The Archipelago Area Planning Board

AGENDA

Thursday, October 20", 2022 — 1:00 p.m.
Township of The Archipelago Office
9 James Street, Parry Sound

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

PB22-10-01 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the agenda for the

October 20", 2022, meeting of The Archipelago Area Planning
Board be approved.

DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

PB22-10-02 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the minutes of The

Archipelago Area Planning Board meeting held on September 15™,
2022, be approved as circulated.

Pages: 1-5

DELEGATIONS

NIL

CONSENT APPLICATIONS

i)

2540659 Ontario Limited — Application Nos. B01-22, B02-22, B03-22
Island B494 (The Pines), being Parcel 1519 PSSS, in front of the geographic
Township of Cowper

Pages: 6-172

PURPOSE AND EFFECT OF THE APPLICATION

THE PURPOSE of Consent Application Nos. B01-22, B02-22 and B03-22, is
to divide Island B-494, (The Pines Island) into 3 new lots being 2.5 hectares
(6.3 acres) in size, having approximately 230 metres (755 feet) frontage, 1.9
hectares (4.7 acres) in size, having approximately 142 metres (466 feet) of
frontage, 2.8 hectares (6.9 acres) in size, having approximately 189 metres
(620 feet) of frontage, and a retained lot being 4.1 hectares (10.1 acres) in
size, having approximately 391 metres (1283 feet) of frontage.

THE EFFECT of the proposed consent would be the creation of 3 new
residential, water access lots and 1 retained residential, water access lot.



Page 2
The Archipelago Area Planning Board Agenda — October 20th, 2022

The application was initially considered by the Planning Board in July of 2022.
The application was deferred to allow the applicants an opportunity to confer
with concerned neighbours.

7. PLAN OF SUBDIVISION/CONDOMINIUM APPLICATIONS

NIL

8. ZONING APPLICATIONS

NIL

9. UNFEINISHED / NEW BUSINESS

NIL

10. ADMINISTRATION

)] FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
Year ended December 31, 2021
Pages: 173-181

11. CORRESPONDENCE

NIL

12. ADJOURNMENT

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that The Archipelago Area Planning
Board hearing of October 20™, 2022, be discontinued at .




THE ARCHIPELAGO AREA PLANNING BOARD
MINUTES
Thursday, September 15t, 2022 — 1:00 p.m.

Council Chamber — Township of The Archipelago Office
Via Zoom - 9 James Street, Parry Sound, Ontario

MEMBERS PRESENT:

P. Frost — Chair
S. Wohleber

L. Emery

E. Manners

D. Ashley

l. Mead

D. Macleod

T. Knight

STAFF PRESENT:

C. Henderson, Manager of Development & Environmental Services
/Planner

M. Pinto, Planner

J. Nawroth, Secretary-Treasurer

OTHERS:

Nil

APOLOGIES:

Nil

1. MEETING CALLED TO ORDER

Meeting called to order at 1:02 p.m.

2. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

RESOLUTION PB22-09-01

Moved by T. Knight
Seconded by I. Mead

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the agenda for the September 15%,
2022, meeting of The Archipelago Area Planning Board be approved.

DISPOSITION CARRIED
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DISCLOSURE OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST

Nil

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

RESOLUTION PB22-09-02

Moved by S. Wohleber
Seconded by D. Macleod

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the minutes of The Archipelago Area
Planning Board meeting held on August 18", 2022, be approved.

DISPOSITION CARRIED

DELEGATIONS

Nil

CONSENT APPLICATIONS

i)

MAPLE LEAF MARINAS HOLDINGS - Application No. B04-22
Concession 4, Part Lot 41, being Part 1 on Plan 42R-5851, Part 12 on Plan
42R-9062 and Part 1 on Plan 42R-20810, located in the Geographic
Township of Conger

CIVIC ADDRESS: 714 Healey Lake Road

PURPOSE AND EFFECT

THE PURPOSE of Consent Application No. B04-22, is to transfer a lot addition
being approximately 0.14 hectares (0.35 acres) in size, from the property
municipally known as 714 Healey Lake Road, described as being Part 1 on Plan
42R-5851, Part 12 on Plan 42R-9062 and Part 1 on Plan 42R-20810, and add it
to the abutting property municipally known as 9 Grisdales Road, described as
being Part 9 on Plan 42R-3598, Part 11 on Plan 42R-9062, T/W Part 5 on Plan
42R-3183 designated as Parcel 17712 PSSS, located in Concession 4, Part Lot
41, in the Geographic Township of Conger.

THE EFFECT of the proposed consent is to add a portion of the subject property
to the benefitting lands to match the natural topography of the land to the lot
lines.

Maria Pinto, Planner, explained the nature of the application. Chris Holmes, an
owner of the benefitting lands, attended in support of the application.
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RESOLUTION PB22-09-03

Moved by I. Mead
Seconded by D. Macleod

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Consent Application No. B04-22, to
transfer a lot addition being approximately 0.14 hectares (0.35 acres) in size, from
the property municipally known as 714 Healey Lake Road, described as being Part 1
on Plan 42R-5851, Part 12 on Plan 42R-9062 and Part 1 on Plan 42R-20810, and
add it to the abutting property municipally known as 9 Grisdales Road, described as
being Part 9 on Plan 42R-3598, Part 11 on Plan 42R-9062, T/W Part 5 on Plan 42R-
3183 designated as Parcel 17712 PSSS, located in Concession 4, Part Lot 41, in
the Geographic Township of Conger, be approved, subject to the conditions as
contained in the Decision.

DISPOSITION CARRIED

The Board made the following decision with respect to Application No. B04-22:

Application No. B04-22, to transfer a lot addition being approximately 0.14 hectares (0.35
acres) in size, from the property municipally known as 714 Healey Lake Road, described as
being Part 1 on Plan 42R-5851, Part 12 on Plan 42R-9062 and Part 1 on Plan 42R-20810,
and add it to the abutting property municipally known as 9 Grisdales Road, described as
being Part 9 on Plan 42R-3598, Part 11 on Plan 42R-9062, T/W Part 5 on Plan 42R-3183
designated as Parcel 17712 PSSS, located in Concession 4, Part Lot 41, in the geographic
Township of Conger, as illustrated on the attached sketch, be approved, subject to the
attached conditions:

1.

That the approval of Consent Application No. B04-22 shall apply to the
transfer of a lot addition, being approximately 0.14 hectares (0.35 acres) in
size, from the retained lot to the benefitting lot, and that Subsection 50(3) of
the Planning Act applies to any subsequent conveyance of or transaction
involving the parcel of land that is the subject of this consent.

That the following documents be provided for the transaction as described in
Condition No. 1 above:

a) The Transfer document which depicts the legal description of the subject
parcel(s) and the names of the transferor(s) and transferee(s);

b) A schedule to the Transfer document on which is set out the legal
description of the subject parcel. Each schedule must also bear the same
names of the transferor(s) and transferee(s) as indicated on page 1 of the
Transfer document;
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NOTE:

c) A reference plan of survey bearing the Land Registry Office registration

number and signature as evidence of its deposit therein, and which
illustrates the parcels to which the consent approval is related. Prior to
having the survey plan registered, the Board will require a copy of a
draft plan from a surveyor to ensure it is in compliance with the
approved application;

All conditions are subject to the approval of The Archipelago Area Planning Board, but
at no cost to the Board.

Reasons for the Decision:

1.

The requested consent conforms to the criteria as set out in Section 51(24) of
the Planning Act, R. S.O. 1990.

The requested consent appears to conform to the Provincial Policy
Statement.

The requested consent appears to conform to the Official Plan policies for the
Township of The Archipelago.

The requested consent complies with the By-law regulations of
Comprehensive Zoning By-law No. A2000-07, as amended.

The requested consent will create an appropriate land use.

7. PLAN OF SUBDIVISION / CONDOMINIUM APPLICATIONS

8. ZONING APPLICATION

9. ADMINISTRATION

i)

LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR PROVINCIAL APPOINTEES
RESOLUTION PB22-09-03

Moved by E. Manners
Seconded by D. Macleod

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that staff be directed to forward
correspondence to the Public Appointments Secretariat, endorsing the
reappointments of Mr. E.D. (Ted) Knight and Mr. Stephen Wohleber, to the
Planning Board for another term.

DISPOSITION  CARRIED



Minutes - The Archipelago Area Planning Board Page 5
September 15%, 2022

10. UNFINISHED / NEW BUSINESS

Nil

11. CORRESPONDENCE

Nil

12. ADJOURNMENT

The Archipelago Area Planning Board meeting of September 15", 2022, be
adjourned at 1:16 p.m.

CHAIR DATE

SECRETARY-TREASURER DATE



THE ARCHIPELAGO AREA PLANNING BOARD

9 James Street, Parry Sound, Ontario P2A 1T4
Telephone: (705) 746-4243 Fax: (705) 746-7301

TO: Chair Frost and Planning Board Members
The Archipelago Area Planning Board
FROM: Cale Henderson, MCIP, RPP
Manager of Development & Environmental Services
DATE: October 20, 2022
RE: Consent Application B01-22, B02-22 & B03-22
Island B-494 (The Pines)
OWNER: 2540659 Ontario Limited
AGENT: Mr. John Jackson, John Jackson Planner Inc.
BACKGROUND:

Complete applications were received in April of 2022. The subject property is currently
zoned Coastal Island Residential (CR). The property is currently developed with an old
cabin and three new docks, for which building permits were obtained.

The application was considered by The Archipelago Area Planning Board on July 21, 2022
and was deferred to enable the owner to confer with concerned neighbours. The applicant
Mr. John Jackson has submitted a letter attached as Appendix A, updating the Board
Members on the discussion with neighbours and provided updated sketches.

The application being considered has not changed and the recommendation from staff
remains the same except for the addition of a condition to address the tree preservation
area identified by the applicant on their supplementary submission. The original planning
report that was prepared for the July 21, 2022 Planning Board meeting is attached as
Appendix C.

PROPOSAL:

Nature of Application: Application Nos. B01-22, B02-22 & B03-22 propose to create
three new residential water access lots and one retained lot on
the subject lands.



Report for Planning Board
Consent Application B01-22, B02-22 & B03-22
2540659 Ontario Limited

Lot Dimensions:

Proposed Lot Proposed Lot Area Proposed Lot Frontage
Retained Lot 4.1 ha (10.1 ac) +/- 391 m (1283 ft) +/-
Severed Lot #1 2.5 ha (6.18 ac) +/- 230 m (755 ft) +/-
Severed Lot #2 1.9 ha (4.7 ac) +/- 142 m (466 ft) +/-
Severed Lot #3 2.8 ha (6.7 ac) +/- 189 m (620 ft) +/-

A letter from the applicant and sketches of the proposal are attached to this report as
Appendix A and Appendix B. A copy of the staff planning report from the July 21, 2022
hearing is attached as Appendix C. The original planning report, prepared by John Jackson
Planner, Inc., is attached as Appendix D. Further, a copy of the Environmental Impact Study
submitted by the applicants with the application is attached as Appendix E.

COMMENTS RECEIVED:

The proposed consent application was circulated to the required agencies and property
owners as per the requirements of the Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, c.P.13 and associated
regulations. The correspondence received, as of the drafting of this report, is attached as
Appendix F.

Any additional comments received on or before October 20, 2022 will be made available to
the Planning Board and public at the meeting.

RECOMMENDATION:

Based on the foregoing, it is recommended that Consent Applications B01-22, B02-22 &
B03-22 be approved, subject to the following conditions:

1. That the approval of Consent Application Nos. B01-22, B02-22 & B03-22 shall
apply to the creation of three new residential lots;

2. That the following documents be provided for the transaction as described in
Condition No. 1 above:

a) A transfer document bearing original signatures and one photocopy for the
Board’s records, on which is set out the legal description of the subject
parcel(s) and the names of the transferor(s) and transferee(s);

b) A reference plan of survey bearing the Land Registry Office registration
number and signature as evidence of its deposit therein, and which illustrates
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Report for Planning Board
Consent Application B01-22, B02-22 & B03-22
2540659 Ontario Limited

the parcels to which the consent approval is related. Prior to having the
survey plan registered, the Board will require a copy of a draft plan from
a surveyor to ensure it is in compliance with the approved application;

3. That Severed and retained lands be rezoned from the ‘Coastal/lsland Residential
(CR)’ Zone to the ‘Coastal/lsland Residential/Divided Exception ## (CR/D-##)’
Zone in accordance with the recommendations within this report.

4, Confirmation from a qualified septic installer that a suitable location for the
construction of a septic system is available on the severed and retained lands,
outside of any constraint area and buffer/setbacks;

5. That the owner enters into a 51(26) Agreement to address matters to implement
the recommendations of the Environmental reports, including a remediation plan
for the past works not in compliance to the recommendations, to require site plan
control for each of the new lots.

6. That the proposed tree preservation area identified by the applicant on the
supplementary submission be addressed either as part of the rezoning or the
51(26) agreement to buffer the new cottage from Island B-501-A.

7. Confirmation from a qualified surveyor that the island meets the minimum lot
area of 10 ha and the proposed retained and severed lands maintain a minimum
lot area of 1 ha (2.47 ac) and a minimum lot frontage of 100 metres.

8. Payment of $5,000.00 to the ‘“Township of The Archipelago’ for each severed lot
for a total of $15,000, in lieu of lands being conveyed to the Township for parkland
purposes.

NOTE:

All conditions are subject to the approval of The Archipelago Area Planning Board, but at no
cost to the Board.

Respectfully submitted,

C«LCJ.QL

Cale Henderson, MCIP, RPP
Manager of Development & Environmental Services

Appendix

Appendix ‘A’-Letter from applicant with sketches
Appendix ‘B’-Consent Sketch

Appendix ‘C’- Staff Planning Report, dated July 21, 2022
Appendix ‘D’-Planning Report, dated January 5, 2022
Appendix ‘E’-Environmental Impact Study

Appendix ‘F-Correspondence

YVVVYVYYVYYVY
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LETTER FROM APPLICANT WITH SKETCHES

APPENDIX ‘A’



Plan ner, Inc. 1 Mall Drive Unit #2, Parry Sound, Ontario P2A 3A9

Tel: (705) 746-5667 E-Mail: JJPlan@Vianet.ca

Cale Henderson, Jane Nawroth, Maria Pinto
Subject: The Pines Consent

Folks,

Further to the July 2022 meting of the Archipelago Planning Board on these applications, the
following resolution was adopted.

“PB22-08-02

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Application Nos. B01-22, B02-22, B03-22, are
hereby deferred to a future meeting of the Board, to enable the owner to confer with concerned
neighbours.”

The owners have had communications with the closest neighbours on a number of occasions.

There have been some progress made but it seems that a satisfactory agreement between the
parties has not been successful. We remain hopeful, but in the interest of advancing the matter,
we would ask that the planning board place the matter on the October, 2022 meeting agenda for
a decision.

In order to provide the Board with additional information for its consideration, | would provide the
following.

1. The primary neighbours believed to be affected include Island B501 A (Daymond) and
B495 (Rosenthal).

There have been a number of discussions with these neighbours over proposed Lot #4
(the retained lands).

These discussions were provided on the basis of an opinion of Lot 4 if it were to be
created as a lot. These lands were appraised

The neighbours were prepared to pay up to 10% of this value while the owners offered
the lands at 50% of the appraised value. No agreement could be achieved.

2. Building Permit.
The Pines is an existing parcel of record and is eligible for a building permit. A building
permit for a dwelling, septic system and dock has been obtained for the area that would
be proposed Lot 4.

The site plan for the approved building location is enclosed.

This reality has demonstrated the entitiements with respect to The Pines is a persuasive
argument that opposition to the land division may be moot.
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Regardless, in the interest of being a responsible neighbour, we offer the following
additional materials for the Boards consideration.

Development Constraints

Attached is a sketch that provides a compilation of development constraints that came
forward as part of the studies, neighbouring concerns and the staff report.

