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Statement of Conditions

This Report / Study (the “Work”) has been prepared at the request of, and for the exclusive
use of, the Owner and its affiliates (the “Intended User”). No one other than the Intended User
has the right to use and rely on the Work without first obtaining the written authorization of
GEI Consultants Ltd. GEI Consultants expressly excludes liability to any party except the
Intended User for any use of, and/or reliance upon, the work.

Neither possession of the Work, nor a copy of it, carries the right of publication. All copyright
in the Work is reserved to GEI Consultants. The Work shall not be disclosed, produced, or
reproduced, quoted from, or referred to, in whole or in part, or published in any manner,
without the express written consent of GEI Consultants, or the Owner.
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Executive Summary

GEI was retained by Port Perry West Landowners Group to review and suggest refinements
to the Greenbelt Plan Area boundary within their property in Port Perry, Ontario. With an
increase in housing demand within Southern Ontario, a review of existing Planning Areas was
completed to understand whether additional development areas may be present within the
Subject Lands while ensuring protection and enhancement of existing natural heritage
features. GEI has reviewed secondary source information and completed a site
reconnaissance to inform this review to identify opportunities for refinement of the existing
Greenbelt Planning area boundary to optimize developable area within the Subject Lands.

The entirety of the Subject Lands is located within the Greenbelt Planning Area and is
designated as Protected Countryside. The Protected Countryside designation includes lands
that are dedicated as part of the agricultural system, natural system and/or settlement areas.
No portions of the Greenbelt Natural Heritage System (NHS) were identified on or adjacent to
the Subject Lands.

Currently the Subject Lands host a mixture of agricultural, residential and golf course land-
uses. Cawkers Creek, a permanent watercourse, was identified along the eastern Subject
Lands boundary. Two potential intermittent watercourses were also identified within the
northern portion of the Subject Lands. These intermittent watercourses appear to be partially
fed from the golf course ponds; however, many of the ponds displayed evidence of a high
level of manipulation. The Sunnybrae Golf Club has a Permit To Take Water (PTTW), which
could impact the hydrology of these features. Additional investigations are required to
determine whether these intermittent watercourses are present within the landscape;
however, as a precautionary approach they have been assumed on the landscape.
Headwater drainage features (HDFs) are also likely present within the Subject Lands;
however, they would not be considered intermittent or permanent streams. Watercourses
(including online ponds) and HDFs may provide fish habitat within the Subject Lands. Isolated
ponds that are not hydrologically connected are not identified as providing fish habitat.

Several wetlands were identified within the Subject Lands; therefore, it is possible that these
units could be considered Provincially Significant, if a wetland evaluation were requested by
the Conservation Authority or the Ministry Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF). Wooded
communities were also identified within the Subject Lands; further evaluation is required to
determine whether these woodlands would meet the threshold for significance. Furthermore,
potentially suitable habitats for Species at Risk (SAR) and Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH)
were identified on the Subject Lands. Detailed field investigations will be required to confirm
whether the species are present and using the habitats. One Highly Vulnerable Aquifer (HVA)
was identified in a small area in the northern part of the Subject Lands. Based on the expected
soil conditions from the desktop review (low-permeability soils like clays, glacial tills at grade),
seepage areas and springs are not expected across most of the Subject Lands. At a
preliminary level, potential seepage locations (if any) are expected to be confined to the
watercourse and wetland community areas identified on the Subject Lands. Detailed
investigations are required to confirm the presence, function and size of Key Natural Heritage
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Feature (KNHF), Key Hydrologic Feature (KHF) and Key Hydrologic Area (KHA). Formal
feature staking exercises are required for wetland and woodland features to determine the
limits of these features.

Based on existing conditions, refinement to the Greenbelt Planning Area boundary is
recommended based on the presence of candidate KNHFs, KHFs and KHAs. The refinements
are generally limited to existing managed areas (e.g., agricultural, golf course, residential) and
a few smaller cultural meadow communities that are not known to meet any of the criteria to
qualify as KNHFs or KHFs. A 30 m vegetation protection zone (VPZ) has been applied to all
candidate KNHF and KHFs. In addition to these refinement areas, potential enhancement
areas outside of the Greenbelt Planning Area were also identified to further strengthen and
create a more resilient Greenbelt system.

The commentary for geotechnical, hydrogeological, and geoenvironmental conditions was
based on the desktop review and high-level background information available for the Subject
Lands. The commentary may change once detailed site-specific investigations and reports
are carried out. Overall, there were no geotechnical, hydrogeological, or geoenvironmental
constraints identified that should significantly inhibit design and construction above or beyond
typical approaches for similar sites.

Additional ecological, hydrogeological and geotechnical investigations are warranted to
further refine the existing constraints within the Subject Lands to determine the available
developable footprint and determine design/construction approaches.

In terms of municipal servicing, the Regional Municipality of Durham is responsible for
providing sanitary sewage conveyance, treatment and water distribution to the Port Perry
Community. Based on a review of Region of Durham background reports, it appears the
existing Regional servicing infrastructure such as the Water Pollution Control Plant and Water
Supply Wells exhibit spare capacity for future development. In addition, the Region of Durham
has several sanitary and water servicing improvement projects planned within their
Development Charges Study to support growth within the Port Perry Community.

Based on secondary planning completed by the Township and Region to advance servicing
for the Future Employment Area located to the north of the Subject Lands, it appears that new
major infrastructure is planned within the employment area, such as a new sanitary pumping
station, new forcemain connected to the Water Pollution Control Plant and new water storage
tower/reservoir. The preferred approach to providing sanitary and municipal water to the
Subject Lands would be to extend servicing connections through the Future Employment
Lands and initiate discussions with the municipalities to oversize such major infrastructure to
be constructed within the employment lands to accommodate the Subject Lands.

Stormwater management for the Subject Lands will be accomplished through the use of
traditional open air stormwater retention ponds for water quantity and quality treatment. The
majority of the Subject Lands are located within Cawkers Creek subwatershed while the
western corner of the Lands is located within the Nonquon River subwatershed, all draining
towards Lake Scugog. Multiple stormwater management ponds shall be required at
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topographic low points, located adjacent to existing natural heritage features to control post-
development runoff.
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1. Introduction

GEI Consultants Ltd. (GEI) has been retained by Port Perry West Landowners Group to
complete a review of the Greenbelt Planning Areas within their properties in Port Perry,
Ontario. Specifically, a review was completed for Port Perry West Landowners Group
properties that are generally located southeast of Highway 7A, west of Old Simcoe Road and
north of Scugog Line 4. These properties will be collectively referred to as the Subject Lands
(Figure 1). When necessary to differentiate between the properties, the property north of King
Street will be referred to as the Northern Subject Lands and the property south of King Street
will be referred to as the Southern Subject Lands.

The Subject Lands are entirely located within the Greenbelt Planning Area (i.e., Greenbelt)
and are currently assigned a land use designation of Protected Countryside (Figure 2). With
the increased housing demand from our population and existing communities, a review of
existing areas within the Greenbelt must be undertaken to understand whether additional
development opportunities may be present. This review must also ensure the protection of
natural heritage features within the landscape.

GEI has undertaken a high-level review to identify areas within the Subject Lands that are
currently included within the Greenbelt where opportunities to refine and/or remove existing
designations could be considered.
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Figure 1: Location of Subject Lands
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Figure 2: Landscape Setting
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2. Planning Considerations

An assessment of the quality and extent of natural heritage features found on, and adjacent
to, the Subject Lands and the potential constraints to development associated with these
features was undertaken to comply with requirements of the following regulatory agencies,
local municipality, and/or legislation:

o Township of Scugog Official Plan (2017 Consolidation);

e Region of Durham Official Plan (2020 Consolidation);

¢ Kawartha Conservation (KC) Ontario Regulation (O. Reg.) 182/06 and their Plan Review
and Regulation Policies (2013a);

e Provincial Policy Statement (PPS; MMAH 2020);

¢ Greenbelt Plan (2017);

e Endangered Species Act (ESA; 2021 Consolidation of S.0. 2007, c. 6); and

e Fisheries Act (R.S.C., 1985, c. F-14).

2.1 Township of Scugog Official Plan

The Greenlands System includes the Natural Core Areas and Natural Linkage Areas from the
Greenbelt Plan, as well as Natural Core Areas, Natural Linkage Areas and Countryside Areas
from the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan.

The Natural Heritage System that makes up the Natural Core Area in the Town of Scugog
Official Plan (OP) consists of the following Key Natural Heritage Features (KNHFs) and Key
Hydrologic Features (KHFs):

e Significant habitat of endangered, threatened and special concern species;
e Fish habitat;

¢ Wetlands;

e Life Science Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs);
e Significant valleylands;

¢ Significant woodlands;

e Significant wildlife habitat (SWH);

e Sand barrens, savannahs, tall grass prairies and alvars;

¢ Permanent and intermittent streams;

o Lakes;

e Seepage areas, springs, and wetlands; and

e A minimum 30 metre vegetative buffer around these features.

Core Areas and Linkages from the Township of Scugog OP were identified along the eastern
and southern boundary of the Subject Lands (Figure 2). Development and/or site alteration
is prohibited within KNHFs and KHFs and their associated vegetative buffers, in accordance
with Section 6.3.1 of the OP.
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In addition, the following features identified within the Town of Scugog OP (2017) Schedule E
are located on or within 120 m of the Subject Lands:

e Warmwater streams;
e Significant wetland areas; and
¢ Significant forest areas.

2.2 The Current Region of Durham Official Plan

The current Region of Durham OP (2020) implements the same definitions for KNHF’s
and KHFs as noted above by the Township of Scugog OP. Section 2.3.17 of the current
Region of Durham OP (2020) indicates that outside of Urban Areas and Rural Settlements,
an environmental impact study shall be required for any development or site alteration
within 120 m of a key natural heritage or hydrologic feature to identify a vegetation
protection zone which:

e is of sufficient width to protect the feature and its functions from the impacts of the
proposed change and associated activities that may occur before, during, and after,
construction;

o where possible, will restore or enhance the feature and/or its function; and will maintain
natural self-sustaining vegetation.

The vegetation protection zone for KNHFs and KHF, as depicted on Schedule B1 of the OP
(i.e., wetlands, seepage areas and springs, fish habitat, permanent and intermittent streams,
lakes, and significant woodlands) shall be a minimum of 30 m wide, measured from the
outside boundary of the feature.

Schedule B Map Blc of the current Region of Durham OP (2020) shows the NHS, KNHFs
and KHFs according to the Greenbelt Plan. These features are generally located along
the south and eastern extent of the Subject Lands (Figure 2).

2.3 Kawartha Conservation Authority

Kawartha Conservation (KC) conducts reviews of planning processes associated with
development properties within jurisdictional boundaries. In addition, KC provides planning and
technical advice to planning authorities to assist them in fulfilling their responsibilities
regarding natural hazards, natural heritage and other relevant policy areas pursuant to the
Planning Act.

KC administers the Regulation of Development, Interference with Wetlands, Alternations to
Shorelines and Watercourses, under O. Reg 182/06. Permission is required from KC for any
development within their regulated areas which include watercourses, flooding and erosion
hazards and wetlands as well as regulated allowances adjacent to these features.

Several regulated areas were identified within the north, southern, eastern and central
portions of the Subject Lands (Figure 2). Portions of these regulated areas are associated
with wetland and wooded communities, as well as portions of Cawkers Creek.
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KC’s Plan Review and Regulation Policies (2013a) provides guidance regarding regulated
features and their associated hazards.

2.4 The Current Provincial Policy Statement

The current Provincial Policy Statement (PPS; MMAH 2020) provides guidance on
matters of provincial interest surrounding land-use planning and development. It “supports
improved land use planning and management, which contributes to a more effective and
efficient land use planning system” (p. 1). The current PPS is to be read in its entirety
and land-use planners and decision-makers need to consider all relevant policies and how
they work together.

Eight types of significant natural heritage features are defined in the current PPS, as follows:
e Significant wetlands;

¢ Significant coastal wetlands;

e Significant woodlands;

e Significant valleylands;

e SWH;

e Fish habitat;

e Habitat of endangered and threatened species; and

e ANSIs.

The current PPS indicates that development and site alteration shall not be permitted in
significant wetlands within EcoRegions 5E, 6E and 7E, or in significant coastal wetlands.
Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in significant woodlands, significant
valleylands, SWH or significant ANSIs, unless it is demonstrated that there will be no
negative impacts on the natural features or their ecological functions.

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

Development and site alteration may be permitted on lands adjacent to the above features
provided it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural
features or their ecological functions.

2.5 Greenbelt Plan

The Greenbelt Plan (2017) works to permanently protect environmentally sensitive areas, due
to their ecological value, within the Golden Horseshoe. It is intended to enhance the natural
landscapes by working to facilitate the connection of environmentally significant areas and
reducing fragmentation of the landscape.

According to the Greenbelt Plan, the Subject Lands are identified as Protected Countryside
(Figure 2). No portions of the Greenbelt Natural Heritage System (NHS) are illustrated on or
immediately adjacent to the Subject Lands.
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As discussed in Section 4.1.1 of the Greenbelt Plan, proposals for non-agricultural uses must
demonstrate the following:

The use is appropriate for the location in a rural area;

The type of water and sewer servicing proposed is appropriate for the type of use;
There are no negative impacts on KNHFs and/or KHFs or their functions; and
There are no negative impacts on the biodiversity or connectivity of the NHS.

PwbhE

As described within Section 3.2 of the Greenbelt Plan (2017), the Protected Countryside
contains a Natural System composed of a NHS and a Water Resource System. The NHS
includes core and linkage areas of the Protected Countryside with the highest concentration
of sensitive and significant natural features and functions, while the Water Resource System
is made up of both ground and surface water features, areas and their associated functions.
The Natural System protects natural heritage, hydrologic and/or landform features (key KHAs,
KHFs and KNHFs) that contribute to conserving Ontario’s biodiversity and the ecological
integrity of the Greenbelt itself.

The Greenbelt Plan (2017) contains policies to protect KHAs, KHFs, and KNHFs.
KHAs include the following:

e Significant groundwater recharge areas (SGRAS);
e Highly Vulnerable Aquifers (HVAs); and
e Significant surface water contribution areas.

KHFs include the following:

Permanent and intermittent streams;
Lakes (and their littoral zones);
Seepage areas and springs; and
Wetlands.

KNHFs include the following:

Habitat of Endangered and Threatened species;
Fish habitat;

Wetlands;

Life science ANSISs;

Significant valleylands;

Significant woodlands;

SWH (including habitat of special concern species);
Sand barrens, savannahs and tallgrass prairies; and
Alvars.

2.6 Endangered Species Act

The provincial ESA, 2007 (Consolidation 2021) was developed to:
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¢ Identify species at risk (SAR) based upon best available science;
e Protect SAR and their habitats and to promote the recovery of the SAR; and
o Promote stewardship activities that would support those protection and recovery efforts.

The ESA protects all threatened, endangered and extirpated species listed on the Species at
Risk in Ontario (SARO) list (Government of Ontario 2007b). These species are legally
protected from harm or harassment, and their associated habitats are legally protected from
damage or destruction, as defined under the ESA, unless authorized through a permitting or
registration process.

2.7 Fisheries Act

Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) administers the federal Fisheries Act, 1985, which
defines fish habitat as “water frequented by fish and any other areas on which fish depend
directly or indirectly to carry out their life processes, including spawning grounds and nursery,
rearing, food supply and migration areas” (s. 2(1)). The Fisheries Act prohibits the death of
fish by means other than fishing (s. 34.4(1)), and the harmful alteration, disruption or
destruction of habitat (HADD; s. 35(1)), unless permitted under a Fisheries Act Authorization.
A HADD is defined as “any temporary or permanent change to fish habitat that directly or
indirectly impairs the habitat’s capacity to support one or more life processes” (DFO 2019).
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3. Ecological Characterization

3.1 Secondary Source Review

GEl has relied, in part, upon supporting secondary source information to provide insight into
the overall character of the Subject Lands. These resources included:

Land Information Ontario (L1O) natural features mapping (2019);
Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) database (2022);
Provincial wildlife atlases (i.e., Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas, etc.);
Citizen Science Databases (i.e., iNaturalist and eBird); and

DFO Aquatic Species at Risk Distribution Mapping (DFO 2022).

The results of these secondary source reviews are discussed in the following sections.
3.1.1 Land Information Ontario Natural Features

The LIO geographic database (2019) identifies the following features on or within 120 m of
the Subject Lands (Figure 2):

Within the Subject Lands:

¢ Woodlands; and
e Unevaluated wetlands.

Within 120 m of Subject Lands:

¢ Woodlands;
e Unevaluated Wetlands

In addition to this, the Nonquon River Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW) is located 1.2
km from the Subject Lands; while the Lake Scugog Marsh (Osler Marsh) PSW is located 1.6
km from the Subject Lands.

3.1.2 Natural Heritage Information Centre

The NHIC database (2022) was searched for records of provincially significant plants,
vegetation communities and wildlife on and in the vicinity of the Subject Lands. The database
provides occurrence data by 1 km? area squares, with nine squares overlapping the Subject
Lands: 17PJ6183, 17PJ6283, 17PJ6383, 17PJ6182, 17PJ6282, 17PJ6382, 17PJ6181,
17PJ6281, and 17PJ6381.

In total, two species of interest were recorded in the atlas squares that overlap with the Subject
Lands: Barn Swallow (Hirundo rustica), which is listed as Threatened on the SARO list and
Snapping Turtle (Chelydra serpentina), which is listed as Special Concern.
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The NHIC database also identified the presence of a Mixed Wader Nesting Colony Wildlife
Concentration Area with these squares. This record may indicate the presence of certain SWH
types and is considered as part of the SWH assessment in Section 3.3.5.

3.1.3 Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas

The Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA) contains detailed information on the population and
distribution status of Ontario birds (Bird Studies Canada et al. 2006). The data are presented
on 100 km? area squares with one square overlapping a portion of the Subject Lands
(17PJ68). It should be noted that the Subject Lands represent only a small component of the
overall bird atlas square. Therefore, it is unlikely that all species noted within this atlas square
will be found within the Subject Lands. Habitat type, availability and size are all contributing
factors in species presence and use.

In total, 133 species were recorded in the atlas square that overlap with the Subject Lands,
with the following species of interest noted:

o Species listed as Threatened or Endangered on the SARO list:

Bank Swallow (Riparia riparia)— Threatened,

Barn Swallow — Threatened:;

Bobolink (Dolichonyx oryzivorus) — Threatened;

Chimney Swift (Chaetura pelagica) — Threatened,;

Eastern Meadowlark (Sturnella magna)- Threatened;

Eastern Whip-poor-will (Anfrostomus vociferus) — Threatened,;

Least Bittern (Ixobrychus exilis) — Threatened; and

Red-headed Woodpecker (Melanerpes erythrocephalus) — Endangered.

O O O 0O 0O O O O

e Species of Conservation Concern (i.e., listed as Special Concern on the SARO list, or
identified as an S1-S3 species):
o Black Tern (Chlidonias niger) — Special Concern;
Canada Warbler (Cardellina canadensis) — Special Concern;
Eastern Wood-Pewee (Contopus virens)— Special Concern;
Grasshopper Sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum) — Special Concern; and
Wood Thrush (Hylocichla mustelina) — Special Concern;
Common Nighthawk (Chordeiles minor) — Special Concern;
Golden-winged Warbler (Vermivora chrysoptera) — Special Concern;
Purple Martin (Progne subis) — S3B (Vulnerable);
Ruddy Duck (Oxyura jamaicensis) — S3B, S4N, S5M; and
Wilson’s Phalarope (Phalaropus tricolor) — S2B (Imperiled), S4M.

0O O o0 O O O O O ©O

3.1.4 Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas

The Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas contains detailed information on the population and
distribution status of Ontario herpetofauna (Ontario Nature 2019). The data are presented on
100 km? area squares with one square overlapping a portion of the Subject Lands (17PJ68).
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It should be noted that the Subject Lands represent only a small component of the overall
atlas square. Therefore, it is unlikely that all species noted within this atlas square are found
within the Subject Lands. Habitat type, availability and size are all contributing factors in
species presence and use.

In total, 16 species were recorded in the atlas square that overlaps with the Subject Lands,
with two species of interest noted: Blanding’s Turtle (Emydoidea blandingi), listed as
Threatened and Snapping Turtle, listed as Special Concern.

3.1.5 Ontario Butterfly and Moth Atlases

The Ontario Butterfly and Moth Atlases (Toronto Entomologists’ Association 2021, 2020)
contain detailed information on the population and distribution status of Ontario butterflies and
moths. The data are presented on 100 km? area squares with one square overlapping a
portion of the Subject Lands (17PJ68). It should be noted that the Subject Lands represent
only a small component of the overall atlas square. Therefore, it is unlikely that all species
noted within this atlas square is found within the Subject Lands. Habitat type, availability and
size are all contributing factors in species presence and use.

In total, 70 species were recorded in the atlas square that overlaps with the Subject Lands.
Of these, two Species of Conservation Concern were noted: Monarch (Danaus plexippus),
which is listed as Special Concern in Ontario and the Hermit Sphinx Moth (Lintneria eremitus)
which is ranked as S3 (Vulnerable) in Ontario.

3.1.6 Aquatic Species at Risk Distribution Mapping

Aquatic species at risk distribution mapping (DFO 2022) was reviewed to identify any known
occurrences of aquatic SAR, including fish and mussels, within the subwatershed where the
Subject Lands is located.

No aquatic SAR (i.e., fish or mussels) were identified on or within the general vicinity of the
Subject Lands.

3.1.7 eBird Results

The eBird (2022) database is a large citizen science-based project with a goal to gather bird
diversity information in the form of checklists of birds, archive it, and share it to power new
data-driven approaches to science, conservation and education. As the observations can be
submitted by anyone, and the records are not officially vetted, the data obtained from this tool
should not be used as a clear indicator of species presence, and species may be filtered out
based on habitat and target survey efforts.

This online database was examined to identify observations made within or adjacent to the
Subject Lands. However, no species of interest were found on or within 120 m of the Subject
Lands.
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3.1.8 iNaturalist Results

The iNaturalist (2022) database is a large citizen science-based identification and data
collection app. It allows any citizen to submit observations to be reviewed and identified by
other naturalists and scientists to help provide accurate species observations. As the
observations can be submitted by anyone, and the records are not officially vetted, the data
obtained from this tool should not be used as a clear indicator of species presence, and
species may be filtered out based on habitat and targeted survey efforts.

This online database was examined to identify observations made within or adjacent to the
Subject Lands. However, no species of interest were found on or within 120 m of the Subject
Lands.

3.1.9 Landscape Ecology

From a broader landscape perspective, a desktop review was completed to understand the
potential movement and linkage corridors surrounding the Subject Lands for abiotic and biotic
movement of organisms, matter and energy. The Nonquon River is situated to the southwest
of Lake Scugog. Water flows northward off of the Oak Ridges Moraine, and into the western
basin of Lake Scugog east of the town of Seagrave. The Subject Lands are located 2.3 km
from Lake Scugog and 2.4 km from the Oak Ridges Moraine. Given the developed nature of
the landscape, it is likely that wildlife within the area will use this north-south NHS as a wildlife
corridor. The Nonguon River would be considered a primary linkage within the landscape for
terrestrial and aquatic species. A secondary linkage would be Cawkers Creek, as this
permanent watercourse connects between various habitats before outletting into Lake
Scugog. From the headwaters to Highway 7A, Cawkers Creek has been influenced by
adjacent agricultural lands (Kawartha Conservation 2013b). Cawker’s Creek bisects the east-
most portion of the Subject Lands.

