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Dear Mr. Narula:

Erin Donkers, Ecologist/Arborist with Palmer and I have had an opportunity to re-evaluate the current
Hanley Park North Draft Plan of Subdivision with the objective of protecting the most important part of the
property’s woodland, while at the same time maximizing its development potential for residential use. In
this regard, Paul McCoy, Planning and Regulation Manager, Quinte Conservation in his letter of March 1,
2021 pointed out that the Draft Official Plan identified the area of Hanley Park North as a “Potential Natural
Heritage System”, with a “Potential Significant Woodlot”, and a “Provincially Significant Wetland”
(Appendix A). Regarding the latter, a 30 metre natural buffer was recommended in our Environmental
Impact Study (EIS) (2020) to protect the attributes and functions of the Provincially Significant Bell Creek
Swamp Complex which virtually surrounds the property. The buffer width resulted from conversations
with Tim Trustham, Planner/Ecologist with the Quinte Conservation Authority (QC) during ground-
truthing of the wetland boundary in 2017 and 2018.

The policy for Significant Woodlands which is set out in the 2020 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) is
as follows.

2.1.5 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in:

b) significant woodlands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake
Huron and the St. Marys River);

unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the
natural features or their ecological functions.

2.1.8  Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the
natural heritage features and areas identified in policies 2.1.4, 2.1.5, and 2.1.6
unless the ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has
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been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or
on their ecological functions.

So, in contrast to Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSWs) where there is no latitude for development or
site alteration, there is clearly direction for developing in Significant Woodlands, subject to the above

provision/conditions.

It is our understanding that the notion of Hanley Park North in its entirety being designated as a Significant
Woodland has been gaining traction with concerned residents in the area and potentially with City decision
makers. Our analyses which follows is scientifically based and conforms to Evaluation Criteria for
Determining Significant Woodlands set out in the Natural Heritage Reference Manual for Natural
Heritage Policies of the Provincial Policy Statement (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources 2010)
(Natural Heritage Reference Manual [2010]). In the absence of any criteria locally, we were advised by
Catherine Warren, District Planner, Peterborough District Office, of the now Ministry of Northern
Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry (MNDMNRF) to rely on the above reference for
determining Significant Woodlands in the City of Bellville.

Approach to Re-evaluating Revised Hanley Park North Draft Plan of Subdivision

After formulating an approach to the assignment, Erin Donkers walked the property on July 22" from the
cul-de-sac at the southeastern end of Tessa Boulevard in a series of east-west transects approximately 20
metres (m) apart. This provided a very comprehensive coverage of the subject woodlands. Attached you
will find an amended graphic from our report showing Ecological Land Classification (ELC) units
(Figure 1). You should also note that Angela Zhou (an experienced birder also with the firm Palmer)
conducted an updated Breeding Bird Survey at each of the forest community point count stations from the
original EIS. She conducted her visit on the morning of June 28 2021. We also obtained aerial photographs

to obtain an appreciation of historical forest cover; Figure 2 shows the status of the property in 1948.

The FOMM4-2 forest community that covers about 60% of the site supports a canopy almost entirely
comprised of Red Cedar (Juniperus virginana), likely planted in the 1950s (Figure 1 and Photograph 1).
As per a review of historic imagery, the subject property was in agricultural use in 1948. Common
Buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica, also known as European Buckthorn) presently dominates the understory
and subcanopy layers. Common Buckthorn is not indigenous to North America; since its introduction for

ornamental and agricultural row use, it has aggressively invaded a variety of habitats throughout Ontario

(https://www.ontario.ca/page/common-buckthorn). Also present in abundance throughout the understory is the
shrub Common Prickly Ash (Zanthoxylum americanum); although native to Ontario, this species is
considered widespread and abundant. It has a provincial conservation status, or “SRank” of S5: Secure
(Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources. 2018. Natural Heritage Information Centre Species Lists. Last
updated January 30, 2018). These three tree species are very densely packed, making difficult walking
through the stand. Ground cover was overall “sparse” largely owing to poor light conditions (i.e., 30% to

60% coverage); the most abundant vegetation was moss. Clearly, this ELC unit is very low in plant
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diversity, with limited ecological values. The typical size range of trees are between 15 centimetres (cm)
and 25 cm Diameter at Breast Height (DBH), with the exception, of a few mature Bur Oaks (>40 cm DBH),

which we assume were planted as part of original restoration following agricultural use.

In contrast, the two southern ELC communities (i.e., FOMMS5-2 and FOCM4-1) were identified as
providing more ecologically diverse conditions. The community FOMMS5-2 supports a mixed canopy with
deciduous species including Sugar Maple (Acer saccharum), Ironwood (Ostrya virginana) and Trembling
Aspen (Populus grandidentata), as well as conifers Balsam Fir (4bies balsamea) and Eastern Red Cedar;
all of which are native to Ontario (Photograph 2). Although Common Buckthorn was noted in the
understory, it is of smaller and younger form and in less abundance (i.e., at only approximately 40%
coverage) than in the adjacent FOMM 4-2 community. Additional understory species observed included
Eastern White Cedar (Thuja occidentalis), currant (Ribes sp), Cranberry Viburnum (Viburnum opulus) and
regenerating Sugar Maple. Also evident is a robust (i.e., > 60%) groundcover layer; in this regard,
groundcover species are diverse and include (i.e., but not limited entirely to) Mayapple (Podophyllum
peltatum), Canada Mayflower (Maianthemum canadense), Great White Trillium (7rillium grandiflorum) and
Large Leaved Aster (Eurybia macrophylla). Typical tree sizes range between about 20 cm DBH and 35 cm
DBH; many trees are larger with DBHs greater than 40 cm. The community FOCM4-1 supports a conifer canopy
dominated by a mixture of mature White and Red Cedar. Eastern White Cedar also dominated the understory
(Photograph 3). Similar to the adjacent mixed FOMMS5-2 community, Common Buckthorn exists within the
understory. The dense shrub and tree cover throughout this community has resulted in sparse groundcover
establishment.

