorities of governments 
with their enthusiasm for creative clusters, 
precincts, and converging services; and 
the character, planning, and operation of 
multinational media firms responding to a 
global economy by incorporating cities and 
regions into their various networks (and the 
actions of those cities and regions to become 
part of these global networks)”

(Goldsmith and O’Regan, 2006, pp. 61).

Fundamentally, Flowscape is the affective 
landscape which recognizes landscape 

infrastructure/architecture as the definitive 

asset in creating the Film Studio District 

as the titular Hollywood North. Flowscape 

reframes the landscape, the place, and 

the habitat as the affective landscape, 

the wondrous transaction and unfolding 

dialogue between human and landscape. 

Through flowscape, Toronto may become 

the preeminent favorite for international 

film production, recognized as the most 

enjoyable, rewarding, and productive film 

studio in the world.
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"...As landscape architects, we must 
approach the landscape on which we intend 
to impose form and f unction not as a 
tabula rasa, but as an entity possessing 
unique natural quality. This approach 
acknowledges the necessity of aesthetics and 
f unction while maintaining the unfolding 
dialogue between human and nature, 
st riving to maintain a sense of place,, 
learning to touch the landscape light ly..."

- Sophie Wilkinson
- A Psychological Perspective on Landscape, 2016

Pinewood Toronto Studios as of 2015
Base Map Data Layer

ESRI (Environmental Systems Resource Institute)
ArcGIS 10.3, 2016.

Redlands, California
Assessed on Feb. 22, 2016

Figure 68.
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Film Studio Dist rict
chapter twelve...

    Designed as the ‘center-piece’ of the Port 

Lands revitalization effort, the Film Studio 

District completes a major component 

within the landmark revitalization project, 

turning a vast area of an obsolescent port 

industrial landscape into a sustainable 

creative district and a world-class film 

studio. Through the transformation of 

the site, the Film Studio District creates a 

new employment composition designed 

to generate and support the emerging 

creative industries within Toronto. A vibrant 

and colorful mixture of commercial and 

residential units, interlaced with a system 

of parks and open green spaces reflect the 

principles of crafting a landscape responsible 

towards generating a successful working and 

living environment. The Film Studio District 

features a mixture of housing options, 

employment opportunities, community 

services, recreational and cultural facilities 

to support and encourage social and 

economic diversity. The Film Studio District 

embraces the presence of Toronto Pinewood 

Studios, celebrating its relationship towards 

the city. Capturing the studio’s catalytic 

influence, the project emphasizes two 

distinctive urban mosaics, mixing the two 

together to create a synergy akin to an 

ecotone: 

246



SCALE. 1:20000

Figure 69. 247



“...the transitional area or edge between two 

ecosystems containing more diversity and 

biotic activity than single habitats” (Milligan, 

2010, pp. 20). With the Creative District on 

the northern section and the Film Studio to 

the south, the Film Studio District marries 

the two landscapes together, creating a 

hybrid of incredible potential. The two 

halves work in unison, functioning on a 

mutually beneficial collaboration that makes 

the district truly greater than the sum of its 

parts. The Film Studio District is injected 

with landscape architectural works that 

are designed to communicate the affective 

landscape. Operating as the final ingredient, 

the affective landscape in the form of 

various significant forms of landscape 

architecture is strategically incorporated 

throughout the district and is the underlying 

organizing principle behind creating the 

most formidable creative industrial hub in 

the world.
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SCALE. 1:10000
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 Focusing primarily on the Creative 

District, the layout of the developmental 

blocks coincides with conceptual streets and 

blocks proposed in surrounding precinct 

plans. Fitting into its context the Creative 

District section of the Film Studio District 

to acts as the core of Toronto’s creative 

industry. By fitting in within the context of 

planned precincts, the district precludes a 

conventional grid layout, and doing so takes 

advantage of major regional transportation 

corridors and infrastructure including the 

rail corridor, Lakeshore Boulevard, the 

Proposed Broadview Avenue extension, 

and the soon-to-be constructed Don River 

Estuary. Consideration towards ensuring 

seasonal pedestrian comfort along streets 

and public spaces such as equally distributed 

Block Pat tern
sunlight, mitigated winter winds, and 

promoting summer breezes have influenced 

the block size and their orientations. The 

block pattern features an urban texture 

punctuated with large parklands. Having 

development blocks framing these parks 

creates an animated public realm where 

these spaces become points of interest 

servicing the community. This block pattern 

provides the foundational urban mosaic that 

gives the Film Studio District a unique and 

interactive personality.

 Development blocks alongside 

the Don Roadway and the Ship Channel 

promote these edges as established urban 

waterfront streetscapes. These development 

blocks also act as a curtain for Toronto 

Pinewood Studios. Instead of erecting 

a security barrier alongside the edges 

of the film studio, unique blocks will be 

constructed with partnerships between 

Waterfront Toronto and Toronto Pinewood 

Studios to create an urban edge that 

celebrated the coexistence between film 

studio and waterfront property.
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FILM STUDIO 
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FORM.
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21+ STOREYS

7-10 STOREYS
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STRONG VIEWS
PLACES OF INTEREST

SIGNIFICANT VIEW CORRIDORS

Buil t Form
 The Creative Districts’ built form 

continues the goal of ensuring seasonal 

pedestrian comfort. The district implements 

a hybrid building typology of mid-rise 

and point tower buildings. The district’s 

wide distribution of various building 

forms and heights affords significant 

view corridors. It also aids in alleviating 

exposure to northwesterly winter winds 

and noise pollution. The hybrid building 

typology prevents potentially uncomfortable 

downdraft along blocks of tall buildings 

through a 12.5 m setback at the base of a 

point tower. Alongside the northern edge of 

the district, mid-rise structures are used to 

mitigate noise generated from the heavily 

used transportation corridor, Lakeshore 

Boulevard. Taller buildings dominate the 

northern edge of the district to create a 

visually appealing skyline in correspondence 

to the tall buildings in Unilever District. 

Edge condition buildings never exceed 

three storeys to provide pedestrian comfort 

without overbearing adjacent structures. 

Moving south towards Commissioners 

Street, the built form cascades down in 

height to create a valley-like terracing 

landform, allowing sunlight and summer 

breezes to penetrate the district. The 

cascading effect also frames the streetscapes 

and parklands within and adjacent to the 

Creative District, providing people within 

the buildings strong views towards places 

of interests. The built form’s cascading 

effect is also integrated towards eliminating 

conflicting skylines for film studio activities. 

The southern edge is devoid of tall 

structures to eliminate unwanted visual 

obstructions and unwanted shadows cast 

onto potential exterior sets in Pinewood 

Toronto Studios.
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 Associated building programs within 

the corresponding built form create inviting 

urban blocks with active ground floors that 

establish a streetscape, providing clarity 

of circulation, varieties of interests, and a 

comfortable and liberating environment 

to live, work, and play. Through specific 

building programs and associated 

streetscape frontage and interaction, the 

Creative District will have clearly delineated 

public ways. An animated public realm 

is forged through building program and 

how it coincides with significant landscape 

architecture elements such as Innovation 

Plaza and McCleary Park. 