3.2 Site Reconnaissance Findings

A site reconnaissance was conducted by GEl's Ecology team on October 19, 2022 to
generally characterize the Subject Lands. Findings and initial interpretations are provided in
the following sections.

3.2.1 Vegetation Communities

GEIl undertook preliminary delineation of vegetation communities using aerial imagery
interpretation. Confirmation of vegetation communities was undertaken during the site
reconnaissance visit. The delineation of vegetation communities within the Subject Lands is
illustrated on Figure 3a.

Much of the Subject Lands are agricultural lands (i.e., pasture lands and row crops),
hedgerows, the Sunnybrae Golf Course and a small number of residential properties.
Naturalized vegetation is limited within the Subject Lands; and where present, patches were
generally small in size and fragmented from one another.
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In the Southern Subject Lands, Mixed Swamp (SWM), Coniferous Swamp (SWC) and
Deciduous Forest (FOD) are present along the outer limits and several ponds were present.
The remaining vegetation within the Sunnybrae Golf Course was considered
manicured/ornamental in nature. The ponds all appeared artificial in origin; though, some are
online on Cawkers Creek.

Cawkers Creek flows diagonally (southwest to northeast) from the Golf Course under King
Street. Vegetation within the immediate vicinity of the creek on the south side of King Street
was a Reed Canary Mineral Meadow Marsh (MAM2-2); although this community is primarily
located outside the Southern Subject Lands.

In the Northern Subject Lands, four ponds where present within the northern portion of the
golf course and a narrow band of Dry — Moist Old Field Cultural Meadow (CUM1-1) and
MAM2-2, associated with one of the ponds was present along the easternmost limit of the
northern portion of the golf course. All other vegetation within the golf course was considered
manicured/ornamental in nature. At the northern central limit of the Northern Subject lands, a
Cultural Plantation (CUP) was present. A small portion of Mixed Forest (FOM) enters the
Northern Subject Lands on the east side. The remaining naturalized vegetation communities
were located on the two residential properties in the southeastern corner of the Northern
Subject Lands. The property located at 1473 King Street contained a number of naturalized
vegetation communities as well as pasture lands. A small Deciduous Swamp (SWD) and
MAM2-2 are present along the southernmost limit (i.e., near King Street) of this property. On
the east of the property and behind the residential home, CUM1-1 is present. As well, to the
northeast of the residential home, a remnant FOD with three apparently natural ponds (OAO)
were present. Cawkers Creek crosses the property located at 1511 King Street; vegetation
communities associated with the creek and along the southern limit of this property included
MAM2-2 and CUM1-1 as well as a hedgerow.
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Figure 3A: Ecological Land Classification
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Figure 3B: Significant Features
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3.2.2 Flora

No rare species of flora were noted within the Subject Lands during the site reconnaissance.
Some invasive species noted within the Subject Lands included:

e European Buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica);
e Canada Thistle (Cirsium arvense); and
e Purple Loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria).

Additional invasive species may also be present within the Subject Lands.
3.2.3 Fauna

The agricultural and golf course areas within the Subject Lands would provide only limited
opportunities for use by wildlife; whereas the naturalized vegetation communities associated
with Cawkers Creek, small remnant woodlands and large woodlands along the edges of the
Subject Lands would provide higher quality potential wildlife habitat. Cawkers Creek also
provides the primary linkage opportunity for the movement of biotic and abiotic flows across
the landscape within the Subject Lands.

Several barn and shed structures were recorded within the Subject Lands that could support
SAR bats and Barn Swallow. Detailed investigations are required to understand whether these
species are present and using these structures. Further to this, a small number of bird nesting
boxes have been installed within the golf courses and a bat roosting box was present on a
residential property.

Several clusters of Common Milkweed (Asclepias syriaca) were recorded along Cawkers
Creek and within naturalized communities within the Subject Lands. Common Milkweed is a
host plant for Monarch; therefore, suitable habitat may be present to support this species.
Additional surveys are required to confirm whether Monarch are using Milkweed to support
breeding.

A number of ponds were observed within the Subject Lands; these features could support
amphibian breeding habitat. As well, the online ponds associated with Cawkers Creek may
also support habitat for turtles, particularly for Snapping Turtle. Muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus)
and a muskrat burrow were also noted within ponds at the golf course.

Other species documented during the site reconnaissance included:

American Crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos);
Blue Jay (Cyanocitta cristata);

Common Raven (Corvus corax);

Coyote (Canis latrans); and

Eastern Gray Squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis).

These species are all considered common and secure in Ontario.
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3.2.4 Aquatic Ecology

Five KC regulated areas were identified within the Subject Lands (as shown on Figure 2.
Since KC’s mapping tool did not differentiate regulated watercourses from other regulated
feature types, it is unclear how many regulated watercourses are identified within the Subject
Land boundary.

One permanent watercourse and two potential intermittent watercourses were identified within
the Subject Lands (Figure 3b). The permanent watercourse (Cawkers Creek) is located along
the eastern Subject Land boundary and hosts several online ponds. Several perched culverts
along Cawkers Creek were recorded throughout the golf course property; these perched
culverts would restrict fish movement into the upstream portions of the feature. Cawkers Creek
enters the site from a swamp community and flows towards Lake Scugog (offsite). Potential
evidence of groundwater interactions (i.e., iron staining) was observed at the upstream extent
of the Subject Lands boundary near the swamp community. Discussion on potential
groundwater seepages within the property is provided in Section 5.2.

Many of the ponds within the Subject Lands displayed evidence of a high level of manipulation
as pumps were observed within several of the ponds, except for those along Cawkers Creek.
The Sunnybrae Golf Club has a Permit To Take Water (PTTW) from these anthropogenic
ponds. The PTTW is further discussed below within Section 4.3. The KC has identified
several regulated areas associated with anthropogenic ponds and potential associated
drainage features. Given the highly anthropogenic nature of golf courses and maintenance
requirements, these features may not warrant regulation. Further investigations and
consultation with the KC is required to determine whether these features should be regulated.
Specifically, during the site visit some of these ponds were almost dry (or had low remaining
volumes of water) and vegetation was beginning to establish along the banks of the ponds.
All ponds appear to be anthropogenic in nature (i.e., dug in support of golf course activities)
or anthropogenically influenced (i.e., installation of golf cart pathways with perched culverts
caused upstream pooling), except for the ponds located within the FOD community locate at
1473 King Street. Given this level of manipulation of water quantities within the system, it is
unclear whether the ponds within the Subject Lands are hydrologically connected to Cawkers
Creek, as suggested by KC’s mapping. It is possible that these features could be seasonally
hydrologically connected, as evidenced by flow path, culvert placement and presence of
wetland communities. It is GEI's recommendation that drainage features within the golf course
currently identified as regulated by KC, aside from the wetland communities, would be more
appropriately treated as headwater drainage features (HDFs) instead of regulated
watercourses given their high degree of alteration, likely small drainage areas and first-order
nature. Where these features exit the golf course property, the increase in naturalized
vegetation communities is apparent and it is possible that these features could qualify as
regulated watercourses. As a result, regulated features as shown by KC outside of the golf
course areas have been treated as candidate regulated watercourses. Additional studies will
be required under appropriate seasonal conditions to confirm the hydrological and riparian
conditions as well as presence of fish and fish habitat within each feature type, as this will
further inform whether features should be considered regulated watercourses or HDFs.
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Several potential HDFs were identified within the Subject Lands within topographic lows in
both the agricultural fields and golf course. Based on the existing riparian vegetation, high
degree of alteration and dry conditions, it is likely that these features would be assigned a
Mitigation management recommendation under the TRCA/CVC’s Evaluation, Classification
and Management of Headwater Drainage Features Guideline (2014).

3.3 Analysis of Natural Heritage Features

Eight types of natural features are identified in the PPS (MMAH 2020):

e Significant wetlands;

¢ Significant coastal wetlands;

e Significant woodlands;

e Significant valleylands;

e SWH;

e Fish habitat;

e Habitat of endangered and threatened species; and
e Significant areas of natural and scientific interest.

The presence/absence of these natural features in the Subject Lands are discussed in the
subsequent sections. These characterizations are considered preliminary and should be
confirmed with detailed ecological inventories. This section is informed by the Natural Heritage
Reference Manual (NHRM; MNR 2010).

3.3.1 Significant Wetlands

Within Ontario, significant wetlands are identified by the Ministry of Natural Resources and
Forestry (MNRF) or by their designates. Other evaluated or unevaluated wetlands may be
identified for conservation by the municipality or the conservation authority. There are no
PSW’s located within the Subject Lands; however, five units of unevaluated wetland are
present within the Subject Lands as identified during the secondary source review (Figure 2).
The Nonquon River and Lake Scugog Marsh (Osler Marsh) PSWs are located 1.2 km and 1.6
km from the Subject Lands, respectively.

The five units of unevaluated wetland were confirmed within the Subject Lands following the
site reconnaissance (Figure 2). Further to this, additional wetland vegetation communities
were identified within the Subject Lands during the site reconnaissance visit. These features
are the MAM2 and MAM2-2 communities that are associated with Cawkers Creek and its
associated tributaries (Figure 3a). These previously unevaluated or unidentified wetlands can
be classified as provincially significant either by complexing them with a nearby,
hydrologically-connected PSW (i.e., if within 750 m) or by evaluating the wetland on its own
to determine if it meets the test of significance. It is possible that the KC, the Township and
Region may defer to the MNRF to assess whether these wetland units should be assessed
following the Ontario Wetland Evaluation System (OWES). As a precautionary approach,
these wetlands have been identified as candidate PSWs (Refer to Figure 3b).
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3.3.2 Significant Coastal Wetlands

Similar to significant wetlands, the MNRF or their designates identify significant coastal
wetlands present on the landscape. Coastal wetlands are defined in the NHRM (MNR 2010)
as:

a) “any wetland that is located on one of the Great Lakes or their connecting channels
(Lake St. Clair, St. Mary’s, St. Clair, Detroit, Niagara and St. Lawrence Rivers); or

b) Any other wetland that is on a tributary to any of the above-specified water bodies
and lies, either wholly or in part, downstream of a line located two km upstream of
the 1:100-year floodplain (plus wave run-up) of the large water body to which the
tributary is connected.”

No coastal wetlands are identified in the Subject Lands and would not be expected given the
distance of the Subject Lands from the waterbodies noted above.

3.3.3 Significant Woodlands

Significant woodlands are identified by the planning authority in consideration of criteria
established by the MNRF. Under the NHRM (2010) and Durham Region OP woodlands are
defined as:

...treed areas that provide environmental and economic benefits to both the private
landowner and the general public, such as erosion prevention, hydrological and
nutrient cycling, provision of clean air and the long-term storage of carbon, provision
of wildlife habitat, outdoor recreational opportunities, and the sustainable harvest of a
wide range of woodland products. Woodlands include treed areas, woodlots or
forested areas and vary in their level of significance at the local, regional and provincial
levels...

The Region of Durham further defines Significant Woodlands, off the Oak Ridge Moraine as
follows:

“an area which is ecologically important in terms of features such as species
composition, age of trees and stand history; functionally important due to its
contribution to the broader landscape because of its location, size or due to the amount
of forest cover in the planning area; or economically important due to site quality,
species composition, or past management history.”

Meanwhile, in keeping the woodland density requirements outlined by the Forestry Act (1990),
the Region of Durham By-law 30-2020 further defines Woodlands as:

“an area of land one hectare in size or greater on one or more properties with a
minimum density of:

a) 1,000 Trees, of any size, per hectare;
b) 750 Trees, measuring over five (5) centimetres at DBH, per hectare;
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c) 500 Trees, measuring over twelve (12) centimetres, at DBH, per hectare; or
d) 250 Trees, measuring over twenty (20) centimetres, at DBH, per hectare”.

It is noted that the Township of Scugog OP (2017) does not provide a definition for either
Woodlands or Significant Woodland; therefore, the regional definition was relied upon for this
analysis.

In accordance with the above-noted definitions, natural treed communities (FOC, FOM, FOD,
SWC, SWM, SWD) and cultural woodland/plantation communities (CUW, CUP) may be
considered woodlands (i.e., meets the Forestry Act woodland density requirements).
Woodland patches are considered part of the same continuous woodland if they are within 20
m of each other.

Based on the preliminary review and site reconnaissance, it is likely that any features identified
as Forest (FO) or Swamp (SWM and SWC) on or immediately adjacent to the Subject Lands
could be considered significant woodlands. This includes the forest and swamp features
present along the limits of the Subject Lands and beyond the Subject Lands. As a
precautionary approach, these features have been identified as candidate Significant
Woodlands (Figure 3b). The CUP present within the Subject Lands was not expected to be
considered a significant woodland. This assumption was made as it appears that the feature
had a low density of trees. Additional surveys will be required to confirm these assumptions.

3.3.4 Significant Valleylands

Significant valleylands are defined and designated by the planning authority (per section 8.1.3
of the NHRM; MNR 2010). General guidelines for determining significance of these features
are presented in the NHRM (MNR 2010). Recommended criteria for designating significant
valleylands includes prominence as distinctive landform, degree of naturalness, and
importance of its ecological functions, restoration potential and historical and cultural values.
It is recognized that the NHRM doesn’t specify the number of criteria that are required to be
met for a feature to be significant and recommends that local planning authorities undertake
a study that would determine which criteria should be applied for a valleyland to be considered
significant; no such study has been undertaken by the planning authorities to date.

Cawkers Creek bisects the eastern portion of Subject Lands and appears to be part of an
unconfined valleyland system. Since this feature appears to lack prominence as a distinctive
landform and appears to have been affected by ongoing land use practices (i.e., farming and
use on golf course) which has reduced the degree of naturalness of the feature, no significant
valleylands are present within the Subject Lands.

3.3.5 Significant Wildlife Habitat

SWH is one of the more complex natural heritage features to identify and evaluate. There are
several provincial documents that discuss identifying and evaluating SWH including the
NHRM (MNR 2010), the Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (MNR 2000) and the
SWH Eco-Region Criterion Schedule (MNRF 2015). The Subject Lands are located in Eco-
Region 6E and were therefore assessed using the 6E Criterion Schedule (MNRF 2015).
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There are four general types of SWH:

e Seasonal concentration areas;

e Rare or specialized habitats;

e Habitat for species of conservation concern; and
e Animal movement corridors.

General descriptions of these types of SWH are provided in the following sections.

Seasonal Concentration Areas

Seasonal concentration areas are those sites where large numbers of a species gather
together at one time of the year, or where several species congregate. Seasonal concentration
areas include deer yards, wintering sites for snakes, bats, raptors and turtles, waterfowl
staging and molting areas, bird nesting colonies, shorebird staging areas and migratory
stopover areas for passerines or butterflies. Only the best examples of these concentration
areas are usually designated as SWH.

Rare or Specialized Habitats

Rare and specialized habitat are two separate components. Rare habitats are those with
vegetation communities that are considered rare in the province. SRANKS are rarity rankings
applied to species at the ‘state’, or in Canada at the provincial level, and are part of a system
developed under the auspices of the Nature Conservancy (Arlington, VA). Generally,
community types with SRANKS of S1 to S3 (extremely rare to rare-uncommon in Ontario), as
defined by the NHIC (2022), could qualify. It is to be assumed that these habitats are at risk
and that they are also likely to support additional wildlife species that are considered
significant.

Specialized habitats are microhabitats that are critical to some wildlife species. The NHRM
(MNR 2010) defines specialized habitats as those that provide for species with highly specific
habitat requirements, areas with exceptionally high species diversity or community diversity,
and areas that provide habitat that greatly enhances species’ survival.

Habitat for Species of Conservation Concern

Species of conservation concern include those that are provincially rare (S1 to S3),
provincially historic records) and Special Concern species. Several specialized wildlife
habitats are also included in this SWH category, including Terrestrial Crayfish habitat, and
significant breeding bird habitats for marsh, open country and early successional bird species.

Habitats of species of conservation concern do not include habitats of endangered or
threatened species as identified by the ESA (2021 Consolidation). Endangered and
threatened species are discussed in Section 3.3.7.
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Animal Movement Corridors

Animal movement corridors are areas that are traditionally used by wildlife to move from one
habitat to another. This is usually in response to different seasonal habitat requirements,
including areas used by amphibians between breeding and summer/over-wintering habitats,
called amphibian movement corridors.

Table 1 (Appendix A) discusses the potential for SWH within the Subject Lands based on
the preliminary ELC and site reconnaissance observations. Detailed ecological investigations
are required to confirm whether SWH is present within the Subject Lands.

The following candidate SWH types were identified within the Subject Lands:

e Bat Maternity Colonies (FOD, SWM);
e Turtle Wintering Areas (OAO online with Cawkers Creek);
¢ Colonial Bird Nesting Sites (tree/shrubs; SWD, SWM);
e Seeps and Springs (Forested ecosites);
¢ Woodland Amphibian Breeding Habitat (FO, SW);
¢ Wetland Amphibian Breeding Habitat (SW, MA);
e Amphibian Movement Corridors;
e Marsh Bird Breeding Habitat (MAM);
e Terrestrial Crayfish (MAM);
e Habitats for Special Concern and Rare Wildlife:
o Canada Warbler
Eastern Wood-Pewee
Grasshopper Sparrow
Purple Martin
Wilson’s Phalarope
Wood Thrush
Hermit Sphinx Moth
Monarch
Snapping Turtle

O O O O O O O O

All candidate SWH types are associated with the wetland and forested communities found
within the Subject Lands, except for candidate Habitat for Special Concern and Rare Wildlife
for Monarch, Grasshopper Sparrow and Purple Martin. While unlikely, these SWH types may
be present within the CUM vegetation communities or nesting boxes in the Subject Lands.

3.3.6 Fish Habitat

Fish habitat, as defined in the federal Fisheries Act, c. F-14, means “spawning grounds and
nursery, rearing, food supply, and migration areas on which fish depend directly or indirectly
in order to carry out their life processes.” Fish, as defined in S.2 of the Fisheries Act, c. F-14,
includes “parts of fish, shellfish, crustaceans, marine animals and any parts of shellfish,
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crustaceans or marine animals, and the eggs, sperm, spawn, larvae, spat and juvenile stages
of fish, shellfish, crustaceans and marine animals.”

Three watercourses were identified within the Subject Lands during the site reconnaissance,
of which one was identified as a permanent watercourse (i.e., Cawkers Creek) and two
identified as intermittent. Detailed investigations are required to determine whether they
support direct or indirect fish habitat; however, it is likely that the two intermittent watercourses
wouldn’t provide direct fish habitat given the numerous fish migratory barriers (e.g., perched
culverts) that were recorded throughout the features.

Similarly, other HDFs within the Subject Lands likely support seasonal fish habitat and/or
indirect fish habitat. HDFs that are dry and/or containing standing water during early spring
assessment would not provide fish habitat. To determine the hydrology, functionality and
extent of HDFs within the Subject Lands, additional investigations would be required to assess
their management recommendations using the TRCA and CVC’s 2014 Headwater Drainage
Feature Assessment Guideline, in conjunction with fish community sampling.

Several anthropogenic ponds were identified within the Subject Lands. Ponds not connected
to a waterbody, regardless of whether they contain fish, are not considered to be fish habitat
by DFO under the Federal Fisheries Act. Ponds that are hydrologically connected should be
reviewed for presence/absence of fish to determine whether they provide direct or indirect fish
habitat functions.

3.3.7 Habitat for Endangered and Threatened Species

Table 2 (Appendix A) discusses the potential for endangered and threatened SAR and SAR
habitat within the Subject Lands. This is based on the species identified through the wildlife
atlas search (Section 3.1).

The following SAR and SAR habitat may be present within the Subject Lands based on
preliminary ELC and site reconnaissance findings:

Barn Swallow;

Bobolink;

Chimney Swift;

Eastern Meadowlark;

Red-headed Woodpecker;

Eastern Small-footed Myotis (Myotis leibii);
Little Brown Myotis (Myotis lucifugus);
Northern Myotis (Myotis septentrionalis); and
Tri-colored Bat (Perimyotis subflavus).

Detailed ecological investigations are required to confirm the presence of SAR and SAR
habitat.

3.4 Significant Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest

No ANSIs were identified on or within 120 m of the Subject Lands (Figure 2).
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4. Desktop Review for Geotechnical &
Hydrogeological Conditions

GEIl has conducted a secondary source review of the publicly available sources of subsurface
information, surficial geology and bedrock mapping, and local experience about nearby soil
and groundwater conditions to discuss geotechnical and hydrogeological engineering
constraints / considerations for the Subject Lands.

Existing subsurface investigations, geotechnical reports, or hydrogeological reports were not
provided by the client for the Subject Lands. An overview of the subsurface conditions
expected to be encountered within the Subject Lands were established using a range of
publicly available information and previous subsurface investigations completed by GEI
nearby, summarized below. The actual subsurface conditions within the Subject Lands may
differ once detailed borehole investigations are carried out.

4.1 Physiology and Geology Mapping

Surficial geology mapping from the Ontario Geological Survey (OGS) was reviewed and is
provided on Figure 4A. The OGS mapping indicates that most of the Subject Lands is
dominated by Stone-poor, sandy silt to silt sand-textured till (noted as “diamicton” on Figure
4A) and silt and clay fine-textured glaciolacustrine deposits. To the northwest of the Subject
Lands, a coarse-textured glaciolacustrine deposit was found.

The Subject Lands are within the Physiographic Region denoted as the Schomberg Clay
Plains (Chapman&Putnam 1984), with the landform consisting of clay plains as shown on
Figure 4B. Mapping indicates that several drumlins are present to the east and north of the
Subject Lands. Although not specifically identified on the mapping, there may be local and
discontinuous cohesionless alluvial deposits of sands and gravels along the watercourse
alignments.

At depth, the Subject Lands are underlain by bedrock of the Lindsay Formation (Simcoe
Group), which consists primarily of limestone as shown in Figure 4C. Bedrock topography
mapping from Genivar in the Watershed Characterization (Groundwater) South Lake Scugog
Watersheds report (Appendix B) indicates bedrock is about 80 metres below grade.

Geotechnical boreholes available on a database from the Ontario Ministry of Mines (2012)
were reviewed. No boreholes were found within or near the Subject Lands.

@ GEIl Consultants Ltd. A



Figure 4A: Surficial Geology
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Figure 4B: Phyisiography
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Figure 4C: Bedrock Geology
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4.2 Topography and Drainage

Durham Region provides mapping with 1 metre contour intervals which shows that the Subject
Lands are relatively flat with elevations between 270 and 290 metres. The Subject Lands
slope down to near Elev. 270 metres along the watercourse to the east, and gradually slope
up to near Elev. 290 metres to the west. It is expected that most of the Subject Lands drain to
the east, with approximately the western third of the Subject Lands draining to the west.