It would be helpful if you were to re-circulate:
« The planning justification report;
o The environmental impact assessment report;
o Township staff planning report

Other Impact Considerations

We have illustrated some features of the area in and around Lot 4 on the digital imagery
for The Pines and area.

It is hoped that this material will assist the Board in its deliberations on the applications.
Site Plan

A draft site plan has been prepared to assist in mitigating the potential impacts on the
northeast end of the island.

We have overlayed the approved building location on a site plan that shows a buffer or
tree preservation area to the north that will screen the new cottage from the Daymond
cottage.

The Boards approval could be given adding the buffering approval either as part of the
rezoning or the 51(26) agreement.

Suggested Measures/Modifications
(Your email of September 14, 2022)

The following items are in response to your questions:

(1) Can you refine and illustrate building envelopes on Lot #4 to maintain
privacy?

Lot 4 site plan enclosed.

(2) Are there opportunities to adjust the proposed lot lines to address privacy
concerns?
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The lot lines as originally proposed would seem to allow for the most suitable
design to accommodate privacy concerns (apart from eliminating lot 4).

(3) Can you confirm the long term viability for docking on Lot #4 taking into
account fluctuating water levels?

Soundings have been taken and there are currently a minimum of 10 - 15 feet at
the proposed dock location.

(4) Can you include and expand the proposed ‘no docking’ envelopes you
presented at the Planning Board Meeting?

Dock restriction areas are illustrated on the constraint map.

(5) Can you amend the application to request only 2 new lots, and deal with
the potential 3 lot at a future date?

| believe that the viability and suitability of three lots has been demonstrated in
accordance with provincial policies, the official plan and zoning By-Law. With the
attendant conditions of approval, it if my view we have met the appropriate
planning criteria.

(6) Are there any opportunities to donate Lands to the Georgian Bay Land
Trust?

The owners have had the possible conveyance of land to a conservation
organization assessed and it has no viability in this instance.

| thank you for your assistance in this matter and look forward to the Boards consideration of the
consents at the October meeting.

Kindest regard.

John Jackson

12
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CONSENT SKETCH

APPENDIX ‘B’
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STAFF PLANNING REPORT

PREPARED BY CALE HENDERSON
DATED JULY 21, 2022

APPENDIX ‘C’
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THE ARCHIPELAGO AREA PLANNING BOARD

9 James Street, Parry Sound, Ontario P2A 1T4
Telephone: (705) 746-4243 Fax: (705) 746-7301

TO: Chair Frost and Planning Board Members
The Archipelago Area Planning Board
FROM: Cale Henderson, MCIP, RPP
Manager of Development & Environmental Services
DATE: July 21, 2022
RE: Consent Application B01-22, B02-22 & B03-22
Island B-494 (The Pines)
OWNER: 2540659 Ontario Limited
AGENT: Mr. John Jackson, John Jackson Planner Inc.
PROPOSAL:

Nature of Application:

Lot Dimensions:

Application Nos. B01-22, B02-22 & B03-22 propose to create
three new residential water access lots and one retained lot on
the subject lands.

Proposed Lot Proposed Lot Area Proposed Lot Frontage
Retained Lot 4.1 ha (10.1 ac) +/- 391 m (1283 ft) +/-
Severed Lot #1 2.5ha (6.18 ac) +/- 230 m (755 ft) +/-
Severed Lot #2 1.9 ha (4.7 ac) +/- 142 m (466 ft) +/-
Severed Lot #3 2.8 ha (6.7 ac) +/- 189 m (620 ft) +/-

A sketch of the proposal is attached to this report as Appendix A. A copy of the consent
application is attached as Appendix B, and a copy of the planning report, prepared by John
Jackson Planner, Inc., is attached as Appendix C. Further, a copy of the Environmental
Impact Study submitted by the applicants with the application is attached as Appendix D.

BACKGROUND:

Complete applications were received in April of 2022. The subject property is currently
zoned Coastal Island Residential (CR). The property is currently developed with an old
cabin and three new docks, for which building permits were obtained.
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Report for Planning Board
Consent Application B01-22, B02-22 & B03-22
2540659 Ontario Limited

ANALYSIS:
1. Site Characteristics

The subject property is a larger single ownership island, known as the Pines Island, located
in the Long-Sault Amanda Neighbourhood, between the Long Sault and Bear Head, east of
the marked channel. The property is developed with a dilapidated cabin from the 1950’s and
3 new docks. Recent site alteration works were completed, establishing a trail network,
clearing potential building locations and clearing amenity areas along the shore/beach area
(which has been discussed in the Environmental Impact Study). The island is well treed,
with a typical mixed forest (white pine, red pine, oak, cedar, etc.) and contains a small lake
within interior of the island, having a surface area of approximately 0.6 ha (1.5 ac). Portions
of the shoreline are open rock barren, typical to Georgian Bay.

2. Provincial Policy Statement
The Provincial Policy Statement, 2020 (PPS) issued under the authority of Section 3 of the
Planning Act provides policy direction on matters of provincial interest relating to land use

planning.

Rural Lands in Municipalities

The subject property is located within a rural area as per Section 1.1.4 of the Provincial
Policy Statement. Section 1.1.5.2 of the Provincial Policy Statement recognizes limited
residential development and resource-based recreational activities on the subject property, it
states:

1.1.5.2 On rural lands located in municipalities, permitted uses are:

b) resource-based recreational uses (including recreational dwellings);
¢) limited residential development;

Further, Section 1.1.5.4 of the Provincial Policy Statement states:

1.1.5.4 Development that is compatible with the rural landscape and can be
sustained by rural service levels should be promoted.

The proposal would allow for the subject property to be used recreationally, including
recreational dwellings for residential uses, which, if compatible with the rural landscape, is
supported by the above policies.

Natural Heritage

Policy 2.1 of the PPS which addresses Natural Heritage, would be of particular relevance to
this application, specifically Policy 2.1.5 d) respecting significant wildlife habitat, Policy 2.1.5
f) respecting coastal wetlands, Policy 2.1.6 respecting fish habitat, and Policy 2.1.7
respecting a habitat for endangered and threatened species. The applicants have submitted
an Environmental Impact Study and supplementary comments, completed by Riverstone
Environmental Solutions Inc.

Endangered and Threatened Species

Page 2
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Report for Planning Board
Consent Application B01-22, B02-22 & B03-22
2540659 Ontario Limited

Policy 2.1.7 of the PPS states:

‘Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in habitat of endangered species and
threatened species, except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements.’

The environmental impact study completed an assessment of habitat for endangered and
threatened species, which identified Blanding’s Turtle, Eastern Foxsnakes, Easter Hog-
nosed Snake, Little Brown Myotis and Northern Long-eared Myotis had the potential to use
features found on the property. In order to protect potential habitat of these species, the
following mitigation measures have been recommended:

New development and site alteration be setback a minimum of 15 m from the
Georgian Bay high watermark (176.44 masl). With the exception of a 2 m wide path,
no vegetation is to be removed in this area

Development and site alteration should be set back a minimum of 30 m from the
wetland features as indicated on Figure 2 (this includes the Coastal Wetland
feature). All development is to be excluded from these communities and their buffers.

No rocks (e.g., boulders, table rocks, etc.) be relocated as part of site alteration on
the subject property.

Clearing of vegetation will be limited as much as possible to the footprint required for
the construction of buildings.

Where present, rotting logs, brush piles, or compost piles will be left in place.

With the exception of docking and a 2 m wide path to the shoreline, no development
or site alteration will occur within 15 m of the Georgian Bay high watermark.

Tree clearing for the purposes of development on each proposed lot only occur in the
fall, winter and early spring (from October 15 to April 15). This timeframe is outside of
the maternal roosting period.

In the event that tree clearing must occur between April 15 and October 15,
additional studies will need to be completed to confirm the presence or absence of
SAR bats. These studies will include snag tree surveys and acoustic monitoring of
the area where trees will be removed, by a qualified professional. Should SAR bats
be detected, the MECP should be contacted to determine if a permit would be
required to proceed.

Fish Habitat & Water Quality

Policy 2.1.6 of the PPS states:

‘Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in fish habitat except in accordance
with provincial or federal requirements.’

Page 3
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Report for Planning Board
Consent Application B01-22, B02-22 & B03-22
2540659 Ontario Limited

All new development and site alteration should be set back a minimum of 15 m from
the Georgian Bay high water mark (176.44 masl) on the subject property. This
exceeds the minimum front yard setback that is required by the Township in the
zoning bylaw.

All new septic systems are to be setback a minimum of 15 m from the Georgian Bay
high water mark (176.44 masl) on the subject property and 15 m from any other
aquatic features on the property (Figure 2).

When the native soil is exposed within the development envelopes, sediment and
erosion control works, in the form of heavy-duty sediment fencing, be positioned
along the edge of development envelopes.

Temporary storage locations of aggregate material should be located a minimum of
15 m from the Georgian Bay high watermark. This material is to be contained by two
layers of heavy duty sediment fencing.

The sediment fencing must be constructed of heavy material and solid posts to
ensure its integrity and be properly installed (trenched in) to maintain its reliability
during inclement weather events.

Where soil depths do not permit trenching in of sediment fencing, straw bales are to
be used.

Regular inspection and monitoring will be necessary to ensure that the structural
integrity and continued functioning of the sediment control measures is maintained
(i.e., proper installation is not the only action necessary to satisfy the mitigation
requirements).

Inspections of sediment and erosion control measures should be completed within
24 hours of the onset of a storm event.

Sediment control measures must be maintained in good working order until
vegetation has been established on the exposed soils.

Offloading of construction materials and aggregate be undertaken during fair weather
conditions and with care not to allow any of this material to enter the water.

With the current shoreline amenity areas for Lots #2 and #3 having been cleared
during site investigations, it is recommended that there be no additional shoreline
clearing for these Iots.

If clearing has occurred on the subject property since the last RiverStone site visit
and clearing has occurred within the proposed buffers from Georgian Bay or natural
features as outlined on Figure 2 these areas are to be naturalized and considered no
maintenance areas with a naturalization plan consisting of plantings native to the
local area and lacking landscaped features. Vegetation within 15 m of the shoreline
and 30 m of the wetland communities as indicated on Figure 2 be maintained in its
natural state, with the exception of a pathway to the shoreline for each lot. The path
will have a maximum width of 2 m, meander, and be constructed of permeable
22
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substances (i.e., clean gravel, mulch) where required. Trees will not be cut within the
setback unless they are a safety hazard and debris from clearing or materials to be
used in construction will not be placed within the setback.

Where haul routes are needed to access development areas, their widths be
minimized to the extent that is absolutely necessary. These routes will be
constructed along the future access pathways to the shoreline. The route must be
flagged, and strictly followed.

A combination of active (revegetation) and passive (natural regeneration)
rehabilitation of the haul route to the final width of 2-m be completed following
construction.

A Class 1V sewage treatment facility, employing the use of a raised filter bed or a
tertiary treatment system with area bed, be required.

Any imported soils for septic construction should utilize soils with high concentrations
of iron and aluminum that are known to bind phosphorus.

The final location and installation of any septic system be completed by a licenced
installer.

Docking structures proposed for the severed and retained lots be located in the area
identified as Type 2 fish habitat. Recommended docking envelopes that meet this
criterion are provided on Figure 2.

The existing dock that is located on Lot 3 within the Coastal Wetland community is to
be removed and relocated with the approval of appropriate permitting. The access
point to this dock is to be left to naturally regenerate.

During construction of docking structures, any in-water habitat features, including
aquatic vegetation, natural woody debris, and boulders must be left in their current
locations in the nearshore area unless their removal/movement has been permitted
through the applicable ministry.

Timing of construction for each dock should be outside the spawning period for
warmwater fish species (April 15 to July 15).

During design and construction of docking structures, the DFO Measures to protect
fish and fish habitat be reviewed and implemented (Appendix 4). It should be noted
that not all measures are suitable for all projects.

In addition, the following mitigation measures have been recommended:

Vegetation removal and disturbance outside of the development envelopes should
be minimized.

Restricted vegetation clearing during the migratory bird nesting season, April 15 and
August 31 each year.
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Conclusion

The proposed development is consistent with Sections 1.1.4 and 1.1.5.2 of the Provincial
Policy Statement. Provided the mitigation measures within the environmental report are
implemented via a site specific zoning and an agreement registered on title, the requested
consent appears to be consistent with the Natural Heritage policies of the Provincial Policy
Statement.

3. Township of The Archipelago Official Plan

Goal and Objectives

The general goal of the Official Plan, as set out in Section 3, states:

‘to preserve the unique and high quality of the natural environment which leads to a
recreational experience that is both relaxing and aesthetically appealing to property
owners and visitors who use the area, and is designed to make both property owners
and visitors realize that they share equally in the responsibility of maintaining the
ecological integrity within a UNESCO Biosphere Reserve.”

Section 4 of the Official Plan sets out the Objectives necessary to fulfill the above-noted goal
and include, among others:

“1. Respecting, maintaining and improving the natural environment of the region,
and of the UNESCO Biosphere Reserve, of which the Township is a part;

2. Responding appropriately to the inevitable social and economic changes that will
affect the demand for recreation in its many forms while maintaining a status quo
philosophy in regard to the character of the present land use base;

4. Protect and preserve the water quality of the area;

6. Ensuring the compatibility of land and water usage;

9. Preserving the natural landscapes of the Township by minimizing obtrusive
building forms, particularly in areas where exposure is high because of

topographic conditions and/or the absence of tree cover;”

This Goal and these Objectives enforce an “environment first” and “status quo” philosophy
that has been the foundation of the Township of The Archipelago since its inception.

Cultural and Natural Heritage Policies

Section 7 of the Official Plan provides a policy framework to protect and preserve the
cultural and natural heritage features within the Township. With respect to Natural Heritage,
the following policies are of particular relevance to the subject application:

‘7.1 The natural features and ecological functions of the Township’s natural
environment, which contribute greatly to the Township’s wilderness character,
are paramount and will be protected.
24
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7.2

7.5

7.6

Wetlands

7.7

7.10

Fish Habitat

7.17

7.21

7.24

7.23

Development within the Township will be encouraged to conform with the
natural environment as opposed to the natural environment being altered to
accommodate development.

The identification of environmentally sensitive areas on Schedule “F” may be
further refined, expanded or modified without formal amendment of the Plan
as additional information becomes available, upon site inspection of individual
properties or through supporting documentation submitted.

Council recognizes the importance and value of the Natural Heritage
Features and cultural heritage areas of the Township and supports the
protection of these areas. In addition to these general policies, certain
specific policies have been provided to address the specific types of Natural
Heritage Features.

Wetlands within the Township consist of coastal wetlands and infand
wetlands and have been identified as having provincial significance, local
significance, or other minor wetlands and where evaluated, are generally
identified on Schedule “F”.

Other wetlands, not identified as provincially or local significant, are also
considered to have functional benefits and represent a constraint to
development.

The Township recognizes the importance and value of the long-term health of
the Township’s fisheries resource and supports its protection and appropriate
management.

New lot creation or zoning applications to increase development ights will be
considered only where a least 15 metres of the shoreline of the resulting lot
or of the lot subject to the rezoning would bot abut fish habitat that has been
confirmed to be Type 1.

Where Type 1 fish habitat abuts a portion of the shoreline of a lot, in water
shoreline structures should be located outside of that habitat area. In-water
shoreline structures may be permitted in Type 1 fish habitat provided they are
authorized by the appropriate approval authority and it has been
demonstrated by a satisfactory site evaluation report, where required, that
there will be not negative impact on the habitat.

To assist in the protection of fish habitat, new development shall generally
satisfy the following setback requirements:

i) @ minimum of 15 metres from Georgian Bay and warm water and cool
water lakes and streams;
25

Page 7




Report for Planning Board
Consent Application B01-22, B02-22 & B03-22
2540659 Ontario Limited

Habitat of Threatened & Endangered Species and other Significant Wildlife Habitat

7.29 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in habitat of
endangered species and threatened species, except in accordance with
Provincial and Federal requirements.