With respect to the resident bird population, the 2021 updated breeding bird survey identified that in general
the subject property primarily supports common species (i.e., American Robin, Chickadees, etc.). Of
importance was the observation of one each of Wood Thrush (Hylocichla mustelina) and White-breasted
Nuthatch (Sitta carolinensis) within the FOMMS-2 community. Wood Thrush is designated “Special
Concern” under Ontario’s Endangered Species Act and prefers mature deciduous or mixed forests, such as
the conditions provided within the FOMMS5-2 community. White-breasted Nuthatch is not a designated
Species at Risk (SAR); however, it is considered an area-sensitive species. No significant or otherwise

important species were identified within the northern FOMM4-1 community.

We also evaluated both wooded areas in the context as to what habitats are considered more significant
with respect to Bat Maternity Colonies. Four species are listed as Endangered under Ontario’s legislation;
these are: Eastern Small-footed Myotis (Myotis leibii); Little Brown Myotis (Myotis lucifugus); Northern
Long-eared Myotis (Myotis septentrionalis) and Tri-coloured Myotis (Perimyotis subflavus). They are
thought to be threatened by a rapidly spreading fungal disease known as White nose Syndrome. Typically,
ELC communities associated with mixed forests provide roosting and breeding habitat. Even through ELC
FOMM4-2 is classified as a mixed forest, because its canopy is dominated by Red Cedar, it typically doesn’t
provide habitat for bats. Also, the DBH range of Red Cedar canopy in the northern community is between
15 centimetres and 25 centimetres; typically, trees with DBHs greater than 25 centimetres are considered

more significant/ideal for roosting. Regardless, to offset any potential diminishment of roosting/maternity
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habitat, we recommend that three artificial structures (i.e., bat boxes) be installed on the outer walls of the

stormwater treatment pond, as these features have the potential to provide foraging opportunities for bats.

Based on the above, it is concluded there is a clear distinction between the northern ELC unit and the two
communities in the southern part of the property. The latter are more mature and ecologically diverse in
terms of plant composition than the FOMM4-2 unit. While both the northern and southern parts of the
property are dominated by bird species typically found in an urban environment, there is some evidence
which indicates that the southern ELC units favour a few uncommon species. Similarly, roosting/maternity
habitats for SAR bats are more likely to occur in southern ELC units than in the northern conifer dominated

community.
Determination of Woodland Significance

Our next task was to subject the plant communities to the four criteria set out in the Natural Heritage
Reference Manual (2010) for determining Significant Woodland. The Ministry’s position is that
woodlands that meet a suggested minimum standard for any of the criteria described below should
be considered significant. The rationale is that this approach will avoid overlooking sites that are

outstanding in terms of having only one criteria. The following summarizes our analyses.

1. Woodland Size Criteria

Through an aerial photo review within the boundaries of the City of Belleville, there is considerable forest
cover, likely in the order of 30%; according to the Ministry’s guidelines, only woodlands that are 50
hectares in size or greater are to be considered significant for the 30% threshold. As Hanley Park North is
located along the eastern outskirts of the City’s main urban centre, we used a lower woodland cover
threshold of 5% to 15%; where tree cover is in this range, woodlands 4.0 hectares in size or larger should
be considered significant. The sum total of the areas of the two southern forest communities (i.e., FOMMS-
2 and FOCM4-1) plus the area of FOMM4-2 to be retained within the 30 metre natural buffer to the Bell
Creek Swamp Provincially Significant Wetland Complex amounts to 7.23 hectares. Therefore, the size
criteria would be met for the woodlands that would be retained. The Red Cedar/Common Buckthorn

community would also meet the Ministry’s size criteria.

2. Ecological Criteria

a) Woodland Interior is defined as lands that are 100 metres from the edge of a forest. Most of the
interior habitat occurs on the Red Cedar/Common Buckthorn community to the north. There is
very little interior habitat associated with the two southern ELC communities. The Natural
Heritage Reference Manual (2010) states that “Woodlands should be considered significant if
they have any interior habitat where woodlands cover less than 15% of the land cover”. Based on
this criterion alone, the Red Cedar/Common Buckthorn community in the north warrants a

Significant Woodland designation; however, in our opinion, it is too small and poor in quality to
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b)

d)

provide functionally diverse habitat. The interior habitat associated with the FOMMS5-2 and
FOCM4-1 communities is even smaller; according to the guidelines however, this very small area

would constitute grounds for significance.

Proximity to Other Woodlands or Habitats. All three of the above-noted ELC units are within 30
metres of the Bell Creek Swamp Provincially Significant Wetland (Photograph 4). In this regard,
the Ministry’s Reference Manual (2010) states that, “Woodlands should be considered significant
if a portion of the woodland is located within a specified distance (i.e., 30 metres) of a significant
natural feature or fish habitat likely receiving ecological benefit from the woodland and the entire
woodland meets the minimum area threshold (e.g., 0.5 hectare to 20 hectare, depending on

circumstances)”. So, the Significant Woodland designation would apply to both woodland areas.