The online Source Protection Information Atlas (MECP 2022) shows KC watershed mapping,
which indicates that there is a watershed divide through the western part of the Subject Lands
where the Subject Lands gradually slope either east or west. The majority of the Subject Lands
are within Cawkers Creek watershed to the east, and the western portion of the Subject Lands
are within the Nonquon River watershed. Both watersheds drain into Lake Scugog to the north
of the Subject Lands. drain into Lake Scugog to the north of the Subject Lands.

The Ontario Watershed Information Tool (OWIT) by MNRF (2022) was also reviewed and
shows that most of Subject Lands drain east into the watercourse, which flows north and
eventually converges with Lake Scugog approximately 3 km to the north. The western third of
the Subject Lands is shown to drain west into a tributary of Nonquon River.

Based on the topography and a preliminary visit to the Subject Lands conducted by GEI staff,
it appears that the watercourses are unconfined and do not contain apparent valleyland.

4.3 MECP Water Well Records and PTTW Mapping

Water well records (MECP 2021) were reviewed for the Subject Lands and surrounding area.
Numerous well records were found in the area, but 16 representatives well records were
selected and are appended with their locations shown on Figure 5 and details in Appendix
C. The stratigraphic descriptions within the MECP well records (2021) are typically inaccurate
due to the methodology in which they are determined (observations of cuttings and no
consistency between descriptions of soil between different well drillers). Though this is the
case, an overall sense of the stratigraphy can still be determined.

The well records typically show layers of clay that typically extend to the depth of investigation.
Some well records note that the clay contains stones and gravel. Based on the surficial
geology mapping, the “clay with stones/gravel’” may represent cohesive glacial till deposits.
The clay layers are typically interbedded with cohesionless deposits of sand at depth.
Stabilized water levels were measured to be 8 metres below ground surface or deeper. These
water levels may not fully represent groundwater levels near the ground surface, as the wells
may be screened within deeper aquifers.

The PTTW database (MECP 2022a) shows there is one active PTTW (3054-B9BPNS) for the
Subject Lands located at Sunnybrae Golf Course, for both the clubhouse well and north
irrigation pond. The clubhouse well consists of a drilled well and can take up to 27,500 L/day
of groundwater for 365 days per year, used for drinking water. The north irrigation pond is
permitted to take up to 400,000 L/day of surface water for 220 days per year, used for golf
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course irrigation. The permit was issued on March 14, 2019 and expires on December 31,
2028.

Figure 5: MECP Well Records
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4.4 Kawartha Conservation Watersheds

The eastern portion of the Subject Lands are within the Cawkers Creek watershed and the
western third of the Subject Lands are within the Nonquon River watershed.

Figure 6.12 from Nonquon River Watershed Characterization Report (KC 2012) includes a
regional west-east cross section which cuts directly through the northern portion of the Subject
Lands. The cross-section shows that the stratigraphy of the Subject Lands includes
glaciolacustrine deposits underlain by late-stage lacustrine deposits, a potential thin zone of
the Oak Ridges Aquifer Complex (which extends beyond the limits of the Oak Ridges
Moraine), the Upper and Lower Newmarket Aquitards, the Thorncliffe Formation, the
Sunnybrook Aquitard, and the Scarborough Aquifer Complex, followed by bedrock
approximately 100 m below existing grade.

The upper glaciolacustrine/lacustrine deposits are associated with the most recent glaciations
(i.e., approximately 10,000 years ago) and typically consist of sandy silt to silty sand till and
silt and clay fine-textured deposits, which were deposited by glacial meltwaters. The Oak
Ridges Aquifer Complex below is characterized by silt and fine sands, with some large gravel
seams. It receives the majority of groundwater recharge from the area and flows to surface
water, laterally, or downward into other aquifers. The Newmarket Till consists of a fine-grained
matrix of dense glacial till, which provides a protective barrier for the Thorncliffe Aquifer
beneath it. The Thorncliffe Formation is generally described as fine grained interbedded with
coarse grained material, which act as productive regional aquifers.

These expected conditions are consistent with the subsurface findings from the MECP well
records (2021) and other nearby boreholes, which encountered thick clay deposits with
interbedded sand layers at depth.

4.5 Kawartha Conservation and Source Protection Mapping

The online Source Protection Information Atlas from the MECP and mapping from KC was
reviewed. The Subject Lands are not within a Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA) as shown
on Figure 6A. One localized area near the northern limit of the Subject Lands is underlain by
a HVA as shown on Figure 6B. No SGRAs were shown on the Subject Lands as shown on
Figure 6C. The areas surrounding the watercourses are considered an Intake Protection
Zone (IPZ) 3 but are not an IPZ 1 or 2.

Online mapping from KC shows that there are mapped watercourses flowing through the
eastern quadrant of the Subject Lands. The watercourses and adjacent lands are shown to
be Regulated Areas, as discussed above within Section 2.3.
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Figure 6A: Wellhead Protection Areas
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Figure 6B: Highly Vulnerable Aquifers
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Figure 6C: Significant Groundwater Recharge Areas
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4.6 Historic Aerial Photographs

Various aerial images of the Subject Lands from 1954 to 2022 were reviewed online from
Google Earth. An aerial photograph dated 1954 was obtained from the University of Toronto
Library. The Subject Lands have predominantly been used as a golf course and farmlands
with some intermittent farmstead developments (barns, farmhouses, etc.) near the roadways.
No obvious signs of infilling or other earthworks were observed, and no obvious signs of
erosion along the watercourses were visible. The aerial images are appended (Appendix D).

4.7 MTO Boreholes

The Ontario Ministry of Transportation (MTO) Foundation Library online database (2012) was
searched for any MTO geotechnical reports and boreholes near the Subject Lands, but the
nearest borehole was located approximately 11 km southeast of the Subject Lands.

4.8 Other Nearby Boreholes

Two studies were found within or nearby the Subject Lands. A report from GHD Limited (2019)
was previously conducted at 1430 King Street, Port Perry, Ontario. A total of 11 boreholes
were advanced to depths ranging from 3.5 to 9.6 metres below existing grade, four of which
contained groundwater monitoring wells. The boreholes encountered an upper 3-metre-thick
zone of soft to very stiff clayey silt underlain by typically dense to very dense silty sand glacial
till. The monitoring wells measured groundwater within the glacial till at depths of about 4 to 6
metres below grade.

A second report was conducted approximately 1 km to the east of the Subject Lands by Soil
Engineers Ltd. (2017). The fieldwork consisted of five boreholes on the property of 234 Union
Avenue which were advanced to depths ranging from 6.4 to 6.6 metres below the ground
surface. Topsoil was found to be between 0.15 and 0.2 metres thick, underlain by a layer of
very loose to very dense silty sand/sandy silt glacial till. A layer of silt and sandy silt were
found underneath the layer of glacial till followed by a layer of sand. All lower depth
stratigraphy was noted to be dense to very dense.
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5. Hydrogeological Commentary

5.1 Regulatory Requirements

As previously discussed, the Subject Lands are not within a WHPA as shown on Figure 6A
and there are no SGRAs beneath the site as shown on Figure 6C. The entirety of the Subject
Lands are located within the Greenbelt. One localized area near the northern limits of the
Subject Lands is underlain by a HVA as shown on Figure 6B.

5.1.1 Source Water Protection

The Subject Lands are within the Lake Scugog — Scugog River Watershed, within the
jurisdiction of the KC. The watershed specific to the Subject Lands can be divided into the
Cawkers Creek and Nonquon River subwatersheds which drain into Lake Scugog. The
Subject Lands are located within the Kawartha-Haliburton Source Protection Area, under the
Trent Conservation Coalition Source Protection Region.

The following documents should be referenced for source water protection at this site:

e “Lake Scugog Environmental Management Plan” dated May 2010, by Kawartha
Conservation, Durham Region & the City of Kawartha Lakes.

e “Trent Source Protection Plan,” Updated February 2, 2021, by the Trent Conservation
Coalition Source Protection Committee under the Clean Water Act, 2006.

e “Approved Trent Assessment Report,” updated February 2, 2022, by the Trent
Conservation Coalition Source Protection Committee under the Clean Water Act, 2006.

The Subject Lands are classified under a moderate Tier 1 surface water stress level, and a
low Tier 1 groundwater stress level. The Source Protection Plans (2021) also describe a list
of significant drinking water threats for groundwater systems in the area.

5.1.2 Other Official Plans and Conservation Plans

Section 2.0 (above) provides a summary of the various other plans that must be followed as
part of the development process. This includes the Greenbelt Plan, Township of Scugog OP,
and Region of Durham OP. The hydrogeological considerations from each of these plans is
similar, which includes identifying and assessing the KHFs and KHAs on the Subject Lands.

It is the responsibility of planners / others to determine what types of development are feasible
based on the land designation and other environmental / planning considerations. Where a
major development is proposed, a detailed hydrogeological study must be completed that
includes (but is not limited to) the following:

o |dentification of the KHFs and KHAs on the site and an assessment to verify these features
will not be impacted by the proposed development.
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e Analysis for maintaining the quantity and quality of groundwater and surface water and
maintaining groundwater recharge.
o Groundwater quantity and recharge is assessed with a water balance that:
o Characterizes groundwater and surface water flow systems by means of
modelling.
o ldentifies the availability, quantity, and quality of water sources.
o Identifies water conservation methods.
e This requires detailed subsurface investigations, field inspections, analysis and reporting.

5.1.3 Construction Dewatering

The volume of water entering an excavation during construction will be based on both
groundwater seepage and precipitation events. Based on O.Reg. 63/16, the construction
dewatering limits and requirements are as follows:

e Construction Dewatering less than 50,000 L/day: The takings of both groundwater and
stormwater do not require a hydrogeological report and does not require a PTTW from the
MECP.

e Construction Dewatering greater than 50,000 L/day and less than 400,000 L/day: The
taking of groundwater and/or stormwater requires a hydrogeological report and
registration on the Environmental Activity and Sector Registry (EASR) but does not require
a PTTW from the MECP.

e Construction Dewatering greater than 400,000 L/day: The taking of groundwater and/or
stormwater requires a hydrogeological report and a PTTW from the MECP.

For permanent dewatering, based on Section 34 of O.Reg. 387/04, the dewatering limits and
requirements are as follows:

e Water Taking less than 50,000 L/day: A PTTW is not required from the MECP.
e Water Taking greater than 50,000 L/day: A PTTW is required from the MECP.

5.2 Key Hydrologic Features & Areas

For KHFs, permanent and intermittent streams and wetland areas within the Subject Lands
were identified and discussed in Section 2. These features were also assessed for ecological
significance in Section 3.3.

Seepage areas and springs are a hydrogeological consideration. Based on the expected soil
conditions from the desktop review (i.e., low-permeability soils like clays, glacial tills at grade),
seepage areas and springs are not expected across most of the Subject Lands. At a
preliminary level, potential seepage locations, if any, are expected to be confined to the
watercourse and wetland areas identified on Figure 2 and 3a. These areas will also be
considered a constraint areas where development cannot occur (see Figure 7). This
assessment must be confirmed through further detailed investigations including visual site
inspections, test pitting, boreholes, and monitoring well installations.
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The following summarizes KHAs for the Subject Lands:

¢ No SGRAs were identified.

e One HVA s located in the northern portion of the Subject Lands, as shown on Figure 6B.
Certain land uses that have a higher potential to contaminate the HVAs are not permitted
in HVA locations. The desktop review indicates that low-permeability soil acting as an
aquitard (clays, glacial till) likely overlies deeper aquifers (Oak Ridges Moraine Aquifer
Units or deeper sands) used as a local water resource by domestic wells. Impacts to the
confined aquifers are not expected. The surficial aquitards at grade are likely why there
are no SGRAs on the Subject Lands, and why the HVA is only a small, localized area.

¢ Significant Surface Water Contribution Areas for the Subject Lands are not expected. The
anticipated low-permeability soil conditions reduce groundwater flow rates through the
soil. Depending on the near-surface groundwater levels, some minor baseflow could be
expected to daylight into the watercourses, but the expected volumes are low such that
they will not contribute significantly to overall flows in the watercourse or overall
watershed.

) GEI Consultants Ltd. 37
Q



NOTES:

1. Canrdinans Sysaem: NAD 1383 UTM Zooe 17N
2 Base Ratam produced undel hoense Wi the
Ontario Minktry of Natuial Revources and
Forestey © Queens Priter for Ontirie, 2022

1 Orthotmagery © First Base Solutions, 2022
nigery takse in 202)

Gt

26, Agwionad

UMY Mo it Mt

€L Plamrmen

UL Cuttar sl Thichen

ST, Dieartmd

OO Deciduons borest

FOM, Mund borest

I tsetgerom

MAAD 2 Mool iy Gk Mirwr  Mascioms Mt
AL, Open Adprstic

[ ]

RES Aevisesen)

FWEY, Wi¥3e Cotar Mirvesa | Conesss Swamp
TN Dicidans Smarng

WM. Mned Swanp

Figure 7: Preliminary Constraints

Legend
D Subject Lands {(approximate)
Watercourse

Key Natural Heritage Features, Key Hydrologic Features
=0 and Key Hydrologic Areas

Key Natural Heritage Features, Key Hydrologic Features
and Key Hydrologic Areas +30m VPZ

Proposed Refined Greenbelt Limit
Potential Enhancement Area
Ecological Land Classification

— 4 @

Greenbelt Planning Area Review
Port Perry West Landowners Group

Figure 7
Preliminary Constraints
Analysis

Consuktants

@ GEI Consultants Ltd.

38



5.3 Water Balance and Infiltration

One of the hydrogeological components for developing these Subject Lands is maintaining
the water balance from the pre- to post-construction scenario to the greatest extent possible.
A water balance is an accounting of the water resources within a given area. The water
balance equates the precipitation over a given area to the summation of the change in
groundwater storage, evapotranspiration/evaporation, surface water runoff and infiltration.
The difference between the mean precipitation and evapotranspiration/evaporation is referred
to as the water surplus. The water surplus is divided into two parts: as surface or overland
runoff and the infiltration into the surficial soil. The infiltration is comprised of two end member
components: one component that moves vertically downward to underlying aquifers (referred
to as percolation, deep infiltration or net recharge) and a second component that moves
laterally through the near surface soil profile or shallow soils as interflow that re-emerges
locally to surface (i.e., as runoff) at some short distance and time following precipitation.

The amount of impermeable land increases with development (such as roads, buildings, storm
water management ponds, etc.) and an infiltration deficit will occur between the pre- and post-
construction scenarios. The increases in surface water runoff that will occur with urban
development and mitigation of the potential impacts to the local water table due to reduction
of infiltration may be minimized by using appropriate stormwater management and using low
impact development (LID) measures to promote infiltration. The following constraints may
exist for the Subject Lands that could reduce the ability to implement infiltration-based LID
measures to maintain the water balance:

e Thick deposits of low-permeability soils are expected below grade, and SGRAs are not
shown to exist on the Subject Lands. Low in-situ infiltration rates should be expected for
these soils, which may require larger LIDs or a variety of LID measures to maintain the
water balance. Depending on the actual soil types and in-situ infiltration rates, infiltration
measures may not be practical or feasible for the Subject Lands. Infiltration rates must be
assessed on the Subject Lands through a detailed investigation and testing.

o Infiltration elevations must typically be kept 1 metre above the seasonal high groundwater
table. Near-surface groundwater levels are currently unknown for the Subject Lands.

¢ Infiltration from pollution hotspots (gas stations, waste storage areas, industrial areas, etc.)
is typically not permitted.

5.4 Construction Dewatering

For typical low-rise land development, excavations for basement levels or site services often
extend around 3 metres below grade, and footings may extend about 1.2 metres below grade.
Cohesive, low-permeability soils are expected across most of the Subject Lands, which
preclude the free flow of water into excavations. On a preliminary basis, there are fewer
concerns for construction dewatering at the Subject Lands. On sites with similar subsurface
conditions, construction can often be completed using a methodology that keeps the water
taking to less than 50,000 L/day, preventing the need for an EASR posting or PTTW. At the
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very least, an EASR posting should be expected if larger areas will be dewatered at the same
time.

A detailed hydrogeological study must be completed to calculate the water taking rates and
provide an impact assessment. The radius of influence to dewater 3-metre-deep excavations
in low-permeability surficial soils is usually small, limiting potential impacts to nearby domestic
wells, environmental / surface water features, settlement of nearby land, or overall
groundwater quantity.

If pumping stations with wet wells are required, typical depths may extend around 10 metres
below grade. Few issues with groundwater control are expected for excavations made entirely
within the glacial till or clay soils, but it is noted that deeper wet sands may be encountered
below the upper aquitards. Detailed subsurface investigations are required for any potential
pumping stations or deeper excavations to delineate the transition zone between the surficial
aquitard and deeper sand units. High groundwater inflows should be expected where the
sands are encountered, which would likely require a PTTW from the MECP for short term
water taking, and hydrostatic uplift resistance may be required as part of the wet well design.
Another consideration is adequately sealing deeper excavations to prevent a preferential flow
path for contaminants from the ground surface into the confined sand units. The radius of
influence for dewatering the confined aquifer units will be much larger and more detailed
analysis would be necessary to assess potential short-term impacts to nearby domestic wells
or land stability.
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6. Review of KNHF, KHF AND KHA Per The
Greenbelt Plan

A review of the presence of KNHF, KHF and KHAs in accordance with the Greenbelt Plan
(2017) is provided below based on the preliminary data that was collected during the
secondary source review and site reconnaissance. This interpretation should be considered
preliminary and should be refined through detailed site investigations to confirm the presence,
extent and functionality of features within the Subject Lands.

Based upon the secondary source review, KHAs for the Subject Lands are summarized below:

¢ No SGRAs were identified;
e One HVA is located in the northern portion of the Subject Lands, as shown on Figure 6B.
e Significant Surface Water Contribution Areas for the Subject Lands are not expected.

Based on the secondary source review and site reconnaissance, the following KHFs may be
present within the Subject Lands:

Permanent and intermittent streams;

o One permanent stream (Cawkers Creek) and two intermittent streams were
identified within the Subject Lands (Figure 3b). HDFs would not meet the definition
of a stream and, therefore, are not considered KHFs.

Lakes (and their littoral zones);
o No Lakes or their littoral zones are present within the Subject Lands.
Seepage areas and springs; and

o Based on the secondary source review, seepage areas and springs are not

expected across most of the Subject Lands.
Wetlands.

o Several unevaluated wetlands and wetland vegetation communities have been

identified within the Subject Lands (Figure 3a).

Based on the secondary source review and site reconnaissance, the following KNHFs may
be present within the Subject Lands:

e Habitat of Endangered and Threatened species;
o Potentially suitable habitat for species designated as Endangered or Threatened
on the SARO list is present within the Subject Lands (Table 2, Appendix A).
e Fish habitat;
o Fish habitat may be present within the Subject Lands. It is likely that Cawkers
Creek provides permanent, direct fish habitat, while the two intermittent features
likely provide indirect fish habitat given the migratory barriers that were observed.
HDFs may provide seasonal direct fish habitat, indirect fish habitat and/or no fish
habitat.
¢ Wetlands;
o Unevaluated wetlands and wetland vegetation communities were identified within
the Subject Lands.
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e Life Science ANSIs;
o No ANSIs are present within the Subject Lands.
e Significant valleylands;

o No significant valleylands are present within the Subject Lands.

¢ Significant woodlands;

o Significant woodlands may be present within the Subject Lands.

e SWH (including habitat of special concern species);

o Several candidate SWH types were identified within the Subject Lands. All SWH
types were associated with the forested, wetland, cultural meadow communities
as well as the nesting and roosting boxes within the golf course.

e Sand barrens, savannahs and tallgrass prairies; and

o No sand barrens, savannahs or tall grass prairies were identified within the Subject

Lands.
o Alvars.
o No alvars were identified within the Subject Lands.
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7. Preliminary Constraints Analysis Summary

Several candidate KNHF and KHF were identified as potentially present within the Subject
Lands. The location of these candidate KNHF, KHF and KHAs are illustrated on Figure 7,
except for candidate habitat for endangered and threatened species and candidate SWH. The
rationale for not including these areas on Figure 7 is as follows:

e Impacts associated with these habitats as a result of the proposed development can be
addressed through numerous tools, including provincial legislation (e.g., through the
provincial registration process or Overall Benefit Permit process under the ESA 2007) or
through the enactment of mitigative and restorative measures (e.g., removal of habitat
outside of species critical timing windows or creation of new habitat in a new location on
the Subject Lands).

e The test of no negative impacts must be met if development and/or alteration is proposed
within or immediately adjacent to SWH in accordance with Section 2.1.5 of the PPS
(2020). No negative impacts on various types of SWH can typically be achieved through
either avoidance, mitigation and/or restoration measures.

e As discussed within Section 2.1.7 of the PPS (2020), development and site alteration are
only permitted within habitat for endangered and threatened species in accordance with
provincial and federal requirements; otherwise, no development or alteration is permitted.
Registrations and/or permits under the ESA (2007) could be obtained in order to permit
alteration within these habitats.

It is recognized that these habitats would qualify as KNHFs under the Greenbelt Plan;
however, given that there are provincially supported avenues to ensure that the functions of
these features are maintained on the landscape, these habitats don’'t need to be maintained
in their exact location.

A policy review of the required setbacks for each KNHF, KHF and KHA was undertaken to
understand the minimum vegetated setbacks (or vegetation protection zones; VPZs). In
accordance with Section 3.2.5 of the Greenbelt Plan (2017), development and site alteration
are not permitted within KNHF and KHFs and their associated VPZs within the Greenbelt Plan
area. The prescribed VPZ for these features is a minimum of 30 m, measured from the outside
boundary of the KNHF and KHF.

The KC’s Plan Review and Regulation Policies document (2013a) recommends the following
VPZs from the candidate KNHFs and KHFs identified within the Subject Lands:

o 30 m from fish habitat is typically required; however, 15 m for warmwater systems and 20
m for coolwater systems may be accepted if it can be demonstrated that no negative
impacts will occur to fish and fish habitat;
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¢ 30 m from non-provincially significant wetlands that are less than 2 ha in size or 120 m
from wetlands greater than 2 ha in size or are provincially significant unless it has been
determined through an EIS that a smaller buffer is warranted;

e Other VPZs associated with natural hazards (e.g., flooding hazard, meander belt)
allowances are 15 m.

The Durham Region OP reinforces the VPZs outlined within the Greenbelt Plan.

Regardless of the policies applied to the candidate features within the Subject Lands,
provincial and local policies generally dictate that a minimum of a 30 m VPZ is required from
the boundary of all KNHF and KHFs. No alteration or development is permitted within the
features and their associated VPZs, with some exceptions (e.g., infrastructure in accordance
with Section 4 of the Greenbelt Plan).

A 30 m VPZ has been applied to all candidate KNHF and KHFs shown on Figure 7. No
minimum VPZ are required for KHAs, but developments or land uses that pose a high risk to
groundwater per Schedule E — Table E5 of the Durham Regional OP are restricted or
prohibited within the small HVA in the northern portion of the Subject Lands.
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8. Proposed Refinements

Several local refinements to the Greenbelt Plan area boundaries are recommended within the
Subject Lands to better reflect the existing conditions. These refinements have been informed
by the secondary source review and site reconnaissance that is presented within the sections
above. These limits should be confirmed and further refined following detailed site
investigations and feature staking exercises.