7.30 Where a property contains potential habitat for any threatened and/or
endangered species and is subject to a development application for lot
creation or rezoning that would significantly increase the development rights
of the property, a site evaluation report will be required to determine whether
the property contains habitat of endangered species and/or threatened
species...

7.32 A site evaluation report may be required by the Township prior to the
consideration of a planning application involving lot creation or rezoning that
would significantly increase the development rights of the property, to confirm
the actual location, extent and/or significance of the habitat.

As discussed in Section 2 of this report, the applicants submitted an Environmental Impact
Study and supplementary comments, completed by RiverStone Environmental Solutions
Inc. The study concluded, provided the recommended mitigation measures are
implemented, that the proposed development is appropriate. Below is an excerpt from page
21 of the study:

‘Based upon the findings presented in this report and contingent upon the
implementation of the recommendations made herein, we conclude that the
proposed development application will not negatively impact any features of
conservation interest protected under relevant municipal, provincial, or federal
environmental policies as outlined. Given this, and providing that our recommended
measures to minimize the potential for impact are implemented, RiverStone is of the
opinion that the proposed development is compliant with the relevant environmental
legislation and policies. We suggest that the recommendations in this report be
incorporated into the development and site plan agreements for the proposed and
retained lots. Finally, these conclusions are also dependent upon the recommended
preventative measures being implemented through site plan control that is
subsequently enforced with appropriate by-laws.”

Development Policies

Section 10 of the Official Plan establishes Neighbourhood Growth Policies, which are
effectively land division policies for the various areas in the Township. Schedule “A” to the
Official Plan identifies the subject lands as being located within the Long Sault — Amanda
Neighbourhood. The relevant policies applicable to the Long Sault — Amanda
Neighbourhood include the following:

“10.24 The area referred to as Long Sault - Amanda has numerous small, medium

and large sized islands, most of which are privately-owned. Three major
channels traverse the area.
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10.25

10.26

This neighbourhood is heavily influenced by the presence of The
Massasauga Provincial Park. In recognition of the Park extra care will be
taken by the Township in its review of building and development applications.

Further land division in the Long Sault — Amanda Neighbourhood is to be
discouraged. Consents involving the creation of up to two new lots per land
holding may be considered by the Township, subject to the policies of Section
14 - Development Procedures and Standards and any other applicable
policies.

Notwithstanding the above, there are several large islands in the Long Sault -
Amanda Neighbourhood (greater than ten hectares) where land division
resulting in the creation of three new lots per land holding may be permitted
subject to Section 14 — Development Procedures and Standards and any
other applicable policies.”

The subject property has been identified as having an area of 11.3 ha (28 ac) and would
therefore be eligible for the consideration of a consent application to create three new lots
on the subject property. The applicant is proposing to create 3 new residential lots, as such,
the consent application can be considered; however, its consideration should be assessed
against the above noted development policies that recognize little room exists for new
development without impacting the environment and character and that further lot creation is
to be discouraged.

In accordance with Section 10.26, any consent application is subject to Section 14 of the
Official Plan. In reviewing Section 14, the following policies would be applicable to this

proposal:

“14.6

14.16

14.17

14.18

14.19

Development must be appropriate for an area in terms of its density or
prematurity.

Development constraints are natural or man-made features that produce
impediments to or limitations on development. It will be the policy of this Plan
to impose whatever development controls are necessary to reflect any
development constraints.

All development locations must be physically suitable in terms of services,
building site, harbor and access. Lands with severe development constraints
due to the steepness of their slopes, their susceptibility to flooding or erosion,
their environmental sensitivity, or other special physical features, may be
zoned in a non-development zone so as to maintain the natural state of these
lands.

Development should not occur next to any major Township road or travelled
right-of-way where a hazard may be created.

No development will be permitted on a portion of the shoreline of any lot
which is located:

a) on any channel or course line shown as such on charts issued by
the Canadian Hydrographic Services unless the actual course shown
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is a minimum of at least thirty metres from the highwater mark of the
concerned shoreline;

b) on any customarily and regularly travelled channel or water course
to which there is no convenient alternative where docks, wharves or
other shoreline structures could be hazardous to navigation or where
the passage of boats could be hazardous to the users of such
shoreline facilities.

14.20 Development will only be permitted where the water frontage is deemed to be
navigable. Navigability, in this context, refers to one’s ability to gain
convenient access fo and from a proposed lot, based on a water elevation of
176.44 metres G.S.C. above sea level on Georgian Bay and the controlled
water level of the inland lakes, without environmental degradation in an
appropriate-sized runabout.

Policies 14.6, 14.16, 14.17, 14.18, 14.19 and 14.20 address the appropriateness and
suitability of the lands for further development. It appears that all lands are generally
suitable for further development in terms of services, building site, harbor and access. The
proposed lot sizes appear sufficient in area to allow for the location of a main cottage,
accessory structures and required facilities (dock, septic system) while allowing for buffering
and separation from adjacent, existing recreational land uses and identified environmental
constraint areas.

However, it is recognized that the environmental constraint areas on the proposed retained
lands, do limit areas for development. On the north side of the retained lands, there does
appear to be sufficient areas for services and building sites outside of the constraint area
and buffer.

Further, portions of shoreline would not appear to be suitable for docks, as it may impact the
navigation of a local channel. Should the application be approved, it is recommended that
areas of the shoreline be prohibited from the placement of new docks. Section 5 and
Section 13 of the Official Plan provides a foundation to the policy framework regarding the
role of waterways within The Archipelago as public roadways. Section 5.12 of the Official
Plan states:

‘The marine highways of The Archipelago are every bit as important as the road
system. Primary, secondary and local channels are used for travel to and within the
municipality. The principles that apply to development along major Township roads
will be relevant in the case of marine highways.’

Further, Section 13.2 of the Official Plan states:

‘In a water-based Township, the waterways function as public roadways for
navigation. Where possible, development should be directed away from navigation
channels to protect the access function of the channel as well as to preserve the
character of the waterway.’

The south-western shoreline of Severed Lot #1 can be considered a customarily and
regularly used local channel. Furthermore, the channel narrows to a minimum width of
approximately 19 metres (62 ft) and contains shoals that further reduce its useable width.

Page 10
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The policies of the Official Plan, outlined above, attempt to protect the waterways from
additional development, it is recommended docking not be located within the area
highlighted below to ensure future development of Severed Lot #1 does not conflict with the
continued use of the local channel.
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Further, due to the proximity of Island B-501, prohibition of docking in the area highlighted
on the next page is recommended (this area overlaps the area identified as Type 1 Fish
habitat, which also prohibits docking).
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Parkland

The Official Plan outlines the requirement for parkland dedication as a condition of consent.
Section 14.3 states:

‘The Township Council, as a condition of any land division application may require
parkland dedication equivalent to an amount not exceeding five percent of the land.
Alternatively, the Township Council may accept the payment of money by the owner
of land to the value of the land otherwise required to be conveyed. For administrative
convenience, the Township may establish a fixed fee for parkland dedication by by-
law on a per lot basis that may vary for different neighbourhoods.’

As it would not be appropriate to require actual parkland on the subject lands, it would be
appropriate to accept payment in lieu of the parkland. A fee of $5000 per lot has been
established by the Township of The Archipelago. As a condition of consent a fee of $5,000
would be required for each severed lot, for a total of $15,000.

Conclusion
The Goal and Objectives of the Official Plan maintain an “environment first” and “status quo”
philosophy toward development in the Township. This philosophy is carried forward in the

development and environmental policies of the Official Plan that are intended to ensure that
the natural character of the Township is protected. The Official Plan recognizes that further
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development can be provided for in the Township, although it is discouraged, rather than
encouraged. The subject property qualifies for consideration to create three new lots,
however, it is paramount that any proposal for lot creation be directed to areas that are
appropriate for development and do not contain significant constraints. It would appear that,
conditional on the recommendations within this report being implemented, the proposal
appears to be appropriate.

4, COMPREHENSIVE ZONING BY-LAW A2000-07, AS AMENDED:

The subject lands are zoned ‘Coastal/lsland Residential (CR). Within the ‘Coastal/lsland
Residential (CR)’ Zone, the main permitted use is residential, with some permitted
accessory uses.

As set out in Section 4.9 of the Comprehensive Zoning By-law, a Divided (D) symbol would
also be attached to the zoning of the retained and severed lots to identify that these lots
were created by severance and are not eligible for further lot creation.

The Zoning By-law does not allow docks to be installed on a vacant property, as a result, the
docks on severed lots #1, #2 and the retained lands will need to be removed. Alternatively,
the applicants can apply for a Zoning By-law Amendment to Council to allow docks on
vacant lands.

Further, it is recommended that the identified natural heritage features (Species at risk
habitat, coastal wetlands, & fish habitat) be located within the appropriate Environmentally
Sensitive 1 (ES-1) and Environmentally Sensitive 2 (ES-2) Zones. In addition, all the lands
must be placed in a site-specific zoning category to implement the 15 metre setback and 30
metre setback outlined in the Environmental report.

Conclusion

With the recommended conditions contained in this report, the proposed consent would
appear to comply with Comprehensive Zoning By-law, A2000-07, as amended.

5. ONTARIO PLANNING ACT - R.S.0. 1990, c.P13, as amended

Section 51(24) establishes criteria which shall be regarded when considering an application
to create a new lot, including matters of health, safety, and convenience for present and
future inhabitants of the municipality. With respect to this application and regarding
appropriate criteria, the following should be noted:

1) Provided the recommendations within this report are implemented, the lands would
appear suitable for the purposes for which it is to be subdivided:;

2) The dimensions and shape of the proposed lots appear to be adequate for its
recreational residential purpose;

3) There do not appear to be any significant restrictions that would prevent the
proposed development;

4) There appears to be adequate locations and access for facilities to service the lot.

5) The proposal does not appear to negatively impact matters of provincial interest.

31
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COMMENTS RECEIVED:

The proposed consent application was circulated to the required agencies and property
owners as per the requirements of the Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, ¢.P.13 and associated
regulations. The correspondence received, as of the drafting of this report, is attached as
Appendix E.

Any additional comments received on or before July 21, 2022 will be made available to the
Planning Board and public at the meeting.

RECOMMENDATION:

Based on the foregoing, it is recommended that Consent Applications B01-22, B02-22 &
B03-22 be approved, subject to the following conditions:

1. That the approval of Consent Application Nos. B01-22, B02-22 & B03-22 shall
apply to the creation of three new residential lots;

2. That the following documents be provided for the transaction as described in
Condition No. 1 above:

a) A transfer document bearing original signatures and one photocopy for the
Board’s records, on which is set out the legal description of the subject
parcel(s) and the names of the transferor(s) and transferee(s);

b) A reference plan of survey bearing the Land Registry Office registration
number and signature as evidence of its deposit therein, and which illustrates
the parcels to which the consent approval is related. Prior to having the
survey plan registered, the Board will require a copy of a draft plan from
a surveyor to ensure it is in compliance with the approved application;

3. That Severed and retained lands be rezoned from the ‘Coastal/lsland Residential
(CR)’ Zone to the ‘Coastal/lsland Residential/Divided Exception ## (CR/D-##)’
Zone in accordance with the recommendations within this report.

4. Confirmation from a qualified septic installer that a suitable location for the
construction of a septic system is available on the severed and retained lands,
outside of any constraint area and buffer/setbacks;

5. That the owner enters into a 51(26) Agreement to address matters to implement
the recommendations of the Environmental reports, including a remediation plan
for the past works not in compliance to the recommendations, to require site plan
control for each of the new lots and to address any other matters relating to the
proposed development.

6. Confirmation from a qualified surveyor that the island meets the minimum lot

area of 10 ha and the proposed retained and severed lands maintain a minimum
lot area of 1 ha (2.47 ac) and a minimum lot frontage of 100 metres.
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7. Payment of $5,000.00 to the ‘Township of The Archipelago’ for each severed lot
for a total of $15,000, in lieu of lands being conveyed to the Township for
parkland purposes.

NOTE:

All conditions are subject to the approval of The Archipelago Area Planning Board, but at no
cost to the Board.

Cale Henderson, MCIP, RPP
Manager of Development & Environmental Services
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PLANNING REPORT IN SUPPORT OF A PROPOSED LAND DIVISION

THE PINES - ISLAND B494 FRONTING THE GEOGRAPHIC TOWNSHIP OF

COWPER
NOW IN THE TOWNSHIP OF THE ARCHIPELAGO

ROLL # 4905 1000 050 4400
JANUARY 5, 2022
Prepared with the assistance of John Jackson Planner Inc.

BACKGROUND/PURPOSE
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The owner of “The Pines” Island B494, is proposing to divide the island in to four water

access lots on Georgian Bay.

The Pines is located in the south part of The Archipelago off the west side of Parry

Island near the entrance to Johnny Bay.
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ISLAND DESCRIPTION

The Pines is an irregular shaped island nestled between Peak Island, Conlin Island,
Johnny Bay and Long Sault Channels.
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The island may be circumvented by a small boat although many of the near shore areas
are protected by shoals.

The Pines is 11.3 hectares in area (28 acres) and has hundreds of metres of shoreline.
The general topography is relatively moderate with the majority of the island rising 4-5

metres off the Bay. There is a steeper shoreline on the south side of the island next to
Conlin Island.
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The island is heavily forested with pines and much of the near shore is barren rock.

There is a small pond on the interior of the island along the central east shoreline.
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PROPOSED CONSENT

The owner wishes to configure a four lot division of the island to allow each of the lots a

western exposure.
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In addition, the lot lines converge to a central location at the rear of the island to

minimize impacts on adjoining islands.

LOT AREA (ha) FRONTAGE (m)
1 2.5 230
2 1.9 142
3 2.8 189
Retain 4.1 391

OFFICIAL PLAN

All lands and islands have the same, single designation in The Archipelago for
recreational purposes. Residential dwellings are permitted on all patented waterfront

properties in the Township.

Land division policies vary depending upon neighbourhood locations. The Pines is
located in Long Sault-Amanda neighbourhood.
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The land division policies are set out in Section 10.

101

This section of the Plan applies to a number of specific areas referred to as
Neighbourhoods in The Archipelago as named and defined on Schedule "A"
and listed below. The boundaries between the various Neighbourhoods of The
Archipelago are, in some cases, approximate and more detailed local
evaluation may be required to determine the governing policy which applies in
any given instance.

NEIGHBOURHOOD

Bayfield-Nares

Pointe au Baril Islands
Sturgeon Bay

Manitou

Sandy and Martyr Islands
Long Sault - Amanda
Five Mile Bay

Sans Souci — Copperhead
North Moon Channel

10. Woods Bay

NI AWN =

11. Blackstone Lake
12. Crane Lake

13. Healey Lake

14. Kapikog Lake

15. Naiscoot Lake

16. Rock Island Lake
17. Three Legged Lake
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The rationale for the configuration of the neighbourhoods is based upon
marina-centred communities of interest in the case of Georgian Bay and the
individual intand lakes.

Growth Policies for Neighbourhoods

10.2 The Neighbourhood Growth policies in this plan are effectively land division
policies for the various areas in the Township. The policies have been based
on the principle of preserving the existing character of each of the
Neighbourhoods. In addition, there are some site-specific development policies
for certain neighbourhoods.

In addition to preserving existing densities for the various neighbourhoods, land
division policy is also based upon boat traffic, size of private land holdings,
water quality, environmental features, existing development patterns, Crown
land, development pressures and recreational capabilities.

Where the words "no further development” are used in the Neighbourhood
policy areas below, it will be interpreted to prohibit all land division applications
which may resuilt in the creation of a separate, legally conveyable residential
lot.

Long Sault — Amanda

10.24  The area referred to as Long Sault - Amanda has numerous small, medium and
large sized islands, most of which are privately-owned. Three major channels
traverse the area.

This neighbourhood is heavily influenced by the presence of The Massasauga
Provincial Park. In recognition of the Park extra care will be taken by the
Township in its review of building and development applications.