Linkages. The Ministry’s guideline states that, “Woodlands should be considered significant if
they are located within a defined natural heritage system or provide a connecting link between two
other significant features, each of which is within a specified distance (e.g., 120 metres) and meets
minimum area thresholds (e.g., 1 hectare to 20 hectares), depending on circumstances.”
Maintaining the southern ELC units intact will retain contiguous vegetation between parts of the
PSW, thereby providing a potential linkage function for wildlife. The 30 metre buffer protecting
the PSW will similarly provide a linkage function for the northern FOMM4-2 unit.

Water Protection. What the Ministry’s guideline says is that, “Woodlands should be considered
significant if they are located within a sensitive or threatened watershed or a specified distance
(e.g., 50 metres or top-of-valley bank if greater) of a sensitive groundwater discharge, sensitive
recharge, sensitive headwater area, watercourse or fish habitat and meet minimum area thresholds
(e.g., 0.5 hectare to 10 hectares, depending on circumstance)”. In our opinion, all three ELC units
would be considered to be Significant Woodland as they are adjacent to the PSW and Bell Creek.

Woodland Diversity. The Ministry’s guideline is that, “Woodlands should be considered
significant if they have:

e a naturally occurring composition of native forest species that have declined significantly
south and east of the Canadian Shield and meet minimum area thresholds (e.g., 1 hectare

to 20 hectares, depending on circumstance); and

e ahigh native diversity through a combination of composition and terrain (e.g., a woodland
extending from a hilltop to valley bottom or to opposite slopes and meet minimum area

thresholds (e.g., 2 hectares to 20 hectares, depending on circumstance).”
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What the Ministry is saying here is that more native diversity is more valuable than less
diversity, which we think is key to discriminating between the two wooded areas. The point
is that a more significant woodland would have a higher diversity of plants and naturally
occurring native forest species. As described above, ELC unit FOMM4-2 is not as diverse as
the two southern ELC units. In this regard, the northern ELC unit was formerly agricultural
lands (see attached 1948 aerial photograph), is presently almost entirely Red Cedar, with dense
Common Buckthorn (i.e., a non-native species) in the understory, and has sparse groundcover.
In contrast, the two southern ELC units are more significant than FOMM4-2 because they
support a higher degree of diversity and a higher number of native species. Consequently, the
southern ELC units are distinctly different and more highly valued from an ecological

perspective, and warrant protection in the long term.

3. Uncommon Characteristics Criteria

Woodlands that are uncommon in terms of species composition, cover type, age of structure should be
considered significant and protected. As indicated in the 2020 EIS, none of the upland terrestrial features
(i.e., ELC units FOMM4-2, FOMMS5-2 or FOCM4-1) is considered rare or is designated as rare or
significant on either a national or provincial level. In contrast, the Provincially Significant Bell Creek
Swamp Complex is designated Environmental Protection in Schedule “B” — Land Use Plan — Urban
Serviced Area, City of Belleville Official Plan. The guidelines also state that older woodlands (i.e., greater
than 100 year old) are particularly valuable for several reasons, including their contributions to genetic,
species and ecosystem diversity. As explained earlier, the southern woodland is considerably more diverse
than the Red Cedar/Common Buckthorn community in the northern part of the site, both in canopy and
groundcover characteristics. As well, the southern community is older than the northern, which is well
illustrated in the attached 1948 aerial photograph. In summary, the two ELC units in the south comply with
criteria for a Significant Woodland designation, while the FOMM4-2 unit would not.

4. Economic and Social Functional Values Criteria

The Ministry guideline states that, “Woodlands should be considered significant if they have:

e high productivity in terms of economically valuable products together with continuous native
natural attributes and meet minimum area thresholds (e.g., 2 hectares to 10 hectares, depending on
circumstance);

e ahigh value in special services, such as air quality improvement or recreation at a sustainable level
that is compatible with long term retention and meet minimum area thresholds (i.e., 0.2 hectare to
10 hectares, depending on circumstance); and

e important identified appreciation, education, cultural or historical value and meet minimum area
thresholds (e.g., 0.2 hectare to 10 hectares, depending on circumstance).
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In response, the woodland on the property provides no economic value on a sustainable basis as set out in
the first bullet point. Bullet point two would apply to just about any woodland in Ontario that is greater
than 0.2 hectares. With respect to the third bullet point, a trail network and day use recreational camping
sites already exist throughout the three communities, for certain, a result of adjacent landowner use
(Photographs 5 and 6). By maintaining the two southern ELC communities, passive recreational

opportunities will continue to be provided.
Revised Draft Plan of Subdivision

An overlay of the revised residential Draft Plan of Subdivision — Hanley Park North on the property’s
natural features is shown in Figure 3. It consists of 103 residential units, roads, a stormwater treatment
facility, parks, and walkways. Of importance is that there will be no negative impacts on the PSW from
the revised proposal; more specifically, there will be no site alteration or development within the feature,
and all of its functions will be more than adequately protected by a 30 metre buffer, which will virtually
encompass the entire property. The same can be said of ELC unit FOMMS5-2; a 30 metre buffer is proposed
outside the rear lot lines of Lots 59 to 68 to protect the southerly higher quality forest ecosystem.

