The Shaker Lakes Parklands Holding More Than One Truth
There are times when the right thing is not to rush forward, but to look more closely.
Environmentalism is one of the great moral movements of our time. It has corrected real harms, restored damaged rivers, cleaned polluted air, and reminded us that the natural world is not disposable. It asks us to think beyond convenience and short-term gain. It teaches stewardship. It is rooted in humility.
That is why this conversation is complicated.
The question here is not whether stream restoration is good in general. It is whether this specific project, in this specific place, has been evaluated fully enough to justify irreversible change.
If the ecological benefit is small and localized, then the decision becomes more complicated. That does not mean the work is pointless.  It just means we should ask whether the magnitude of change matches the magnitude of what will be harmed.
There is a nuanced tension here between infrastructure policy, environmental pragmatism, and historic preservation. Infrastructure systems prioritize efficiency, compliance, and risk reduction. Environmental policy seeks healthy, functioning landscapes. Historic districts require continuity, stewardship, and long-term sustainability. All are legitimate public goals.
When the focus rests only on one goal, what is visible and beloved can begin to look like an obstacle to a simpler narrative. When environmental language is used to justify irreversible change, it carries moral force. It can discourage questions, even when those questions are simply asking for balance.
Thinking critically does not mean rejecting restoration. It means asking for complete information. It means asking whether alternatives were fully explored, whether the benefits are system-wide or localized, and whether repair could coexist with improvement. It means acknowledging that restoration and preservation are not always opposites.
The dismantling of the Shaker Lakes is not just an engineering decision. It is a choice about how we define restoration, whether it means removing what came before, or caring for what exists while strengthening it.
When we take the time to hold both truths at once, that restoration can be valuable and that preservation can be essential then we give ourselves the chance to make decisions that are not only technically defensible, but deeply thoughtful.
Right now, the words the cities and the sewer district are using are that Horseshoe Lake has been decided, the dismantling ongoing, the earthworks beginning. But by whom was this decided?  Alternatives were not provided and engagement did not follow norms.
So, in good conscience, it cannot be that simple.
Too many decisions by the cities appear to have been made too early, and too many people got on the train before the full picture was clearly laid out. Sometimes the most responsible thing we can do is step off the train for a moment and ask whether we are certain about the destination.
Once the lakes are gone, they will not return and this calls for humility. When something cannot be put back once it is taken, our thoughtfulness matters even more.
  "When you've forgotten how to breathe, go visit the water; it will remind you how. -Poetry by Soulink