10.25 Further land division in the Long Sault — Amanda Neighbourhood is to be
discouraged. Consents involving the creation of up to two new lots per land
holding may be considered by the Township, subject to the policies of Section
14 - Development Procedures and Standards and any other applicable policies.

10.26  Notwithstanding the above, there are several large islands in the Long Sault -
Amanda Neighbourhood (greater than ten hectares) where land division
resulting in the creation of three new lots per land holding may be permitted
subject to Section 14 — Development Procedures and Standards and any other
applicable policies.

The interpretation of this policy is further summarized in Appendix ‘C’ — Growth Policies.
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APPENDIX ‘C’ - SUMMARY OF NEIGHBOURHOOD GROWTH POLICIES
‘ I ' MINIMUM LOT SIZE '

NUMBER OF
SECTION REQUIRED TO BE SPECIAL NOTES
 NEIGHBOURHOOD | \ymBER ;IEEI:\{AIIvl::I(T)'E% ELIGIBLE TO APPLY
_ _, i | FOR SEVERANCE
Bayfield-Nares 106 | 1 2 hectares

1. Development on

1 2 hectares )
- Pointe au Baril 10.9 2 10 hectares outer islands
' Islands ' 3 15 hectares ) ﬂlS(iou;acgigq..
| . No land division on
1 | S | = A: 5 20 hejtalres | McCoy Islands. |
1. Development to be
v carefully designed |
Sturgeon Bay 10.13 0 N/A to minimize
e el — pollution.
| Manitou | 1049 | 1 | 5hectares
| ' ' ' 1. Environmentally
| Sandy and Martyr | 1021 | 0 N/A sensitive areas wil
| L | . | be protected.
' : 1 2 hectares
| Long Sault-Amanda 10.25 2 3 hectares
I 3 | 10 hectares

— . —_— ', S— ————

The rationale for many of the neighbourhood land division policies was based upon the
general circumstances in the various communities in the municipality, potential for
development and impacts that may be anticipated.

In the formative years of the municipality, the land division policies were clearly
implemented in the charter comprehensive zoning by-law, No. A100-83.

This by-law had a unique translation of the policy in the early 1980’s where land division
had zonings as follows:

R1 — no land division permitted.

R2 —islands could be divided in half.
R3 —islands could be divided in thirds
R4 — islands could be quartered.

In the case of The Pines, it was zoned R4.
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This land division protocol pre-dated the establishment of provincial policy statements

but it did establish a general density level allowance subject to those provincial policies.

The fundamental underlying density policies have not changed for the neighbourhood

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

The Township has required that any land division proposals in accordance with the
prescribed density policies, be required to be assessed for impacts on the

environmental features of the Township. These policies are outlined in Section 7 of the

official plan.
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71

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

7.6

The natural features and ecological functions of the Township’'s natural
environment, which contribute greatly to the Township's wilderness character,
are paramount and will be protected.

Development within the Township will be encouraged to conform with the natural
environment as opposed to the natural environment being altered to
accommodate development.

For the purposes of Section 7, development shall mean the creation of a new lot,
a change in land use, or the construction of buildings and structures requiring
approval under the Planning Act, but does not include:

i) activities that create or maintain infrastructure authorized under an
environmental assessment process; or

it) works subject to the Drainage Act; or

iii) works related to conservation purposes.

The provisions of this Section of the Plan apply to specific Natural Heritage
Features, being those lands and waters consisting of wetlands, fish habitat,
habitat of threatened and endangered species and significant wildlife habitat.
The areas of these Natural Heritage Features are delineated on Schedule “F,
based on the most current information available.

This Section of the Plan will also include cultural heritage features which also
contribute to the sense of character of the Township.

The identification of Natural Heritage Features on Schedule “F’ may be further
refined, expanded or modified without formal amendment of the Plan as
additional information becomes available, upon site inspection of individual
properties or through supporting documentation submitted.

Council recognizes the importance and value of the Natural Heritage Features
and cultural heritage areas of the Township and supports the protection of these
areas. In addition to these general policies, certain specific policies have been
provided to address the specific types of Natural Heritage Features.

Wetlands

7.7

7.9

7.10

7.1

Wetlands within the Township consist of coastal wetlands and inland wetlands
and have been identified as having provincial significance, local significance, or
other minor wetlands and where evaluated, are generally identified on Schedule
.

Locally significant wetlands may be identified through a municipal program, the
development review process or by other means.

Other wetlands, not identified as provincially or locally significant, are also
considered to have functional benefits and represent a constraint to
development.

Prior to a development proposal proceeding within a locally significant or other
wetland area or on adjacent lands, the Township may require that a wetland be
evaluated in accordance with provincial evaluation procedures to determine its
significance. Once the significance of the wetland has been confirmed, the
applicable policies of this Plan will be applied.

Where a wetland has been classified as Provincially Significant as a result of an
evaluation undertaken as required by the Township in association with a
development proposal or by the Province directly, such wetiand can be added to
Section 7.8 and illustrated on Schedule “F” without the need for an Official Plan
Amendment.
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7.14 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on lands within 120
metres (400 feet) of a Provincially Significant Wetland or a coastal wetland,
unless the ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it
has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural
features or on their ecological functions.

7.15 Development may be permitted within a locally significant wetland or on lands
within 120 metres (400 feet) of a locally significant wetland, subject to the
submission of a satisfactory site evaiuation report demonstrating that there will
be no negative impact on the wetland's natural features or ecological functions.

7.16  Development may be permitted within other wetland areas, provided that Council
is satisfied that the constraints associated with the wetland can be overcome
without negatively impacting the integrity of the wetland. Council may require the
submission of a satisfactory site evaluation report.

Fish Habitat

7.17 The Township recognizes the importance and value of the long-term health of the
Township's fisheries resource and supports its protection and appropriate
management.

7.18 Increasing fishing pressures upon a finite resource and the potential habitat
deterioration resulting from development will require Council to support the
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry in the management and maintenance
of a viable fishery in The Archipelago. To this end, the Municipality has
recognized that waterbodies have a limited capacity to sustain development and
has therefore designed development standards that protect fishery habitats.

7.19 The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry has undertaken Fish Habitat
Classification Mapping identifying locations of the following types of fish habitat:

Critical Habitats (Type 1) are those, which have high productive capacity, are
rare, highly sensitive to development, or have a critical role in sustaining fisheries
(e.g. spawning and nursery areas for some species, and ground water discharge
areas).

Important Habitats (Type 2) are moderately sensitive to development and
although important to the fish populations, are not considered critical (e.g.
feeding areas and open water habitats of lakes).

Unknown Habitat refers to areas where no information currently exists.

7.20 A site evaluation report addressing fish habitat assessment may be required by
the Township in the following circumstances:

i) Where development or site alteration is proposed within identified Type 1
Fish Habitat;

i) Where development or site alteration is proposed within 120 metres of
identified Type 1 Fish Habitat;

iil) Where development or site alteration is proposed within Unknown Fish
Habitat, and staff, based on a site inspection of the property, are of the
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7.21

7.23

opinion that the habitat may be Type 1;
iv) Where staff, based on a site inspection of the property, request confirmation
of the actual location, extent and classification of the fish habitat.

A site evaluation report is not required where the development or site alteration
has been authorized by the appropriate approval authority.

New lot creation or zoning applications to increase development rights will be
considered only where at least 15 metres of the shoreline of the resulting lot or of
the lot subject to the rezoning would not abut fish habitat that has been confirmed
to be Type 1.

To assist in the protection of fish habitat, new development shall generally satisfy
the following setback requirements:

i} aminimum of 15 metres from Georgian Bay and warm water and cool water
lakes and streams;

i) a minimum of 30 metres from cold water lakes and streams, which includes
the following lakes:

- Blackstone Lake

- Crane Lake

- Forget Lake

- Spider Lake

- Three Legged Lake

If the subject lot has been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that there will
be no negative impacts on the habitat, a reduced setback may be warranted.

Habitat of Threatened and Endangered Species

7.28

7.29

7.30

In the Township of The Archipelago, there is habitat for a number of endangered
and threatened species. These species are listed in Appendix “D”.

The Township recognizes the importance and value of protecting these species
and their habitat in accordance with the Endangered Species Act and the
Species at Risk Act.

Due to the sensitive nature of these habitats, their focation remains confidential
and the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry is to be contacted to confirm
their presence on specific properties.

Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in habitat of endangered
species and threatened species, except in accordance with provincial and federal

requirements.

Where a property contains potential habitat for any threatened and/or
endangered species and is subject to a development application for lot creation
or rezoning that would significantly increase the development rights of the
property, a site evaluation report will be required to determine whether the
property contains habitat of endangered species and/or threatened species.
Should the site evaluation report confirm the presence of habitat of endangered

and/or threatened species, Section 7.28 shall apply.
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Significant Wildlife Habitat

7.31

7.32

7.33

7.34

In addition to the habitat of endangered and threatened species, the Township
contains other wildlife species for which significant habitat for these species will
be protected. Species for which significant habitat is to be protected is identified
in Appendix “D".

The Township supports the protection and management of these species and
their significant wildlife habitats.

A site evaluation report may be required by the Township prior to the
consideration of a planning application involving lot creation or rezoning that
would significantly increase the development rights of the property, to confirm the
actual location, extent and/or significance of the habitat.

Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in identified significant
wildlife habitat or within 120 metres of such habitat, unless a site evaluation
report has been prepared and it has been demonstrated that there will be no
negative impacts to the habitat or its function.

The Township will seek the assistance of the Ministry of Natural Resources and
Forestry to properly manage municipally-owned lands where such lands have
been identified as having significant wildlife habitat.

Deer Wintering Areas

7.35

7.36

7.37

Council recognizes the importance of protecting deer wintering areas within the
Township, which is shown on Schedule “F" of this Plan, composed of both
Stratum 1 and Stratum 2.

Stratum 2 forms the entire deer wintering habitat and is the area occupied by
deer in early winter or during mild winters. Stratum 1 is the core of the deer's

wintering habitat and is primarily composed of coniferous trees with a canopy

cover of more than 60%, which limits snow depth.

Development and site alteration in Stratum 1 habitat shall generally not be
permitted unless the conifer thermal cover has been mapped and it has been
determined through a site evaluation report that there will be no negative impacts

to the natural features or their ecological functions.

Development and site alteration in Stratum 2 habitat must conserve valuable
conifer stands, feeding areas and movement corridors. A site evaluation report
will generally be required to confirm the compatibility of the proposal and identify

recommended mitigation measures.
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7.38 New lot creation in deer habitat areas will only occur if each proposed lot has a
minimum lot frontage of 90 metres and a minimum depth of 90 metres. Where
deer wintering habitat is restricted to a narrow fringe along the shoreline, a
minimum of 120 metres frontage shall be required and a minimum depth of 90
metres. In both of these areas, vegetation removal shouid be minimized.

7.39 Intensive types of development or site alteration, such as aggregate operations,
golf courses, and land extensive commercial and industrial development shall
generally not be permitted in Stratum 1 or Stratum 2 deer wintering habitat.

Nesting Sites

7.44  Where a site evaluation report identifies a nest site for great blue heron, osprey,
goshawk, Cooper's hawk or other birds dependent on existing nest sites,
appropriate development controls will be implemented to ensure their protection.

In order to properly assess the environmental policies and the associated impact on the
various islands, a qualified consultant has been retained to assess the proposal. A copy
of this assessment is attached.

The environmental report has addressed the above policies and has included a number
of recommendations to mitigate any impacts from the proposed land division
application. These measures include:

* All new development and site alteration should be set back a minimum of 15 m from
the Georgian Bay high water mark (176.44 masl) on the subject property. This exceeds
the minimum front yard setback that is required by the Township in the zoning bylaw.

* All new septic systems are to be setback a minimum of 15 m from the Georgian Bay
high water mark (176.44 masl) on the subject property and 15 m from any other aquatic
features on the property (Figure 3).

* When the native soil is exposed within the development envelopes, sediment and
erosion control works, in the form of heavy-duty sediment fencing, be positioned
along the edge of development envelopes.

» Temporary storage locations of aggregate material should be located a minimum of
15 m from the Georgian Bay high watermark. This material is to be contained by two
layers of heavy-duty sediment fencing.

* The sediment fencing must be constructed of heavy material and solid posts to
ensure its integrity and be properly installed (trenched in) to maintain its reliability
during inclement weather events.

* Where soil depths do not permit trenching in of sediment fencing, straw bales are to
be used.

* Regular inspection and monitoring will be necessary to ensure that the structural
integrity and continued functioning of the sediment control measures is maintained
(i.e., proper installation is not the only action necessary to satisfy the mitigation
requirements).
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* Inspections of sediment and erosion control measures should be completed within
24 hours of the onset of a storm event.

» Sediment control measures must be maintained in good working order until
vegetation has been established on the exposed soils.

» Offloading of construction materials and aggregate be undertaken during fair weather
conditions and with care not to allow any of this material to enter the water.

* Existing vegetation within 7.5 m of the Georgian Bay high watermark must be
maintained in its natural state (Figure 3) unless it is a safety hazard. Debris from
clearing or materials to be used in construction are not to be placed within this area.

* Vegetation within 15 m of the shoreline and 30 m of the wetland communities as
indicated on Figure 3 be maintained in its natural state, with the exception of a
pathway to the shoreline for each Iot. The path will have a maximum width of 2 m,
meander, and be constructed of permeable substances (i.e., clean gravel, mulch)
where required. Trees will not be cut within the setback unless they are a safety hazard
and debris from clearing or materials to be used in construction will not be placed
within the setback.

» Where haul routes are needed to access development areas, their widths be
minimized to the extent that is absolutely necessary. These routes will be constructed
along the future access pathways to the shoreline. The route must be flagged, and
strictly followed.

* A combination of active (revegetation) and passive (natural regeneration)
rehabilitation of the haul route to the final width of 2-m be completed following
construction.

* A Class IV sewage treatment facility, employing the use of a raised filter bed or a
tertiary treatment system with area bed, be required.

* Any imported soils for septic construction should utilize soils with high
concentrations of iron and aluminum that are known to bind phosphorus.

» The final location and installation of any septic system be completed by a licenced
installer.

* Docking structure proposed for the severed and retained lots be located in the area
identified as Type 2 fish habitat. Recommended docking envelopes that meet this
criterion are provided on Figure 3

* During construction of docking structures, any in-water habitat features, including
aquatic vegetation, natural woody debris, and boulders must be left in their current
locations in the nearshore area unless their removal/movement has been permitted
through the applicable ministry.

* Timing of construction for each dock should be outside the spawning period for
warmwater fish species (April 15 to July 15).

» During design and construction of docking structures, the DFO Measures to protect
fish and fish habitat be reviewed and implemented (Appendix 4). It should be noted
that not all measures are suitable for all projects.

* New development and site alteration be setback a minimum of 15 m from the
Georgian Bay high watermark (176.44 masl). With the exception of a 2 m wide path, no
vegetation is to be removed in this area.
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» Development and site alteration should be set back a minimum of 30 m from the
wetland features as indicated on Figure 3. All development should be excluded from

these areas.

» The extent of vegetation removal and site alteration be minimized to the extent
possible.

* No rocks (e.g., boulders, table rocks, etc.) be relocated as part of site alteration on
the subject property.

» Clearing of vegetation will be limited as much as possible to the footprint required for
the construction of buildings.

« Where present, rotting logs, brush piles, or compost piles will be left in place.

* With the exception of docking and a 2 m wide path to the shoreline, no development
or site alteration will occur within 15 m of the Georgian Bay high watermark.

* Tree clearing for the purposes of development on each proposed lot only occur in the
fall, winter and early spring (from October 15 to April 15). This timeframe is outside of
the maternal roosting period.