Paul McCoy’s letter of March 2, 2021 to Greg Pinchin (Appendix A) notes that the 2020 EIS did, “ . ..
not include a discussion as to whether the 30 metre setback is sufficient to protect the ecological integrity
of the PSW.” For your information, the definition of a buffer is that it is a forested or vegetated strip of
land that borders and protects rivers, creeks, lakes and wetlands. Protecting the feature involves two critical
and interdependent actions: setting back residential development from the PSW; and protecting and/or
restoring vegetation within the vegetated strip. In other words, development setback + protection of
vegetation within the setback = buffer. It functions by:

o filtering overland runoff, thereby protecting downgradient water quality;

e absorbing plant nutrients such as phosphorus and nitrogen;

e performing effective stormwater management;

e controlling erosion;

e providing canopy cover, shade and food and habitat for fish and wildlife; and
e maintaining aesthetics.

The Province’s Natural Heritage Reference Manual (2010) does not prescribe buffer widths for
Provincially Significant Wetlands or Significant Woodlands. Rather, it states that the, ““. . . identified buffer
should be determined once the nature of development is known and the extent of potential impact can be
determined . . . buffers need to ensure no negative impacts be determined as part of the following studies

or planning processes:
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e an EIS or equivalent study by a proponent and approved by a planning authority;
e asecondary plan or development approval process;

e acomprehensive study; or

e a sub-watershed study.”

So, by direction from the Province, we determined through field investigations that a 30 metre buffer would
be more than sufficient to protect the PSW’s natural features and related ecological functions. In other
words, a buffer width greater than 30 metres would not guarantee any more protective functions than would
a 30 metre buffer. As noted earlier, the recommended 30 metre buffer was confirmed through conversations
with Tim Trustham, Planner/Ecologist with QC during ground-truthing of the wetland boundary in 2017
and 2018. A 30 metre width is typically standard for most significant natural features, with no questions
asked about its appropriateness. For example, Section 8.4.8 (b) of The Living City Policies for Planning
and Development in the Watersheds of the Toronto Region Conservation Authority (November 28,
2014) states, “Development Setbacks b) Wetlands: 30 metres from provincially significant wetlands and
wetlands on the Oak Ridges Moraine or wetlands within the Niagara Escarpment Plan Area, for all other
wetlands and any contiguous natural features and areas that contribute to the conservation of land.”
Similarly, Sections 22 and 26 (1) of the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan (2017) define a wetland
as a “Key Natural Heritage Feature” and a “Key Hydrologic feature”. A “Minimum Vegetation Protection
Zone” of 30 metres is required from all wetlands. Of importance in this matter is QC’s policy on buffer
widths for unevaluated wetlands and PSWs; in this regard, 30 metres is the policy, meaning no further
discussion is needed to justify the 30 metre buffer width. The policy is set out in the Quinte Conservation
Regulation Policy Manual (2018).

With respect to negative impacts on that part of the FOMM4-2 community that will be removed, it is
important to reflect on the definition of such impacts in the PPS, which reads, “ . . . degradation that
threatens the health and integrity of the natural features or ecological functions for which an area is
identified due to single, multiple or successive development or site alteration activities.” In our evaluation
of impacts, we distinguish between “negative impacts” and “minor or acceptable impacts”. While a
proposed development may result in a “reduction” to a feature or function, this is not the same as “loss” of
the feature or function which in our opinion would be a “negative impact”. A loss in the FOMM4-2
community will not occur as a consequence of the proposed development being built out as a reduced part
of it will be retained within the 30 metre buffer. The “reduction” of 9.21 hectares of ELC unit FOMM4-2
to enable residential development is in our opinion a “minor or acceptable” impact, given that the more
ecologically important woodland to the south (i.e., ELC units FOMMS5-2 and FOCM4-1) will be protected
in the long-term. We have frequently relied on this distinction which has been advanced successfully in a
number of projects and at the Ontario Municipal Board (Appendix B).
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The environmental implications of the revised residential development are as follows.

e Partial loss of woodland plant community FOMM4-2.

e Short-term displacement of some local wildlife species and diminishment of concomitant breeding,

feeding and roosting habitat due to diminishment of ELC unit FOMM4-2.

e Short-term construction impacts (i.e., noise, dust and lighting) on wildlife species composition,

populations and their habitats, primarily in the contiguous ELC units to the south and Bell Creek

Swamp PSW Complex.

A suite of measures modified from our 2020 EIS to mitigate potential negative impacts are recommended

below, with emphasis on protecting attributes and functions of the Bell Creek Swamp PSW Complex, ELC
units FOMMS5-2 and FOCM4-1, and a reduced FOMM4-2 which would be retained within the 30 metre

buffer.

¢ A 30 metre natural buffer be implemented and enforced between the back lot
lines of the North Hanley Park Subdivision and the confirmed boundary of the
Bell Creek Swamp Provincially Significant Wetland, and Ecological Land
Classification Units FOMMS5-2 and FOCM4-1 in the southerly part of the
property, as well as the proposed stormwater treatment facility (Block C).

e The 30 metre buffer should not be altered or disturbed, and trees should not be
cut or cleared within it, except for safety (i.e., dead trees or trees of poor health)
and the possible location of a passive recreational pathway on the outer edge of

the buffer.

e A silt/sediment fence supplemented with a heavy duty construction fence be
installed and maintained along the back lot lines of the North Hanley Park

Subdivision and the stormwater treatment facility.

e That the above fencing be removed only when the backyards of lots adjacent to

the 30 metre natural buffer has been “greened up” and stabilized.

e For long term protection of the buffers and contiguous wetland and woodland
features, the earlier mentioned silt/sediment and heavy duty construction fencing
along the back lot lines of the North Hanley Park Subdivision be replaced with
a permanent minimum 1.5 metre high chain link fence, or other design/type

satisfactory to the City of Belleville.