Figure 7 illustrates a 30 m VPZ around all candidate KNHF and KHFs, as required by the
provincial and local planning documents (as discussed above within Section 7).

Currently the entirety of the Subject Lands is designated as Protected Countryside under the
Greenbelt. The below refinements to this land-use designation are recommended to protect
and enhance the existing KNHFs and KHFs. It is recognized that Protected Countryside also
includes Prime Agricultural Areas. The proposed loss in agricultural lands should be evaluated
by a qualified professional.

Proposed refinements to the Greenbelt Protected Countryside Areas include:

e All candidate KNHF and KHF will be retained in place and further enhanced through the
establishment of a 30 m VPZ within existing agricultural and golf course lands. This will
follow the minimum VPZs recommended under the Greenbelt Plan and will ensure the
protection of ecosystem form and function in-place; and

¢ The exclusion of actively managed agricultural fields, manicured golf courses, hedgerows,
residential areas, and small CUM vegetation communities is warranted given that they are
assumed to provide limited ecological function and are not afforded protection under
provincial or local planning guidelines.

In addition, several enhancement areas have been identified outside of the Greenbelt
Planning Areas based on their existing functions within the landscape. The intent of the
enhancement areas is to provide opportunities to connect existing KNHFs and KHFs where
existing connections may not be present and/or to strengthen connections where they may
be limited. These opportunities will be explored following detailed investigations. These
enhancement areas may support infrastructure such as roadways, Storm Water Management
facilities, recreational trails, or native vegetative plantings. These enhancements would
strengthen and create a more resilient and connected system. Potential enhancement areas
are shown on Figure 7. The bulk of the natural heritage features are located along the
southern and eastern Subject Land boundaries. These KNHFs and KHFs appear to be
associated with the Cawkers Creek corridor. The protection of these features will ensure that
this wildlife corridor is maintained on the landscape while preserving the existing functions
through the establishment of VPZs. Other areas within the Subject Lands are highly altered
and have limited ecological value to the overall Natural Heritage System. Impacts associated
with development adjacent to these KNHFs and KHFs should be assessed following detailed
investigations to ensure that no negative impacts can be achieved.
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9. Geotechnical Engineering Commentary

The commentary provided below is based on the secondary source review and high-level
background information available for the Subject Lands. The commentary may change once
a site-specific investigation is carried out (including boreholes and monitoring wells), which
are required to provide preliminary or detailed geotechnical engineering recommendations.

The subsurface conditions are summarized above within Section 4. Overall, cohesive
deposits of clays, clayey silts or glacial tills are expected to be encountered across the site. It
is common to encounter thicker topsoil layers in farm fields (on the order of 0.5 to 1 metre
could be encountered), and the upper 1 to 2 metres of in-situ soil is often disturbed from
farming activities or weathered from frost penetration. Some zones of earth fill may be
encountered across the golf course. Otherwise, the soils expected beneath the site are
generally considered favourable for low-rise land development, as discussed below.

9.1 Site Grading

The Subject Lands have a gradually sloping topography so a cut and fill balance may be
considered for the site grading strategy. The topsoil layer and any vegetation, existing
pavements or other structures will need to be removed and typical recommendations for proof-
rolling and/or subgrade inspections prior to fill placement, will likely apply. Depending on the
presence, consistency, and thickness of potential weathered / disturbed zones near the
ground surface, some further sub-excavation can be expected for settlement-sensitive areas
or locations of engineered fill.

Depending on the extent of cut and fill across the Subject Lands, it may be most practical to
raise grades beneath building footprints using engineered fill. GEI defines “engineered fill” as
material that will support foundations, and which is placed and compacted in a specified and
controlled manner under full-time supervision of geotechnical engineering staff. A benefit of
constructing an engineered fill pad beneath buildings is to provide uniform support and reduce
the total bearing depth of foundations that would otherwise need to extend to the underlying
native soils.

Existing boreholes from the Subject Lands indicate that some zones of softer clays could be
encountered near grade. Additional analysis and investigations are required to verify that
grade raises will not induce longer-term consolidation settlements within potential upper soft
clay deposits.

For soils containing a higher clay content, it can be difficult or impractical to increase or
decrease moisture content to reach the optimum moisture content for soil compaction. In-situ
moisture content must be tested during a future borehole program to determine any moisture
conditioning requirements or potential constraints related to soil re-use on site, where higher
compaction specifications are needed (e.g., for engineered fill).
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9.2 Foundations and Slabs

We expect that conventional shallow spread and strip footing foundations made at frost depth
on the undisturbed native soils should be suitable for the support of typical low-rise residential
buildings. The potential for longer-term consolidation settlement of softer clays near grade
must be investigated and considered during future geotechnical investigations on the Subject
Lands. Where higher bearing capacities are needed for larger commercial or industrial
buildings, other foundation options such as shallow drilled piers, helical piles, or raft slabs may
need to be considered if softer clays are encountered. Where glacial till deposits are
encountered at grade, there is a lower potential for long-term consolidation settlement and a
higher potential for improved bearing capacities.

Conventional spread and strip footing foundations can also be made on engineered fill where
grades are raised beneath building locations. Floating engineered fill pads may be feasible to
help improve bearing capacities for commercial or industrial buildings, but the potential for
settlement of any underlying soft clay deposits must be checked.

Unreinforced concrete slabs can typically be set on weathered native soils, undisturbed native
soils, or new compacted fill based on our experience on similar sites. Standard sub-slab
drainage layers are expected. Cohesive soil deposits can be more susceptible to disturbance
from the weather or construction traffic, so additional considerations for construction access
lanes may be warranted.

9.3 Site Servicing

The type of material and depth of granular bedding below the pipe will, to some extent, depend
on the method of construction used by the contractor. Pipe bedding for flexible and rigid pipes
normally follow the requirements set out in Ontario Provincial Standard Drawings (OPSDs).
Based on the anticipated soil subgrade conditions, typical OPSD bedding requirements are
likely sufficient.

9.4 Pavements

Topsoil and vegetation are not suitable subgrade material for pavement structures, but native
soils or proof-rolled and inspected weathered / disturbed soils are likely suitable. Some local
sub-excavation and replacement of weak or organic zones should be expected. The long-
term performance of the pavement structure is highly dependent upon the subgrade support
conditions. Stringent construction control procedures must be maintained to ensure that
uniform subgrade moisture and density conditions are achieved as much as possible when fill
is placed, and the natural subgrade is not disturbed or weakened after it is exposed.

Typical drainage provisions are expected, such as sloped subgrades towards roadside
ditches or to subdrains that drain into catch basins and storm sewers.

The subgrade conditions are likely suitable to support a flexible asphaltic pavement structure
(asphalt and granular courses) for a typical 15-to-20-year design life. A site-specific pavement
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design should be provided following a borehole investigation, but the minimum Township of
Scugog pavement design standards should be suitable.

A close control on the pavement construction process will be required to obtain the desired
pavement life. Regular inspection and testing should be conducted during the pavement
construction to confirm material quality, thickness, and to ensure adequate compaction.

9.5 Excavations and Groundwater Control

Where workers must enter a trench or excavation the soil must be suitably sloped and/or
braced in accordance with the Occupational Health and Safety Act. These regulations
designate four broad classifications of soils to stipulate appropriate measures for excavation
safety. If glacial till or clay deposits are encountered on site, excavation slopes for Type 2 or
3 Soils could be expected. Cobbles and boulders embedded within glacial till deposits should
be expected in construction excavations.

Lower-permeability soils are expected at grade which typically preclude the free flow of water
into excavations. This can significantly reduce groundwater taking rates and potential
complications during construction dewatering. More details for groundwater control are
discussed in Section 5.4.

9.6 Erosion and Slope Stability Hazards

The watercourses are Regulated Areas by the KC and are, therefore, subject to policies
related to slope instability and erosion hazards. Where the watercourse consists of a confined
valley system (including the river / creek, floodplain, slope, and tableland with a defined crest),
the slope and erosion hazards and setback limits for development are calculated combining
a toe erosion allowance, stable slope allowance, and erosion access allowance. A
geotechnical investigation and slope stability study are typically recommended to determine
the setback limits. In lieu of a detailed study, conservative setbacks can be applied but this
potentially reduces the amount of developable space.

For unconfined systems, the erosion hazard limit and development setbacks are calculated
by meander belt analysis, carried out by a fluvial geomorphologist. It appears that the
watercourses on the Subject Lands are unconfined systems without apparent valley land,
therefore meander belt analysis may be required to define the erosion hazard limit for the
Subject Lands.

@J GEIl Consultants Ltd. 78



10. Geoenvironmental Considerations

A preliminary geoenvironmental review for Potentially Contaminating Activities (PCAs) was
completed for the Subject Lands using aerial images only. Additional detailed studies must be
conducted to further assess and confirm the PCAs.

Aerial photographs were obtained in order to review the development and land use history of
the Subject Lands, as well as to the land in the immediate vicinity of the Subject Lands. An
aerial photograph dated 1954 was obtained from the University of Toronto Library, and aerial
photographs dated 2005, 2009, 2012, 2013, 2016, 2021 and 2022 were obtained from Google
Earth. The aerial photographs were collected based on availability from the archives at
available intervals to best capture the changes to the Subject Lands. GEI notes that at the
time of this review, the 1954 aerial photograph was the earliest available photograph for the
Subject Lands and surrounding area.

The development and land use history of the Subject Lands and adjacent properties as
depicted on the reviewed aerial photography is summarized in the Table 1 below.

Table 1: Aerial Photograph Observations

ACIE]

Photograph
Year

1954

Observations

The Subject Lands appears to be developed for agricultural use with one (1)
residential dwelling developed at the eastern portion of the Subject Lands,
north of King Street.

2005

The Subject Lands appear to be developed with two (2) residential dwellings
at the eastern portion of the Subject Lands, north of King Street, and one (1)
residential dwelling at the northwestern portion of the Subject Lands, south
of Highway 7A. Five (5) agricultural buildings appear developed at the
northern portion of the Subject Lands, south of Highway 7A.

The central portion of the Subject Lands between King Street and Highway
7A appear to be undergoing development of a golf course.

The southern portion of the Subject Lands south of King Street appear to
have been developed with a golf course.

Multiple residential dwellings appear to have been developed east of the
Subject Lands.

2009

The Subject Lands remain unchanged since the 2005 aerial photograph.
Additional residential dwellings appear to have been developed east of the
Subject Lands.

2012

The Subject Lands remain unchanged since the 2009 aerial photograph.
The property located at 1535 Highway 7A, approximately 30 m north of the
Subject Lands appears developed and undergoing additional development
of multiple commercial buildings.
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Aerial

Photograph
Year

2013

Observations

The Subject Lands remain unchanged since the 2009 aerial photograph.
The surrounding area remains unchanged since the 2012 aerial photograph.

2016

The Subject Lands and surrounding area remain unchanged since the 2012
aerial photograph.

2021

The Subject Lands and surrounding area remain unchanged since the 2012
aerial photograph.

2022

The Subject Lands remain unchanged since the 2012 aerial photograph.
The property north adjacent to the Subject Lands appears to be undergoing
development.

Based on the review of the aerial photographs the following PCAs were identified:

e The Subject Lands were historically used for agricultural purposes from prior to 1954 to
2022. The Subject Lands were also historically used as a golf course, with the course
south of King Street appearing to have been developed between 1954 and 2005, and the
course north of King Street appearing to have been developed in 2005. The Subject Lands
are associated with PCA#40 — Pesticides (including Herbicides, Fungicides and Anti-
Fouling Agents) Manufacturing, Processing, Bulk Storage and Large-Scale Applications.

¢ Multiple residential dwellings appeared to have been developed at the eastern,
northwestern and northern portions of the Subject Lands between 1954 and 2005. Fill
material may have been brought to the Site. The Subject Lands are associated with
PCA#30 — Importation of Fill Material of Unknown Quality.

Based on the review of the aerial photographs only, no additional PCAs as per Table 2,
Schedule D of O.Reqg.153/04, as amended, were identified.
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11. Servicing Overview

The purpose of this servicing overview is to identify existing key major infrastructure related
to sanitary sewage conveyance, municipal water distribution and treatment facilities currently
servicing the Port Perry Community (within the Township of Scugog) and identify potential
opportunities for extending such municipal services to the Subject Lands.

In addition, this overview will identify planned improvements to existing infrastructure and/or
new infrastructure that may assist with providing municipal servicing to the Subject Lands.
The governing authority in terms of sanitary sewage conveyance and water supply is the
Regional Municipality of Durham and this overview will reference applicable Regional
documents and studies that pertain to such planned improvements.

It is envisioned that intended land use densities for proposed residential development and
potential lot sizes will require provisions for municipal servicing as the desired approach for
new development rather than private servicing (i.e., private septic systems and wells).

11.1 Sanitary Servicing

The Community of Port Perry is serviced by a network of municipal sanitary sewers and three
sanitary sewage pumping stations (SSPS). These include the Water Street SSPS, Reach
Street SSPS and Canterbury Common SSPS, which all direct sewage via pump and
forcemain to the Nonquon River Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP). The WPCP is located
at the northern limit of the Community, at the southwest quadrant of Scugog Line 8 and Old
Simcoe Road. This infrastructure is illustrated on Figure 8.
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Figure 8: Sanitary Sewage Pumping Station Drainage Area
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Nonquon River Water Pollution Control Plant

In 2017, the Regional Municipality of Durham upgraded the WPCP at a total cost of
$30,000,000. This upgrade increased the rated capacity of the plant from 3,870 m®/day to
5,900 m®/day to support the long-term plan of servicing the Port Perry urban area. Based on
the WPCP’s Annual Performance Report (Regional Municipality of Durham 2021), the plant
is operating at 50% of its rated capacity, with a service population of 8,792 residents.

Opportunity: The plant appears to exhibit considerable excess capacity to service additional
residential development.

Sanitary Sewage Pumping Stations

The existing Water Street SSPS services approximately 75% of the Port Perry Community
(service population of 6,642 persons in 2017) and is located in the downtown core, near the
shores of Lake Scugog. Durham Region has identified this pumping station to be operating at
capacity and has completed a Class Environmental Assessment (Jacobs 2021) to upgrade
the station in two stages. At full build out, the Water Street SSPS is expected to service a
population of 13,000 people, which includes an allowance of converting approximately 1,000
residents currently on private septic systems to municipal sewers.

Opportunity: At full build out, the Water Street SSPS appears to exhibit excess capacity to
service additional residential development, however this would require connecting new
sanitary sewers from the Subject Lands to existing sewers at the intersection of Scugog Street
and Old Simcoe Road which then convey sewage via existing sewers through the core of the
Community. Based on a review of topography, we expect the existing sanitary sewers at the
noted intersection would not be sufficiently deep to accept a gravity connection, therefore the
Subject Lands would require a new sewage pumping station and forcemain to connect to
existing gravity sewers at Scugog Street and Old Simcoe Road. Capacity analysis would be
required to demonstrate that existing gravity sewers downstream of this intersection have the
capacity to accept additional flow. It is expected that significant upgrades to existing
downstream sanitary sewers would be required to facilitate such a connection. If this sanitary
routing option is deemed feasible, consideration should be given to oversizing the Water
Street SSPS at full build out to accommodate all flows from the Subject lands.

The remaining two existing sanitary sewage pumping stations (Reach Street SSPS and
Canterbury Common SSPS) are considerably smaller stations and directing new sewage
flows to such facilities does not appear to be feasible.

Port Perry Future Employment Area:

A future employment area within the current urban boundary is envisioned by the Township
of Scugog at the western limits of Port Perry Community. The Region of Durham has
undertaken studies to identify infrastructure requirements to service the employment area and
based on the Region’s report (2020), the following future infrastructure is included in the
Development Charges Study:
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» A new sanitary sewage pumping station located at the southeast corner of Reach
Street and North Port Road.

» A new forcemain along Reach Street, from the new pumping station to the Nonquon
River WPCP.

Opportunity: Based on the close proximity of the Subject Lands to the Future Employment
Area, the Subject Lands should consider directing sanitary sewage towards the future sanitary
sewage pumping station to be constructed at Reach Street/North Port Road and ensure the
new infrastructure is oversized to accommodate the additional flow. From a topographic
perspective, the Subject Lands are approximately 20m higher in elevation than the new
sanitary sewage pumping station which could allow all gravity drainage from the Subject

Lands to the station via new trunk sanitary sewers routed through the employment lands.
Refer to Figure 9.

Figure 9: Sanitary Sewage Pumping Station Drainage Area
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11.2 Water Servicing

The Community of Port Perry is serviced by three municipal water wells (one primary well and
two secondary wells), specifically Well No. 6 (primary) and Wells No. 3 & 5 (secondary), all
located along Simcoe Road approximately 3km south of the Community. The total capacity of
the three wells is 11,781 m®/day. Existing key watermains near the Subject Lands are located
along Old Simcoe Road and along Scugog Line 6, from the Community, westerly to Highway
7.

While existing water usage rates for Port Perry were not found in the Region’s online records,
we compared the daily average sewage generation rate of 3,000 m®/day (service population
of 8,792 residents) based on Port Perry Drinking Water System 2021 Annual Report (The
Regional Municipality of Durham, 2021) and calculated an average water demand by existing
residents of approximately 340 L/person/day, which is within the typical range of resident
water usage. Actual water usage rates are likely higher than measured inflow to the WPCP to
account for residents on private septic systems that may be connected to municipal water

supply.

Securing of additional water supply has been studied by Durham Region over the previous
decade to improve water aesthetic characteristics (taste, odour and colour) and plan for new
development within the Port Perry urban area.

Based on the Regional Development Charge Background Study (2018), the following future
infrastructure has been identified for construction (Figure 10):

» New Water Supply Source/Treatment Plant, located near the existing municipal water
supply wells on Simcoe Road.

» Additional Water Storage Facility (2.8 ML), located within the future employment area
lands.

Opportunity: Based on the measured sewage inflow rates at the WPCP, it appears that Port
Perry’s municipal water supply is operating below capacity and the Region is investing in
additional water supply/storage to support growth. Based on the close proximity of the Subject
Lands to the future employment area, new water connections should be considered for the
Subject Lands extended: a) easterly along Highway 7A to Scugog Line 6, b) extended
northerly to loop through the future employment area and c) extended easterly along King
Street to the village of Prince Albert. The proposed 2.8 ML Water Storage Facility should be
oversized to accommodate new development in the Subject Lands, or new water storage may
be required within the Subject Lands if pressure district boundaries dictate.
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Figure 10: Water Supply Infrastructure
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11.3 Stormwater Management

Management of stormwater will be required to provide quantity and quality control of runoff.
These control criteria can be accomplished by constructing open air stormwater ponds (for
large drainage areas) or by installing underground storage and treatment structures (on a
localized site basis). The use of traditional open air stormwater ponds should be utilized as
the preferred method to control runoff for the Subject Lands.

Stormwater management ponds will be located at the topographic low points, generally close
to existing outlets/watercourses. Ponds shall be placed outside of KNHFs, flood limits and
their associated buffers. Generally for planning purposes, it would be reasonable to reserve
approximately 8% of the proposed development land area towards a stormwater management
pond, per contributing drainage area. Based on an estimated gross land are of 119.50 ha, a
total of 9.5 ha should be initially dedicated towards stormwater management. Actual pond
area and footprint requirements will be refined during the engineering design stage.

Approximately 85% of the Subject Lands are situated within the Cawkers Creek
subwatershed, while the remaining 15% of the Lands (western corner of site) are situated
within the Nonquon River subwatershed, all draining towards Lake Scugog. In general, post-
development drainage design should respect the pre-development drainage patterns in terms
of maintaining similar flow rates and contributing areas towards their respective subwatershed
(i.e., no diversion of stormwater from one subwatershed to another).

King Street effectively divides the Subject Lands into two post-development drainage areas.
Each area, north and south of King Street shall require separate stormwater management
ponds.

Area North of King Street

The majority of the Subject Lands north of King Street drains from west to east towards
Cawkers Creek from a high elevation of 287m to a low elevation of 273m. The remaining
western corner of the Subject Lands, north of King Street, drain from east to west towards
Nonquon River. Separate stormwater management ponds will be required within each of the
two subwatersheds.

For the drainage area within the Nonquon River subwatershed, a new stormwater
management facility should be located near the topographic low point adjacent to Highway
7A. For the drainage area discharging to Cawkers Creek, new stormwater management
ponds should be generally located along the western limits of Cawkers Creek, as shown in
the concept plan. To gain efficiencies in pond performance and to limit new outfalls to the
Creek, future stormwater management strategies should attempt to minimize the number of
new ponds and consolidate contributing drainage areas, wherever possible.

Area South of King Street

The area of Subject Lands south of King Street is approximately one third of the overall gross
land area and topography generally slopes from west to east towards Cawkers Creek from a
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high elevation of 283 m to a low elevation of 274 m. Stormwater management pond(s) for the
lands south of King Street shall be generally located along the western limits of Cawkers
Creek and sited to respect existing environmental features.
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12. Conclusions

This Greenbelt Planning Area review was completed for the Subject Lands to inform whether
any refinements may be warranted given the existing conditions within the Subject Lands.
These refinements were recommended based on secondary source reviews and observations
from the site reconnaissance; however, further refinements may be feasible following detailed
investigations to confirm whether candidate features are present within the Subject Lands.

Several candidate KNHF, KHF and KHAs were identified within the Subject Lands, including:

¢ A small HVA in the northern portion of the Subject Lands;
¢ Permanent and intermittent streams;

¢ Wetlands (unevaluated);

o Habitat for Endangered and Threatened species;

e Fish habitat;

e Significant woodlands; and

e SWH.

It is our opinion, based on the analysis outlined in this letter, that refinements to the Greenbelt
Plan area boundary on the Subject Lands may be considered based on the existing footprint
of candidate KNHFs and KHFs. The refinements are generally limited to existing managed
areas (e.g., agricultural, golf course, residential) and a few smaller cultural meadow
communities that are not known to meet any of the criteria to qualify as KNHFs or KHFs.
Additional ecological restoration and enhancement areas are proposed to strengthen and
enhance existing features outside of the Greenbelt Planning Area. Confirmatory investigations
are required to (1) determine whether the candidate KNHF and KHFs are present within the
Subject Lands and (2) confirm their form and functionality within the landscape. Feature
staking exercises are required to determine the exact boundaries for woodland and wetland
features. These investigations would be undertaken in spring, summer and fall 2023. The
proposed refinements to the Greenbelt Protected Countryside areas are associated with
natural features; impacts associated with the potential loss of agricultural lands were not
considered as part of this review.

The commentary for geotechnical, hydrogeological, and geoenvironmental conditions was
based on the secondary source review and high-level background information available for
the Subject Lands. The commentary may change once detailed site-specific investigations
and reports are carried out. Overall, there were no geotechnical, hydrogeological, or
geoenvironmental constraints identified that should significantly inhibit design and
construction above or beyond typical approaches for similar sites.

In terms of municipal servicing, the Regional Municipality of Durham is responsible for
providing sanitary sewage conveyance, treatment and water distribution to the Port Perry
Community. Based on a review of Region of Durham background reports, it appears the
existing Regional servicing infrastructure such as the Water Pollution Control Plant and Water
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Supply Wells exhibit spare capacity for future development. In addition, the Region of Durham
has several sanitary and water servicing improvement projects planned within their
Development Charges Study to support growth within the Port Perry Community.