 Specific building programs affect how 

users move and use the Creative District. 

Through strategically placing building 

programs in specific areas, certain streets 

become places of interest, each with its 

own unique character such as grade-level 

retail creating prominent public streets 

within the urban fabric. These programs 

are designed to achieve a significant density 

while maintaining a highly-functional 

pedestrian comfort. A wide range of building 

programs yields a wide range of employment 

opportunities, encouraging a diverse 

economy. Commercial space, retail, and live/

work can supply conventional office space, 

research, and development, digital media, 

small businesses, etc.

Building Program
 Unique Live/Work buildings 

outlining Don Roadway and Harbour Road 

are part of a strategic real estate partnership 

between Waterfront Toronto and Pinewood 

Toronto Studios. The buildings double as 

infrastructure with permanent facades 

facing inwards towards the film studio and 

active building frontage with street-level 

amenities facing Harbour Road. These 

double-ended buildings coined ‘Janus’ 

buildings, are named after the Janus, the 

Roman god of gates, transitions, and duality.

 The strategic partnership allows 

Waterfront Toronto to fulfill its mandate 

in providing an active public waterfront 

with property while also creating valuable 

infrastructure for Pinewood Toronto Studios 

back lot shooting. The duality of these 

buildings continues the strategic approach 

towards building placement that satisfies the 

needs of both parties.
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 The Creative District will be 

comprised of an intricate and highly 

competitive transportation network 

system. A variety of street types, ranging 

from wide arterial thoroughfares like 

Broadview Avenue and Commissioners 

Street to pedestrian-exclusive corridors 

like Viller’s Street Promenade are only part 

of the district’s transportation system. In 

correspondence to Villier’s Island Precinct 

Plan, a dedicated LRT (Light Rail Transit) 

lane runs alongside the entire length of 

Commissioners Street, linking Villers Island 

from the west, through the Film Studio 

District, and east towards Warehouse 

District and East Port. Multi-modal 

transportation is also enhanced through 

continuing major bike trails intersecting 

within the Film Studio District to other 

areas. These dynamics make the Film Studio 

District a keystone site within the revitalized 

Port Lands area. The transportation 

network creates exceptional opportunities 

to integrate and extend these systems to 

overcome existing barrier conditions and 

reconnect emerging city neighborhoods. 

The potential is an innovative new transit-

oriented community with a strong emphasis 

on pedestrian, cycling, and public transit and 

limited use of the automobile.

Transportation
Network
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Balancing north-south roadways with significant east-west roadways 
fosters a greater balance of connectivity. Re-knitting existing and emerging 
neighborhoods within Toronto to the revitalized Port Lands allows the 
Film Studio District and company to truly become a destination and strong 
economic component to Toronto’s growing urban downtown.

EAST WEST WATERFRONT ROAD

NORTH SOUTH WATERFRONT ROAD

EXISTING SUBWAY

NEW LRT ROUTE

SMARTTRACK

APPROVED LRT ROUTE

RELIEF LINE SUBWAY

NEW

Promoting sustainable transportation and reducing automobile 
dependency complements the strategy of extending LRT routes into the 
Film Studio District. An alteration to the alignment of the proposed Relief 
Line allows a significant subway station to establish in the district, truly 
making it a keystone location within the Port Lands.

Figure 75.

Figure 76.
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NEW MULTI-MODAL TRAIL

EXISTING TRAILPedestrian and bicycle networks become a much larger component of 
the overall commuter and recreational network. Connecting existing 
trails within Film Studio District allows the district to act as a hub that 
seamlessly integrates west towards Central Waterfront, east towards the 
Beaches, and up towards Don Valley.

Future occupancy within the Film Studio District is a major component 
to the overall occupancy of the Port Lands. As a keystone district and 
the creative core of Toronto’s creative industry, the Film Studio District 
will be the most important district towards the success of the Port Lands 
revitalization efforts.
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 The physical infrastructure within 

the Film Studio District is responsibly 

designed towards environmental 

management. Mitigating environmental 

impacts is implemented by a stormwater 

management system composed of two 

systems: minor flow systems and major flow 

systems. The minor flow drainage system 

manages more frequent storm events, 

collecting and treating stormwater through 

green roofs evapotranspiration, conveyance 

controls such as biofiltration, rain gardens, 

etc., and disinfectant treatment facilities 

to allow clean water discharge into Lake 

Ontario. Major flow systems are designed to 

manage major storm events such as a 1:100-

year storm event. If storm events exceed 

inlet capture capacities and conveyance 

controls, resulting in overland flow, the 

stormwater is conveyed into a major inlet 

via deep tunnel system at the intersection 

of Broadview Avenue and Commissioners 

Street. Oil and grit separators and end-of-

pipe controls ensure a clean water discharge 

into the Ship Channel if conveyance 

controls become overburdened.

Stormwater
Management
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 Within the Film Studio District, 

there are six major landscape architectural 

works that accentuate the overall concept of 

flowscape. Each of these parks complements 

the re-envisioning of the public realm, 

fostering a new form of landscape that 

embodies a catalytic affectiveness towards 

those who use and interact with the 

landscape. Pre-existing conditions of green 

spaces found in the Port Lands were lifeless 

remnants of discarded landscapes left by 

industrial processes, effectively creating 

a non-place. Flowscape reimagines these 

landscapes into innovative new parks. Each 

park is strategically placed and specifically 

programmed to address the necessities of its 

surrounding context. Each park is designed 

with specific programmatic responsibilities 

and opportunities to respond to users. With 

an emphasis of the clientele of the creative 

economic workforce, tourists, visitors, and 

film studio employees, the parks found 

within the Film Studio District provide 

a colorful palette of activities, including 

passive and active recreation, amenities, 

services, and community spirit. The parks 

become an integral component that 

complements the new emerging knowledge-

based workforce that will call the Film 

Studio District home.

Park
Program
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McCleary Park
 Located at the north-east corner 

of the Film Studio District, its location 

serves as critical open green space shared 

amongst emerging neighbouring districts 

including Unilever District, Warehouse 

District, and South of Eastern. Designed 

to be the community spirit within the 

Film Studio District and the surrounding 

neighbourhoods, it becomes the central 

park of the District and the confluence of 

many transportation systems that mark it as 

the inaugural green core of the Port Lands 

urbanity. Originally, McCleary District was 

a plot of underdeveloped green space. The 

site is also home to the Commissioners 

Transfer Station, a trash disposal collection 

depot, and a decommissioned incinerator 

smokestack. In the creation of the affective 
landscape for the Film Studio District, 

the Commissioners Transfer Station is an 

object of conflict towards the overall goal 

as its colossal structure created a visual 

and psychological barrier, between the 

northern and southern section of the park. 

Although it is deemed as an industrial 

heritage building, it is in the best interest 

of the Film Studio District to remove 

the structure. Its demolition marks the 

transition of a landscape that prioritized 

industrial processes over the desires of the 

people. What takes its place is a powerful 

new open plaza. Focusing on fostering a 

strong community, it reflects an organized 

coexistence of transportation systems and 

programmatic amenities and services. The 

plaza features a TTC Metro Station that 

doubles as an amphitheater-like structure 

that features a seating arrangement on its 

roof providing a panoramic view over the 

extent of the plaza. Adjacent to it is a large 

water park, where water jets and interactive 

lighting harmoniously create a water theater. 