e Landscape planting along streetscapes, and around the perimeter of the
stormwater management pond should be in vegetation combinations that are
consistent with the community types found in the two southern Ecological Land
Classification Units, and in adjacent natural areas, and native to the Great Lakes

— St. Lawrence Forest Region.

o To mitigate the potential loss of Species at Risk bat roosting/maternity habitat,
three artificial structures (i.e., bat boxes) be installed on the outer walls of the

stormwater treatment pond.
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e Given that the Bell Creek Swamp Complex is a matter of Provincial interest as
are Significant Woodlands (i.e., ELC units FOMMS5-2 and FOCM4-1), the
applicant be required to prepare a “Stewardship/Homeowner’s Manual” for
inclusion as a schedule in the subdivision agreement in offers of purchase and
sale, and registered on title, for prospective purchasers of the 103 units within
the Draft Plan of Subdivision, that will provide educational material regarding
the significance and sensitivity of the feature and its functions to disturbances
from residential development, as well as information on the conservation
role/actions that individual landowners can take. Examples of inclusions are:

i.  refuse/yard waste composting;

ii. use of French drains or soakaway pits to reduce pollutants in
stormwater runoff;

iii.  fertilizer and pesticide use (i.e., inclusive of herbicides, insecticides and
fungicides);

iv.  natural area re-vegetation, including preparation and implementation
of landscape plans focusing on the planting of native trees, shrubs and
ground cover species within front and back yards of properties;

v.  impacts of noise and lighting;

vi.  trail use;
vii.  domestic pet impacts and controls;
viii.  control of invasive plants; and

ix.  discharge of swimming pool water.

e The City of Belleville in consultation with Quinte Conservation consider the
design and implementation of a low impact footpath/walkway to be located on
the outer edge of the 30 metre natural buffer, which would have the potential to
be linked into the City’s outdoor recreational program northwards and
southwards. Such a pathway would obviously contribute to educational and
passive recreational opportunities, which are not otherwise available to the
public.

e Any tree cutting and removal be undertaken between October 15 and April
15%,

e The outer walls of the stormwater pond be landscaped with tree, shrub and
groundcover species native to the local area.

As noted above, we continue to recommend a low impact footpath or walkway at the outer edge of the 30
metre buffer. However, Quinte Conservation does not support this initiative (see attached letter of Paul
McCoy to Greg Pinchin dated March 1, 2021 in Appendix A). In our opinion, such a trail system is critical
to protecting the attributes and functions of the Bell Creek Swamp Provincially Significant Wetland
Complex as well as ELC units FOMMS5-2 and FOCM4-1. Simply, in the long term, such a pathway will
minimize uncontrolled human and pet encroachment. The Parks Branch of the Ministry of Environment,
Conservation and Parks has pathways, boardwalks and viewing towers on the edges and sometimes through
important natural features, primarily to control people’s activities. Photographs 7 and 8 show low

maintenance footpaths within the 30 metre buffer of the Bear Creek Provincially Significant Wetland
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Complex in the City of Barrie. These were required as part of the Manhatten East and Manhatten West
residential developments; they have successfully confined passive recreational activities to the buffer. In
our opinion, if properly designed, constructed and maintained pathways are not implemented, local
members of the public are going to make their own pathways, to the potential detriment of the Bell Creek
Swamp Provincially Significant Wetland and ELC units FOMMS5-2 and FOCM4-1 (see Photographs 5
and 6).

Concluding Remarks

Our analysis has clearly demonstrated that the woodland communities in the southern end of the site are
more significant than the Red Cedar/Common Buckthorn community to the north. Reconfiguration of the
woodland form will not result in any loss in ecological function (see Table 1), nor will any negative impacts
in the context of the PPS result.

The question may be asked, if both areas of woodland are significant, why not leave the entire parcel as
Significant Woodland. There are four parts to the answer. First, by undertaking a more discriminating
assessment and application of the term” significant”, it is clear from a scientific perspective, that the two
ELC units in the southern part of the site are much more distinct and highly valued than is the community
in the northern part of the landholding. In other words, more native diversity is more valuable than less
diversity (Ministry of Natural Resources 2010). Second, as indicated in Table 1, all ecological functions
currently provided by the two southern ELC units will be maintained in future. Third, the balance that is
recommended between protecting the highest priority woodland to the south and maximizing residential
development to the north continues to represent planning permissions that were in place when the Draft
Plan of Subdivision and Rezoning Applications were deemed to be complete by the City of Belleville. And
fourth, retaining the two southern ELC units and revising the Draft Plan of Subdivision in accordance with
Figure 3 would be consistent with Sections 2.1.5b) and 2.1.8 of the PPS insofar as Significant Woodland
is concerned.

Should you have any questions or further clarification is needed, do not hesitate to contact either Erin or

me.
.
\
Michael Michalski Erin Donkers
Senior Advisor and Limnologist B.Sc., PG[ER], Ecologist, Arborist
Michalski Nielsen Associates Limited Palmer

c.c.: Ram Nischel Lorelei Jones Paul DeMelo
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Table 1.

Compliance of woodland benefits/functions with respect to designating/maintaining the

combined Ecological Classification Units FOMMS-2 and FOCM4-1 as a Significant
Woodland. Modified from Table 7-1 of the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (Ministry of
Natural Resources 2010).