Based on secondary planning completed by the Township and Region to advance servicing
for the Future Employment Area located to the north of the Subject Lands, it appears that new
major infrastructure is planned within the Employment Area, such as a new sanitary pumping
station, new forcemain connected to the Water Pollution Control Plant and new water storage
tower/reservoir. The preferred approach to providing sanitary and municipal water to the
Subject Lands would be to extend servicing connections through the Future Employment Area
and initiate discussions with the municipalities to oversize such major infrastructure to be
constructed within the employment lands to accommodate the Subject Lands.

Stormwater management for the Subject Lands will be accomplished through the use of
traditional open air stormwater retention ponds for water quantity and quality treatment. The
majority of the Subject Lands are located within Cawkers Creek subwatershed while the
western corner of the Lands is located within the Nonquon River subwatershed, all draining
towards Lake Scugog. Multiple stormwater management ponds shall be required at
topographic low points, located adjacent to existing natural heritage features to control post-
development runoff.
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Port Perry West Landowners Group
Greenbelt Planning Area Review, Port Perry Lands, Ontario

Table 1: Significant Wildlife Habitat Assessment (6E)

POTENTIAL FOR
SIGNIFICANT WILDLIFE TARGETED FIELD
HABITAT (SWH) TYPE ELC ECOSITE(S) PRESENT HABITAT CRITERIA MET STUDIES REQUIRED SWH TYPE
PRESENCE?

1. SEASONAL CONCENTRATION AREAS

Waterfowl Stopover and No — the CUM and CUT N/A No No — SWH type is

Staging Areas (terrestrial) vegetation communities are too not present
small to support sufficient
numbers of species .

Waterfowl Stopover and No — suitable vegetation N/A No No — SWH type is

Staging Areas (aquatic) communities are not present not present
within the Subject Lands.

Shorebird Migratory Stopover | Yes — MAM vegetation No — Muddy, unvegetated No No — SWH type is

Areas communities are present within shorelines not present. not present
the Subject Lands.

Raptor Wintering Areas Yes — Forested and upland No — The forested No No — SWH type is
vegetation communities are communities in and not present
present within the Subject Lands. | adjacent to the Subject

Lands do not meet the
minimum combined site
criteria (>20 ha).

Bat Hibernacula No — Caves and crevices are N/A No No — SWH type is
absent from the Subject Lands. not present

Bat Maternity Colonies Yes — Forested (FOD) and swamp | Additional studies will be Yes — Surveys Yes — SWH type
(SWM) vegetation communities required to confirm if targeting bats are may be present
are present within and habitat conditions are met. | recommended.
immediately adjacent to the
Subject Lands.
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Table 1: Significant Wildlife Habitat Assessment (6E)

Port Perry West Landowners Group

Greenbelt Planning Area Review, Port Perry Lands, Ontario

SIGNIFICANT WILDLIFE
HABITAT (SWH) TYPE

ELC ECOSITE(S) PRESENT

HABITAT CRITERIA MET

TARGETED FIELD
STUDIES REQUIRED

POTENTIAL FOR
SWH TYPE
PRESENCE?

Turtle Wintering Areas

Yes —OAO/Ponds are present
within the Subject Lands. Isolated

Additional studies will be
required to confirm if

Yes - surveys targeting
reptiles and their

Yes — SWH type
may be present

Ponds associated with the golf habitat conditions are met. | habitat are
course are considered man-made recommended.
ponds do not qualify as SWH for
this specific SWH type. However,
the pools/ponds online with
Cawker’s Creek will be
considered as candidate SWH.
Reptile Hibernacula Yes — ecosites are present on the | No — No anthropogenic or | No No — SWH type is
Subject Lands. natural features provide not present
any subsurface access
below the frost line to
provide suitable habitat.
Colonial Bird Nesting Sites Yes — CUM and CUT vegetation No — Exposed or eroding No No — SWH type is
(bank/cliff) communities are present on the banks, hills, steep slopes not present
Subject Lands. and sand piles were not
observed.
Colonial Bird Nesting Sites No — SWD and SWM vegetation No nests were observed Yes Yes — SWH type

(tree/shrubs)

communities are not present
within the Subject Lands.

within the Subject Lands,
though they be present
within the swamp
communities adjacent to
the Subject Lands. As well,
NHIC reports both a mixed
Colonial Waterbird Nesting
Area and a Mixed Wader

may be present
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Table 1: Significant Wildlife Habitat Assessment (6E)

Port Perry West Landowners Group

Greenbelt Planning Area Review, Port Perry Lands, Ontario

SIGNIFICANT WILDLIFE
HABITAT (SWH) TYPE

ELC ECOSITE(S) PRESENT

HABITAT CRITERIA MET

TARGETED FIELD
STUDIES REQUIRED

POTENTIAL FOR
SWH TYPE
PRESENCE?

Nesting Colony within the
NHIC grids that overlap the
Subject Lands. Therefore,
this SWH type may be
present within these
communities.

Colonial Bird Nesting Sites No — No rocky islands or N/A No No — SWH type is

(ground) peninsulas are present on the not present
Subject Lands.

Migratory Butterfly Stopover Yes — CUM and CUT vegetation No — The Subject Lands No No — SWH type is

Areas communities are identified within are located greater than 5 not present
the Subject Lands. km away from Lake

Ontario.

Migratory Landbird Stopover Yes — FO and SW vegetation No — The Subject Lands No No — SWH type is

Areas communities are identified within are located greater than 5 not present
the Subject Lands. km away from Lake

Ontario.

Deer Yarding Areas No — Mapping from the MNRF LIO | N/A No No — SWH type is
database did not depict any deer not present
yarding areas on or adjacent to
the Subject Lands.

Deer Winter Congregation No — Mapping from the MNRF LIO | N/A No No — SWH type is

Areas

database did not depict any deer

not present
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Table 1: Significant Wildlife Habitat Assessment (6E)

Port Perry West Landowners Group

Greenbelt Planning Area Review, Port Perry Lands, Ontario

SIGNIFICANT WILDLIFE
HABITAT (SWH) TYPE

ELC ECOSITE(S) PRESENT

HABITAT CRITERIA MET

TARGETED FIELD
STUDIES REQUIRED

POTENTIAL FOR
SWH TYPE
PRESENCE?

wintering areas on or adjacent to
the Subject Lands.

2. RARE VEGETATION COMMUNITIES OR SPECIALIZED HABITAT FOR WILDLIFE

2a. Rare Vegetation Communities

Rare Vegetation Types No — None identified through the N/A No No — SWH type is
(cliffs, talus slopes, sand background information review or not present
’ pes, site reconnaissance.
barrens, alvars, old-growth
forests, savannahs, and
tallgrass prairies)
Other Rare Vegetation Types | No — None identified though the N/A No No — SWH type is
(S1 to S3 communities) background information review or not present
site reconnaissance.
2b. Specialized Wildlife Habitat
Waterfowl Nesting Area Yes — MAM and SWD vegetation | No — Upland areas are No No — SWH type is
communities are present within heavily disturbed from not present
the Subject Lands. existing land-uses
practices (golf course,
agricultural).
Bald Eagle and Osprey Yes — FO and SW ecosites are No - Large aquatic features | No No — SWH type is

Habitats

present within the Subject Lands.

are absent from the
Subject Lands.

not present
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Table 1: Significant Wildlife Habitat Assessment (6E)

Port Perry West Landowners Group
Greenbelt Planning Area Review, Port Perry Lands, Ontario

POTENTIAL FOR
SIGNIFICANT WILDLIFE TARGETED FIELD
HABITAT (SWH) TYPE ELC ECOSITE(S) PRESENT HABITAT CRITERIA MET STUDIES REQUIRED I:’SRVI\EIH TYPE
SENCE?
Woodland Raptor Nesting Yes — FO, CUP and SW ecosites | No — Woodlands are small | No No — SWH type is
Habitat are present within the Subject and generally fragmented not present
Lands. from one another. The
minimum woodland size
(>30 ha) and interior
habitat size (>4 ha that is
greater than 200 m from
woodland edge) is not
achieved.
Turtle Nesting Areas No — suitable vegetation No gravel or sandy areas No No — SWH type is
communities are not present were observed during the not present
within the Subject Lands. Site reconnaissance.
Seeps and Springs Yes — Forested ecosites are Additional studies will be Yes Yes — SWH type

present within the Subject Lands.

required to confirm if
habitat conditions are met.

may be present

Woodland Amphibian
Breeding Habitats (within or <
120m from woodland)

Yes — FO and SW ecosites are
present within the Subject Lands.

Additional studies will be
required to confirm if
habitat conditions are met.

Yes — Amphibian call
surveys are
recommended.

Yes — SWH type
may be present

Wetland Amphibian Breeding

Yes — SW and MA ecosites are

Additional studies will be

Yes — Amphibian call

Yes — SWH type

Habitats (wetland >120m from | present within the Subject Lands. | required to confirm if surveys are may be present
woodland) habitat conditions are met. | recommended.
Woodland Area-Sensitive Bird | Yes — FO and SW ecosites are No — Woodlands are small | No No — SWH type is

Breeding Habitat

present within and adjacent to the
Subject Lands.

and generally fragmented
from one another. The
required woodland size

not present
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Table 1: Significant Wildlife Habitat Assessment (6E)

Port Perry West Landowners Group
Greenbelt Planning Area Review, Port Perry Lands, Ontario

SIGNIFICANT WILDLIFE
HABITAT (SWH) TYPE

ELC ECOSITE(S) PRESENT

HABITAT CRITERIA MET

TARGETED FIELD
STUDIES REQUIRED

POTENTIAL FOR
SWH TYPE
PRESENCE?

(>30 ha) and presence of
interior habitat is not
achieved.

3. SPECIES OF CONSERVATION CONCERN

Marsh Bird Breeding Habitat

Yes — MAM ecosites are present

Additional studies will be

Yes — Breeding bird

Yes — SWH type

within and adjacent to the Subject | required to confirm if surveys are may be present
Lands. habitat conditions are met. | recommended.

Open Country Bird Breeding Yes — CUM vegetation No — Minimum size criteria | No No — SWH type is

Habitat communities are present on the is not met (>30 ha). not present
Subject Lands.

Shrub/Early Successional Bird | Yes — CUW and CUT vegetation No — Minimum size criteria | No No — SWH type is

Breeding Habitat

communities are present within
the Subject Lands.

is not met (>10 ha).

not present

Terrestrial Crayfish

Yes — MAM ecosites are present
within the Subject Lands.

Additional studies will be
required to confirm if

Yes — Terrestrial
crayfish surveys are

Yes — SWH type
may be present

habitat conditions are met. | recommended.
Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species (based on the Secondary Source Review — Section 2.1)
(i) Black Tern-SC N/A No — Shallow marshes No No — SWH type is

capable of supporting
floating nest colonies are
not present within the

not present
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Port Perry West Landowners Group
Greenbelt Planning Area Review, Port Perry Lands, Ontario

Table 1: Significant Wildlife Habitat Assessment (6E)

POTENTIAL FOR
SIGNIFICANT WILDLIFE TARGETED FIELD
HABITAT (SWH) TYPE ELC ECOSITE(S) PRESENT HABITAT CRITERIA MET STUDIES REQUIRED SWH TYPE

PRESENCE?

Subject Lands.

(i) Canada Warbler - SC N/A Possibly — Forested Yes — Breeding bird Yes — SWH type
ecosites are present within | surveys are may be present
the Subject Lands. recommended.

Additional studies will be
required to confirm if
habitat conditions are met.

(iii) Common Nighthawk - SC | N/A No — preferred habitat No No — SWH type is
types of the species (i.e., not present
logged or burned-over
areas, forest clearings,
rock barrens, peat bogs,
lakeshores, and mine
tailing) are not present
within the Subject Lands

iv)Eastern Wood-Pewee - ossibly — Foreste es — Breeding bir es — ype

(iv)Eastern Wood-P N/A Possibly — F ted Y Breeding bird Y SWH t
SC ecosites are present within | surveys are may be present

the Subject Lands. recommended.

Additional studies will be
required to confirm if
habitat conditions are met.

Project No. 2203850 Appendix A Page 7 of 11




©

GEIR=

Table 1: Significant Wildlife Habitat Assessment (6E)

Port Perry West Landowners Group

Greenbelt Planning Area Review, Port Perry Lands, Ontario

SIGNIFICANT WILDLIFE
HABITAT (SWH) TYPE

ELC ECOSITE(S) PRESENT

HABITAT CRITERIA MET

TARGETED FIELD
STUDIES REQUIRED

POTENTIAL FOR
SWH TYPE
PRESENCE?

(v) Golden-winged Warbler -
SC

N/A

No — While field edges, a
preferred habitat type of
the species, are present
within the Subject Lands;
the Subject Lands are not
located within the known
occurrence range of the
species (MECP 2021).

No

No — SWH type is
not present

(vi)Grasshopper Sparrow -SC

N/A

Possibly — Cultural
meadow ecosites are
present within the Subject
Lands.

Additional studies will be
required to confirm if
habitat conditions are met.

Yes — Breeding bird
surveys are
recommended.

Yes — SWH type
may be present

(vii) Purple Martin — S3B

N/A

Possibly — This species
almost exclusively nests in
artificial roosting boxes.
Nesting boxes were
present within the golf
course during the site
reconnaissance.

Yes — Breeding bird
surveys are
recommended.

Yes — SWH type
may be present

(vii)  Ruddy Duck -S3B

N/A

No — the species migrates
though Southern Ontario
but does not breed within
the Southern Ontario.
Therefore, the Subject

No

No — SWH type is
not present
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Table 1: Significant Wildlife Habitat Assessment (6E)

Port Perry West Landowners Group

Greenbelt Planning Area Review, Port Perry Lands, Ontario

SIGNIFICANT WILDLIFE
HABITAT (SWH) TYPE

ELC ECOSITE(S) PRESENT

HABITAT CRITERIA MET

TARGETED FIELD
STUDIES REQUIRED

POTENTIAL FOR
SWH TYPE
PRESENCE?

Lands would not provide
nesting habitat for the
species.

(ix) Wilson's Phalarope —
S2B

N/A

Possibly — this species
nests in wetlands, upland
shrubby areas, marshes,
and roadside ditches.
Potentially suitable habitats
are within the Subject
Lands. Site is within vicinity
of two well-known staging
areas (Nonquon Sewage
Lagoons and Lake
Scugog).

Additional studies will be
required to confirm if
habitat conditions are met.

Yes — Breeding bird
surveys are
recommended.

Yes — SWH type
may be present

(x) Wood Thrush - SC

N/A

Possibly — Forested
ecosites are present within
the Subject Lands.

Additional studies will be
required to confirm if
habitat conditions are met.

Yes — Breeding bird
surveys are
recommended.

Yes — SWH type
may be present

(xi) Hermit Sphinx Moth — S3

N/A

Possibly — this species
utilizes moist meadows
and fields. It's host plants
include those from the mint

Yes — observation of
Hermit Sphinx Moth or
their associated host
plants should be

Yes — SWH type
may be present
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Table 1: Significant Wildlife Habitat Assessment (6E)

Port Perry West Landowners Group
Greenbelt Planning Area Review, Port Perry Lands, Ontario

SIGNIFICANT WILDLIFE
HABITAT (SWH) TYPE

ELC ECOSITE(S) PRESENT

HABITAT CRITERIA MET

TARGETED FIELD
STUDIES REQUIRED

POTENTIAL FOR
SWH TYPE
PRESENCE?

family (Lamiaceae),Bee-
balms (Monarda sp.), Mints
(Mentha sp.) and Sage
(Salvia Sp.).

Additional studies will be
required to confirm if
habitat conditions are met.

recorded.

(xii) Monarch - SC N/A Possibly — Cultural Yes — observation of Yes — SWH type
meadow ecosites are Monarch or their may be present
present within the Subject | foodplants should be
Lands; however, they are recorded.
located adjacent to
agricultural lands and are
likely disturbed.

Additional studies will be
required to confirm if
habitat conditions are met.
(xiii)  Snapping Turtle N/A Possibly — Anthropogenic Yes — surveys targeting | Yes — SWH type

ponds and online ponds
along Cawkers Creek may
provide suitable habitat.

Additional studies will be
required to confirm if
habitat conditions are met.

reptiles and their
habitats are
recommended.

may be present

4. ANIMAL MOVEMENT CORRIDORS

Project No. 2203850
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Table 1: Significant Wildlife Habitat Assessment (6E)

Port Perry West Landowners Group
Greenbelt Planning Area Review, Port Perry Lands, Ontario

POTENTIAL FOR
SUChIAE UL A= ELC ECOSITE(S) PRESENT | HABITAT CRITERIA MET | TARGETED FIELD SWH TYPE
STUDIES REQUIRED |  oVH TVEE

HABITAT (SWH) TYPE

Amphibian Movement
Corridors

N/A

Potentially — should
amphibian breeding SWH
be identified, opportunities
for movement corridors will

need to be explored.

Yes — Amphibian call
count surveys should
be conducted.

Yes — SWH type
may be present

Project No. 2203850
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Table 2: Species at Risk Habitat Assessment

Port Perry West Landowners Group
Greenbelt Planning Area Review, Port Perry Lands, Ontario

Newly-listed
Species Ci Pr Status S-Rank Federal Status | Transition Species e:’ Zcilese Habitat Protection Most recent Source Ontario Range and on of Suitable Habitat Suitability
Name Scientific Name (ESA) (SARA Sched. 1) (06-30-2013) (o1 24_ 2013) Type occurrence Occurrences Habitat in Ontario Assessment of Study Area
REPTILES
Blanding's Turtles live in
shallow water, usually in large
- wetlands and shallow lakes No - The Subject Lands
. Blanding's Turtles can be )
Emydoidea General Habitat found throughout southern with lots of water plants. appear to lack large open
Blanding's Turtle V o THR S3 THR X Protection July 2, 9 L Blanding's Turtles hibernate in| wetlands. The species is not
blandingii central and eastern Ontario . .
2013 (MECP 2022) the mud at the bottom of considered likely to be present
. permanent water bodies from within the Subject Lands.
late October until the end of
April (MECP 2022).
BIRDS
Bank swallows nest in burrows
Found across southern in natural and human-made
Ontario, with sparcer settings where there are
Bank Swallow Riparia riparia THR S4B THR Description July 2, " . 9 P - Many bank habitats are not present
2013 populations are found along |banks of rivers and lakes, but within the Subject Lands
the Lake Erie and Lake they are also found in active d :
Ontario shorelines, and the sand and gravel pits or former
Saugeen River (MECP 2022) |ones where the banks remain
suitable (MECP 2022)
Barn Swallows often live in
close association with
humans, building their cup-
shaped mud nests almost
exclusively on human-made
structures such as open
The Barn Swallow may be barns, under bridges and in Yes - potentially suitable
found throughout southern Co N
Ontario and can range as far culverts. The species is anthropogenic structures
Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica THR S4B THR attracted to open structures (residential dwellings, barns,
north as Hudson Bay, . S
B " that include ledges where they [ sheds) are present within the
wherever suitable locations for . N N K
. can build their nests, which Subject Lands.
nests exist (MECP 2022).
are often re-used from year to
year. They prefer unpainted,
rough-cut wood, since the mud
does not adhere as well to
smooth surfaces (MECP
2022).
Historically, Bobolinks lived in
North American tallgrass
prairie and other open
meadows. With the clearing of
Bobolink is widespread in native prairies, Bobolinks
Dolichonyx General Habitat Ontario and is found moved to living in hayfields. Yes - potentially suitable
Bobolink o zivoru}.; THR S4B THR Description July 2, throughout the province, Bobolinks often build their grasslands may present within
v 2013 generally south of the boreal [small nests on the ground in the Subject Lands.
forest (MECP 2022). dense grasses. Both parents
usually tend to their young,
sometimes with a third
Bobolink helping (MECP
2022).
In Ontario, the species is most They afe more likely to be
. o K found in and around urban
widely distributed in the . B
: : settlements where they nest Yes - potentially suitable
. Carolinian zone in the south : .
General Habitat and southwest of the province. and roost (rest or sleep) in anthropogenic structures
Chimney Swift Chaetura pelagica THR S4B,S4N THR Description July 2, P ’|chimneys and other manmade [ which may contain chimneys

2013

but has been detected
throughout most of the
province south of the 49th
parallel (MECP 2022).

structures. They also tend to
stay close to water as this is
where the flying insects they
eat congregate (MECP 2022).

are present within the Subject
Lands.
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Table 2: Species at Risk Habitat Assessment

Port Perry West Landowners Group
Greenbelt Planning Area Review, Port Perry Lands, Ontario

Favourable Lake (MECP
2022)

colonies where they can raise
their young. Little brown bats
hibernate from October or
Novembher ta March ar Anril

Newly-listed
Species C Pr Status S-Rank Federal Status | Transition Species e;v Zcilese Habitat Protection Most recent Source Ontario Range and on of Suitable Habitat Suitability
Name Scientific Name (ESA) (SARA Sched. 1) (06-30-2013) (o1 :4_ 2013) Type occurrence Occurrences Habitat in Ontario Assessment of Study Area
Eastern Meadowlarks breed
primarily in moderately tall
grasslands, such as pastures
Eastern Meadowlark is and hayfields, but are also
G | Habi N L N found in alfalfa fields, weedy . .
Eastern eneral Habitat widespread in Ontario and borders of croplands Yes - potentially suitable
Sturnella magna THR S4B THR Description July 2, found mostly south of the . ' grasslands may present within
Meadowlark " . roadsides, orchards, airports, N
2013 Canadian Shield (MECP " the Subject Lands.
2022) shrubby overgrown fields, or
) other open areas. Small trees,
shrubs or fence posts are
used as elevated song
perches (MECP 2022).
Lnog: fsn?hteh:{]::z’? Laaskfear The Eastern Whip-poor-will is
Superior. Although Eastern u§ua|ly found in areas with a
Eastern Whip- Caprimulgus Whip-poor-wills were once ;';Zf 2522 :21;3':::‘2%5 No - The Subject Lands lack
n Whip primulg THR S4B THR widespread throughout the g S open woodlands or
poor-will vociferus . open woodlands or openings
central Great Lakes region of in more mature. deciduous, Savannahs.
Ontario, their distribution in . T y
this area is now fragmented coniferous and mixed forests
(MECP 2022). (MECP 2022)
. Least Bittern are mostly found In. southern Qntarlo. Least .
General Habitat in central and eastern Ontario Bittern inhabit wetlands but No - The Subject Lands lack
Least Bittern Ixobrychus exilis THR S4B THR X Protection June 30, south of the Canadian Shield ’ [strongly prefer cattail marshes | suitably sized large cattail
2013 (MECP 2022) with open water and channels wetlands.
i (MECP 2022).
The Red-headed Woodpecker
lives in open woodland and
The Red-headed Woodpecker |woodland edges and is often Yes - potentially suitable
Red-headed Melanerpes sc S4B THR is found across southern found in parks, golf courses woodlané)s ma ryesent within
Woodpecker erythrocephalus Ontario, where it is widespread|and cemeteries that contain the Sub'eyc?Lands
but rare (MECP 2022). many dead trees, which the g .
bird uses for nesting and
perching (MECP 2022).
MAMMALS
In the spring and summer,
eastern small-footed bats will
The eastern small-footed bat roost in a variety of habitats,
has been found from south of including in or under rocks, in
Georgian Bay to Lake Erie rock outcrops, in buildings,
and east to the Pembroke under bridges, or in caves, Yes - potentially suitable
Eastern Small- - mines, or hollow trees. In the p Y .
N Myotis leibii END S283 - area. There are also records . ’ . woodlands may present within
footed Myotis N winter, these bats hibernate, N
from the Bruce Peninsula, the . the Subject Lands.
Espanola area. and Lake most often in caves and
pan L abandoned mines. They seem
Superior Provincial Park A
(MECP 2022) to choose colder and drier
sites than similar bats and will
return to the same spot each
year (MECP 2022)
Bats are nocturnal. During the
day they roost in trees and
Widespread in southern buildings. They often select
Ontario and found as far north |attics, abandoned buildings Yes - potentially suitable
Little Brown Myotis| Myotis lucifugus END S4 END X as Moose Factory and and barns for summer woodlands may present within

the Subject Lands.
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Table 2: Species at Risk Habitat Assessment

Port Perry West Landowners Group
Greenbelt Planning Area Review, Port Perry Lands, Ontario

a scattered distribution (MECP
2022).

barns or other structures. They|
overwinter in caves where
they typically roost by
themselves rather than part of
a group (MECP 2022).