Materials recycled from the demolition of 

the Commissioners Transfer Station are 

used to create a garden made of native plant 

material and brick. Located at the base of 

the incinerator smokestack, it becomes the 

green courtyard leading up to the McCleary 

Park Performing Arts Centre which houses 

two auditoriums, a restaurant, and a parking 

garage housed in a flexible steel membrane. 

The cube structure is 40m x 40m and 

features an innovative LED lighting system 

embedded in the outer membrane, causing 

it to glow in the night, making the structure 

act as the park’s lantern. Temporary modular 

kiosks line Innovation Road and allow 

McCleary Park to host yearly programmatic 

events. The collection of these assets creates 

a plaza mosaic that is colorful, functional, 

and exciting community landscape. Moving 

north, the former industrial remnant in 
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the form of the incinerator smokestack 

is preserved to maintain visual motif, 

coinciding with the preservation of the 

smokestack across the Ship Channel at the 

Hearn Generating Station. This smokestack 

is retrofitted with a lighting scheme that 

affords it a new identity. The Beacon 

becomes a strong visual identifier within the 

park, repeating the thematic reinvention 

of assets within McCleary Park. Weaving 

throughout the site is the Elevated Bikeway. 

Suspended 25-30 ft above the ground, it 

connects and promotes cyclist travel in and 

out of the Film Studio District, connecting 

to Unilever District to the north and the 

proposed Hearn Cultural Center to the 

south. The Elevated Bikeway provides an 

exciting perspective for not only commuter 

travel but also visual interaction with the 

site. Finally, large flexible and expansive 

green spaces called Great Lawns can host 

large congregations of people, seasonal 

programs, or impromptu recreational uses. 

Two large hills punctuate the landscape, 

creating an amphitheater-like atmosphere 

where users can climb onto and view the 

entirety of McCleary Park. 
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ELEVATED
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Entry/exit to the 
Elevated Bikeway

Major TTC Station in Film Studio District.
Roof of Station acts as a viewing 
platform, providing panoramic view 
across McCleary Park Plaza.

The Water Plaza features over 250 
computer controlled water fountains 
that activate the space with a dance 
of water.

INTERACTIVE 
LIGHTING

SEATING
PAVILION
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LOCATION

SECOND
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MAIN
AUDIOTORIUM

MAIN 
ATRIUM

MAIN
LOBBY

RESTAURANT
CAFE

PARKING
GARAGE

The Green Courts feature remnants of 
the old Commissioners Transfer Station 
embedded into its design. A beautiful 
courtyard infused with industrial history

The decommissioned incinerator is 
reactivated as a light beacon. Fitted with 
thousands of lights, it offers a powerful 
focal point in the park.

The Performing Arts Centre is a cube structure with 
two auditoriums, restaurant and cafe, and a parking 
garage. Clothed in a flexible steel membrane, it 
glows a brilliant light, acting as a powerful ‘lantern’ 
illuminating the McCleary Park Plaza.

S1

Figure 83.
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GREAT 
LAWN

The Great Lawn is a large expansive green space for the residents and visitors of the Film 
Studio District. A flexible space that can host large congregations of people, seasonal 
programs, or impromptu recreational uses.

UNILEVER
DISTRICT

The dramatic backdrop of the Unilever 
District provides strong architectural views 
throughout the park.
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AMPHITHEATRE 
HILL

Amphitheater Hills is constructed with available fill from building construction. Providing 
topographical interest throughout McCleary Park, it provides a sloping lawn segmented 
by white concrete retaining walls for people to lie, down, sit, and relax, while enjoying the 
panoramic view across the Great Lawn and the Film Studio District.

ELEVATED
BIKEWAY

One of two points within the Elevated 
Bikeway where it meets to grade, 
allowing people to secure their bikes 
and explore McCleary Park on foot.

S2

Figure 84.
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INNOVATION
PLAZA

 Innovation Plaza is designed as the 

economic destination in the heart of the 

Film Studio District’s creative industry. A 

landscape that is comprised of components 

that deliver on the promise of the affective 

landscape, the plaza implements the mixture 

of social and communal interaction in a new 

innovative context. Designed as a shared 

courtyard to its immediate context, the park 

resonates outward towards the edges of the 

creative-based economic offices that border 

it. Innovation Plaza is poised to be a major 

destination for instilling Flowscape in the 

workplace. 

 The northern edge of the plaza 

coincides with Villier’s Street Promenade, a 

unique pedestrian corridor that is supported 

by street-level retail. This forms a natural 

progression of street-level retail and services 

that complement visitors to naturally 

stumble into Innovation Plaza. On the 

eastern side, three large elliptical-shaped 

hills provide a sloping green lawn for users 

to meet, rest, converse or relax. On the 

western side of the park, small pockets of 

heavily-dense canopied green spaces provide 

a much more intimate user experience. 

The dense trees and varied plant palette are 

derived from native plant species associated 

to the Niagara Escarpment, a region within 

the Mixedwoods Plains ecozone native 
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to the Southern Ontario area. A variety 

of tree types, seating arrangements, and 

paving materials create unique quiet 
rooms within the park, allowing users to 

become enveloped within a lush garden, 

providing a voluntary escape from urban life. 

Innovation Plaza’s use of irregular patterns 

of stone is generated from the conflation 

of the district’s desire lines that lead to the 

plaza. Punctuating the open area of the 

Plaza are places where exceptional public 

art such as sculptures can be installed to 

promote art and culture. At the southern 

border of Innovation Plaza is a collection of 

temporary kiosks which can be inhabited 

throughout the year to provide the necessary 

infrastructure for yearly events such as 

farmer’s markets, job fairs, etc. 

 The most distinctive element within 

Innovation Plaza is the Cloud Canopy, a 

programmatic-rich pavilion that is not 

merely just a shade structure. The pavilion 

roof features photovoltaic cells that capture 

solar energy to provide power for park 

uses. The roof valleys in the structure also 

collect and store stormwater to be recycled 

and used for irrigation and infrastructure 

purposes. The smart canopy also cultivates 

community artists to commission a lighting 

exhibition through its assimilation of 

captured stormwater into a watery lighting 

feature.

VILLIERS STREET PROMENADE
A gracious tree-lined street with street-level amenities offer a 
strong pedestrian corridor that connects people across the 
Film Studio District.

THE QUIET GARDEN
A space for relaxing and conversing. The garden is a 
heavily canopied space with undulating topography and 
seating arrangements for individuals to teleport themselves 
to a dense forest canopy from the hustle and bustle of the 
busy Film Studio District.

PUBLIC ART
A visually dominant art installation/sculpture to be placed 
in the middle of the plaza as a major focal point drawing in 
visitors.

HILL TOP GREENS
Three large green mounds provide topographical interest to 
the site and large lawn spaces for people to lie down and 
rest upon.