* In the event that tree clearing must occur between April 15 and October 15, additional
studies will need to be completed to confirm the presence or absence of SAR bats.
These studies will include snag tree surveys and acoustic monitoring of the area
where trees will be removed, by a qualified professional. Should SAR bats be detected,
the MECP should be contacted to determine if a permit would be required to proceed.

* Vegetation removal and disturbance outside of the development envelopes should be
minimized.

* Restricted vegetation clearing during the migratory bird nesting season, April 15 and
August 31 each year.

With the inclusion of the above protection measures, the environmental report
concludes that the consent will conform to the policies of the official plan.

The environmental features and constraint mapping is set out below.



Each lot has a generous building envelope views to the west and docking locations.

GENERAL POLICIES

SECTION 3 - GOAL

The general goal of the Official Plan of The Township of The Archipelago Planning
Area is to preserve the unique and high quality of the natural environment which leads
to a recreational experience that is both relaxing and aesthetically appealing to
property owners and visitors who use the area, and is designed to make both property
owners and visitors realize that they share equally in the responsibility of maintaining
the ecological integrity within a UNESCO Biosphere Reserve.

The approach taken by the owner is to respect the “environment first” philosophy of the
official plan.

The applicant is respectful of both protecting the natural environment, the official plan
policies and neighbouring island interests.

In this regard, the proposal is in keeping with the relevant objectives of the official plan.

Section 4 — Objectives

The objectives necessary to fulfil the Official Plan Goal include:
Primary Objective:

1. Respecting, maintaining and improving the natural environment of the region,
and of the UNESCO Biosphere Reserve, of which the Township is a part.
Secondary Objectives:

2. Responding appropriately to the inevitable social and economic changes that will
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affect the demand for recreation in its many forms while maintaining a status quo
philosophy in regard to the character of the present land use base;

4. Protect and preserve the water quality of the area;
6. Ensuring the compatibility of land and water usage;
9. Preserving the natural landscapes of the Township by minimizing obtrusive

building forms, particularly in areas where exposure is high because of
topographic conditions and/or the absence of tree cover;

GENERAL DEVELOPMENT POLICIES

There are a number of general development policies that relate to island development.

14.6 Development must be appropriate for an area in terms of its density or
prematurity.

14.16 Development constraints are natural or man-made features that produce
impediments to or limitations on development. It will be the policy of this Plan
to impose whatever development controls are necessary to reflect any
development constraints.

14.17 All development locations must be physically suitable in terms of services,
building site, harbour and access. Lands with severe development constraints
due to the steepness of their slopes, their susceptibility to flooding or erosion,
their environmental sensitivity, or other special physical features, may be zoned
in a non-development zone so as to maintain the natural state of these lands.

14.49 The Zoning By-law implementing this Plan will provide minimum lot sizes that
are appropriate for The Archipelago given its generally low density, existing
development standards and conservation oriented development philosophy.
The minimum standards set out in the Zoning By-law will not necessarily be the
maximum dimensions or areas of any lots proposed to be created and the
Township will expect the lots to be designed with due regard for a high level of
privacy, adequate water access, and all of the standards described in this
section.

Wherever land division policies allow for consents for the creation of new lots in
the various neighbourhoods (except for the Pointe au Baril Station
Neighbourhood), and minimum lot standards are not identified, the minimum Iot
size will be 100 metres of water frontage and 1 hectare of lot area. These
numerical figures are not absolute and may in appropriate circumstances be
varied slightly to accommodate individual applications.
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PRECONSULTATION

This planning report together with the environmental report is intended to form part of
the pre-consultation submission.

14.66 Pre-Consultation

Prior to the submission of an application for Official Plan Amendment, a Zoning
By-law Amendment, and/or an application for Subdivision or Plan of
Condominium approval, the person or public body requesting the amendment
or approval shall pre-consult with the Township. Pre-consultation may also be
required prior to the submission of an application to the Committee of
Adjustment.

The official plan sets out the criteria for a complete application.

14.67 Complete Application

For a Planning Act application to be considered complete under the Planning
Act, the Township shall require, at a minimum, the following:

* prescribed application fee;

» completed application form together with requisite authorizations;

* prescribed information and material as required by the Planning Act
regulations;

* concept plans and/or drawings;

* copy of the property deed;

» a strategy for consulting with the public (for subdivision, Official Plan
Amendment, and Zoning By-law Amendment applications); and

* any studies/plans as identified by the Township.

In order to advance the applicant, this submission includes:

e Prescribed fees;

e Completed application;

e Drawings;

o Copy of the transfer (deed)

The owner has contacted adjoining property owners and has placed proposed lot
identifiers on each proposed parcel. The owner has been discussing the development

plans with the building department.

PROVINCIAL POLICY STATEMENTS (P.P.S)

Decisions of local planning authorities are subject to complying with the applicable
provincial policies issued under section 3 of the Planning Act.
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The Pines is considered as rural lands under the P.P.S. and is subject to the provisions
of 1.1.5.

1.1.5.2 On rural lands located in municipalities, permitted uses are:
b) resource-based recreational uses (including recreational dwellings);
c) residential development, including lot creation, that is locally appropriate;

1.1.5.3 Recreational, tourism and other economic opportunities should be
promoted.

1.1.5.4 Development that is compatible with the rural landscape and can be
sustained by rural service levels should be promoted.

The proposed land division of The Pines is consistent with the rural lands policy found in
the P.P.S.

The land division into four lots is deemed to represent appropriate development given
its compliance with neighbourhood land division policy.

The Natural Heritage policies contained in section 2.1 of the P.P.S. apply to the land
division of The Pines.

The environmental study that has been undertaken has concluded that if the measures
recommended are implemented, that the land division will be consistent with the
applicable natural heritage policies.

PLANNING ACT CRITERIA 51(24)

Section 51(24) of the Planning Act sets out a number of criteria that must be regarded
when considering a land division.

a) The effect of development of the proposed consent on matters of provincial
interest as referred to in section 2.

There are no matters of provincial interest respecting a land division on The
Pines.

b) Whether the subdivision is premature or in the public interest.

There will be no extension of any municipal services as a result of the land
division.

There is a strong public interest in new residential lots in this area of
Georgian Bay.

¢) Whether the consent conforms to the official plan and adjacent plans of
subdivision.
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9)

h)

As indicated in the discussion above, the consent conforms to the official
plan.

The subject lands are equal to or larger in size than adjacent lots.
The suitability of the land for the purposes for which it is to be subdivided.

The proposed lots are large in area with suitable areas for cottage,, dock and
septic system locations.

Affordable Housing.

Not Applicable.

Adequacy of roads.

Not Applicable.

The dimensions and shapes of the proposed lots.

The lots have been configured to give each lot a western exposure and the
lots converge to a central point to discourage development on the east side
of the island near neighbouring properties.

Restrictions or proposed restrictions.

The lands will be zoned to signify the land division and to increase the front
yard as recommended by the environmental report. In addition, the Township
will generally require a consent agreement to be registered against the lots to
implement the balance of the recommendations of the environmental report.

Conservation of natural resources.

These will be included in the measures recommended by the environmental
consultants.

Municipal Services

Not Applicable.

j) Adequacy of schools.

k)

Not Applicable.
Parkland

The Township generally assigns a fee in lieu of parkland dedication.
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ZONING

The Pine is zoned Coastal Residential (CR).
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The proposed lots will comply with the minimum standards for lots in the CR Zone.

The environmental report has recommended that the front yard be increased from 7.5
metres to 15 metres.

This recommendation will be best accomplished through a site specific amendment. An
application for a concurrent rezoning is attached.

CONCLUSION

The proposed consent application for a land division of The Pines in to four lots:

Conform to the official plan;

Is consistent with the provincial policy statements;

Has regard to the matters set out in section 51(24) of the Planning Act; and
Will comply with the requirements for new lots in the zoning By-Law.

It is recommended that the planning board support the granting of the provisional
consent subject to the appropriate conditions.

Respectfully,

John Jackson M.C.I.P., R.P.P.
JJ:jc
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY

APPENDIX ‘E’
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RIVERSTONE

NVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS INC.

April 4, 2022
RS# 2020-190

The Pines Island

Tamarack North Ltd., Chris Madden
c¢/o John Jackson

John Jackson Planner Inc.

70 Isabella Street, Unit #110

Parry Sound, ON

P2A 1M6

Via Email: jjplan@cogeco.net

SUBJECT: Environmental Impact Study, The Pines Island
Township of the Archipelago

Dear Mr. Jackson,

RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc. is pleased to provide you with the attached report.

Please contact us if there are any questions regarding the report, or if further information is required.

Best regards,

RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc.

Report prepared by:

Craig Mann
Principal / Senior Ecologist Ecologist / A

ZSI
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RIVERSTONE ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS INC.

REPORT SUMMARY

Type of Study Date

Environmental Impact Study April 4, 2022

Project Manager Legal Description Development Proposed

Al Shaw The Pines Island, Georgian Bay, Lot Creation by Severance
Township of the Archipelago
Approval Authorities Owner/Agent
Township of the Archipelago Tamarack North Ltd./John Jackson

Report Summary

(3) new lot and one (1) retained lot, within the Township of the Archipelago. During onsite review of
existing conditions on the property in 2020 and 2021, it was determined that the island contains:

1) habitat of endangered and threatened species,

2) shoreline containing sensitive fish habitat,
3) candidate significant wildlife habitat, and

are intended to mitigate potential negative impacts on the identified features and species.

This Environmental Impact Study has been prepared as part of a Planning Act application to create three

Potential impacts of the proposed application on the identified natural features and species of conservation
interest were evaluated. The recommendations contained within Section 4 of this report (reiterated below)

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Water Quality and Fish Habitat

The subject property contains wetlands and shoreline fronting onto Georgian Bay. Generally,
RiverStone recommends that development and site alteration be set back from the edge of wetlands
and shorelines to protect these ecological features and their functions. To this end, RiverStone
recommends:

o All new development and site alteration should be set back a minimum of 15 m from the
Georgian Bay high water mark (176.44 masl) on the subject property. This exceeds the
minimum front yard setback that is required by the Township in the zoning bylaw.

o All new septic systems are to be setback a minimum of 15 m from the Georgian Bay high water
mark (176.44 masl) on the subject property and 15 m from any other aquatic features on the
property (Figure 2).

To ensure that the wetland communities and fish habitat are not negatively impacted by stormwater
runoff during construction activities (e.g., land clearing and grubbing, dwelling and septic system
construction, etc.), RiverStone recommends the following measures:

EIS — Island No. 247A, Twp of Archipelago I
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RIVERSTONE ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS INC.

e When the native soil is exposed within the development envelopes, sediment and erosion
control works, in the form of heavy-duty sediment fencing, be positioned along the edge of
development envelopes.

e Temporary storage locations of aggregate material should be located a minimum of 15 m from
the Georgian Bay high watermark. This material is to be contained by two layers of heavy-
duty sediment fencing.

e The sediment fencing must be constructed of heavy material and solid posts to ensure its
integrity and be properly installed (trenched in) to maintain its reliability during inclement
weather events.

e Where soil depths do not permit trenching in of sediment fencing, straw bales are to be used.

e Regular inspection and monitoring will be necessary to ensure that the structural integrity and
continued functioning of the sediment control measures is maintained (i.e., proper installation
is not the only action necessary to satisfy the mitigation requirements).

¢ Inspections of sediment and erosion control measures should be completed within 24 hours of
the onset of a storm event.

e Sediment control measures must be maintained in good working order until vegetation has
been established on the exposed soils.

¢ Offloading of construction materials and aggregate be undertaken during fair weather
conditions and with care not to allow any of this material to enter the water.

To ensure that the waterbodies are not negatively impacted by increased nutrient loading and run off as
a result of development, RiverStone recommends the following measures:

e With the current shoreline amenity areas for Lots #2 and #3 having been cleared during site
investigations, it is recommended that no additional shoreline clearing for these lots.

e If clearing has occurred on the subject property since the last RiverStone site visit and clearing
has occurred within the proposed buffers from Georgian Bay or natural features as outlined
on Figure 2. These areas are to be naturalised and considered no maintenance areas with a
naturalisation plan consisting of plantings native to the local area and lacking landscaped
features. Vegetation within 15 m of the shoreline and 30 m of the wetland communities as
indicated on Figure 2be maintained in its natural state, with the exception of a pathway to the
shoreline for each lot. The path will have a maximum width of 2 m, meander, and be
constructed of permeable substances (i.e., clean gravel, mulch) where required. Trees will not
be cut within the setback unless they are a safety hazard and debris from clearing or materials
to be used in construction will not be placed within the setback.

¢ Where haul routes are needed to access development areas, their widths be minimized to the

extent that is absolutely necessary. These routes will be constructed along the future access
pathways to the shoreline. The route must be flagged, and strictly followed.
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* A combination of active (revegetation) and passive (natural regeneration) rehabilitation of the
haul route to the final width of 2-m be completed following construction.

Where soil conditions are not suitable for a conventional in-ground leaching bed, filter bed systems or
tertiary treatment systems with area beds are alternatives approved under the OBC. Where there are
limitations due to the depth or condition of native soils, RiverStone recommends the following:

e A Class IV sewage treatment facility, employing the use of a raised filter bed or a tertiary
treatment system with area bed, be required.

e Any imported soils for septic construction should utilize soils with high concentrations of iron
and aluminum that are known to bind phosphorus.

¢ The final location and installation of any septic system be completed by a licenced installer.

To ensure that fish habitat is not negatively impacted by the placement of in-water structures,
RiverStone recommends the following measures:

e Docking structures proposed for the severed and retained lots be located in the area identified
as Type 2 fish habitat. Recommended docking envelopes that meet this criterion are provided
on Figure 2.

e The existing dock that is located on Lot 3 within the Coastal Wetland community is to be
removed or relocated with the approval of appropriate permitting. The access point to this
dock is to be left to naturally regenerate.

¢ During construction of docking structures, any in-water habitat features, including aquatic
vegetation, natural woody debris, and boulders must be left in their current locations in the
nearshore area unless their removal/movement has been permitted through the applicable
ministry.

¢ Timing of construction for each dock should be outside the spawning period for warmwater
fish species (April 15 to July 15).

e During design and construction of docking structures, the DFO Measures to protect fish and
fish habitat be reviewed and implemented (Appendix 4). It should be noted that not all
measures are suitable for all projects.

Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species

Blanding’s Turtles were identified as having the potential to be present along the shoreline of the
subject property. To protect these features and the potential for them to function as habitat for
endangered and threatened turtle species, RiverStone reiterates the recommendations presented above
related to setbacks from the shoreline of Georgian Bay and the identified interior wetland feature.

e New development and site alteration be setback a minimum of 15 m from the Georgian Bay
high watermark (176.44 masl). With the exception of a 2 m wide path, no vegetation is to be
removed in this area.
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¢ Development and site alteration should be set back a minimum of 30 m from the wetland
features as indicated on Figure 2 (this includes the Coastal Wetland feature). All development
is to be excluded from these communities and their buffers.

Eastern hog-nosed snake was identified as having the potential to be present on the subject property.
This species is wide ranging, being known to move large distances in a single season. No specific
habitat features (e.g., hibernation sites) were identified on the subject property for either of these
species of snake; however, general foraging habitat is likely to be present. As a result, RiverStone
recommends that:

e The extent of vegetation removal and site alteration be minimized to the extent possible.

e No rocks (e.g., boulders, table rocks, etc.) be relocated as part of site alteration on the subject
property.

In order for the proposed development to be consistent with the protection of Eastern Foxsnake habitat,
RiverStone recommends the following:

e Clearing of vegetation will be limited as much as possible to the footprint required for the
construction of buildings.

¢ Where present, rotting logs, brush piles, or compost piles will be left in place.
¢ With the exception of docking and a 2 m wide path to the shoreline, no development or site

In order to prevent impacts upon the habitat of endangered bats that may be utilizing the forest
communities for maternal roosting habitat on the subject property, RiverStone recommends the
following for future development:

e Tree clearing for the purposes of development on each proposed lot only occur in the fall,
winter and early spring (from October 15 to April 15). This timeframe is outside of the
maternal roosting period.