Newly-listed
Species Ci Pr Status S-Rank Federal Status | Transition Species e:’ Zcilese Habitat Protection Most recent Source Ontario Range and on of Suitable Habitat Suitability
Name Scientific Name (ESA) (SARA Sched. 1) (06-30-2013) (o1 24_ 2013) Type occurrence Occurrences Habitat in Ontario Assessment of Study Area
The northern long-eared bat is Northgrn Iung-eared bats are
associated with boreal forests,
found throughout forested "
areas in southern Ontario, to choosing to roost under loose
Myotis General Habitat the north shore of Lake ! bark and in the cavities of Yes - potentially suitable
Northern Myotis v . . END S3 END X Protection January N N trees. These bats hibernate woodlands may present within
septentrionalis Superior and occasionally as N
24,2013 from October or November to the Subject Lands.
far north as Moosonee, and . .
L March or April, most often in
west to Lake Nipigon (MECP .
2022) caves or abandoned mines
(MECP 2022).
During the summer, the Tri-
colored Bat is found in a
This bat is found in southern variety of forested habitats. It
. forms day roosts and
Ontario and as far north as . o . .
Perimyotis Espanola near Sudbur maternity colonies in older Yes - potentially suitable
Tri-colored Bat V. END S2S3 END P o v forest and occasionally in woodlands may present within
subflavus Because it is very rare, it has

the Subject Lands.
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WATER WELL RECORD
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MUKiICiP

com
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b
[ (/\

|

|

S T
CON . BLOCK. TRACT. SURVEY. ETC

m———

74

Lor

9

/,/

///7

'Mv

DATE COMPLETED

ol

BASIN :oo:

P 1

L

Ll

DAY&_ Mo i@___ R&_ '
|

1

L

7

AL

LOG OF OVERBURDEN AND BEDROCK MATERIALS isce INSTRUCTIONS)

CENERAL COLOUR COMMON MATERIAL OTHER MATERIALS GENERAL DESCRIPTION Fm[;"”' : "”m
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. | SIZEC(S: OF OPENING 3133 | DIAMITER 34-38 |LENGTH 39 20
WATER RECORD @ CASING & OPEN HOLE RECORD Z S l :
= ittt I a
WATER FOUND INSIDE waLL DEPTH - FEET w | INCHES | FEET
KIND OF WATER v R S b AR b
AT - FEET DIAM MATERtAL THICKNESS . OC MATERIAL AND TYPE DEPTH TO TAF i
FRE 5 - INCHES INCHES FROM O OF SCREEN JA1-aa
’ IMRESH 3] SULPHUR = = [ Bfe) )~ 1
10-11 12]; ke ‘ S’
aa 2] SALTY 4 (] MINERAL 'WSTEEL SF T ra 5 S oa 7 FEET
/, 200 GALVANIZED b
LT XTI ) ls" x/ - /g’ 0
FRESH 3 LPHUR 3.0 CONCRETE
U Qsu ! 61] PLUGGING & SEALING RECORD
2 (] SALYTY 4[] MINERAL 471 OPEN HOLE o e
8 1 ere DLETH SET AT FEET
20-23} 3 244 " ,l‘ 'O STEEL b i 1 : 4 MATERIAL AND TYPE ;‘cétizliﬁoﬁl )
{1 ¥RESH [J SULPHUR 2[) GALVANI2ED PRuM 4# o ‘ LEA
2 4 i ity - B sl bautidosh = 6 - el
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: i
= 0 fresw 3 sutenur O [ACorexwore | Mg e |
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3o LT 31 P2l GALVANIZED ; | . ) o e e
"33 1[0 FRESH  3[] SULPHUR i3] CONCRETE 28. 29' 30.33 | 80} )
2 [J SALTY 4[] MINERAL | & oren HOLE ; !
PUMPING TEST METHOD 10} PUMPING RATE N-14[ DURATION £1F PUMPINDG
7|> Y. LOCATION OF WELL
15.16 1718 - S - _ ]
e 0w | 00FTO .. | O i @O
CTATIC WATER LEVEL 25 T IN DIAGRAM BELOW SHOW UISTANCES OF WELL FROM ROAD AND
LEvEL END OF WATER LEVELS OURING i LOT LiNE INDICATE NORTH BY AHROW
[ PUMPING 2 1] RECOVERY
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025 956 .. .U#0 5/ 056,
o FEET FEET FEET FEET FLE' FEET
Z 1F FLOWING 38-41 PUMP INTAKE SET AT WATER Al END OF TEST 42
- GIVE RATE
o 1+ B CLEAR 2 {3 cLouby
E GPM FEET - .
=) | RECOMMENDED PUMP TYPE RECAOMMERDED , 4345 [ RECOMMENDED 45.43
n_ PUMP PUMPING
O sHaLLow ([RDEEP SETTING 0 FEET |RATE 00 ga P
5053 M 1
54
FINAL t (B WATER SUPPLY s (] ABANDONED, INSUFFICIENT SUFPLY
STAT 2 [J OBSERVATION WELL s (3 ABANDONED POOR QUALITY
us I 3 [0 TEST HOLE 7 (3 UNFINISHED
OF WELL 4 [ RECHARGE WELL
55.
*9 | @ poMEesTiC s [0 COMMERCIAL
2 {3 sTock s [J MUNICIPAL
WATER ol 3 [0 IRRIGATION 7 [0 pueLIC SUPPLY
USE 4 {3 INDUSTRIAL 8 [3 COOLING OR AIR CONDITIONING
O ortuer 9 O NoT useD
57 C ‘1/ -
1 [(3h CABLE TOOL s {1 eoRING ’ : - K
METHOD I 2 [0 ROTARY (CONVENTIONAL) 7 3 DIAMOND
OF 3 [J ROTARY {(REVERSE) s 0 JerTING
DRILLING 4 [J ROTARY (AR} s (3 DRIVING
8 O AIR PERCUSSION DRILLERS REM ARKS
2 ya) -
NAME OF MELL CONTRA LICENCE NUMSER OATA 58| CONTRACT 5362 | oAvEgRECE, 63-68| 80
>- SOURCE B
- 4 / ;/)7 4 —
o r 2 Y
= | AOPRE: . Q | oate of Insrecvion INSPECTOR
3 %/l// S s/ Q. 7 0
< e P, e ~/ - ]
E NAME OF ORILLER OR IOR LICENCE NuMBER = [rewangs:
g £z - 2 45%/\4’ 22/ o ' 7 2
o c Fr L] o /90
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WATER WELL RECORD

Mark correct box with a checkmark, where applicable. ’ Municipality Con.
!” 1912445 19089 CON 11| 105
10 14 15 2 21 M
County or District Township/Borough(f ownMIIage Con block tract survey, etc. | Lot 2527
Durham Scugog eo\gh Con.5 15
Owner’s surname 28-47 First name Address I 4853
] Date 27 05

907 Landscape Box 445, Port Perry, Ont. L9L 1A4 completed month  year
— y Zone Easting Northing RC Elevation RC Basin Code i ) iii v
21 | ,ﬂ_]__l‘lllllj‘Iullill‘_ELJ_L_l_JUI\IIII1§!jlll\xIII
1 2 19 12 17 18 24 2 26 Y] 31

LOG OF OVERBURDEN AND BEDROCK MATERIALS (see instructions)
General colour Most common material Other materials General description Depth - feet
From To
Black €op Soil soft 1
Brown Clay Stones soft 1
Brown Sand gilt soft 3 45
Gray Clay Sand, Gravel soft 45 55
Gray Silt sand tight 55 83
Gray Clay Gravel soft 83 110
Gray Silt sand loose 110 184
Gray Clay soft 184 202
Gray Coarse Gravel sand, silt tight 202 205
- N Ll bbb b b bbb e b b b b b U
lII'|‘1lI!I|LI\l|t1|l|lllillll\llllJlIlE||||I‘lJ‘l’l|\l\ll1]|||l!|l|llllu
1 1315 1 32 43 54 80
a1 WATER RECORD 51 CASING & OPEN HOLE RECORD (SsilzetsNo‘! ;Jpening 31-33 | Diameter  34-3 | Length seﬂ
Water found Inside . Wall Depth - feet 2 ot No.

- Kind of water diam Material thick w inch feet
at - feet o - inlzhes in::hensess From To E v 20| y 6 m;esm 4 ew
202 10-13 lﬂé f;relsh : Ml:nir:lrs .y X gtelel 'edm o 8 aterial and type epth attop of screen

— alvaniz
02-205 4 Nﬁ%ﬂg,\p Gas N :D Concre;e 8§ 201 feet
e | 4[] Fresh 3 O Sulphur 9 6 + O Open hole 188 + 2.&, 202
0 Mineral 4 i .
2O Saly & Qg s O Plasto 61 PLUGGING & SEALING RECORD
w2 | , [ Fresh 3 O Sulphur =2 e ‘S ?itaelslanizedw o ¥ Annular space 0 Abandonment
O saty O Minerals ® 0 Concrete Depth set at - feet
2 alty . O Gas 'O Open hale From > Material and type {Cement grout, bentonite, etc.)
2s5-28| 4 [J Fresh o O Sl:"PhU' 2 s O Plastic 10243 17
10 Say « O Miness — — 0| 20"| Bentonite/Mud Slurry
£ as » O Galvanized 1821 2-25
30-33 | | ] Fresh 3 O Sulphur 34 [60 3 O Concrete
O Minerals 4 O Open hole 26-29 30-33 | 80
20 Saly | 0 Gas 5 O Plastic \
Pumping test method 10 | Pumping rate 1-14 | Duration of pumping
71|, 0 Pump 2/& Baller 8 cerm g&)‘&rs .......... Mifs LOCATION OF WELL
) 5 ) ) In diagram below show distan f well f d and lot line.
Static level ::1?‘:1|::renlping Water levels during .ﬁ Pumping » 0 Recovery |ndicagie north by arrow. ces o rom road and (ot line
la 18-21 22-24 | 15 minutes 30 minutes 45 minutes 60 minutes
w 26-28 29-31 32-34 35-37 AJ
[
[} 40 feet 90 feet Q_B feet 85 feet 90 feet m feet 4\ C(‘/ ﬁ
£ | 1t flowing give rate 3s-41 | Pump intake set at Water at end of test a2
s GPM feet O Clear O Cloudy H"ﬂﬂ - 2
2 | Recommended pump type Recommended 43-45 | Recommended 46-49
o pump setting pump rate
O shatiow  J Deep 150 teet S cem
50-53
FINAL, STATUS OF WELL 54
Water supply 5 O Abandoned, insufficient supply ¢ D Unfinished
» [ Observation weil & [0 Abandoned, poor quality 1o O Replacement well "gﬂ
5 O Testhole 7 O Abandoned (Other) Cﬂes 2k Ik POR{
(] O Dewateri P e T
4 Recharge well 8 ewatering MA N ~ i B S o pﬁﬂﬂ\/
WATER USE 55-56 /‘/N‘/* 7ﬁ
Domestic s [0 Commercial ¢ O Notused D
Stock ¢ [1 Municipal 10 O Other oo
5 O Irrigation 7 O Public supply 1 D#
4 O Industrial s [1 Cooling & air conditioning
METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION ~
Cable tool 5 O Air percussion o [0 Driving
zg SO:GTY gconven';ional) ¢ 00 Boring 10 O Digging
otary (reverse] O Diamond O Other .o
+ O Rotary (ain) 'O Jetting " < l 5 8 1 0 6
Name of Well Contractor Well Contractor's Licence No. > |Data 58 | Congacct < se-62 | Date received 80
- |source
G. Hart & Sons Well Drilling Ltd. 2662 z 3662 L'MAY 291955
Address w Date of inspection Iﬁspector '
Box 850, Fenelon Falls, Ontario g
Name of Well Technician Well Technician's Licence No. E Remarks
B T-2108 o
S%f Tech Submission date =
¢ ,,J&/ day mo yr = cse Lé—p
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WATER WELL RECORD

Municipality
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C L I I O B T O A B RO AU A O
25 26 30 31 a7
LOG OF OVERBURDEN AND BEDROCK MATERIALS (see instructions)
General colour Mﬂst common material Other materials General description Depth - feet
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Ll WATER RECORD 51 CASING & OPEN HOLE RECORD (Slzes of opening 1% | Diameter -3 | Length w0
Inside Wall Depth - feet 2| SlotNo)
X\tkit?;g;und Kind of water diam Material thickness S W 0 / & é inches feet
= inches inches From To w
10-13 | 4 B‘F@h 3 0O Sulphur 10~ 1 Defeel 12 TR | Material and type Depth at top of screen | %
/ 7 J\ 20 Sally , o Mnerals / 2 0 Galvanized - 2 S S— /7. Z o
~13 [0 Concrete ij 0 / 7 feet
18 |1 Fesh ° O Sulphur 1° + [ Open hole ‘
+« [ Minerals s (0 Plastic
20 8Saly ¢ [ gas pr g 5 =5 61 PLUGGING & SEALING RECORD
22 |y ] gesh 3 O Sulphur ; 8 ?;:Islanized S—Armular space 0O Abandonment
4 [ Minerals Depth set at - feet
2 Jsaly § g gae j Ell gg:::lrf‘:;e o T Material and type (Cement grout, beﬂnite, etc.)
B2 1 Fesh ¢ O Sulphur ® s 0 Plastic 613 7
20 saty ; 5 Minerals 2 |1 0 Steel  ® 7% 7 y L SMM
prare a8 ” 2 [] Galvanized 182 22 ’
I 3 O Sulphur % 3 [J Concrete
2 0 grelsh 4 0 Minerals 4 [J Open hole 26-29 30-33 a0
O Saly 0 Gas s [1 Plastic
Pumping test method 10| Pumping rate 111 Duratj of pympin ]
71 |, 0 Pump 2 [deBdller N GPM 3ﬂ Hours 0'&.‘35 LOCATION OF WELL
. Water level » ) ) In diagram below show distances of well from road and lot line.
Static level | o\ o pumping Water levels during ' £-PUmping 2 [1 Recovery Indicate north by arrow.
5 Z . 224 | {5minutes_ | 30 minutes 45 minutes 60 minutes
31 35
8ol | /70| /T8 /70| 78| /7Y
L] feet feet feet feet feet feet
Z | If flowing give rate 3-41 | Pump intake set at Water at end of test @
% GPM / —/—0 feet A.Clear O Cloudy 7— H
E Recommended pump type Recommended 4345 | Recommended 46-43 .
T pump setting pump rate
0 Shallow Q-Pezp /70 teet 5 GPM
Fz
FINAL STATUS OF WELL 4
r supply s [1 Abandoned, insufficient supply ® OO Unfinished
2 Observation well 6 [J Abandoned, poor quality 10 [1 Replacement well h —
3 0 Testhole 7 0 Abandoned (Other) //
+ O Recharge well s 0 Dewatering ’\\ \ JNug SA‘_,’-—-’“
WATER USE 55756 ) )
estic 5 [0 Commercial ¢ [J Notused —
2 S Stock 6 O Municipal 10 (] OHer coveeeeeerereeene / .;’ ( /éa
3 0O Irrigation 7 0 Public supply 0 /l/‘
4 [ Industrial 8 [1 Cooling & air conditioning / ‘
METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION * \—é X
1 [ _Ceable tool 5 O Air percussion ¢ O Driving
2 [J Rotary (conventional) & [ Boring 10 [] Digging
2 O Rotary (reverse) 7 O Diamond 11 0 Other ..o, 1 95 44 8
1 [ Rotary (air) 5 (O Jetting
A - A Py
Nf Well Copffactor Well Contractor’s Licepge No. > Data 58 {Col ct: Date received 80
y < j j 71 |source PR 0 9 lm
z 3
Al . i 8 Date of inspection Inspector
171
2
N? ‘WelTechnician I/ ~ %ejﬂechnician's Licence No. E Remarks
-2 10339 ||5 CSS.ES9
aWU Submission date =
,‘/«0& da/7 m03 yr 77 =

2 - MINISTER OF ENVIRONMENT & ENERGY COPY
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The Ontario Water Resources Act
WATER WELL RECORD

Municipality Con

Mark correct box with a checkmark, where applicable. , 1 g 1 4 5 1 6 ‘
PP L1 18009 coN . . | 04
Township/Borough/City/Town/Village Con block tract survey, etc. | Lot
i o
ARG Oy &mxj or & tS
Address g . Date 9* 6 0‘ O
completed
. a Lo ; month  year
& N § _C =9 Basin Corle W
. ' VTN U R RS B O R Al ,;,,ILJ L)
-1 12 17 18 24 e A
: LOG OF OVERBURDEN AND BEDROCK MATERIALS (see mstructlons)
. . - Depth - feet
General colour Most common material Other materials General description pth - fee
-~ From To
%%2;, - ;% ;5
2 72 /o€
A /65 QO3
‘A% 297 1309
Rl 178 <§ o 9 a/ 5
| TR AN bl i b
S P N RO AT Y A RO O A UL SRR O SO NP A VO OO IO O U U I8 DUV IOV 0 AP0 SO0 AU T AL SO U B SO AT
4 WATER RECORD 51 CASING & OPEN HOLE RECORD SSizes of ;)pening 735 | Diameter 7% | Length
Water found - Inside Wall Depth - feet Z| (Slot No. .
at - feet Kind of water diam Material thickness H inches feet
inches inches From To - -
: T Suiphur — | Material and type Depth at top of screen
O Fresh & Minerals i . [ Steel O b
2 [ Salty O Gas - [ Galvanized «
- - i [ Concrete feet
' O Fresh | E hSAl:r:Zr:zlrs Y : O Open hole -
cOsay . 3 gas __|° D) Plastic - 51 PLUGGING & SEALING RECORD
= ; - * [0 Steel
“ | Fresh | O Suiphur = O conanized 0 Annular spece @ Abandonment
> [ Saty . O Minerals * O Concrete Depth set at - feet Material and type (Cement grout, bentonite, etc.)
0 Gas < G Open hole From pe grout, »
LR 4+ [ Sulphur 2 = [ Plastic ENE IF -
* O Fresh | o 3 i ;
¢ [0 salty g Minerals © O Steel C ‘ 3/ 5 é‘WM/
— = —., + O Galvanized e S
e 3 Sulphur 3% Ff 5 [ Concrete
: g greISh * [ Minerals < O Open hole Gn REEN B
alty s O Gas & [ Plastic
_ Pumping test method [E Pumping rate 11141 Duration ol{gur_nping e
| Orump : O Baier Gem | Hours i LOCATION OF WELL
) Water level ] ] ] - In diagram below show distances of well from road and lot line.
5 Static level end of pumping Water levels during 0 Pumping # {1 Recovery Indicate north by arrow.
j | 15 minutes | 30 minutgs . | 45 minutes, | 60 minuteg
(L]
= feet feet teet feet feot feet
% If flowing give rate =TT Pump intake set at Water at end of test &
E GPM feet [0 Clear O Cloudy
Recommended pump type Recommended A Recommended a5
pump setting pump rate
[0 Shallow [ Deep feet GPM
153
—_——
FINAL STATUS OF WELL
' O water supply 5 [0 Abandoned, insufficient supply ° O Unfinished
* [ Observation well ® [J Abandoned, poor quality ' [ Replacement well
* O Test hole /[ Abandoned (Other)
* [ Recharge well % [0 Dewatering
WATER USE 5556
' O Domestic 5 [0 Commercial 9 [ Not use
2 [0 Stock 8 [ Municipal 10 [ Other «.coeoeeeeieeniane
¢ [ Irrigation 7 [ Public supply
¢ [ Industrial 8 [ Cooling & air conditioning
METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION 57
' [ Cable tool 5 [ Air percussion 9 [ Driving
2 [ Rotary {conventional) ° [ Boring ‘U O Digging
* O Rotary (reverse) 7 [ pDiamond T O Other
+ 0 Rotary (air) ¢ [ Jetting / : 2 21 1 6 7 2
L
Name ofWeII Copfractor Well Contractor’s Licence No. > ata 3 Cogctor 5362 [Date received 83-68 | &
e |[2F- 459 2
L lotode LA 595 2 MAY
Address A%// S [Date of inspection Inspector
-, (2]
Z7E 7 P o 5 /47 / ]
Name of Well Technlman&é‘od WelPTecHnician’s Licence No. E [Remarks
gt g E
{Z 235 7
EQ{WWWWQ g : Submission date = CS S 'ESO
<= =
day.3 mo —* ym =
0506 (11/98) Front Form @
2 - MINISTRY OF THE ENVIRONMENT COPY
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1914733
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The Ontério Water Resources Act

WATER WELL RECORD

Municipality

19009 CoN

Con.

I 22 elﬁ

County or/Dis_tn'ct

Townshi

Con &1

tract survey,

etc.