Woodland Benefit/Function

Description

Compliance

Soil erosion prevention

Woodlands prevent soil erosion through a
combination of overhead crown cover and
underground root structures.

No loss in benefit/function.

Nutrient cycling

Plant root structures extract nutrients from the soil
and convert the nutrients for use by other life
forms.

No overall loss in
benefit/function.

The proposed development will
result in localized vegetation
removals and thus impact nutrient
cycling. However, on a landscape
level, this loss is considered to be
negligible relative to the amount
of natural lands within the
landscape.

Hydrological cycling

Woodlands affect both water quantity and quality
by reducing the intensity and volume of
stormwater runoff and decreasing soil erosion and
flooding. By removing nutrients, sediments and
toxins from surface water runoff and subsurface
flows, woodland vegetation contributes to the
maintenance of water quality in streams and lakes.
The shade that woodlands adjacent to waterbodies
provide helps keep water temperatures cool,
maintaining high-quality habitat for desirable fish
species such as brook trout, as well as providing a
source of detritus for aquatic ecology. The
existence of woodland cover contributes to the
protection of groundwater recharge areas. Some
woodlands are also wetlands (e.g., swamps, treed
fens, treed bogs).

No overall loss in
benefit/function. A
hydrogeological investigation has
been requested by the City of
Belleville. It will further evaluate
impacts on this benefit/function.

Flood and erosion reduction

Woodlands reduce flooding and erosion
particularly as a mitigation measure to address the
negative impacts of increased impervious cover
associated with urban development.

No loss in benefit/function.
Flood and erosion impacts to be
addressed and mitigated within
the development’s stormwater
management designs.

Clean air and the long-term
storage of carbon

Woodland cover can play a significant role in
mitigating episodes of poor air quality that may
occur during periods of high ozone levels in the
summer months. McPherson et al. (1997) and
Scott et al. (1998) have shown the important role

No loss in benefit/function. At a
landscape scale, removal of ELC
FOMM4-2 would not contribute
substantially to air quality
improvement.




Hanley Park North Subdivision
e Palmer.

Photograph 1. g Photograph 2. s

Typical conditions within FOMM4-2 community. Dense Typical conditions within FOMMS5-2 community.
Common Buckthorn and sparse herbaceous
groundcover are evident.

Photograph 4. s

Photograph 3. s

General view into marsh community of adjacent Bell

Typical conditions within FOCM4-1 community. Creek Swamp PSW

Hanley Park - Photo Log.Docx 1
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Photograph 5. A Photograph 6. s
General view along footpath within the FOMMS5-2 General view of litter as evidence of recreational impacts
community that has been created through usage by local within the on-site forest communities.
residents.

Hanley Park - Photo Log.Docx 2



Table 1. Cont’d.

Woodland Benefit/Function

Description

Compliance

that urban forests play in reducing air pollution in
an urban environment. Weathers et al. (2001)
found that forest edges function as traps for wind-
borne nutrients and pollutants. Trees facilitate
long-term storage of carbon through the formation
of wood (Roulet and Freedman, 1999).

Wildlife habitat At the landscape scale, woodland cover and the No loss in benefit/function,
distances between individual woodlands are primarily because ELC FOMM4-
important factors in maintaining woodland 2 provides limited and poor
integrity and the survival of a large number of quality wildlife habitat.
wildlife species that depend on woodlands.

Environment Canada (2004) recommended that at
least 30 percent of each watershed should be on
forest cover and that the land units with higher
amounts of forest cover should maintain or
improve that habitat with reference to the historic
(pre-settlement) landscape.

Outdoor recreational Woodlands provide the desired setting for outdoor | No loss in benefit/function.

opportunities recreational activities such as hiking, wildlife There is an existing network of

observation and hunting, as well as for
educational and research purposes. Woodlands are
increasingly viewed as representing health, jobs
and prosperity, community identity and quality of
life in approaches that seek to minimize trade-offs
between the environment and economic activity
(Canadian Urban Institute and the Natural Spaces
Leadership Alliance, 2006.

recreational trails and day use
camping sites within the two ELC
units at the southern end of the
property. These will continue,
and potentially in the 30 metre
buffer to the Bell Creek Swamp
Provincially Significant Wetland
Complex.

Sustainable harvest of
woodland products.

Woodlands also make a significant contribution to
the economies of rural communities in southern
Ontario through the sustainable provision of wood
products, non-timber products such as maple
syrup, and tourism.

Function does not apply as the
property’s woodland is not large
enough to achieve economic
benefits on a sustained basis.
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— Quinte —— 2061 OLD HIGHWAY 2, RR#2, BELLEVILLE, ON, K8N 4Z2

CONSERVATION PHONE: (613) 9683434 « FAX: (613) 968-8240

www.guinteconservation.ca

VIA EMAIL

March 1, 2021

Greg Pinchin

Manager, Approvals Section
Development Services Department
The Corporation of the City of Belleville
169 Front Street

Belleville, ON

K8N 2Y8

Dear Mr. Pinchin:

Re: Application for Proposed Draft Plan of Subdivision and Amendment to Zoning By-Law
Lot 14, Conc. 1 City of Belleville
Hanley Park North Subdivision
Owner: Hanley Park Developments Inc.
Applicant: Lorelie Jones, Macaulay Shiomi Howson Ltd.