¢ In the event that tree clearing must occur between April 15 and October 15, additional studies
will need to be completed to confirm the presence or absence of SAR bats. These studies will
include snag tree surveys and acoustic monitoring of the area where trees will be removed, by
a qualified professional. Should SAR bats be detected, the MECP should be contacted to
determine if a permit would be required to proceed.

Significant Wildlife Habitat

RiverStone completed a habitat-based assessment of SWH features on the subject property in
accordance with the Ecoregion 5E Criteria Schedules (OMNRF 2015a). Based on the results of
RiverStone’s SWH assessment (see Appendix 3). Mitigation measure for any species or habitats
related to SWH is covered under mitigation measure specie and habitats outlined above and below.

Other Natural Features and Functions

The following measures are recommended to reduce the effects of development on the proposed lots
on the remaining forested land outside future building envelopes:

EIS — Island No. 247A, Twp of Archipelago v
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e Vegetation removal and disturbance outside of the development envelopes should be
minimized.

Migratory birds in general have protection under the Migratory Birds Convention Act (the “MBCA”).

To be compliant with this Federal legislation, RiverStone recommends that:

* Restricted vegetation clearing during the migratory bird nesting season, April 15 and August
31 each year.

EIS —Island No. 247A, Twp of Archipelago
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1 BACKGROUND

RiverStone Environmental Solutions Inc. (hereafter “RiverStone”) was retained by Tamarack North
Ltd., through John Jackson Planning, to prepare an Environmental Impact Study (EIS) as part of an
Application for Consent for the property known as The Pines Island (hereafter “subject property™) in
the Township of the Archipelago. The subject property is legally described as Cowper Island B494
PCL 1519 S/S according to MPAC (Figure 1). The subject island is approximately 10.9 ha (27 acres)
in area (i.e., portion of the island above 176.44 m elevation). The property currently is primarily in a
natural state with one (1) historical cabin, four (4) docking structures and a trail through the northwest
portion of the property.

It is our understanding that the intent of the owner is to create multiple lots for the development of
cottages along the shoreline of the island. It was determined that an EIS would be required as part of
any Planning Act application to sever the island. The development proposal will be to create three (1)
new lot and one (1) retained lot on the island.

Per Schedule A South, the subject property is located within the Long Sault — Amanda Neighbourhood
within the Township of the Archipelago. The Township of the Archipelago Comprehensive Zoning
Bylaw A2000-07 (August 20, 2018 Consolidation) identifies the subject property as being within the
Coastal/Island Residential (CR) zone.

This EIS comments on applicable natural heritage policy and legislation but is primarily scoped to an
assessment of 1) features that may function as habitat for endangered and threatened species within the
subject property and adjacent lands, 2) significant wildlife habitat (SWH), and 3) fish habitat.

2 APPROACH AND METHODS

The approach and methods used to carry out this EIS are detailed in this section. Broadly speaking, this
includes:

1. Gather background biophysical information for the subject property and adjacent lands (~ 120
m from subject property boundaries) to become familiar with existing mapping of natural
heritage features and occurrences of species of conservation interest prior to the site
investigation.

2. Conduct site investigations to field-verify the presence or absence of natural heritage features
and/or habitat for species of conservation interest identified during background information
gathering, and to identify any additional significant features (where present).

3. Determine the potential for negative impacts associated with implementation of the proposed
development and provide recommendations on how identified negative impacts can be
mitigated via avoidance, minimization, and/or compensation measures (as necessary).

4. Determine whether the proposed application addresses applicable municipal, provincial, and
federal environmental policies.

EIS - The Pines Island, Twp of Archipelago 1
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Information Sources used to Assess Site Conditions

Background biophysical information pertaining to the subject property and adjacent lands was
collected from a variety of sources. This includes:

22

Township of the Archipelago Official Plan (Office Consolidation January 1, 2019) for
natural heritage feature mapping within and adjacent to the subject property, including:

o Schedule A South — Land Use
o Schedule F South — Natural Heritage Features

Ministry of the Environment Conservation and Parks (MECP) information request for
occurrences of species at risk in and adjacent to the subject property. Received November 23,
2021 from Aurora McAllister — Management Biologist.

MNREF Natural Areas Mapping and Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC)
database regarding information on occurrences of species at risk (SAR), provincially tracked
species, and natural heritage features near the subject property (squares: 17NL6208,
17NL6308, 17NL6408, 17NL6209, 17NL6309, 17NL6409, accessed September 23, 2021, at:
https://www.gisapplication.lrc.gov.on.ca/mamnh/Index.htm|?site=MNR_NHLUPS_NaturalHer
itage&viewer=NaturalHeritage&locale=en-US

Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA) database and the Atlas of the Breeding Birds of
Ontario, 2001-2005 (Cadman et al. 2007) regarding birds that were documented to be
breeding near the Site between 2001-2005 (squares: 17NL60 ; accessed at:
http://www.birdsontario.org/atlas/squareinfo.jsp).

iNaturalist database regarding all natural heritage species records near the subject property
(squares: accessed September 23, 2021, at: https://www.inaturalist.org/).

Atlas of the Mammals of Ontario (Dobbyn 1994) regarding mammals recorded near the
subject property.

Great Lakes Conservation Blueprint for Terrestrial Biodiversity, Volume 2 (Henson and
Brodribb (2005) regarding terrestrial biodiversity within Ecodistrict SE-7 (Parry Sound).

Great Lakes Conservation Blueprint for Aquatic Biodiversity, Volume 2 (Phair et al.
(2005) regarding aquatic biodiversity within tertiary watershed 2EA (Magnetawan).

Digital Ontario Base Maps (OBMs; 1:10,000).
Historical and Current Aerial Photographs of the subject property and adjacent lands.

Site Investigations

The results of background information gathering outlined above in Section 2.1 helped direct on-site
data collection activities associated with the site investigations carried out by RiverStone on November
5, 2020, May 19 and August 20, 2021. Evidence for the presence of a species (or use of an area by a
species) was determined from visual and/or auditory documentation (e.g., song, call) and/or
observation of nests, tracks, burrows, browse, skins, and scats (where applicable). Natural features of
conservation interest (e.g., wildlife habitat, fish habitat, etc.) were digitized and delineated in the field
with a high accuracy GPS. Features of interest were photographed, and all information collected was
catalogued for future reference. Representative photographs detailing on-site conditions are provided
in Appendix 1. Overall, the level of effort expended on-site was deemed adequate to document natural
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features and functions with recognized status given the location and scale of the proposed development
plan.

2.2.1 Vegetation Community Characterization

Existing vegetation communities within the study area were assessed during the on-site investigation.
A desktop exercise was undertaken to map vegetation community boundaries using background
information sources and current aerial photographs; the mapped vegetation communities were then
ground-truthed and refined during the site investigation. All vegetation communities within the
property were mapped according to the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence (GLSL) Ecosite Fact Sheets (Wester
et al. 2015), otherwise known as the “Provincial” Ecological Land Classification (ELC) system. The
GLSL Ecosite factsheets represent refinements and a synthesis of several different protocols for
describing vegetation communities (primarily forests) within Ecoregions 4 and 5 previously prepared
by MNREF in the 1990’s. ELC defines ecological units or “Ecosites” based on a hierarchy of influence
involving several physical factors including climate (temperature, precipitation), flooding, disturbance
regimes, and substrate (depth, texture, moisture, nutrients). ELC provides a common language to
describe vegetation communities, which in turn facilitates the identification of vegetation communities
likely to support features or functions of conservation interest.

Each Ecosite code consists of three (3) components. The first component is a 1-digit geographic range
code; all Ecosites within the GLSL geographic range begin with the letter “G”. The second component
is a 3-digit Ecosite number that corresponds to a specific vegetation community. The third component
is a 1- or 2-digit vegetation cover modifier indicating whether the dominant vegetation is tall treed
(Tt), low treed (T1), shrub (S), not woody (N), or not vegetated (X). For example, “G153N” refers to a
rock barren community that is dominated by non-woody vegetation occurring within the Great-Lakes
St. Lawrence geographic range.

The boundaries of wetland communities identified via ELC mapping were delineated in accordance
with the “50% wetland vegetation rule” specified by the Ontario Wetland Evaluation System (OWES).

2.2.2 Endangered and Threatened Species

RiverStone’s core approach to site assessment is habitat-based. This means that our field investigations
focus on evaluating the potential for features within an area of interest to function as habitat for species
considered potentially present, rather than searching for live specimens. An area is considered potential
habitat if it satisfies a number of criteria, usually specific to a species, but occasionally characteristic of
a broader group (e.g., several turtles of conservation interest use sandy shorelines for nesting,
numerous fish species use areas of aquatic vegetation for nursery habitat). Physical attributes of a site
that can be used as indicators of its potential to function as habitat for a species include structural
characteristics (e.g., physical dimensions of rock fragments or trees, water depth), ecological
community (e.g., meadow marsh, rock barren, coldwater stream), and structural connectivity to other
habitat features required by the species. Species-specific habitat preferences and/or affinities are
determined from status reports produced by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in
Canada (COSEWIC), Cadman et al. (2007), published and unpublished documents, and direct
experience.

For the purposes of identifying species that warrant consideration during design and implementation of
the proposed development plan, endangered and threatened species include those designated as
“endangered” or “threatened” under O. Reg. 230/08 pursuant to the provincial Endangered Species

Act. 2007, / 69
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2.2.3 Significant Wildlife Habitat

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) protects SWH from development and site alteration unless it
can be demonstrated that no negative impacts on the feature or its function will occur. As outlined in
the SWH Technical Guide (OMNR 2000) and supporting Ecoregion Criteria Schedules (OMNRF
2015a, 2015b, 2015¢c), SWH is composed of four principal components:

Seasonal concentration areas of animals;

Rare vegetation communities or specialized habitats;
Habitat of species of conservation concern; and
Animal movement corridors.

il S

The process for identifying SWH is outlined in s. 9.2.3 of the Natural Heritage Reference Manual
(OMNR 2010). Step 1 requires the answers to two questions:

A. Does the development proposed involve a trigger for significant wildlife habitat; and
B. Has any confirmed significant wildlife habitat been identified?

Triggers for significant wildlife habitat (question A) are outlined in 5.9 of the Natural Heritage
Reference Manual (OMNR 2010) and include:

e Creation of more than three (3) lots through either consent or plan of subdivision;

e Changes in land use, not including the creation of a lot, that required approval under the Planning
Act;

e Shoreline consent along a large inland lake, small inland lake or large river that is within 120 m
along the shoreline of an existing lot of record or lot described in an application for subdivision or
consent; and,

e Construction for recreational uses (e.g., golf courses, serviced playing fields, serviced campgrounds,
and ski hills) that require large-scale medication of terrain, vegetation or both.

If the development proposed involves a trigger (question A), or if SWH has been confirmed on the
subject property, the assessment of SWH proceeds. In the case of the proposed development of the
subject property represents a trigger for the assessment of SWH (question A, bullet 3). Based on this
information, an assessment of SWH is required.

2.2.4 Fish and Fish Habitat

Our field approach for assessing fish habitat is also habitat-based. That is, we do not conduct site visits
to observe fish use of the shoreline habitat over their entire life cycle in order to conclude whether the
habitat is used or is significant. Instead, we conducted a site visit during the time of year when habitat
features are visible, to document feature characteristics and types (Table 1).

While some habitats are specifically used by individual species at key times in their life history (e.g.,

rocky wind-swept shoals exposed to wind used by lake trout for spawning), other habitats are used by
several species at various important times in their development (e.g., aquatic vegetation is used by

various species for spawning, nursery, and/or feeding habitat). Characteristics of the lake shoreline

that relate to habitat use by fish include substrate type, slope/water depth, presence of woody debris,

fallen trees, large boulders, aquatic vegetation, confluence with watercourses, and exposure to the 70
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wind. During our assessment, these features are surveyed from land and/or the water, taking note of the
key habitat features described above.

Generally, where watercourses are encountered, they are assessed for several important characteristics,
including stream permanency, the physical dimensions of the channel, substrates, invertebrates,
thermal regime, groundwater sources and adjacent vegetation. These details allow the creek to be
characterised and considered based on requirements in the Township. These requirements relate to the
buffer width and vegetation retention requirements. Wetlands are also considered habitat for fish where
there is suitable open water and a suitable connection to watercourses or lakes.

Table 1. Classification of Fish Habitat Types.

Classification Type Description

Type 1 Habitats have high productive capacity, are rare, in space and/or time, are highly
sensitive to development, or have a critical role in sustaining fisheries (e.g., spawning
and nursery areas for some species, and ground water discharge areas for summer and/or
winter thermal refuges).

Type 2 Habitats are moderately sensitive to development and, although important to the fish
population, are not considered critical (e.g., feeding areas and open water habitats of
lakes).

Type 3 Habitats have low productive capacity or are highly degraded, and do not currently

contribute directly to fish productivity. They often have the potential to be improved
significantly (e.g., a portion of a waterbody, a channelized stream that has been highly
altered physically).

2.3 Impact Assessment and Mitigation Measures

To carry out a defensible ecological assessment of potential impacts associated with implementation of
the proposed development, RiverStone employs the following approach:

1. Predict impacts to existing biophysical features and functions on site based on the proposed
development plan (from construction to post-completion), including both direct (e.g.,
vegetation clearance, etc.) and indirect (e.g., light pollution, encroachment post-development,
impacts.

2. Evaluate the significance of predicted impacts to existing biophysical features and functions
based on their spatial extent, magnitude, timing, frequency (how often), and duration (how
long).

3. Assess the probability or likelihood that the predicted impacts will occur at the level of
significance expected (i.e., high, medium, low probability).

4. Where the potential for negative impacts exists, ecologically meaningful mitigation measures
are offered to avoid such impacts first, and where impacts cannot be fully avoided to minimize
and/or compensate such impacts as appropriate.

2.4  Applicable Environmental Legislation and Policy

To assess whether the application satisfies relevant municipal, provincial, and federal requirements
with respect to the natural environment, the following policies (e.g., statutes, regulations, plans,
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guidance documents, etc.) that may be applicable to the proposed application and were considered
during both the field investigations and the impact analysis:

e Township of the Archipelago Official Plan (Office Consolidation January 1, 2019)

e Township of the Archipelago Comprehensive Zoning By-law A2000-07 as amended (Consolidated
December 31%, 2020)

Provincial Policy Statement, 2020, pursuant to the Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. P.13, including:
o Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (OMNR 2000)

o Natural Heritage Reference Manual for Natural Heritage Policies of the Provincial
Policy Statement, 2005 (OMNR 2010)

o Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion SE, January 2015
(OMNREF 2015a)

Provincial Endangered Species Act (ESA), S.0. 2007, c. 6, including:
o Ontario Regulation 230/08: Species at Risk in Ontario List

o Ontario Regulation 242/08 — General (i.e. “Exemption Regulation™)
Federal Fisheries Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. F-14, amended on 2019-08-28 including:

o Applications for Authorization under Paragraph 35(2)(b) of the Fisheries Act
Regulations, S.0.R/2013-191

o Fish and Fish Habitat Protection Policy Statement (August 2019)

Federal Migratory Birds Convention Act, S.C. 1994, c. 22, including:
o Migratory Birds Regulations, C.R.C., ¢. 1035

3 BIOPHYSICAL FEATURES AND FUNCTIONS

3.1 General Site Conditions

At the time of RiverStone’s onsite assessments on November 5, 2020, May 19 and August 20, 2021,
the subject property was primarily natural and contained a dilapidated cabin, four (4) docking
structures and a trail through the northwest portion of the property (Figure 2) to provide access to
Georgian Bay. In addition to the trails, areas at the shoreline had been cleared to provide shoreline
amenity areas for Lots #2 and #3. All existing development features were located in the north and west
portions of the subject property. The dock located in the back bay of the property looks to be
temporary and it recommended for removed or relocation. Topography was variable across the island;
however, with areas of steeper slopes occurring along the west shore, no other topographic features of
note were observed. Water levels appeared to be high with considerable portions of the shoreline areas
of the subject property being flooded into areas of terrestrial vegetation. The subject property was
found to be typical of Georgian Bay islands and contained a mixture of open bedrock outcrops, and
mixed forests.