'l

Lot 252

27

53

Address “ Date ng > ®
/ / / completed /(/fx Do
4{/11,( g L /J’,- nth year
Northing Ele\/atlon Basin Code
|||||1||Jl|LJL_L_L_I_]LJf||||||i|||1|f|||1
12 17 18 24 25 2 . 30 Kal 47
LOG OF OVERBURDEN AND BEDROCK MATERIALS (see instructions)
- ) o Depth - feet
General colour Most common material Other materials General description From P o
é/",:( S - - ":___ ' / - ftt
Lo ) - s . ;o
5}’{, it i L v o / o 5 f/}f i ( - i
Fvew oy P D S g c e 1\ G
7 ;
. VN / e o ;.
ooy | ) s /* s/ 7o _les
- ) - i . \’ o
('-""'(7 (/;{/ 2 Fe o 7 . S-/f: /—/,11"(” / ,'_3 _ZZ_G
S N T T R I I T T T U S I RO I VO I 0 0 O T B (el 0 L
S N N R T VI I O N A |I|||||ln|I|||||I1 !IalllnIU
10 14 15 21 54 65 75 BO
4 WATER RECORD 51 CASING & OPEN HOLE RECORD Sizes ot opening 3133 | Diameter 3438 [ Length 3940
e 2| (SiotNo) | o™
Water found Kind of wat Inside ) Wall Depth - feet, ] e
at - feet ind ot water P diam Material thickness From - | ~="""" " inches feet
inches inches . o > v
M Depth at top of screen | 20
©3 1 5 Fresh i % S ner::s 14 T - r ERTS 8 {”‘;Wt;pe ep P teen
2 [0 Salty Gas 2 0 Galvanized foet
3 [ Concrete
8 14 O Fresh O Sulphur 19 + [J Open hole /
4 Mi 1 .
2059 o O e O Plastic 61 PLUGGING & SEALING RECORD
1718 | 4 [ Steel® ) 2023 T Annul 7 Aband :
w2 | eon ° O Suphur s > 0 Galvanizdd nnular space andonmen
2 A7 Salty ¢ O Minerals 3 O Cangréte Dopth set at - 199‘ Material and type (Cement grout, bentonite, etc
» 6 [] Gas ﬁljrgz:?lole From aterial and type (Cel grout, ite, etc.)
25-28 3 [ Sulphur 29 5 [IPlastic 10-13 4-17
1 /
/ 2 g ralty 2 S ginerals 2425 | A Steel 26 27.30 22 ‘ée ] 7(3 i 7
a8 // 2 [J Galvanized 82 2225
30-33 3 O Sulphur 34 |80 3 [J Concrete
/ ; = grelsh 4 [J Minerals 4 [J Open hole 2629 30-33 | 80
/ D Salty O Gas 5 [J Plastic
Pumping test method 10t Pumping rate 1114 | Duration of 1pumping
], O Pump 2 [J Bailer GPM | Fours <. Mins LOCATION OF WELL }
Water level 25 ) In diagram below show distances of weil from road and lot line.
- Static level end of pumping Water levels during 1 [0 Py g 2 [ Recovery Indicate north by arrow.
ﬂ e 2224 1 15minutes | 30 minetes 45 minutes 60 minutes. 7\
= 26-28 29-31 32.34 3537
(]
4 feet feot feet feet foet foot A‘/
n=. I flowing give fate o] Pump intake set al Water at end of test * ‘_w,__‘w___/*
= GPM teet O Clear O Cloudy
8 recommg pump type Recommended 4345 [ Recommended 4649 I .,___.,_’—-—-;R"—“"”"'—‘—_"
DfSTlaIIow [ Deep pump sefting feet pump rate GPM : : ’ :
.50-53 ;
e i
'FINAL STATUS OF WELL = N
' [0 Water supply 5 [A Abandoned, insufficient supply ¢ [0 Unfinished [ -_7';
2 [ Observation well 6 [J Abandoned, poor quality 10 [ Replacement well w
3 [ Test hole 7 [0 Abandoned (Other) . .
4 [ Recharge well 8 [ Dewatering Ny i
|
WATER USE 56 A
* O Domestic 5 [J Commercial 9 O Not use H }
2 [ Stock 6 [ Municipal 10 ] Other ...ocoeeveeeeiennns 1Y i
3 [ Irrigation 7 O Public supply ’\J H
4 [ Industrial 8 [J Cooling & air conditioning B i
R \f . \
; 0
METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION s gl - ‘
! [ Cable tool 5 [J Air percussion 9 [ Driving i f.ﬁo W ]
2 FRotary (conventional) & [J Boring 10 [ Digging {
3 [ Rotary (reverse) 7 O Diamand T Other coeveeeeeeeeeenenns
4 [0 Rotary (air) 8 [ Jetting 2 2 15 29
Name of Well Contractor Well Contractor’s Licence No. > Data 8 Congtor L 59-62 |Date received 80
wd |source 4 % 9
Wy feans Ueter e ls | 5959  ||3 | SEP 25 2000
Address w Date of inspection Inspector
. Ny
/)7?17 f/?{//’/wr S"/OM/V//// 0/1/ o
Name of Well Technician Waell Technician's Licence No. E Remarks
W 7~ j” =
),M Son, S A -G 30 5 CSS.ESO
Signature of/?mician/ or Submission date 4
1 mo yw = .
0506 (11/98) Front* g
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1914733

The Ontario Water Resources Act

WATER WELL-RECORD

10

Municlpality

Con.

1 1

Townsr§/80rough/CHyITowanllage nC%( lract survey, etc. | Lot =7 ]
AW J? ) /J
First Name Address Date Y
) 2 o
é‘ f L /)")/‘ g ( { /Zl’q completed /crgy nth  year
ZTone Easting Northing RC Elgvation RC Basln Code [ ] ™
o1||2|||||||||||11JL_lIAIIIL_I|||1|||1||||||111|
¥ 1 17 AL 26 30 n 47
LOG OF OVERBURDEN AND BEDROCK MATERIALS (see instructions)
General colour Most common ma.terlal Other materiais Generai description Fm[')‘epth - fee:o
- i . .
6/0!4 N, //»;," et / 3 A (. ‘+
” . e ,/ - f
5/0».\/4 : 4 /(«)/ o //’ flew o f ﬂ(' AL Lj/ /_4
f-‘/(}y' ( /\/y S ne s // /76-‘ -2 50 i 70
/"1(/‘, ( /:-\/ S'f /7l 5-4’7{ 7( /(-,) /yj
- . . i
(20 ‘s (’/r\/’( Sje At 5,, // //JC‘Q rO/ / (/-3 ZZO
7 1

/

’

E]lllllllll|Il||lll|l|l|ll|llll|l|l|Ill|l|l||ll|lj|llll|I!I[LJ|III|]IIIIJ LI

I IIIIIllIllll_lllll|IllIIIIIJIII|I|III|IJIIIIIIIIIIIIIIl|III'IIL,III‘!JII'ILI
ao
41 WATER RECORD 51 CASING & OPEN HOLE RECORD ;Sslfe's b?l ;:penlng 319 | Diameter 3498 | Length 3940 |
Inside wall Oepth - fee Z| (Slot No.
‘:(la.tfeoref? und Kind of water L dlam Materlal thickness From B j‘.ro llﬂ | ——Trches | feet
- inches Inches » o i %
193 [ 9 Fresh :‘a g Snay:;s 14 o 175 Seel i+ T U/Mguhf!ﬂﬂ e Oepth anopoiscm
2 Salty , 2 [ Galvanized @
Qas 3 (0 Concrete feot
1518 || 3 Fresh f 8 alljlphul’ 19 « [J Open hola /
2059 40 ces o Pleste — PLUGGING & SEALING RECORD
202 | resh ° O Sulphur 24 ; 82':‘::,-'"' G O Annular space O Abandonment
: A say O Minerals 3 O Conpréte Depth set at - feet Matertal and (Cement grout, bentontle, et
aly s [ Gas 4 (3 Open hole From o aterlal and type grout, bentontte, etc.)
2528 V. 3 (3 Sulphur 29 s [)Plastic 3013 o7 .
; g :relsh « [J Minerals 2425 [ A3 Steel 27.30 0 2 2& ée A 70 ', /(
alty s 3 Gas 2 [ Gaivanized 1821 | 2225
093 3 O Sulphur 3 [eo / 3 [ Concrete
/ ; Q Fresh 3 Minerals « (3 Open hole 2829 30-33 |80
: O Salty ¢ 3 Gas s O Plastic
Pumpling test method Pumping rate 11-14 | Ouratlon ot Ppmplng ;
[ O Pump 2 (O Baller GPM | . o:frg,m-.‘ ...... Mins LOCATION OF WELL
Water leve! 2 " In diagram below show distances of weii from road and Iot iine.
2
'J) Static level end of pumping Water levels during 10 P g O Recovery indicate north by arrow. 7\
¥ — 22
E 15 minuigs, Mﬂ' 45 minutes, , , | 80 minutes, ,
A/
(Y]
- ool foel /ce: fael ool foel
ns. T — e Water at end ol test p ~ /
] GPM feet O Clear  (J Cloudy
s 4
o Recommepsded pump type Recommended TB | Recommended L
ump settl ump rate
J3Shallow ] Oeep pump settng P aPM
(5053

1 (O Water supply
2 [J Observation well
3 (3 Test hole

FINAL STATUS OF WELL

54
Eﬂkbandoned. Insufficlent sup

s
8 [J Abandoned, poor quality
7 [J Abandoned (Other)
[

ply ® O Unfinished
10 [J Replacement well

(3757 /4Gy

S u /ﬂ//’

oN

4 [ Recharge well (3 Oewatering
WATER USE 55-58

1 [0 Oomestic s (J Commercial 9 O Not use

2 [3 Stock 8 [J Municipal 100ther...........ovvnns

3 O Irrigation 7 (O Public supply

4 (3 Industrial 8 [ Cooling & alr conditioning
METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION »7 \ ~ a

! [ Cable tool S [ Alr percussion 9 (O Orlving ‘)” Kt

? ZRotary (conventional) 8 [J Boring 10 ] Digging

3 (3 Rotary (reverse) 7 O olamond Hgother..........ooeeennes y

4 [ Rotary (eir) 8 [ Jetting . 2 2 1 5 2 9
Name ot Well Contractor Well Contractor's Licence No. Data 8 Conpclor [" 89.62 |Dete received 6388 | 80

& source (J q
Wy feons Lntor _Wels | 5759 D459 [SEP 25

Address - ate of inspection Inspector

Name ot Well Techniclan

Vi £

S S A

Welt Techniclan's Licence No.

60-G 3O

Submisslon date

mo

& A0

MINISTRY USE ONLY

Femarks

CSS.ES“
0506 (11/98) o IR

Signature ot T;?:nlclgn/?factov

2 - MINISTRY OF THE ENVIRONMENT COPY
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Ontario attne” WATER WELL RECORD
Print only in spaces provided.

' Mark correct box with a checkmark, where applicable. 1 9 1 4 7 9 5 R%Cglaﬂ CCBN. L D&
] 10 14 15 22

R

County B;District Township/Borough/City/Town/Village ] / Con biock tract survey, etc. | Lot =
! 2 A < [
' . ;-JCA(//{_Z/}& /(/ 1O (D/'y«. v d <

Address AR . Date . Ny
' / — ) //;-' / / / ) completed / v ac/
Lt 8 L e day  month vyear
Northing RC Elevation RC Basin Code ii iii iv
[ | S | | | I N N ‘ |_J ’_J_I_l_l |_J | I l b1 l | | L1 1 } .| I
17 18 23 25 26 30 31 47

‘ LOG OF OVERBURDEN AND BEDROCK MATERIALS (see instructions)

: General colour Most common material Other materials General description
~ A/'gw ~ :/,(;;4 A ﬂ/.// / o ¥
| o r C/ay /St Leace ¢ &
} (e, (/r«/,( o Fon t/'/j __ P ;ﬂﬂn Te 2 /YL
("“/6/\/ f/q/:/ bou e r geclecl (G |Z2zZ
[ .7,5’:, (,é“{ s/ sHhaes ’ Z

& J, (e, 5 /- 56 /7 75 /50|
& zf/ev L / S/’iy s /fon - sol £ (50 |[/6F

T 7

/ ,
bref | salig foose (E3 7S

TN T TR TN T T
I S I I I O Y P A ) A R A R A

41 WATER RECORD 51 CASING & OPEN HOLE RECORD (Ssilzes ’\?f ?pening 3+33 | Diameter 34 ngth 33-40
i Inside wall Depth - feet Z| (Slot No.
BE X‘t’a_t?ég:’“"d Kind of water diam Material thickness - : - w - inches faet
\ i i
3 10-13 3 [ Sylphur 14 inches inches € Material and typ! Depth at top of screen | 30
» 1 O Fresh o in%rals 110 Steel " e 3 e
/é;ﬂ; 2 [J Salty Gas 2 [ Galvanized « =
= feet
- 3 [J Concrete o
3 S84 O Fres f B hsﬂl_“phul' . 4 [J Open hole
‘ inerals i
. 2 059 5 O Gas (- DPasle a 1| [6 PLUGGING & SEALING RECORD
' 202 | resh ° 1 Sulphur 24 ; Sgtael\e}lanized / 1 Annular space 1 Abandonment
X S:Itsy 4 [ Minerals 2 O Gonerets Depthsetat-feet | "~ "~
» 6 [ Gas + 01 Ope G From o aterial and type (Cement grout, bentonite, etc.)
2528 3 [ Sulphur 28 5 [ Plaetic ~\10-13 217
* [ Fresh " /
e O say + [ Minerals 2425 | 1 7T Steel % pren I //":y é?ﬂ 71(;/. , /(o
¢ O Gas 7 O Galvanized 1821 2225
11 O Fresh @ O Sulphur 3460 3 [0 Concrete
2 O sal 4 0O Minerals 4 [ Open hole 2629 3033 [80
alty ¢ O Gas 5 [ Plastic
Pumping test method 10 | Pumping rate 1114 | Duration of ‘pumping
7+ 5 pump 2 [ Bailer oM | el Ve LOCATION OF WELL
I Water level 25 ] _ In diagram below show distances of weli from road and lot line.
- Static level end of pumping Water levels during 1 Purriping 2 [ Recovery Indicate north by arrow. }‘
0 1927 22-24 - n N }/ "
E 15 minutes Mtgg_a‘ 4sminutes [ 60 minuteg, A
O
Z foet foet feet st feat foet Y
% If flowing give rate T Pump intake set at Water at end of test 2 B
=] GPM feet [0 Clear [ Cloudy
a Recommengae-fump type Recommended 4345 | Recommended 46-49
pump setting pump rate
M"w [0 Deep feet GPM e
5053 - ‘-'\
FINAL STATUS OF WELL 54
1 [J Water supply 5 & Abandoned, insufficient supply ¢ [0 Unfinished
2 [J Observation well 5 [ Abandoned, poor quality 10 7 Replacement well : .
3 [J Test hole 7 [0 Abandoned (Other) ¢ <
4 1 Recharge well 8 [] Dewatering g P )
. .
WATER USE 5556 R
1 [0 Domestic 5 [] Commercial 9 [ Not use My /
2 [] Stock s [ Municipal 10 []Other ....o.ooooevvveene . 5 ‘.
3 [ Imgation 7 [ Public supply € I i«
4 [ Industrial 8 [] Cooling & air conditioning I\ T e
/ i
METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION s/ - P
1 O gable tool 5 [ Air percussion 9 [ Driving k‘
2.2 Rotary (conventional) [] Boring 0 ] Digging \J
3 [ Rotary (reverse) 7 [ Diamond " Oother..cooooooeeeinnne
4 O Rotary (air) 8 [ Jetting . 2 2 1 5 2 7
Name of Well Contractor Waell Contractor's Licence No. > Data 58 Contgor 59-62 |Date received 63-68 | 80
) = |source 4 5 9
Wtofoon  Wafer Welfi | S5 2 SEP 25 2000
Address . ' w Date of inspection Inspector
3 A M [7]
[3757 Ky &9 5 stiaToille _oN/ 2
Name of Well Tech?n - / . Well Technician’s Licence No. E Remarks
L - - €7 =
Jr~ ot VA 00 -G50 5 CSS.ES0
Signatyre o:‘?ﬂician/Co ctor Submission d? 2
d\ LA d47 mo yrZ =
7

0506 (11/98) Fromt ‘ﬁﬁw -
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Mark correct box with a checkmark, where applicable.

1915198

The Ontario Water Resources Act
WATER WELL RECORD

Municipality

Con.

15 2 2 ;4

Township/Borough/City/Town/Village Con block tract survey, etc. | Lot =]
S IG O CconNC S I~y
Address PRI Date 3 os ot
796 xindis ST (hipehT) | omon O 5 T
Northing RC Elevation RC Basin Code ii u| iv
Lo oot Laoaa vl L 1 [ R T T A A I AN A AN AN A
17 18 24 25 26 30 3t 47
LOG OF OVERBURDEN AND BEDROCK MATERIALS (see instructions)
General colour Most common material Other matenals General description Fm?nepth . fee:o
7DPSorl |/

ceAY

/

S

SeCT

* Cf

Py

S

/10

31T

//0

/2%

COALSE S

1D v GAAVEL

124

27

Lot ol bbb bbbt b b b bt e b by b b Dl e bl e L B B P U
l|ull.lnlll|||1|I||1I1J|||||I|11l|l|||||I|11l|l|||||I|11l|l|||||1111l|lU
4 WATER RECORD 51 CASING & OPEN HOLE RECORD (SslﬁsNof ?penmg 3133 | Diameter 3438 [ Length 39-40
. Insid Well Depth - feet Z| (SlotNo.
g?‘f;;f’ und Kind of water dr::.me Materiel thi?:kness e E 3 o inches 3 feet
inches inches From To o - S P
/2713 . 2 Fresh 2 O Sulphur 14 o |7 3 sree o — 5 Materiel and type 7. TE V(] Depth at top fscr:eﬁ
, 4 [ Minerals . @Nn
sy ;G o, |inem | 88| 0 |24 | LLsmAicess | /2
W10 Fresh g S‘ylphulr ° ¢ < [] Open hole ’
4 : —
2O Saly ¢ O Ges o Plaste 61 PLUGGING & SEALING RECORD
2023 3 O Sulphur 2= 110 Steel 2oz DX Annular space O Abandonment
1 O Fresh u'p 2 O Galvanized .
» [ Salty ¢ 0 Minerals 3 [J Concrete Dopth set at - feet Material and type (Cement grout, bentonite, etc.)
6 [ Ges 4 [ Open hole From To ” s
25-28 3 [ Sulphur 29 5 [1 Plastic 13 17 ‘_b - £, c -
[ Fresh y 2< ’ ‘ Y
‘.’ ‘, O S:\ensy 4 [ Minerals 2425 | 1 [] Steel £ 27-30 a < ‘J
- o [] Gas 2 0 Galvanized 1021 2225
1033 14 [ Fresh ° O Sulphur 34180 a O Concrete
4 [ Minerals 4 [ Open hole 2629 30-33 |80
B 20 Saty ¢ 0 Gas ¢ [ Plestic l
Pumping test method 10 | Pumping rate 11-14  Dur. of pumping 1
1 Opump 2.2 Bailer O GPM ig lfours e LOCATION OF WELL N
] Water level 25 ] _ E’ In diagram below show distances of well from
5 Static level end of pumping Water levels during 1[0 Pumping 24 Recovery Indicate north by arrow.
|'|_.| 2‘9'2‘ 2224 | 15 minutes | 30 minutes | 45 minutes 60 rninuiegé_j_a7 -
o7 /110 12
E feet feet feet feet feet ft;gt_l —7
Q| flowing give rate Pump intake, t Water et end of test 1
: A
= GPM / 26 feet M Clear 0O Cloudy v
O | Recommendad pump type Recommended 4345 | Recommended 46-49
[ Shallow Deep pump SMY 2D ot | ™ S O GPM é}/ ',Hp)\,f
: X ameE
FINAL STATUS OF WELL 4
Water supply 5 [] Abendoned, insufficient supply ¢ [ Unfinished
2 [ Observation well € [] Abandoned, poor quelity 1¢ ] Replacement well
3 [ Testhole 7 [0 Abandoned (Other)
4 [ Recharge well 8 [] Dewatering
WATER USE 5556
Domestic 5 [1 Commercial 9 [ Notuse
2 ] Stock & [ Municipal LI e T S —— r| A/
3 [ Imigation 7 [ Public supply
4 [ Industrial 8 [ Cooling & air conditioning ] K/ &S
oL X
METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION &7 < C
Cable tool 5 [ Air percussion % O Driving ccP L ¢
2 [] Rotary (conventional) & [] Boring 10 ] Digging i
3 [ Rotary (reverse) 7 [1 Diamond LRI i 0T O — I
4 [ Rotary (air} 8 [ Jetting 1 2 3 1 50 2
Name of Well Contractor Co L)NT z./ w/pg Well Contractor’s Licence No. > Data s8 |Con or Date received 80
-d |source
WAL DR P D | 173 ||E 1673 "G 1620
: Date of inspection Inspector
"Box 128 e 37 8
Name of Well Tech ,\ryan ‘/ ﬂ Well Technicien’s Licence No. E Remarks -~ ‘;]
/.(_A CAVEKS 7-0/8 ||E R
rlmanlc Submission date >
N . —
- —~.J R&"J/% dey mo yr =
7 @ ]
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Ministry of
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el ale
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Well Record

lation 903 Ontario Water Resources Act

page £_ of 3 _

nanent legal document. Please retain for future reference.

sihg. Further instructions and explanations are available on the back of this form.
b the Water Well Management Coordinator at 416-235-6203.
|

M*rgistry Use Only
—4 \

Lt e C U Da C
RR#/ tree%umber )Nam o Cj /Town/Vll } Site/Compartment/Block/Tract etc.
24 /ﬂ‘ijmﬂ‘-’ VAL AN 227 IA’A") / /
GPS Reading rdD1 Zon Easting Northin UnitMake/Model ~ #Mode of Operatidn: fyd Undifferentiated [ ] Averaged
83 / / T ? 23 Tad || Differentiated, specify ...
Log of Overburden and Bedrock Materials (see instructions)
| Most terial Other Material G | Descripti Depth Metres
General Colopr osf comnfj\ ma‘ena t erla’s‘/ /7 ,enera escription Fom To
/—/ /é/?,/\/ LTV R ud O] 44 ("MJ
et Y " ]
t 4
/8 Jjﬁ?//i'a Ae 2/ A ,yop e, A_/r /
1. .
e B
At e ¥ ﬂﬂ/ -
Holg Diameter Construction Redord 4 i Test of Well Yield
Depth  |Metres| | Diamefer [ f | ..o . Wa " Depth Metres Pumping tést method | _Draw Down Recovery
From To Ce"ﬂﬁ‘"e res diam Material thic Time|Water Level| Time | Water Level
L centimetres ntimetres From To 5 min | Metres . | min | ‘Metres
- Pump intal‘(e set at -/ IStatic /"'
Casing (metres) | |Level A
" Pumping rate - 1 1
Steel Fibreglas: vk
[ ee. [ JFiereg i.. i (litres/min) //
[_]Plastic| | Concrete / Burat ; /
Water Record [ ]Galvanized / uration of pumping | 2 2
menprTYTIT ma [ SE——— hrs + i
atater fl\?l%?l%s / Kind of Wate'r/ [}steel [ |Fibreglass - rs mn
= = Final watef levelend | 3 3
L_.].-..J m [J Fresh [ phur [IPlastic[ | Concrete of pumping ) \
[Jae ([ ]sait Minerals ; metres
J Ofrfer /y [ JGalvanized tF;ecommejded pump | 4 \ 4
. 17 O Steel [ ¥fibregl pe
L J m [:I Sulp nur L] . regiass [1Shallow []Deep) }
[T Gas : [ Minetals [|Plastic| | Concrete Recommended pump | 5 5
ﬂOther [|calvanized - depth. |  metres
[ Sulphur ScreenA—" Recomimendsd P10 10
[ IMinefais| | oOutside [steel [ JFibreg Siot No rate. {litres/min) 15 15
] — diam = ’ If flowing dive rafe - 20 20
After test of well Water was [ PIaStIC_ orete (litres ,/n)[f 25 25
[ ] clear and|ségliment free [ |caivahized if pumping Higcontin- 30
— g— . ued, give reason. 30
[Jother, S5foity | No CasingOF Scleen 40 40
-
50 50
Chlorinatwg [CINo™, DOW 50 80
. il o
Plugging and Sealing Record [C] Annular space €] Abandonment Location of Well
Depth set at -Metres |y 1aterial and bentonite slurry, neat cement slurry) etc. Volufne Placed in diagram below show distances of well from road, Iot line, a
From To l type(/f . ) (cubjc metres) Indicate north by arrow.
359 |3/ ¢ T -
? . Wi O -7 4 2 -
- 3
14 |\ BS |G 72 £ ep F5
> ’
D5 A4y (Yoldloy Zo2 ¢ #
: 73
f f/ i -, .&“np/c ,
2./ e | Novzee Suzr/
Method of Construction
[] Cable Tool []Rotary (air) ‘ famond [ pigging
] Rotary (comventional) [} Air| percussi [ Jetting 1] other
[] Rotary (reverse) [TIBog [7] Driving — CC’:\%
Water Use
[] Domestic Tindustrial Public Supply 11 other
[] Stock [ Commergi [C] Not used —
[] lrrigation [JMupicipal [[] Cooling & air conditioning Audit No. z Date Well Compl ed
Final Status of Well e
Water Supp! Recharge well [] Unfinished %] Abandoned, (@eer) | | Was the well owner's Date D YYYY MM
pply € )

] Observation well

|| Abandoned, insufficient supply [Z] Dewatering

package delivered?