SHARED STREET
A street that allows for multiple ways of travel choices,. 
It features the same paving as the plaza and becomes 
a flexible extension of the plaza, able to host events 
throughout the year.

CLOUD CANOPY
The Cloud Canopy features photovoltaic panels affixed 
to the pavilion roof to generate power for the surrounding 
spaces, roof valleys to collect rainwater into cisterns used for 
the atmospheric water feature and irrigation. The canopy 
acts simultaneously as a pavilion space, expansive water 
feature, and shade structure.

MARKET HUB
This corner of the plaza houses the modular kiosks that can 
be rearranged and reassembles underneath the Smart 
Canopy. This kiosks provide intermediate infrastructure 
for the plaza to host year-round events such as farmer’s 
markets, conferences, or festivals.
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LTER STREET
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INNOVATION ROAD

A Place for 
Everyone
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THE QUIET 
GARDEN

PUBLIC 
ARTVILLERS STREET 

PROMENADE

The Quiet Garden provides a serene, densely canopied forest featuring plant species 
reflecting the Niagara Escarpment injected directly into the middle of a vibrant 
cityscape. The Garden is a place where people can come and escape from the city 
to rejuvenate the mind and body. Seating arrangements and grassy lawns provide 
ample space for congregation as well as self-relaxation.

PLANT
LIST

TREES
• Eastern White Pine (Pinus strobus)
• Eastern Hemlock (Tsuga canadensis)
• Yellow Birch (Betula alleghaniensis) 
• Red Pine (Pinus resinosa)
• Sugar Maple (Acer saccharum)
• Amur Maple (Acer ginnala)
• Red Oak (Quercus rubra)
• Basswood (Tilia americana)
• White Elm (Ulmus americana)
• Tulip-tree (Liriodendron)
• Blue Ash (Fraxinus quadrangulata)
• Red Mulberry (Morus rubra)
• Kentucky Coffee-tree (Gymnocladus dioicus)
• Black Walnut (Juglans nigra)
• Maidenhair Tree (Ginkgo biloba)
• Cucumber Tree (Magnolia acuminata)

SHRUBS AND GRASSES
• Small-whorled Pogonia (Isotria medeoloides)
• Wood Poppy (Stylophorum diphyllum)
• Trilliums (Trillium sp.)
• Clover (Trifolium sp.)
• Black-eyed Susans (Rudbeckia hirta)
• Goldenrod (Solidago virgaurea var. leiocarpa)
• Wild Raspberry (Rubus occidentalis)
• Staghorn Sumac (Rhus typhina syn. R. hirta)
• Highbush Cranberry (Viburnum trilobum)
• Redosier Dogwood (Cornus sericea)
• Willow (Salix sp.)
• Cattails (Typha sp.)
• Water lilies (Nymphaeaceae sp.)
• Sedges (Cyperaceae sp.)
• Purple Loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria)
• Elderberry (Adoxaceae sp.)
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The Cloud Canopy is a multi-functional installation that expands into a program-rich 
pavilion. The canopy itself features an array of photovoltaic panels that absorb solar 
energy to provide power to the park, as well as roof valleys collect rainwater to be 
recycled for usage in the kiosks below as well as a exciting water feature that emits a 
mist supported by volumetric lighting.

PROGRAM-RICH PAVILION
The Smart Canopy functions 
simultaneously as a shade 
structure, water feature, 
amenity hub, cafe, restaurants, 
event space, auditorium, and 
other community services for 
the surrounding Film Studio 
District.

SOLAR POWER COLLECTING 
ROOF
The Smart Canopy features an 
array of photovoltaic panels 
affixed to the steel structure to 
capture and generate enough 
electricity for all of the park’s 
power demands.

WATER COLLECTING ROOF
The Smart Canopy structural 
form and arrangement 
creates horizontal ‘roof valleys’ 
that collect water into an 
underground cistern to be 
used for water demands from 
kiosks as well as the volumetric 
mist water feature.

INTERACTIVE LIGHTING
The Smart Canopy reacts to 
the visitors below. Following 
algorithms that detect 
movement, the play of 
light coincides with the 
visitors below, creating a 
dynamic interaction between 
technology and people.

Figure 88
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 Commissioners Street Plaza is 

designed to act as the spine of the Film 

Studio District. Formally a wide roadway 

that exclusively focused on the automobile, 

the redesign of Commissioners Street 

reinvents the streetway as a destination 

within the Film Studio District. Its 

reinvention clarifies a distinctive streetscape 

that coordinates pedestrians, vehicles, and 

an LRT line to coexist in harmony. It is 

designed to not only service itself to the 

northern section of the creative industry 

but also work in unison and complement 

the Pinewood Toronto Studios to the 

south. Commissioners Street Plaza does not 

simply add a new modern layer atop the 

earlier streetscape, instead, it establishes 

an infrastructure that meets the needs and 

desires of contemporary life.

 Commissioners Street Plaza acts as 

the elongated main public square of the Film 

Studio District. At over 900 meters long 

and 20 meters wide, the plaza re-articulates 

Commissioners Street as a true pedestrian 

corridor with a consistent building frontage 

with street-level amenities. The Plaza is 

coordinated through three main sections. 

The restaurant and cafe promenade located 

directly beside the buildings offers a variety 

of retail and amenities such as restaurants 

Commissioners 
St reet PlaZa

COMMISSIONERS
PLAZA
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and cafes to support the plaza. Brightly 

colored modular patio furniture creates 

a strech of restaurant and cafe furniture, 

making it a wonderful recreational 

destination for the entirety of the Port 

Lands. In the middle is a tree-lined allee of 

Red Maples that lines the entirety of the 

plaza. A distinctively Canadian tree, the rows 

of Red Maple act as a distinctively Canadian 

landscape gesture.

 The southern edge of the 

Commissioners Street Plaza is an open 

space that borders a dedicated bike lane 

and is shielded by parallel parking over 

permeable paving. As a  thematic gesture 

to film production south of the plaza, a 

letterbox frame bench is implemented into 

the plaza. Sitting on top of a metal frame, 

it makes a full rotation every hour, utilizing 

the world around it for users to experience a 

continuously changing and uniquely framed 

perspective.

RED MAPLE ALLEE

RESTAURANT AND CAFE PROMENADE
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PARALLEL PARKING
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RAIN GARDENS
Rain Gardens within the plaza offer points for stormwater 
runoff to naturally filter into the site. Plants are chosen for their 
color, height, and phytoremediation capabilities: the plant 
species not only target urban pollutants but also remediate 
residual pollutants from the sites industrial history.

BIKE PATH 
A dedicated bike path runs parallel with Commissioners 
Street to allow for a multi-modal transportation ‘spine’ 
throughout the Film Studio District. Created with 
luminophores particles embedded into the concrete, the 
bike path illuminates at night.

PARALLEL PARKING
Permeable concrete surface is used to provide parallel 
parking alongside the Plaza. The parking arrangement 
allows vehicles to shelter the bike lanes from adjacent traffic 
as well as provide parking space for yearly events such as 
festivals, food trucks, etc.