The staff of the Conservation Authority has reviewed Planning Justification Report by MSH dated
January 2021, the draft plan drawing by MSW Rev. 1 dated December 4, 2019, the
Environmental Impact Study by Cunningham Environmental Associates and Michalski Nielsen
Associates dated February 2020 and the Stormwater Management Report by Ainley dated
January 2020. The Conservation Authority has reviewed the application with particular attention
to the applicability of Ontario Regulation #319/09 (Regulation of Development, Interference
with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses), the Quinte Source Protection
Plan, stormwater management and the natural hazards and heritage components of the
Provincial Policy Statement. We would like to offer the following comments:

The property is 35 ha. in size. Bell Creek including a tributary traverses the site from north to
south. The creek is surrounded by Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW). Further, the Bell Creek
floodplain is extensive in this area. Floodplain maps (100 year) are available for this site. Due to
these constraints the site limited to 10 ha. of developable land.

According te the Planning Justification Report the proposal includes 99 single detached lots, 57
townhouse lots, 3 park blocks, a stormwater block and 1 future development block.

Stormwater Management

The proposal is written at a high level and should be considered conceptual. Of note, the
stormwater strategy outlined is for guality control only. Quinte Conservation recommends that
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both guality and quantity controls be included in any subsequent submission.

The Stormwater management report referred to as the basis for quality control is The
Stormwater Management: Report Stanley Park West Subdivisions (G.M. Sernas, June 1996). It
should be noted that this report (and the recommendations contained therein) were prepared
on behalf of a private development proposal that did not encompass the entire watershed. This
report was not commissioned by the Conservation Authority or the municipality. It is not clear
as to the extent to which the findings of this report were accepted, and thus acted to supersede
the preceding Flood Plain Mapping, Bell Creek Master Drainage Plan (EGA, 1989). Regardless,
many of the recommendations and guidance of both reports were not adhered to over the
course of the last 25 years since their release. There has been significant development in the
Bell Creek watershed since 1996, and many of the recommendations would be impossible to
build or implement today due to changes in the physical watershed, policies and guidelines.

At this time, it is the understanding of the conservation authority that the design criteria used by
other developments in the watershed has been post to pre-development stormwater release
levels. It is recommended that this development follow the same design criteria.

If the consulting engineers wish to present for consideration a stormwater strategy of quality
only, then a comprehensive modeled analysis using current conditions in the watershed in
support of the submission and revised report, should be inciuded.

Quinte Source Protection Plan

The subject property is not located within an Intake Protection Zone 1 & 2 of a municipal
drinking water system. There are no concerns regards to source water protection.

Environmental Impact Study

The study was initiated in 2008 and again in 2017. At that time staff from this office worked with
the consultant to delineate the wetland boundary. In addition to determining the wetland
boundaries the consultant characterized the terrestrial natural vegetation communities, aquatic
resources and adjacent land uses. Additional field surveys were conducted in 2018. Site visits
were conducted in April, May and June of that year. The boundaries of the vegetation
communities were delineated through aerial photograph interpretation and site inspections.
The wildlife surveys were completed on various dates from April to July 2018. This included
breeding bird count and amphibian call surveys.

According to the study none of the upland terrestrial features are considered or have been
designated as rare or significant on either a national or provincial level. The most significant
natural feature is the PSW which was accurately delineated. Further, none of the wildlife found
at the site are considered endangered or threatened with the exception of the Western Chorus
Frog, Wood Thrush and Least Bittern. However, the studied has concluded that there is no
lifecycle habitat in the woodlands for the Least Bittern and Wood Thrush and the habitat for the
Western Chorus Frog will be retained in the PSW.
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Staff have no concerns with the various wildlife surveys, methodology or the wetland
delineation._ However, staff have the following comments concerning the EIS as it relates to the
proposed development:

o The proposed lot layout avoids the PSW but the majority of the woodlands will be
destroyed with no mitigation. The construction of the subdivision will destroy wildlife
habitat and result in mortality of some species. There is no protection for the upland
forest with the exception of the area within the proposed 30 meter buffer. Staff note
that although the study indicated that the woodland has no significant features, the
forest is designated as Potential Significant Woodland on the Natural Heritage Features
Map for the proposed Official Plan (See PPS comments).

e The 30 meter buffer is not included to protect the woodland but to protect the PSW.
The proposed subdivision is surrounded along the majority of its boundary by PSW (over
1 km). The study does not include a discussion as to whether 30 meter setback is
sufficient to protect the ecological integrity of the PSW.

e The study recommends that the buffer between the rear lot lines and the wetland
boundary not be altered or disturbed and trees should not be cut except for safety. Staff
agree with this recommendation.

e The study recommends that the buffer could be altered to ailow for a municipal trail.
Staff have no concerns with the trail on the south side of the subdivision that is accessed
by Block E and C because it appears that it is located on an existing trail which utilizes an
old rail bed. Staff do not support additional trails within the buffer.

e Staff agree with the installation of a 1.5 m high chain link fence along the rear lot lines.
Physical encroachment by landowners and household pets is an ongoing issue in existing
subdivisions in this area.

e Staff have concerns with Block G Open Space. This area has no realistic access because it
is surrounded by PSW and 100 year floodplain. Staff recommend that Block G be zoned
as EP.

e Staff recommend that the Parkland at Block A (if appropriate and necessary) be fenced
to prevent encroachment into the buffer.

e The proposal includes an emergency exit that utilizes the access road to the Mercedes
Meadows SWM pond. Please note that any potential widening of this road may be
limited by the floodplain and wetlands on the south side.

e Staff agree with Block H Future Development provided it is acknowledged that access to
the block is not from this property and further that the study provides satisfactory
comments regarding the adequacy of the 30 m buffer.