EIS - The Pines Island, Twp of Archipelago 6
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3.2 Vegetation Communities

A description of each community is provided below, and communities boundaries are delineated on
Figure 2.

3.2.1 Terrestrial Communities

3.2.1.1 GO39Tt — Dry, sandy. Red Pine — White Pine Mixedwood

This vegetation community primarily covers the entire island and is best characterised as G039 —
White Pine Mixedwood. This community is variable with soil depth ranging greatly due to topography.
Species present in this community include Eastern White Pine (Pinus strobus), Red Pine (Pinus
resinosa), Eastern White Cedar (Thuja occidentalis), Balsam Fir (Abies balsmea), White Spruce (Picea
glauca), Northern Red Oak (Quercus rubra), White Birch (Betula papyrifera), White Birch (Betula
papyrifera), Red Maple (Acer rubrum), Fire Cherry (Prunus pensylvanica), Striped Maple (4cer
pensylvanicum), Common Juniper (Juniperus communis), American Fly Honeysuckle (Lonicera
canadensis), Spinulose Wood Fern (Drypteris carthusiana),Lowbush Blueberry (Vaccinium
angustifolium), Wild Sarsaparilla (4ralia nudicaulis), Pipsissewa (Chimaphila unbellata), Bluebead
Lily (Clintonia borealis) Canada Mayflower (Maianthemum canadense) and Northern Starflower
(Trientalis borealis).

3.2.1.2 G165N — Open Rock Barren

This community is primarily located in along the edge of the island and the lack of soil and vegetation
likely associated with flooding, ice movement and wind forces on the community over the years. The
lack of soil typically has restricted vegetation to cracks and crevices in the bedrock and to small
pockets of soil. Species present in this community include Common Juniper, Poverty Oat Grass
(Danthonia spicata), and regenerating Eastern White Pine, Eastern White Cedar, White Birch, Red
Maple, and Red Oak. Adequate allow

3.2.2 Wetland Communities

3.2.2.1 G15IN — Open Water Marsh: Mineral

This community is located within the bay in the north portion of the island with an additional
community located in the north portion of the property and scattered along the shoreline in several
locations. These communities have been influenced with the high water levels of Georgian Bay and
portions were potentially more upland communities in the past. Species present in this community
include: Hardstem Bullrush (Schoenoplectus acutus), Common Pipewort (Eriocaulon aquaticum),
American White Water Lily (Nymphaea odarata), Rush species (Juncus sp.), Arrowhead species
(Sagittaria sp.), Sweetgale (Myrica gale), Spotted Joepyeweed (Eutrochium maculatum), White
Meadow-sweet (Spirea alba), Horehound, Broadleaf Cattail (Typha latifolia), Water Smartweed
(Persicaria amphibia var. stipulacea), Small Cranberry (Vaccinium oxycoccos), Fowl Mana Grass
(Glyceria septentrionalis), Harlequin Blue Flag (Iris versicolor), Canada Bluejoint (Calamagrostis
canadensis), Mountain Holly (Zlex mucrontus), Common Winterberry (llex verticillate), Speckled
Alder (Alnus incana), with Eastern White Cedar, Red Maple and White Birch along the edges.
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3.2.2.2 G146S — Open Shore Fen

Located around the open water feature in the southeast portion of the property, this wetland feature is
best described as an G146S open shore fen. This community is variable in width and flooded
conditions of this community likely extend into the adjacent forest community during seasonal high
water periods. Species present in this community include Creeping Snowberry (Gaultheria
procumbens), Large Cranberry (Vaccinium macrocarpon), Leatherleaf (Chamaedaphne calyculata),
Canada Bluejoint and Common Boneset (Eupatorium perfoliatum).

3.3  Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species

The results of RiverStone’s desktop, habitat-based, and targeted assessments for endangered and
threatened species and their habitat is provided in Appendix 2. A preliminary screening of background
biophysical information identified several species with a potential to be present within the subject
property based on existing records and/or range maps. This initial list of endangered and threatened
species was refined to those species that have the potential to occur within the subject property.

Per the results of the Appendix 2, a total of six (6) endangered species have the potential to be
impacted by the proposed development plan: Little Brown (Myotis lucifugus), Northern Bat (Myotis
septentrionalis), Blanding’s Turtle (Emydoidea blandingii), Eastern Foxsnake (Pantherophis gloydi),
and Eastern Hog-nosed Snake (Heterodon platirhinos). The two (2) bat species are most likely to be
associated with the forested portions of the subject property, while Blanding’s Turtles and Eastern
Foxsnakes are most likely to use features present along the shoreline. Massasauga and Eastern Hog-
nosed Snakes have the potential to be present on the subject property and would be associated with the
terrestrial portions of the lot; however, the overall habitat quality for these two (2) species is
considered to be low. An impact assessment for these species is provided in Section 4.2.1.

3.4  Significant Wildlife Habitat

The development application proposed (i.e., shoreline consent along a large inland lake, small inland
lake...) represents a trigger to require the assessment of SWH (see question A in Section 2.2.3). A
review of background sources outlined in Section2.1, confirmed that there was not SWH types
previously identified on the subject property or adjacent lands (question B), however the type of
Planning Act application required triggers the need to assess SWH.

The results of RiverStone’s desktop and habitat-based assessments of potential features and
communities that could function as SWH (i.e., candidate SWH) based on provincial policies is
provided in Appendix 3. Given the results of our background review and onsite assessment, the
following SWH features or communities have the potential to be present on the island in specific
vegetation communities and may impacted by the proposed development application considered
herein. An impact assessment is provided for each SWH feature in Section 4.2.3.

1) Seasonal Concentration Areas of Animals
o Bat Maternal Colonies
o Turtle Wintering Areas
2) Rare Vegetation Communities
o Shallow Atlantic Coastal Marsh
3) Specialized Habitat for Wildlife
o Turtle and Lizard Nesting Areas
o Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Wetlands)
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4) Special Concern Species

o Northern Map Turtle (Graptemys geographica)
Eastern Musk Turtle (Sternotherus odoratus)
Snapping Turtle (Chelydra serpentina)
Eastern Ribbonsnake (Thamnophis sauritus)
Five-lined Skink (Plestiodon fasciatus)

o Eastern Wood-pewee (Contopus virens)
5) Animal Movement Corridors

o Amphibian Movement Corridors

O O O O

35 Fish Habitat

The subject island is within Georgian Bay within the Long Sault — Amanda Neighbourhood and
adjacent to the Wasauksing First Nations. Georgian Bay is located on the eastern portion of Lake
Huron bound by the North Channel, as well as the Bruce Peninsula and Manitoulin Island. The Bay is
approximately 190 km in length and 80 km in width. The fishery in Georgian Bay is diverse, with
variable habitats ranging from large open waters to rugged coastlines, dense island clusters and vast
coastal wetlands.

Historical changes in the Bay fisheries can be largely attributed to introduced species. Species such as
the alewife, rainbow smelt, sea lamprey, zebra and quagga mussels, spiney water flea and Round Goby
have caused dramatic changes to the native fishery from as early as the 1940’s, in favour an abundance
of non-native prey. Even so, from the early 1970s to the early 2000s, the fish community remained
stable. Stocked trout and salmon has supported the primary recreational fisheries and eventually
became the dominant predators in the lake, while the alewife became the most abundant prey fish.

In the nearshore area, habitat features are critically important to the Bay fishery as it provides structure,
food and habitat for many species of fish to spawn, feed and grow. The maintenance of this habitat in
the nearshore and shoreline areas therefore also critical.

The shoreline of the subject property is variable as it relates to aquatic vegetation, substrates, and water
depths. The west portion of the island shoreline is more open to wave action and is shaped by the
waves. Habitat structure, such as woody debris or wetlands, cannot be maintained due to the erosive
force of the waves, and therefore the island shoreline is primarily bare rock or large boulder
(Appendix 1). These conditions extended into the lake and are visible for some distance from shore.
Nearshore slopes along the western portion these areas varied from steep drop-offs in a few locations,
to areas of bedrock shelf with shallow water depths. These habitats are important for general feeding
and movement (Figure 2) and are most appropriately classified as Type 2 Fish Habitat.

The north and east portions of the island shoreline were quite different, in that the shoreline is
protected from wave action by other islands. This is evidenced by the presence of organic substrates,
aquatic vegetation and structural habitat elements such as coarse woody debris. Specifically, the
northern bay of the island has shallow water depths, organic soils and considerable submerged and
emergent aquatic vegetation. The eastern shoreline of the island is separated from the adjacent island
by a narrow channel. During times of low water it is possible to walk between the islands. The channel
also has sections of organic/sand substrates that supports the aquatic vegetation (Figure 2). Other
smaller areas were also identified as having patches of aquatic vegetation, but they were much smaller
in size. Section of the shoreline having aquatic vegetation provide habitat for several species to spawn,
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feed and rear their young. These areas play a critical role in the overall fishery production in Georgian
Bay and are most appropriately classified as Type 1 Fish Habitat.

Fish habitat also occurs within the open water/open shore fen wetland community identified above.
Although fish were not noted during our site assessment, it is likely that small fish occur in this feature
given the potential for connectivity with Georgian Bay during infrequent high water levels.

4 IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1 Proposed Development Plan

The proposed development plan involves the creation of three (3) new and one (1) retained lot.
Generally, the proposed lot lines are located in manner to allow for adequate area for building and
septic construction along with appropriate docking locations (Figure 2). Both the proposed and
retained lots will be water access only and will be zoned Coastal/Island Residential (CR). Severed Lot
1 will be approximately 2.5 ha (6.3 ac) in area with 469 m (1539 ft) of frontage, Severed Lot 2 will be
approximately 1.9 ha (4.7 ac) in area with 207 m (679 ft) of frontage, Severed Lot 3 will be
approximately 2.8 ha (6.9 ac) in area with 88 m (1601 fi) of frontage, and the Retained Lot will be
approximately 4.1 ha (10.2 ac) in area with 65 m (2510 ft) of frontage (Figure 2).

It is fully expected that each lot will be developed with a dwelling, septic system, docking structure,
and other accessory structures that are permitted under the zoning bylaw.

4.2 Impact Assessment

Based on the results of RiverStone’s background and onsite assessment of natural heritage features on
the subject property that have the potential to be impacted by implementation of the proposed
development plan include: 1) habitat of endangered and threatened species, 2) significant wildlife
habitat and 3) fish habitat. RiverStone has also assessed the potential for impacts to the other natural
features and functions that are afforded protection by relevant environmental policies (e.g., bird nests).
The potential for negative impacts on these features is discussed below.

4.2.1 Water Quality and Fish Habitat

In general, negative impacts on Georgian Bay can result via the following processes:

e stormwater runoff during construction activities

e modification of drainage patterns or flow rates

e inappropriately located sewage treatment systems that increase nutrient (phosphorous) loading to
waterbodies

¢ increased runoff due to an increase in the extent of hard surfaces (e.g., rooftops, patios, pathways)

e changes to terrestrial structural features (e.g., removal of vegetation or soil, importation of
aggregates)

Land use changes have the potential to result in negative impacts to wetlands and waterbodies. It is
RiverStone’s opinion that the mitigation measures recommended below can reduce sources of potential
negative impacts to an acceptable level. Several of the mitigation measures relate to establishing
vegetated buffers or setbacks. Within vegetated buffers, trees, shrubs, ground cover, and associated
leaves and twigs slow rainfall and surface-water flows to waterbodies and thus allow additional time
for water to soak into the ground. This facilitates nutrient uptake and provides less opportunity for
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erosion by stabilizing soils. The retention of vegetation allows for a continual source of woody debris
and leaves, while increasing the uptake of phosphorus from overland run off prior to it entering the
lake and associated wetlands.

The subject property contains wetlands and shoreline fronting onto Georgian Bay. Generally,
RiverStone recommends that development and site alteration be set back from the edge of wetlands
and shorelines to protect these ecological features and their functions. To this end, RiverStone
recommends:

e All new development and site alteration should be set back a minimum of 15 m from the
Georgian Bay high water mark (176.44 masl) on the subject property. This exceeds the
minimum front yard setback that is required by the Township in the zoning bylaw.

e All new septic systems are to be setback a minimum of 15 m from the Georgian Bay high water
mark (176.44 masl) on the subject property and 15 m from any other aquatic features on the
property (Figure 2).

To ensure that the wetland communities and fish habitat are not negatively impacted by stormwater
runoff during construction activities (e.g., land clearing and grubbing, dwelling and septic system
construction, etc.), RiverStone recommends the following measures:

¢ When the native soil is exposed within the development envelopes, sediment and erosion
control works, in the form of heavy-duty sediment fencing, be positioned along the edge of
development envelopes.

e Temporary storage locations of aggregate material should be located a minimum of 15 m from
the Georgian Bay high watermark. This material is to be contained by two layers of heavy-
duty sediment fencing.

¢ The sediment fencing must be constructed of heavy material and solid posts to ensure its
integrity and be properly installed (trenched in) to maintain its reliability during inclement
weather events.

¢ Where soil depths do not permit trenching in of sediment fencing, straw bales are to be used.

* Regular inspection and monitoring will be necessary to ensure that the structural integrity and
continued functioning of the sediment control measures is maintained (i.e., proper installation
is not the only action necessary to satisfy the mitigation requirements).

* Inspections of sediment and erosion control measures should be completed within 24 hours of
the onset of a storm event.

* Sediment control measures must be maintained in good working order until vegetation has
been established on the exposed soils.

¢ Offloading of construction materials and aggregate be undertaken during fair weather
conditions and with care not to allow any of this material to enter the water.
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To ensure that the waterbodies are not negatively impacted by increased nutrient loading and run off as
a result of development, RiverStone recommends the following measures:

¢ With the current shoreline amenity areas for Lots #2 and #3 having been cleared during site
investigations, it is recommended that there be no additional shoreline clearing for these lots.

e If clearing has occurred on the subject property since the last RiverStone site visit and clearing
has occurred within the proposed buffers from Georgian Bay or natural features as outlined
on Figure 2 these areas are to be naturalised and considered no maintenance areas with a
naturalisation plan consisting of plantings native to the local area and lacking landscaped
features. Vegetation within 15 m of the shoreline and 30 m of the wetland communities as
indicated on Figure 2 be maintained in its natural state, with the exception of a pathway to the
shoreline for each lot. The path will have a maximum width of 2 m, meander, and be
constructed of permeable substances (i.e., clean gravel, mulch) where required. Trees will not
be cut within the setback unless they are a safety hazard and debris from clearing or materials
to be used in construction will not be placed within the setback.

e Where haul routes are needed to access development areas, their widths be minimized to the
extent that is absolutely necessary. These routes will be constructed along the future access
pathways to the shoreline. The route must be flagged, and strictly followed.

e A combination of active (revegetation) and passive (natural regeneration) rehabilitation of the
haul route to the final width of 2-m be completed following construction.

The Ontario Building Code (OBC) requires a vertical separation of 0.9 m between the leaching bed
and the high mark of the groundwater table, bedrock, or soil with a percolation rate greater than 50
min/cm. When adequate depth cannot be achieved with native soils, then the use of imported soils for
the construction of a raised, fill-based system will likely be necessary to achieve the required vertical
separation.

Where soil conditions are not suitable for a conventional in-ground leaching bed, filter bed systems or
tertiary treatment systems with area beds are alternatives approved under the OBC. Where there are
limitations due to the depth or condition of native soils, RiverStone recommends the following:

e A Class IV sewage treatment facility, employing the use of a raised filter bed or a tertiary
treatment system with area bed, be required.

e Any imported soils for septic construction should utilize soils with high concentrations of iron
and aluminum that are known to bind phosphorus.

e The final location and installation of any septic system be completed by a licenced installer.