'%
Yot L

[] Test Hole| Abandoped, poor quality ["] Replacement well !
. _-Well Contractor/Technician Information Ministry Use Only
Nagne ell [Contraglo 4 , Well C ntractor’?cence No. Data Source Contractor a l 3 6
7 74 &//rﬂs 3/5
BusinessAdgdress (str e, pumber, C|ty etc Date Received  yyyy oo |Dateof Inspection  vyyy — mm
L by L 24O 01 2004 | e

,4 4
‘echnici W—Zv,wne
14.4’*)

Well Tef?n?n’q L'S'lce No.
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' vo /2

Remarks

2004 | 1€ |
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e Ontario Water Resources Commission Act

,‘5?% 7., WATER WELL RECORD

Pumping Test
/’
Inside diameter of casmg....3 / ............ BTN Static level . . /A .........................................................................
Total length of casing.... .Z¢" " .. ... . Test-pumping rate . 3 e G P M.

Type of screen (@ TP SR Pumping level . ... .. ...

Length of screen.. . PSRRI Duration of test pumping . (]é&/mf

Depth to top of screen . // e . Water clear or cloudy at end of test . . C’é[b'?
. .. /s
Diameter of finished hole ?ﬂ PPN Recommended pumping rate .. 2 . G.P M.
with pump setting of . X 7 - feet below ground surface
Well Log Water Record
From To Depth(s) at Kind of water
Overburden and Bedrock Record Tt Tt which water(s)| (fresh, salty,
' ’ found sulphur)

$M A—gﬁ/A / /

V%{Zé; / Fo /6 Foea 5.

a4 2 .
For what purpose(s) is the water to be used?. ‘ng% Location of Well

In diagram w show distances of well from

road and lot{ lipp~Indicate north by arrow.
Is well on upland, in valley, or on hillside? = =2t 7.
posvve i 7 gl o bt

I

(Signature of Licensed

Form 7 15M-60-4138
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46 NO° 2

ONTARIO

[ RECETVEAL |
DEC'231948 /
Water Well Record s o

‘ DEPARTMERT GF MINES
County or District. . @%fa yro.. %.‘Tp. . ({M%% ........Con. @ ¥ot. /{:’.@. .Pt. Lot. .. .7

The Well Drillers Act
5’“ fV‘ NtS 3artment of Mines, Province of Ontario

ML [0 M 3

Owner. 79Wa . OFF. PaR7T. . 7ZZEXRY . . .. .. Address. . Zox7— FUEITIRY,. ,.On7-. . . . Acres . .
DateCompleted.iPﬂLZX/‘/.]. - ....Cost of Well (not including pump) ....... ... ... ... .. . . e
Pipe and Casing Record ApweE Pumping Test Apwve

Casing diameter(s) .. ............................. |Date.

Length(s) of casing(s) ... ...........0........ ... .. DevelopedCapacxty

Lengthofscreen............... .. DuratxonofTest.........

Typeofscreen...................0... Pumping Rate . ... ...

Typeofpump................. Drawdown........... .7 %

Capacity of pump . . Static level of completed well . ... ",

Depth of pumpsetting. ...................... ... .. Iswellagravel-walltype?............-ic.z..cqt.‘....x.......

Water Record

Kind (freshormineral) . ................. ... ............. .. . Depth(s) Kind of No. of Feet
. L. Water Water Rise
Quality (hard, soft, contains iron, sulphur etc.) . . .. | Water H°m°"(s) ®
Appearance (clear, cloudy, coloured) ... )
For what purpose(s) is the water tobeused?................. . .. .. ... ... . . '
How far is well from possible source of contamination?.......... ...
What is source of contamination?.........................
Enclose a copy of any mineral analysis that has been made of water. ... ........
Well Log
ZEs7_ Location of Well » /5
Drift and Bedrock Record From To .
o & |\ n In diagram below show distances of well
CARY M it from road and lot line
' 77 v, =, A /2. A N, SrDE ConNCrESSI1ov K, I e

E OF APNCHNESTER, F.CHRrSFsIn's

7S

Situation: Is well on upland, in valley, or on hillside?. . . . .
Drilling Firm . .. JATERNBTI0MAL, . WATER. . SYPFL Y, . fTD., _
Address....... (2. STRMTAANL . T, AOANDON, . ONTHARIO, ... . ... . ... ... ..

Recorded by ... 8/ ARYAD.S. . ................................Address. SHWr2= .. .. ..
Date........../Voyfd&éﬂ../.f/fg’..........................LxcenceNumber 4. [/f¢7)
rso W o | ¢ .




UTMI L7 Iz 161413 |‘1‘|5€7;{F
| Y= Lt B 2106 QIN
Elev. ,L_’JE J./,i 71|

SO 7 The Water-well Drillers Act, 1954

. Water-Well Record

ONTARIO

NATER
NTARID WATZ
RES(?URCES CUMM\SS\QN

month)

Pipe and Casing Record Pumping Test
Casing diameter (8) ..........ucuuuummnnrveeemsmessessssossossos oo Static level ............... 7;7" ..........................................
B2 O PUMPING TALE wuuuvvvrvvreresrres e esesss e es oo
07 e T T PUmping 1evel ......couueevuecereneeeeeeeneenscesoss oo see
Length Of SCLEEN ...uuuuceevvenneeevureciresssessenssssseeess s seeesoees s oo DUration of £est .......ceeeuecveeeccesenscenesssessoses oo

Well Log Water Record

Depth "

From To a:x;vhi(csh) No. of feet Kind of water

ft. water(s) water rises (fresh, salty,

found or sulphur)

ft.
o | | L
7 3 19 /7 Iz Jp| Jo 7
Z /7 7 7

7 Py / »

: 7
For what purpose(s) is the water toFe used? Location of Well
- ”4’-
Peessccsssnnsacctssnsenttctornnntcnntenntosntanntnes / ’ C—’ In diagram below show distances of Well from
road and lot line. Indicate north by arrow.

Is water clear or cloudy?

Al
- O |

Name of Driller ’j(}/ﬂ—
Address ’2)_4,4./

I certify that the foregoing
statements of fact are true.

‘Pategb(%%/sﬁ// M/,\L%)%/q.—— 7

Signatu{pr"ét icensee
orm § %




X

vt (71 1616 p 19 D9 e

b7 ‘ﬁﬁ"{féﬁ‘

/v
Fix (G883 1917120 GROUND ‘WATER JSRANCH-A /
R . , 3
Ele"t;: :}l/% \Va— | The Water-well Drillers Act, 1954] NOV 241958 5 ‘ oy
. - DO/
Basin L -1 1| | Department of Mines ONTARID WATE{E ;
A N 6 SOURGES COMMISSION
~90 Water-Well RedSEHE
/} )
Count/LovTerritorial District.... @—/ eovteeeeeseresesesensns Township, Village, Town or City
Village, Town
dress //2;’"’
(day) (month) (year)
Pipe and Casing Record
=7 -
Casing diameter(s) ............. 3{@4‘\’\ Static level ............ /
LeNGLR(8) oottt censssssnssss s eeeens oo Pumping rate .........cuveeeeeeeeeeoronnnn,
TYDC Of SCTEEM ......ooeccerernerrnnerrncrncessensssesssosesessos e oes s Pumping 1evel .........uueeeveeneeeneeeeeeeeseo oo,
Length of SCreen .......cicerocrceesicsseeosseesnsee oo Duration of test .......ceeeeeeiueceeveesrvessenssse oo
Well Log Water Record
Depth (s) Kind of water
t which No. of feet
Overburden and Bedrock Record F;:m 'f: :af‘;r ® w: t:r u::. (ot:z;l;b;a‘-llg.
found
7 T Iz CIE 77"
S A 717 \
7
/75
Sut LK
Location of Well
In diagram below show distances of well from
road and lot line. Indicate north by arrow.
\/
Name of Driller /}Zl-m-e‘
'orm 5 )
1 ,




| (67 16131/ o1
4”816|%|0|?|/_J

" He Ontario Water Resources Commission Act

J WATER WELL RECORD

RN

Basin I )
County or District /...

Y.

Casing and Screen Record Pumping Test
Inside diameter of casing...................... 6 "\ ..... Static level ... ..o 175
Total length of casing......................... 2B - Test-pumping rate ... 6 G.PM.
Type of screen . _Johnson 6" - 10 slot. . Pumping level............... 222
Length of screen . 4.} ' with 714" 6" P ipe ................... Duration of test pumping...... . L. hours. ...
Depth to top of screen........ 228wgn . Water clear or cloudy at end oftest.....clear. . ...
Diameter of finished hole ........... ... 6" Recommended pumping rate . USTINY < YRR G.P.M.
with pump setting of.......... R2511... feet below ground surface
Well Log Water Record
Depth(s) at Kind of wat
Overburden and Bedrock Record ng) m ?‘? whicph water(s) (%res}(:, :zlilt;,r
) ’ found sulphur)
Top seil 0 2
Brown sandy clay and gravel 2 20
Grey sandy clay and gravel 20 75
Fine grey sand and clay 75 110
—Fine grey sand and water 110 160
Grey sandy clay 1660 230
Co - 230 o
A ~J 7
Grey clay and stones. 235 240 231-235 Fresh ——
g b g = L 3
untested.
For what purpose(s) is the water to be used?... Farm. ... Location of Well
.................................................................................................................. In diagram below show distances of well from N
road and lot line. Indicate north by arrow.
Is well on upland, in valley, or on hillside?........ Upland .................... : Y
Drilling or Boring Firm Faulkner Well Drilling -
................ Co, Ltd. . e
Address 087 Water St. Peterborough, Ont.
Licence Number.........; DD s
Name of Driller or Borer...... Allan -Taylor ..o
Address............ R.R.. . No. 4. Peterborough, Ont. -

Form 7 15M-60-4138
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(Well Tag Nn (Bimna Stickar andinr Brnt Below)

A 061 103

Well Record

Rﬁguhﬁnn 303 Ontario Water Resources Act

2 Y G ) A Page of
PHLET LY N ,{ IC I
"Hatl Dﬁrnnr s Information :
Figst Name, . Lasl Mame _ | J}; E-mail Addrass Wall Conslructed
& __,{_.;J s Ale _'_2 L A Py -"-r"._..r i i i . | by Wall Cwner
Madling Am:rreﬁ Streel Numan"Name RR) | Municipakity Provinca Postal Code Telaphane No. (e area coge)
DR N
Part A Construction andfor Major Alteration of a Well
.ﬁ.ddrstss of Wil anallnn {Strest Mumber.l’hiamu BRY Township - l,.f Lot Concession
J,J'IJ'E :j:,.- .-"_"_'_,.f f_.-_ _jf'{:ﬂ?(‘/‘ _'_-/{’q--"".}f}{' e - ._
CL'H.ITIly:DIElrleMunlDlFHllt:.‘ Cll',.u'Tﬂwn aﬂ!"' Province Poslal Code
e ) I / Ontario | |
(TM Coorainaiss -Zone Eashng 36 Northing GPS Unit Make |M|::-|:I|3I | Mode of Operation: | | Undifferentiated @Aumged -
NAD | 8|3 I.| J -_,| ﬂ,h‘u - - | -1 1 T,l-ﬁr_:é.' { -V 11{#!5}1%[. [ ] Differentiated. specily

Overburden and Bedrock Materials (see instructions an rna m:.rmf this ferm)

General Calour Maost Common Matarial Othar Materials General Description FE.?“‘F'[“ ':Mﬂﬁ?l‘_ﬁ
GREY S Ay (nd o1 O '
¥ X F i ”_ 1!1””'! L& "f_ J-“ = £)
. ,r"' T - T W=
( ﬁl’kﬁ LC"\!: ]’ U_l) / J;f L /i
f B L n s = \
REL | CInY i - u_f; Ji f | Ao
GRET | —[b7 | of | [ Vo | it
ey | C/RY | h E " £ Y| 4P
I.?'n{_--.ll | lL- i T IF 't' 7 | ¥
T s Il { I A s . i I8 3 |
" _J,_,I_I'__ I. i ilI e —— 4 e | e Dl _L —— | = L
OF&=] | f' [A L{J ‘ 1 12
] — e
| H R Screcy | d
Annular Space/Abandonment Sealing Record Results of Well Yield Testing
Depth Set at {Metros) | Type:of Sealant Uised [ walume Placed Gh;m b & after test of wall ?etl Daw Dawn Recovery
From Te i {Material and Type) [Cubic Metres) | |'waler was: D WATER || Time | wWater Level | Time | Water Level
A ST ; - | O Clear and sand free! M) (Metres) |(Min) | (Melres)
' R, ik J. HNTE | 'I-"I'i_]ﬁJ O Cannot develop to sand-free | [Sane [ori.
[ state  iee| o 0 Jeves
J [ I pumping disconbinued, give reason 1 1 _
=  Pumping test methad — || 2 2
= el | 3 [ | 2
Method of Construction Water Use Pump inlake sel at (Mebas) e - .
[ Gable Tam [ Diamond 1 Public [ Commercial [J Mot wsad - 'f u — 4 4
L] Ratary (Conventional} [ Jatling Hoomesie [ Municipal [ Dewalering | |Pumping raie (Lisabninl 5 = ; 5 =
[ Rotery (Reverse) [ Driving [ Liveatack [ Teat Hale [ Mositarirg e DLI [0 bE L it \ i L] = o
[A Rotary (A} ] Crigging [ irnganan [0 Cooding & Air Conditioning Dorahion of purnpln'g-'_ ¥ Ly 10 11
[ air percussian O Bering O industrial 4 Hra+ min ==l — ==
Olher, ; Diher, | R e, L LY L :
L] Otnes, paciy L1 Other. spectly Final waler evel end of pumping t5 2 =ri| 18
Status of Well (Metres} (- e e e L
[ Water Sugply [ Dewaterng Well [[] Observation andior Manitpang Hole| | —— o=« =l £l % Il 20
. : Racammended pump type e e
[ Replacement Well [ Abandoned, InsiMician Supply [ Akeration {Construction C]tiall o 75 25
[ Test Hoie [ Abandoned, Pogr Water Qualty [ Olher, speciy __-i_ti_ HEP - | o ||
[J Recharge Well L1 Abandoned, olher, specify Recommendad pump depth 30 0N
= | A
A, e | Metres R IR T B
Fieasa provice a map balow showimng: Eﬂgg{nmrrﬁnded pumj rate el Al
- all property boundanes, and measuremants sulficeant 1o kacate the well in relation 1o fixed poants, =0 50
- B Ao ndicating the Mo direction if flowing ghe rate
- datailed drawings can be provided a5 attachmenis no targer thae legal siee (B.5" by 147) { ¢Litras/min ? &0 = o EEI_
« widigilal picturas of insice of wed can also be provided ] |I o, 0, =l
] _h?u ! ?\J Water Details
| el Il Walar found at Depth Kind of Water
i ot } | |gresh []Salty | ISulphur [ Minsrals
1‘:] ) G |:"|I _____ |M-Gl.lfﬂi- | ]GE.E 1i- | |
—= =i | 2 b T~+¢j Wa!ﬁr faund at Depih Kind of Waler B a
J'_ —"L _ ~ & I l Matres [ |Gas |[|Fresh []Salty [ ﬁulphur :: If'.'lmerala
31 - Jj . [om | Walsr found at Depth | Kind of Water
o =1 2 14 | | | Metres [ ] Gas [IFresh []Salty | |Sulptur [ [Minerals
l |1 h | l ‘iT Casing Used | Screen Used Casing and Well Details
— bo— L - [ | Galvanized [ Gavanizad Diameter of the: Hole {Centimetras)
| ¥51cel [lstens {3
[ IFibraglass [ |Fibreglass Liopih of the Role: (sl
Date Well Compleled [[Was the weoll cwner's infomation Date the Well Record and Package [IPiastic [ ] Prastic iy
(yyyyimnvidd) package delivered? Dalivered to Well Owner (pyyimmisd) | | concrete [Jcencrets Wal Thickness (Metres)
T L [J¥es [ INo 17
— No Casing and Screen i
Well Contractor and Well Technician Information 2 yoed IMside Dharnater of the Casing (Melres)
Busi'lesa Mame of Well Contraclor W?_Djnbtﬂ[‘ﬁ W N ["] Dpen Hole -
W LS ol IVATLE  WE] ) = il s Disinfected? Depth ot the Casing (Maties)
Eusmas:. Address (Sireat Nq.fi-iama numbﬁr RR} __ Municipality Li¥es: []Ho 1|
17 | T - 1
L NV 1 A, j; :.' -_.__;' & Ministry Use Only
Province Post.a.l Code Business E-mall Addrass Avidit Mo, Wall Contractor Mo,
FE-N 1 J_.lsl'u .-'”:l'J 75882

Bus. Tahpl"me iz rm-: anaa pode

Mame uf Wajll Tedhnican :Lasl Hama Figst Mame)

Daie of Inspaction [yemmdd)

i:_-'luj_l._lllll__J\ ! i I| ! IL. "lf"'ll( L
Wied Technjian's Licence Nn}&ig re ar‘re-:hnm,n Date Submittad (yyywimmid) | [Remarks
12 15 10161 H (0N d0d Y |7

BEROGE (112006}

Contractor's Copy

@ Qusen s Primter far Omano, 2006
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DAY

i
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Well Tag No. (Place Sticker and/or Print E;fnw)

AL b — — - - e - .

Well Record

Regulation 903 Ontario Water Resources Act

L .
M

Address of Well anahnn (Street Number/Name) Township . . Lot 3 Concession
f —l T - -"3 __;"’.; | A .  § ot 1Jé!f-h_:'::ﬂ..L-.-alu--
Vst T S F S g ) -,
CnuntnyJstncﬂMuntctpahty Cityﬁnwneriage =~ Province Postal Code -

I'

#*H‘*;_F**nif"me‘fﬂfﬂf -

}ﬁ}f ﬁ.,-,-'-""ug‘f '.‘:. "'-

-‘_,-l-'

Ontario

R

UTM Coordinates Znne Easting

NAD | 83 lg_l;ig_;_i_ M7

Nﬂrthing

st
"; g"‘tgr“. 3
.4: = et l

Municipal Plan anci Sublot Number

Overbtirdéen anﬂ Bedrnck Matenaismhanﬁanmam Sealing Record: (see instructions: on the back of this form}

| Other

General Colour Most Common Material Other Materials
="F"; ; . C:‘ A g
: ! L -y A
‘:f Jﬁf& 'Mt sﬂ ; E e ﬁ?{ (': e -if,,"_J.,:_*g. i ";“;"‘ i
= il o~ L S ;
o, g . - A
’f{”‘::wf . Y N .{_{ DT
{ ;j""“‘“; “* e j{:r‘x e ?_" ﬂ"‘} . e L LS
-C"r?“ - j: - - ; [ - é
LY Lo e BI=al: SC e TS
|
|
o Annular Space il Q_Resuits nf Welf
" Depth Set at {m’?ﬁ} “Type of Sealant Used Volume Placed After test of well yield, water was: Draw ann Recovery.
FFrom (Matena! and Type) (th“i} £ Clear and sand free | Time | Water Level | Time | Water Level
. T > L A ‘-';F e Other, specify (min) ("ﬁ)‘ (min) (mfﬁ)r"'
L Fa AT O YT SEAT S j:‘ Static| ~ i
: ing di ' ' : f AT
If pumping discontinued, give reason; Level | <~ gﬁ /
| g - iy
5 1 'f:'ulg; £ j 1 :-.-} j‘r j: . f.-"
Pump intake set at (nﬁﬂx 2 (37 /1 2|24 5
*--wf"‘i e e wd B e
Pumplng rate (Lfmmf w wr B E : vt &Y s
- i U 4 2L 4 (795 G
Cable TDG| D[Eﬂ’lt}ﬁd Fublic Commercial Not used Suat 'f n e AN
. + . ; : - : uration of pumpi :
Rotary (Conventional) Jetting 1 Domestic Municipal Dewatering . ;:_ ping min 5 [ 2 5 I N
. - . . . & I Yo ] n . =
Rotary {(Reverse) Driving Livestock | Test Hole Monitoring _ - oA i
Boring Digging imgation Cooling & Air Conditioning Final wat:er jevel end of ouMping (rg@ 10 5__;! A 2 10175
] . H LR : ]
Alr percussion , ~ . --f Y Industrizl g 3}1 e 1 £t L
- Lilr s Mol j , . . - I S W
i Other, specify ; ot Cther, specify i flowing give rate (min/ GPM) 15 1-.-":- ?ﬁ% / 15 At

" Construction Record - Casing T T Stafus of Well, | o 20 1 in 20 |
Inside Open Mole OR Material .|  Wall Depth {n@ 1<) Water Supply Recommended pump depth (m/) i e
Diameter | (Gaivanized, Fibreglass, | Thickness - ™ '] Repiacement Wei - %“-s P . 25 i O 95
(cmfinf | Concrete, Plastic, Steel) {crrifiri) rom | — R, LT
= lest Hole Recommended pump rate
| ;;m | ia-ﬂ oo | 2. L( ﬁ [is Recharge Well (Ymin/GPM) 30 A 30
4 FUE I S S S NS : ﬂEWEtEI‘iHQ Well P, 40 o i~ 40
F o bl & £ 3 !
Observation andfor * — TR
Ve Well production (¥imin/ GFPM)
Monitoring Hole Y ey 50 Lin 50
: g 3 Farrlt ] .
Alteration | — ?{Lf S 1 e TR
(CDnStructiDﬂ) Disinfected” | 60 _ J . = 60 .
Abandoned, fd ves []No T p et e
e Insufficient Supply |
Construction Record -Sereen Abandoned, Poor
' . m,ﬁ:}-» : Water Quali g
: rlfj?:ts;:r Material Slot No Depth( &4 q dtyth | N
m ) (Plastic, Galvanized, Steel) Erom To Abandoned, other, : R T A I
(crrfin) specify ; AP ""? £
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Appendix D

Aerial Photographs
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