DEDICATED LRT LINE
Coinciding with Lower Don Lands initiative for creating a 
LRT line on the southern edge of Villier’s Island, this LRT line 
continues through the Film Studio District, providing light rail 
transportation throughout the Port Lands area. Furthermore, 
the LRT Line shares exclusivity with Pinewood Toronto Studios 
where film-related vehicles can use this section to exit/enter.

RED MAPLE PROMENADE
An allee of Red Maple trees line the entirety of the Plaza. The 
most distinctive feature of the Plaza, the maple tree glows 
a brilliant red in the fall and provide ample shade for the 
plaza. A distinctively Canadian tree, the Allee promotes the 
space to local and international audiences as a Canadian 
landscape.

REVOLVING PLATFORM
A unique seating experience in the Plaza, the frame that 
conforms into a park bench features a 16:9 letterbox frame 
to frame user’s views. The revolving platform it sits on makes 
a full rotation every hour, alternating user’s perspectives, 
making the bench a heightened experience.

BUILDING FRONTAGE
Grade-level services such as outdoor cafes and restaurants 
line the plaza offering a wide variety of amenities. Outdoor 
tables and seating become an element of spatial design 
both functional and visual identity. On specific events, the 
modular tables and chairs can be completely removed to 
allow for free pedestrian passage.

LETTERBOX
FRAME BENCH

STEEL
FRAME

CONCRETE
FOUNDATION

REVOLVING
PLATFORM
DIAGRAM
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 Pinewood Park is located on the 

southern edge of Commissioners Street. 

It is a park that complements the services 

of providing a physical and visual barrier 

to the Pinewood Toronto Studios without 

bearing the appearance of a wall. Designed 

as an asymmetrical promenade where a 

triple row of Eastern White Pine (Pinus 

strobus) trees take center stage, the park is 

a communicative gesture between the film 

studio and the Film Studio District. The 

park is designed to remove the impression of 

a walled compound and creates a landscape 

that fits in the context of two bordering 

districts. 

 Along the edge of Pinewood Toronto 

Studios, Eastern White Pine trees aligned in 

rows of three stand adjacent to an elongated 

plaza. The plaza evokes a civic space 

through large letter sculptures that spell 

out ‘Pinewood Toronto Studios’ in front 

of the colonnade of trees. Pedestrian space 

is separated by specially designed circular 

rings which house each of the Eastern White 

Pine trees. Rows of Eastern White Pine trees 

contrast dramatically against the granite 

paving and Eastern Gamagrass (Tripsacum 

dactyloides), creating an orientation where 

people can travel across two different 

environments. This orientation of planting 

palette and a lighting installation within the 

Pinewood
Park

PINEWOOD 
PARK

canopies of the Eastern White Pines evokes 

the cinematic wonder of traveling into 

another time and place.

 Due to the nature of its location, 

the area formally hosted heavy industrial 

processes which left the landscape heavily 

contaminated. Evidence from bore 

hole sampling suggests large plumes of 

contaminants are moving beneath the 

immediate soil due to a high water table. 

CH2M Hill Canada Limited identify the 

main contaminants on the site include: 

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs), 

Petroleum hydrocarbons (PHCs), Polycyclic 

aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and Metals 

and Inorganics (CH2M Hill Canada Limited, 

2016). It is known that many contaminants 

originated from former industrial operations 

with the most predominant contaminant 

involving PHCs, which appeared in very 

high concentrations, followed by metals 

and inorganics which encompassed a 

large majority of the impacts within 

the fill (CH2M Hill Canada Limited, 

2016). Pinewood Park responds to this 

situational context and also introduces 

phytoremediation as a component of 

the park. Pinewood Park reinforces the 

relationship of two urban dynamics 

alongside the healing of the landscape it 

dwells upon.
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DEGRADATION 
BOSQUE

•  Eastern White Pines (Pinus strobus) are planted as Degradation Bosques to break up petroleum  
 and slowly degrade it over time. The trees can also tap into the polluted high water table and   
 plumes, take up the water, degrade the petroleum, and stop the migrating plume (Kennen   
 and Kirkwood, 2015). 
•  Targeted Contaminants - Petroleum Hydrocarbons, Organic Solvents, Perchloroethylene   
 (PCE), Trichloroethylene (TCE) and by-products, Vinyl Chloride (Ferro et al., 2003; cited in   
 Famulari, 2017; Kennen and Kirkwood, 2015)
•  Accumulation Type - Phytoextraction, Phytodegradatinon, Rhizodegradation, Phytohydraulics

DEGRADATION 
COVER

•  Eastern Gamagrass (Tripsacum dactyloides) are planted as Degradation Cover to maintain open  
 sight-lines while also remediating petroleum found in surface soils through degradation. The   
 plant does not have to be harvested in order to remove the contaminant. The plant cover   
 also stabilizes non-extractable metals (Kennen and Kirkwood, 2015)
•  Targeted Contaminants - Petroleum Hydrocarbons, Anthracene, Arsenic, Chloroform, Lead,   
 Perchloroethylene (PCE), Polychlorinated Biphenyl (PCB), Trichloroethylene (TCE) and   
 by-products, Tritium, Zinc (Ferro et al., 2003; cited in Famulari, 2017; Kennen and Kirkwood, 2015)
•  Accumulation Type - Phytoextraction, Phytodegradatinon, Rhizodegradation, Phytostabilization

Soil analysis conducted by CH2M Hill Canada Limited conclude that the majority of the 
petroleum hydrocarbon contaminants within the soil originated from ‘former Imperial Oil lands,’ 
dating back to 1925 (CH2M Hill Canada Limited, pp. 10, 2016). Specific phytotechnology programs 
are selected and utilized to stabilize and remediate a near century’s worth of pollutants. These 
programs are best suited to treat the contaminants and fit within the context of the overall design 
scheme of Pinewood Park.
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LIGHTING INSTALLATION
An array of LED lights hang from the canopies of the Eastern 
White Pines to activate the park through a whimsical display 
of coloured light. The lights pulsate and dance across the 
canopy creating a space that not only differs between night 
and day but add another layer of creating something new 
and cinematic.

LETTER SCULPTURE
3 meter high steel sculptures of letters line the entirety of 
Pinewood Park spelling out Pinewood Toronto Studios. 
Creating an iconic sculpture that gives identification to not 
only the film studio but also to the Film Studio District, it is a art 
piece that is centered around the inviting nature between 
the film studio and the public.

PINEWOOD PARK WALKWAY
A 10 meter granite paved walkway creates an generous 
pedestrian passage adjacent to the Eastern White Pine 
forest in the backdrop. The walkway is a public destination, 
setting the stage for discovery and cinematic wonder by the 
cumulative features within the forest.

RAIN GARDENS
A sloping rain garden planted with colourful palette of 
shrubs, bushes, and grasses create a aesthetically pleasing 
barrier to the LRT line adjacent to it. Long wooden seating 
arrangements aligned the rain gardens to provide people 
with a place to admire the array of Eastern White Pine trees 
and the letter sculptures.