To ensure that fish habitat is not negatively impacted by the placement of in-water structures,
RiverStone recommends the following measures:

¢ Docking structures proposed for the severed and retained lots be located in the area identified
as Type 2 fish habitat. Recommended docking envelopes that meet this criterion are provided
on Figure 2.
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e The existing dock that is located on Lot 3 within the Coastal Wetland community is to be
removed and relocated with the approval of appropriate permitting. The access point to this
dock is to be left to naturally regenerate.

¢ During construction of docking structures, any in-water habitat features, including aquatic
vegetation, natural woody debris, and boulders must be left in their current locations in the
nearshore area unless their removal/movement has been permitted through the applicable
ministry.

e Timing of construction for each dock should be outside the spawning period for warmwater
fish species (April 15 to July 15).

¢ During design and construction of docking structures, the DFO Measures to protect fish and
fish habitat be reviewed and implemented (Appendix 4). It should be noted that not all
measures are suitable for all projects.

4.2.2 Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species

Appendix 3 presents our assessment of potential impacts on species and ecological communities of
conservation interest. The results of our analysis suggest that, Blanding’s Turtle, Eastern Foxsnakes,
Eastern Hog-nosed Snake, Little Brown Myotis and Northern Long-eared Myotis had the potential to
use features found on the property.

Blanding’s Turtles were identified as having the potential to be present along the shoreline of the
subject property. To protect these features and the potential for them to function as habitat for
endangered and threatened turtle species, RiverStone reiterates the recommendations presented above
related to setbacks from the shoreline of Georgian Bay and the identified interior wetland feature.

e New development and site alteration be setback a minimum of 15 m from the Georgian Bay
high watermark (176.44 masl). With the exception of a 2 m wide path, no vegetation is to be
removed in this area.

e Development and site alteration should be set back a minimum of 30 m from the wetland
features as indicated on Figure 2 (this includes the Coastal Wetland feature). All development
is to be excluded from these communities and their buffers.

Eastern hog-nosed snake was identified as having the potential to be present on the subject property.
This species is wide ranging, being known to move large distances in a single season. No specific
habitat features (e.g., hibernation sites) were identified on the subject property for either of these
species of snake; however, general foraging habitat is likely to be present. As a result, RiverStone
recommends that:

e The extent of vegetation removal and site alteration be minimized to the extent possible.

e No rocks (e.g., boulders, table rocks, etc.) be relocated as part of site alteration on the subject
property.

Eastern Foxsnakes were also identified as having the potential to be present on the subject property.
Habitat for Eastern Foxsnakes is regulated under the Endangered Species Act, 2007. Protected habitats
for Eastern Foxsnakes include areas used for nesting, hibernation, communal shedding and basking, as
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well as areas within 3600 metres (primarily islands in Georgian Bay) of any observed Eastern
Foxsnake. It should be noted that the protected habitat only extends to a maximum of 500 metres
inland. On the subject property, protected habitat for Eastern Foxsnakes extends over the entirety of
the subject property; however, no nesting, hibernation, or communal areas were identified. In order for
the proposed development to be consistent with the protection of Eastern Foxsnake habitat, RiverStone
recommends the following:

e Clearing of vegetation will be limited as much as possible to the footprint required for the
construction of buildings.

e Where present, rotting logs, brush piles, or compost piles will be left in place.

e With the exception of docking and a 2 m wide path to the shoreline, no development or site
alteration will occur within 15 m of the Georgian Bay high watermark.

Potential habitat for two (2) Endangered bats, Little Brown Bat and Northern Long-eared Bat is located
across the island. Cavity and snag trees that could support maternal roosting habitat for each of the
Endangered Bats may be present.

Pregnant and lactating females will move from roost to roost each morning in responses to changes in
thermal conditions and prey (insect) availability. Areas containing a high density of snags increases the
chances of use by Endangered Bats as these areas provide a variety of microhabitat conditions.
Changes within the forest community adjacent to maternal roosts have the potential to reduce the
suitability of a given snag or cavity tree by changing the extent of shading by adjacent trees, which can
result in changes to thermal conditions within the roost. Additionally, as roosting trees inherently
exhibit some level of decay, removal of trees surrounding roosts may increase the potential for wind-
throw of both the roost itself and surrounding trees, thereby damaging or destroying the habitat feature.
Habitat for Endangered or special concern bats is prevalent throughout Ontario. As a predominantly
forested area, habitat for maternal roosting bats is not limited across the landscape. The primary reason
for these species of bats being listed under the ESA is the prevalence of White-nose Syndrome, which
is a fungus that infects bats as they hibernate over winter. This fungus grows on their muzzle, ears and
wing-membranes, continually waking them from hibernation and causing dehydration, resulting in
mortality.

Tree clearing, site alteration, and the construction of structures are all proposed as part of the
development associated with the current application. In order to prevent impacts upon the habitat of
endangered bats that may be utilizing the forest communities for maternal roosting habitat on the
subject property, RiverStone recommends the following for future development:

e Tree clearing for the purposes of development on each proposed lot only occur in the fall,
winter and early spring (from October 15 to April 15). This timeframe is outside of the
maternal roosting period.

¢ In the event that tree clearing must occur between April 15 and October 15, additional studies
will need to be completed to confirm the presence or absence of SAR bats. These studies will
include snag tree surveys and acoustic monitoring of the area where trees will be removed, by
a qualified professional. Should SAR bats be detected, the MECP should be contacted to
determine if a permit would be required to proceed.
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4.2.3 Significant Wildlife Habitat

RiverStone completed a habitat-based assessment of SWH features on the subject property in
accordance with the Ecoregion SE Criteria Schedules (OMNRF 2015a). Based on the results of
RiverStone’s SWH assessment (see Appendix 3) the following SWH features were identified.

4.2.3.1 Seasonal Concentration Areas of Animals

Bat Maternal Colonies

Similar to the material provided for the endangered bats, there is habitat for bats classified as special
concern in the forested communities on the subject property that would be potentially used for
maternal roosting. The species included in this designation are the Big Brown Bat (Eptesicus fuscus)
and Northern Long-eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis). The recommendations provided above related
to timing of tree removal and the need to undertake specialized studies if those timing restrictions
cannot be followed, would also apply to Big Brown and Northern Long-eared bats.

Turtle Wintering Areas

The large wetland/open water community located on the subject property has potential to provide
habitat for overwintering turtles. Mitigation measures listed above in the Section 4.2.2 for the

protection of SAR is also recommended for the protection of turtle wintering habitat.

4.2.3.2 Rare Vegetation Communities

Shallow Atlantic Coastal Marsh

Shallow Atlantic Coastal Marshes occur in areas where shallow mineral (sand) or mineral organic
(sandy peat) soils are present along shorelines. Along shorelines where this community is found, the
areas experience low wave energy and typically have fluctuating water levels from year to year (i.e.,
some years with exposed shorelines in summet/fall). On the subject property, wetlands associated with
the shoreline (Figure 2) contains features that have a likelihood of supporting this rare vegetation
community. As a precautionary approach, RiverStone has assumed this community is present in this
area and offers the following recommendations to ensure that the ecological form and function of this
portion of the subject property are maintained. Mitigation measures listed above in the Section 4.2.2
for the protection of SAR is also recommended for the protection of Shallow Atlantic Coastal Marsh.

Turtle and Lizard Nesting Areas

Turtle nesting was confirmed though the observation of a predated Snapping Turtle nest in the
southeast portion of the subject property within the rock barren vegetation community. This area
provides a shallow entrance in and out of the water along with soil with cracks above the impacted
shoreline. Recommendations outlined in Section 4.2.2 of this report, will help to limit impacts to the
wetland features.

Amphibian Breeding Habitat

Targeted surveys for calling anurans were not competed on the subject property. However, based on
background information and the site evaluation it is assumed that the wetland/open water feature has
the potential to function as breeding habitat for amphibians. Recommendations outlined in Section
4.2.2 of this report, will help to limit impacts to the wetland features.
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4.2.3.3 Habitat of Species of Conservation Concern

Northern Map Turtle, Eastern Musk Turtle, and Snapping Turtle

Northern Map Turtles are typically found in large rivers and along lakeshores in areas where abundant
fallen trees or emergent rocks are present (COSEWIC 2002). These rocks and fallen trees provide
basking opportunities for this species. Map Turtles are a gregarious species that tends to gather in large
numbers to bask. Map Turtles seek out shallow bays to forage on molluscs (COSEWIC 2002). The
shoreline of the subject property contains multiple areas where exposed bedrock knobs extend above
the waters of Georgian Bay and provide suitable basking opportunities for Northern Map Turtles.

Eastern Musk Turtles are highly aquatic and rarely leave the water. This species is typically associated
with littoral zones of waterbodies including rivers, lakes, bays, streams, ponds, canals, and swamps;
however, these features must have slow to no current and soft bottoms (COSEWIC 2012b). During
their active season, Eastern Musk Turtles prefer shallow water depths. The shallow embayment’s along
the shoreline of the subject property have the potential to function as habitat for this species.

Snapping Turtles have been found in almost all freshwater habitat types in Ontario (COSEWIC 2009).
This species prefers slow-moving water with soft substrates and dense aquatic vegetation. Shallow
bays or river edges and slow moving streams with multiple wetland communities are considered
quality habitat for this species (COSEWIC 2009). On and adjacent to the subject property, habitat for
Snapping Turtles is primarily associated with the Georgian Bay shoreline.

The recommendations provided within this report that address impacts to Blanding’s Turtles are
sufficient to address impacts to the ecological form and function of portions of the subject property
with the potential to function as habitat for Northern Map Turtles, Eastern Musk Turtles, and Snapping
Turtles on the subject property.

Eastern Ribbonsnake

Eastern Ribbonsnakes are known to use habitats associated with wetlands, watercourses, ponds, and
wet meadows (COSEWIC 2012c¢). Typically, this species is found in proximity to the water’s edge of
these communities where they actively forage for amphibians and small fish (COSEWIC 2012¢). On
the subject property, habitat for this species is primarily associated with the Georgian Bay Shoreline.
The recommendations provided within this report that address impacts to Blanding’s Turtles are
sufficient to address impacts to potential habitat for Eastern Ribbonsnakes on the subject property.

Five-lined Skink

Five-lined Skinks are primarily found in forest openings associated with moist woodland communities.
Throughout Georgian Bay, Skinks are typically found in forest openings associated with rock barren
communities. The subject property and adjacent lands contain rock barren communities adjacent to
forest communities. Microhabitat features (i.e., woody debris, rocks, trees with cavities or loose bark,
etc.) within the open communities on the subject property are present throughout these areas.

The proposed development will only be located in small portions of the proposed lot. As such, impacts
to the features and functions of the subject property associated with Five-lined Skinks are not
anticipated. The recommendations provided within this report that address impacts to Eastern Fox
Snake are sufficient to address impacts to potential habitat for Eastern Ribbonsnakes on the subject

property:
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Eastern Wood-pewee

Eastern Wood-pewee breed in open forest communities that have limited understory (COSEWIC
2012a). This species is most abundant in intermediate to mature aged forests; however, the size of
individual forest patches has not been identified as a factor in determining habitat use. The presence of
perches (i.e., dead branches) within forests that can be used for foraging is required for this species to
utilize a given forest patch (COSEWIC 2012a).

Given the extent of possible nesting habitat for Wood-pewee within the subject property and
surrounding landscape negative impacts to these species are not anticipated. To further reduce the
potential for impacts to these species, RiverStone generally recommends that vegetation removal not
occur on the subject property during the active nesting season for birds. As this timeframe is eclipsed
by the active season for endangered bats, adherence to the timing restriction for vegetation clearing
provided for bats will minimize the potential for negative impacts to the properties ability to function
as habitat for these species.

4.2.4 Other Natural Features and Functions

4.3 Other Natural Features and Functions

Should the proposed land use changes will result in the felling of both deciduous and coniferous trees,
or if vegetation will be removed or substantially modified within the development footprints, other
natural features may be impacted. Consequently, the ecological function of these areas will be
negatively impacted. The following measures are recommended to reduce the effects of development
on the proposed lots on the remaining forested land outside future building envelopes:

e Vegetation removal and disturbance outside of the development envelopes should be
minimized.

Migratory birds in general have protection under the Migratory Birds Convention Act (the “MBCA”).
To be compliant with this Federal legislation, RiverStone recommends that:

e Restricted vegetation clearing during the migratory bird nesting season, April 15 and August
31 each year.

5 APPLICABLE ENVIRONMENTAL LEGISLATION AND POLICIES

The following review summarizes the federal, provincial, and municipal environmental legislation and
policies that are applicable to the proposed development application considered herein and describes
how the recommendations provided in this report will permit the proposed land use changes to comply
with these provisions.

5.1  Township of the Archipelago Official Plan (Office Consolidation January 1,2019)

The Township’s Official Plan (OP) is prepared as required under section 14.7(3) of the Planning Act.
The OP sets out goals, objectives, and policies that direct and manage land-use and future development
activities and their effects on the social and natural environment across the municipality. Provincial
plans that offer direction on matters of provincial interest (e.g., Provincial Policy Statement, etc.) are
implemented principally through the Township’s OP. Provided herein is a description of relevant
environmental and natural heritage policies contained within the municipality’s OP and an assessment
of how the proposed development plan addresses such policies.
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Wendy Hilliard
island B517, Township of the Archipelago

October 3, 2022

To: jnaworth@thearchipelago.on.ca

Re: Consent File #s: B01-22, B02-22, B03-22

| am the owner of Island B517 (Gay Island). As such, | received Notice of the Hearing of the
Archipelago Area Planning to subdivide Island B494 (The Pines Island). The Hearing is scheduled
for October 20, 2022.

On July 18, 2022, § wrote in opposition the applications.
| have reviewed the Notice of Hearing and the proposed site plan.
| remain opposed to the applications insofar as the retained lot, aka Lot 4, is concerned.

| believe the Archipelago Area Planning Board should only approve the subdivision of The Pines
to create the proposed new Lots 1, 2 and 3 if the developer agrees to place a restrictive
covenant on proposed Lot 4 restricting any development and requiring all of Lot 4 to be left in
its natural state.

Reason 1 - Wetland

Proposed Lot 4 contains a large wetland, habitat for many endangered species. We all know
how important wetlands are to the health of our Georgian Bay environment.

In my view, any development on proposed Lot 4 imperils the wetland. Note that the
developer’s site plan has the septic bed extending right to the buffer area. t think it is unrealistic
to expect a purchaser of proposed Lot 4 to restrict their activities to the small part of the lot,
some 86m wide by ca. 80m deep, that is not restricted.

I would also point out that development on proposed Lots 1, 2 and 3 will inevitably impact the
important ecological features on proposed lot 4. This cumulative effect cannot be solved by
piecemeal restrictions on the development of proposed Lot 4.

Reason 2 — Provincial Policy Statement 2020 (PPS) and OCP

The developer has cited the PPS as justifying his proposal. | maintain that if Policies 2.1.5 d} and
f), 2.1.6 and 2.1.7 (all dealing with habitat protection) mean anything, then no development
should be permitted on proposed Lot 4.

1 also suggest that sections 3, 4 and 7 of the Archipelago’s OCP justify requiring that proposed
Lot 4 be left undisturbed.

119



Reason 3 —s. 10.26 of the OCP

The developer cites section 10.26 (potential subdivision in the Long Sault — Amanda
neighbourhood) of the OCP. | point out that the operative phrase is:

“... land division resulting in the creation of three new lots per land holding may
be permitted ...”

It may, but also may not. There is na automatic right to the division. Where there are sound
reasons for not approving a division, as there are here, the Archipelago Area Planning Board
should have the courage to say no.

Notification

I wish to be notified of the decision of The Archipelago Area Planning Board in respect of the
proposed consents.

Thank you for considering my views,

Yours truly, N L
r /I
Pl S L A =y

Wendy Hilliard

120


























































































































































