294



S1

RAIN 
GARDENS

PINEWOOD 
PARK WALKWAY

DEDICATED
LRT LINE

LETTER 
SCULPTURE

Figure 96
295



PINEWOOD 
PARK

296



Figure 97

297



 The Port Lands Energy Park is 

designed to promote active recreation 

and lifestyle. Fitting within the context of 

Pinewood Toronto Studios, the park is an 

outdoor recreational center for all users. 

The original site featured a large hydro 

substation with transmission towers which 

created an exclusive eyesore in the backdrop 

of the studio. Fitting into the context of the 

Film Studio District, it became evident that 

this area needed to be reimagined. With 

relocating these services elsewhere in the 

Port Lands, and the sites close adjacency to 

Broadview Avenue, the area is promoted into 

an energy park, a park that cultivates energy 

from active recreation and sport.  

 Harvesting the pre-existing 

infrastructure of the substation, the design 

transforms the steel into a new steel walled 

construction in the form of an activity 

pavilion. This 45 meter by 40-meter steel 

structure houses two full-sized basketball 

courts. The steel pavilion walls feature a 

trellis where native climbing vines transform 

the space into textures of light, shadow, 

smell, and color. This space can become 

large event spaces and can host year-round 

programmatic community events. Two 

beach volleyball courts are also located 

Port Lands 
Energy Park

PORT LANDS 
ENERGY PARK

in the Port Lands Energy Park as well as 

three raised green lawns that provide a 

rich palette of textures to host a variety of 

recreational and sporting activities. The 

preservation of the transmission towers add 

to the unique visual character of the site and 

helps reinforce the dynamic transition from 

electrical infrastructure that expelled human 

contact to a park that relishes in human 

activity and energy. 

 Due to the proximity of the public 

park and the film studio directly beside it, 

issues of privacy and security are required 

to be addressed. The park features a 25 ft 

wooden wall that curves upward which 

features small interventions within the 

wall such as rope climbing apparatuses and 

sections of rock climbing. The wall that 

separates the two urban dynamics fulfills the 

requirements of privacy and security while 

also creating a unique piece of infrastructure 

that is in tandem with the overall goal for 

the Port Lands Energy Park.
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BLEACHER SEATING
Wooden seating along the Activity Pavilion and Activity Wall 
provide ample seating for spectators to watch activities 
within the pavilion. Above the bleacher seating is a large art 
mural by local Toronto artists. 

ACTIVITY WALL
The Activity Wall is installed to seperate the public from the 
private workings within Pinewood Toronto Studios. To lower 
the impression of a barrier, the wall is laced with recreational 
activities including rock climbing, rope climbing, jungle 
gym, etc. 

GREEN LAWN
Raised green lawns provide space for a multitude of 
activities to take place.

OPEN PLAZA
The Open Plaza is a transitional open green space that ties 
the Port Lands Energy Park with Harbour Road allowing for a 
seamless transition between the two public spaces.

BEACH VOLLEYBALL
Beach Volleyball courts are installed to encourage the 
active sport for all visitors. The sand is an inviting texture to 
go alongside the waterfront edge and active recreation 
opportunities.

PRESERVED TRANSMISSION TOWERS
Hydro transmission towers are preserved to add industrial 
heritage to the site and to use in part with the narrative of 
the site transitioning from industrial land to creative land. The 
contrast is a unique display of the site’s history.

ACTIVITY PAVILION
Recycled steel from demolished warehouses and the 
hydro substation are reformatted into a ‘steel shell.’ The steel 
construction has integrated a lighting scheme and perennial 
climbing vines. The pavilion houses two full-sized basketball 
courts and acts as a flexible open space that can double as 
event space, outdoor auditorium, and impromptu meeting 
grounds

OUTDOOR GYM
A inviting space adjacent to the Activity Wall hosts a caopied 
outdoor gym where people can do a vareity of body weight 
excersizes such as calethetics, plyometrics, etc.

POTENTIAL ACTIVITIES

ACTIVITY
WALL

ACTIVITY
PAVILION
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The Activity Wall is a 25 feet high wall constructed to provide separation between 
public and Pinewood Toronto Studios without creating the sensation of an enclosed 
compound or segregation. The Activity Wall features outdoor gym elements such as 
rope climbing, integrated rock climbing walls, etc. to create an ‘fence’ that promotes 
active recreation to not only the public but the studio employees as well.
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The Activity Pavilion is a 40m x 45m hollow steel structure that reuses steel from the removed 
hydro substation. The large permeable structure houses two full-sized basketball courts 
and features trellis walls that allow native climbing vines to grow. This dynamic creates a 
unique outdoor gymnasium characterized uniquely through light, color, smell, and texture. 
The Activity Pavilion can be used year-round, hosting many community events that can 
strengthen the relationship with Pinewood Toronto Studios and the public.
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ART
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 Harbour Front Promenade is the new 

waterfront destination not only for the Film 

Studio District but the entirety of Toronto 

itself. The Harbour Front Promenade 

is a coalescing of two urban dynamics 

into one: the combination of the urban 

waterfront and the extent of a productive 

film studio. This combination ultimately 

yields something far more unique, and thus, 

Harbour Front Promenade may become one 

of the most unique waterfront destinations 

in the world. 

 The property that separates 

Pinewood Toronto Studios and the Harbour 

Front Promenade is a unique piece of 

waterfront real estate. Fashioned through 

joint partnerships with Waterfront Toronto 

and Pinewood Studios, the properties 

are live/work buildings designed and 

constructed to the regulations of the film 

studio backlot. This unique real estate offers 

the oppourtunity for people to live and work 

in a livable backlot simultaneously living by 

the waters edge. The properties are double 

faced, with one side as a permanent backlot 

set and the other the true livable and active 

building front. Each block is designed with 

an architectural character reminiscent 

of various places around the world. This 

stretch of globally dispersed buildings 

Harbour F ront
Promenade

HARBOUR FRONT 
PROMENADE
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with iconic streetscapes creates the most 

unique harbour front in the world. Through 

inspiration with regard to its unique 

context, the real estate along the Harbour 

Front Promenade embraces the authenticity 

of the inauthenticity.

 The streetscape features colorful 

patio furniture that remains consistent 

throughout the promenade. A zone of 

planters doubling as rain gardens provides 

natural biofiltration of stormwater and 

seating in a lush tree-lined space. The 

lighting posts design are simple corton-steel 

construction and unique in their ambiguous 

appearance to not conflict with the Harbour 

Front Promenade narrative. A woonerf, a 

shared roadway for slow moving vehicular 

traffic and pedestrians allow for a multitude 

of transportation options while also turning 

the streets into a shared public space. A 

set of terracing steps forms a continuous 

seating arrangement for visitors to look out 

over the Ship Channel. Complemented by 

a generously wide boardwalk that retains 

boat mooring facilities, the Harbour 

Front Promenade maintains being a true 

harbour location infused with a uniquely 

transportive narrative.

UNIQUE 
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RAIN 
GARDENS

LIGHT
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Pinewood Toronto Studios currently 

occupies 300,000 sq ft of space leased 

from the Toronto Port Lands Company. 

As of 2016, the organization is in a current 

expansion process (as of 2017) to lease an 

additional 135,000 square feet of space 

for the construction of new facilities to 

reach the demand for the studio (City of 

Toronto, 2016). With a long-term plan in 

place for Pinewood Toronto Studios to 

eventually double in size, the practicum 

looks more into the future in regards to 

studio infrastructure for Pinewood Toronto 

Studios. With an emphasis on achieving 

the titular Hollywood North status and 

the completion of the revitalization efforts 

within Port Lands by 2050, the practicum 

envisions the most complete iteration 

to remain competitive based on globally 

leading competitive studio trends. It 

envisions Pinewood Toronto Studios to 

become a staple component in the Film 

Studio District and focuses on maximizing 

the potential for the studio to become the 

most creative and productive film studio in 

the world.

Pinewood Toronto Studios

PINEWOOD 
TORONTO
STUDIOS

MEGA STAGE   45,900 sq ft 
STAGE 7   18,000 sq ft 
STAGE 8   18,000 sq ft 
STAGE 2   15,000 sq ft 
STAGE 3   15,000 sq ft 
STAGE 1    12,000 sq ft 
STAGE 9   10,000 sq ft 
STAGE 10   10,015 sq ft 
STAGE 11   10,015 sq ft 
STAGE 12   10,015 sq ft

STAGE 5   41,800 sq ft
STAGE 6    41,800 sq ft
STAGE 13   10,015 sq ft 
STAGE 14   10,015 sq ft 
STAGE 15   10,015 sq ft 
STAGE 16   19,040 sq ft 
STAGE 17   19,040 sq ft 
STAGE 18   19,040 sq ft 
STAGE 19   19,040 sq ft 
STAGE 20   19,040 sq ft 
STAGE 21   19,040 sq ft 
STAGE 22   19,040 sq ft 
STAGE 23   19,040 sq ft 
STAGE 24   19,040 sq ft 
STAGE 25   19,040 sq ft 
STAGE 26   19,040 sq ft 
STAGE 27   19,040 sq ft 

SOUTH WEST BACK LOT  3.3 acres / 145,500 sq ft
SOUTH EAST BACK LOT  1.6 acres / 71,655 sq ft

Pinewood Toronto Studios
Expansion

NEW INFRASTRUCTURE
EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE
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 The stormwater management within 

the Pinewood Toronto Studios focuses 

on stormwater runoff distribution from 

impermeable surfaces such as parking 

lots and ancillary space to the roofs of 

sound stages into conveyance controls and 

interventions. Infiltrated stormwater runoff 

into cisterns will recirculate water into a 

parallel system of rain gardens and bioswales 

to be purified for human contact. 

 Recycled storm water is used for 

irrigation purposes as well as low-flow 

toilets and other uses. Pinewood Toronto 

Studios stormwater infrastructure is tied 

into the major storm system in the Film 

Studio District and in the event of a major 

storm event; overland flow is diverted to a 

major inlet at the confluence of Pinewood 

Road and Broadview Avenue.
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 Pinewood Toronto Studios is 

supported by an extensive and highly 

competitive transportation system. This 

variety of potential transportation services 

offer employees of the film studio to access 

and utilize efficient public transit. Special 

consideration has gone into the integration 

of Pinewood Toronto Studios to the overall 

context to avoid potential obstacles that may 

hinder the productivity of the studio. One 

element is the dedicated LRT line which 

is on the northern edge of the film studio. 

Although the LRT line acts as a natural 

barrier to keep the majority of the public 

from wandering onto Pinewood Toronto 

Studios property, its current configuration 

conflicts with the access gates of the 

northern-west section of sound stages as 

the access gates were designed to open up 

to the now altered Commissioners Street. 

To rectify this, Pinewood Toronto Studios 

have exclusive access to the LRT line 

with their vehicles to address the issue of 

accessibility with large vehicles. Overall, the 

transportation network to and within the 

film studio carefully considers all modes of 

transport as well as all types of vehicles. This 

creates a film studio that is fully integrated 

into its surrounding context and alleviates 

any resistance to its functionality.

Transportation 
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DEDICATED LRT LANE
Shared exclusivity with the Light Rail system and vehicles 
moving in and out of Pinewood Toronto Studios alleviates 
the issue of creating awkward diversions of traffic within the 
studio. By allowing this shared roadway between the LRT 
and film studio vehicles, ancilliary space can function as 
originally intended without dramatic alterations.

RUN OFF PONDS
The Mega Stage and the Pinewood Main Office both 
are complemented with adjacent ponds that collect 
stormwater from their expansive roofs tops to be recollected 
and used for irrigation. Excess water is naturally filtered into 
the ground.

RAIN GARDENS AND BIOSWALES
Rain Gardens and bioswales are strategically placed 
throughout the studio in order to maximize the potential 
stormwater run off within the site and dealing with it directly 
instead of relying upon expanded infrastructure.

BACK LOTS AND SCAFFOLDING FACADE
Back lots are integrated along the southern edge of the 
studio to provide ample space for the construction of 
exterior sets. Bordered by Harbour Front Promenande real 
estate, these offer semi-permanent facades used in film 
production in which extensions of such sets can be built 
around them.

DEDICATED LRT 
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ANCILLIARY SPACE AND VISITOR PARKING
Ancilliary space is essential parking space inbetween 
sound stages that offer a wide range of flexible uses such 
as storage, set construction, impromptu meeting, parking, 
and more. Visitor Parking is located alongside Broadview 
Avenue to provide parking for those visiting the studio itself, 
or Port Lands Energy Park and Harbour Front Promenade.

PINEWOOD ROAD
Pinewood Road is the prominent roadway where all other 
infrastructure and services interact with. An integral part 
of the flowscape dynamic integrated in the film studio, 
it not only features stormwater management but also a 
landscape that is conducive of alleviating mental fatigue.

PINEWOOD
PARK

Figure 109
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Pinewood Road
Pinewood Road is a multi-functional 

roadway that intersects Pinewood 

Toronto Studios. As the flagship public 

promenade within the studio, it reflects 

the reinvigorated idea of implementing 

landscape architecture into a film studio 

setting. A distinctive piece of infrastructure, 

Pinewood Road is the central spine, where 

all other studio infrastructures connect. 

The innovative design of the road includes 

a complex diversion and recirculation of 

stormwater to supply Pinewood Toronto 

Studios with sufficient water supply for 

infrastructure needs. Complementing 

the overall goal of the affective landscape, 

Pinewood Road is the direct result of 

defining a landscape within a film studio 

to act as a flowscape. The space is designed 

to animate a powerful public realm on the 

immediate exterior of the sound stages. 

It recognizes that film studio employees 

may experience long hours of work and 

this expanse of landscape architecture is 

aimed at addressing mental and physical 

exhaustion and alleviating it through 

contact with a landscape that offers users a 

variety of potential interactions.
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STORM WATER RUN OFF
Storm water is collected, captured, filtered through the rain 
gardens and piped to a pre-treatment cistern underground.

RAIN GARDEN FILTRATION
Run off water is naturally filtered through remediating plant 
material piped from the pre-treatment cistern towards the 
clean water cistern.

HYDRO-DYNAMIC SEPERATOR
Removes sediement from captured storm water before it 
enters cisterns.

PRE-TREATMENT CISTERN
Stores over 50,000 gallons of stormwater prior to filtration 
through rain gardens

CLEAN WATER CISTERN
Stores over 50,000 gallons of stormwater after it has gone 
through filtration via rain gardens

MIXED-PAVEMENT SYSTEM AND TREE WELLS
Collects and stores water run-off from Pinewood Road

IRRIGATION
Irrigation requirements are met primarily with locally 
captured stormwater.

TOILET FLUSHING
Water usage within Sound Stages are met primarily with 
locally captured stormwater.

MICRO-FILTRATION AND ULTRA-VIOLET (UV) TREATMENT
Water treatment methods are used to purify water before it is 
made available for human contact.

Figure 110
323



PINEWOOD
ROAD

SOLAR
PANELS

BLEACHER
SEATING

BIOFILTRATION 
BEDS

LIGHT 
POST

Pinewood Road features a mixed-pavement 

system along the edges of the defined 

roadway. This mixed-pavement surface 

delineates an urban pedestrian green 

zone within the studio. Flexible vehicular 

zones sport prefabricated pavement 

with irregular patterns. Rows of Norway 

Maple trees align themselves along this 

space forming a visually impressive green 

corridor providing natural shade that 

accommodates recreational usage of 

Pinewood Road landscape. To facilitate 

proper stormwater infiltration, collections 

of aquatic local shrubs, bushes, and grasses 

make up viofiltration beds varying in width 

and length which will also contribute to 

enriching the landscape’s biodiversity. 

A large wooden elevated boardwalk 

with seating is constructed, creating a 

platform for outdoor meetings, impromptu 

discussions, relaxation, etc. Flowscape is 

an integral ingredient to the success of 

the Pinewood Toronto Studio, and the 

design of the Pinewood Road translates this 

spine from a traditional mono-functional 

device into an armature for establishing 

community interaction, art, recreation, and 

environmental remediation technology. 

It not only aids in the performance of the 

studio from an infrastructural basis but 

establishes a series of potential spaces for 

the studio inhabitants to experience flow or 

re-energize and re-engage with flow.
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LIGHT POST
12 meter high light post features spot lighting in the area 
and can be used as potential lights for exterior shooting in 
ancillary spaces. The light posts feature dimmable lights with 
a CRI rating of 95 (colour accuracy) with a power equivalent 
of a 5K light. The light post features integrated ballast at the 
foot of the light post for connecting lights to a power source.

MIXED-PAVING SYSTEM
A mixed-paving system of alternating stone and grass 
creates a permeable mosaic that not only allows for 
storm water infiltration but also softens the concrete edge. 
This landscape gesture of utilizing mixed-paving system 
delineates the two components of Pinewood Road; the road 
itself and the park adjacent to it. 

BLEACHER
SEATING

LIGHT 
POST

BLEACHER SEATING
A Raised wooden platform provides terracing steps that act 
as spaces for people to rest, gather, hold meeting grounds, 
and enjoy a simple lunch break in the park. Underneath the 
wooden platform houses all the necessary infrastructure for 
the stormwater system actively working, providing ease of 
accessibility to maintenance.

SOLAR PANELS
Solar panels are installed at the roof of the workshops to 
absorb solar energy for power consumption within the 
accompanying sound stages. This allows each sound stage 
and workshop to be nearly self-sufficient in terms of power 
consumption and completing the narrative of the film studio 
as a self-sustaining entity.

MIXED-PAVING 
SYSTEM
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ART MURAL
The walls of the sound stages incorporate local artists’ 
artwork to drive creativity and artistic expression throughout 
the studio. Not only do these large artworks provide 
identification, they utilize the potential for spaces to be 
affective. These murals can inspire, influence, and create a 
space that facilitates flow.

BIOFILTRATION BEDS
Chains of biofiltration beds are fed collected stormwater to 
be filtered into the system for human usage and irrigation 
purposes. The palette of aquatic grasses and shrubs create 
a landscape design that is integral to the flow of the film 
studio. Creating not only serviceable infrastructure but also 
places where people can meet, learn, laugh, and relax.

Figure 112
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“Check the Gate”
chapter thirteen...

 During principal photography, the 
director often calls out check the gate as a phrase 
originally used to inspect the gate between the 
camera lens and the exposed film to check for 
impurities before moving onto the next take. In 
contemporary times, the phrase is often used 
as lingo to mark the end of a production when 
the final shot has been filmed. As this practicum 
is drawing to a close, the practicum aims to 
perform a similar action. Flowscape: Landscape 
Architecture and the Affective Landscape for 
Toronto’s Film Studio District explores the 
potential development of the affective landscape, 
a productive layer onto the landscape designed 
to increase creative productivity and thus, 
potentially create a more competitive global 
film studio. Utilizing Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi 
theory of flow as a way to create the affective 
landscape, the practicum is designed to facilitate 
the probability of the optimal flow experience. 
As we have mentioned previously, the idea 
of flow being encapsulated and derived from 
specific landscape elements may never be either 
proven nor denied, yet the experience of flow is 
undeniable. 

 In the final words for the practicum, it 
is right to address architectural determinism as 
an inherent aspect to what we do as designers. 
To create the affective landscape, it is inherently 
a form of architectural determinism. However, 
in the context of this pracitcum, a more fitting 
phrase would be architectural possibility. The 
architectural possibility of the flow experience 
to originate from the designs of landscape 
architecture is a key component to flowscape.  

 As we have discussed before, there is an 
impossibility to determine specific landscape 
elements that facilitate flow. The state of flow 
is never in a consistent state. It will eventually 
deteriorate away as attentional fatigue naturally 
builds up over time as one continues to work. 
Thus, the affective landscape is about elongating 
and preserving the flow experience as well as 
alleviating attentional fatigue as it is identified as 
flow’s greatest inhibitor. Landscape architecture 
is designed for the potential absorption of flow 
and the alleviation of attential fatigue. Through 
landscape architecture designed for the Toronto 
Film Studio District, the practicum identifies 
the flow experience as a new resource to be 
harnessed for the emerging creative industry 
that will call the Port Lands home in the future. 
By targeting and alleviating attentional fatigue, 
the strategy for Toronto’s Film Studio District 
separates itself from the global competition. As 
the world is becoming increasingly competitive, 
new strategies such as addressing the working 
environment must have a larger role into the 
debate of cities anchoring themselves within 
the global marketplace of international and 
domestic media productions.

 Through this practicum, Flowscape: The 
Affective Landscape for Toronto’s Film Studio 
District explores an alternative new strategy that 
shifts the narrative of creating advantageous film 
studios away from expanding infrastructure. 
The practicum emphasizes the importance of 
the optimal healthy environment as a main 
contributer to creative and economic success. 
Landscape architecture is used as infrastructure 
to create a landscape that promotes a person’s 
physiological, mental, and social performance.
Addressing the question of emphasizing who 
makes films rather than what makes films.
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“Filmmaking 
is an incredible 
int rospective. 

It forces you to sort 
of examine yourself 

in new ways.”
-  Drew Goddard, n. d.
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