Provincial Policy Statement {PPS)

Staff have reviewed the proposal per our delegated responsibility from the Province to
represent provincial interests regarding natural hazards identified in Section 3.1 of the PPS.
Additionally staff have provided comments in an advisory capacity regarding natural heritage
fealures identified in seclion 2.1 of the PPS.
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As per Sec. 3.1 of the PPS the flood hazard must be accurately identified with updated
topographical information to confirm that no part of the development is proposed within the
hazard.

Section 2.1 of the PPS speaks to natural heritage features and policies. Sec. 2.1 to 2.1.3 states
that natural features and areas should be protected for the long term and that natural heritage
systems should be identified. The City of Belleville’s existing OP designates this area as
residential. However, the draft OP identifies the area of Hanley Park as a “Potential Natural
Heritage System”, with a “Potential Significant Woodlot”, and a “Provincially Significant
Wetland”.

The PSW has already been verified and is therefore recognized under the current OP in Section
3.5.3 which states that development maybe permitted on adjacent lands (120m) of the PSW
provided it has been demonstrated through and EIS that there are no adverse impacts on the
natural area or ecological functions. This conforms with the PPS which states that development
is prohibited in significant wetlands (S.2.1.4), significant woodlands (S.2.1.5) and on adjacent
lands (S. 2.1.8) unless it can be demonstrated that the ecological function of the area will not be
negatively impacted. The EIS completed states that “Impacts to wildlife attributes and
functions... will be direct, resulting mainly from the removal of vegetation. Nesting, feeding and
resting locations... within the tableland features will be diminished.” Further the EIS states that
“it is not possible to construct and utilize the proposed development, while at the same time
have no impacts on some features and functions of the PSW... approval of the residential
subdivision will necessitate some accommodation or discretion on the matter of negative
impacts on wetland features

Regulation #319/09

The proposed development is located in an area regulated by virtue of Ontario Regulation
#319/09 - Regulation of Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines
and Watercourse. A permit from this office will be required for any development within 120
meters of the wetland boundary.

Further as per Sec. 2. (1)(d) &(e)”No person shall undertake development or permit another
person to undertake development in or on areas with the jurisdiction of the Authority that are
wetlands or other areas where development could interfere with the hydrologic function of a
wetland, including areas within 120 meters of a provincially significant wetlands and wetlands
greater than 2 hectares in size. Therefore Quinte Conservation will require a hydrogeological
assessment in order to address the following items:

1.) Subsurface conditions on the property,

2.) Elevation of the water table and direction of ground water flow,

3.) Evaluate the potential for impact of the proposed development on local ground water
and the adjacent Creek,

4.) Evaluate the potential for impact of underground infrastructure and building
foundations on the water table,

5.) Provide recommendations to mitigate potential impacts.

Page 4 of 5




Please contact me at this office if you have any questions or require additional information.

Sincerely,

Paul McCoy
Planning & Regulations Manager

/pm
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APPENDIX B - ONTARIO MUNICIPAL BOARD
DECISION PL00092




ISSUE DATE:
Jul. 6, 2001
DECISION/ORDER NO:
1069 Ontario
Ontario Municipal Board PL000902

Commission des affaires municipales de I'Ontario

St. John's Road Development Corporation has appealed to the Ontario Municipal Board under
subsection 34(11) of the Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. P.13, as amended, from Council's
refusal or neglect to enact a proposed amendment to Zoning By-law 2213-78 of the Town of
Aurora to rezone lands designated as Part of Lots 24 and 25, Concession 2, E.Y.S. from “Rural
General (RU) Zone” to "Detached Dwelling Second Density Residential (R2-X, R2-Y, and R2-Z)
Exception Zones®, “Semi-detached and Duplex Dwelling Third Density Residential (R3-X, R3-Y)
Exception Zones”, a dual “Institutional () Zone/Detached Dwelling Second Density Residential
(R2-X) Exception Zone", and “Open Space (O) Zone” to permit a residential plan of subdivision

O.M.B. File No. 2000137

St. John's Road Development Corporation has appealed to the Ontario Municipal Board under
subsection 51(34) of the Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. P.13, as amended from the failure of the
Town of Aurora to make a decision respecting a proposed plan of subdivision on lands
composed of Part of Lots 24 and 25, Concession 2, E.Y.S. in the Town of Aurora

Town of Aurora File No. D12-00-1A

O.M.B. File No. S000085

David Tomlinson has appealed to the Ontario Municipal Board under subsection 17 (36) of the
Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990 c.P. 13, as amended, from a decision of the Regional Municipality of
York to approve Proposed Amendment No. 30 to the Official Plan for the Town of Aurora
Region of York File No. D06 46.02.106

O.M.B. File No. 0000160

APPEARANCES:

Parties Counsel
Town of Aurora : |.J. Lord

David Tomlinson

St. John's Road Development Corporation R. Houser
And Preserve Homes Inc.

761933 Ontario Limited M.H. Chusid
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DECISION DELIVERED BY J.R. BOXMA AND ORDER OF THE BOARD

Mr. David Tomlinson (Tomlinson), a resident of the Town of Aurora, and a retired
landscape architect, has had a “dream” relating to an extensive area of land in Aurora.
It has been his dream to see the establishment of a wildlife park. To this end, he was
successful in having the Town designate such a wildlife park in Official Plan
Amendment 30 (O.P.A. 30). Part of the wildlife park encompasses a Provincially
Significant Wetland (PSW), the East Aurora Wetland Complex (EAWC). The issue
before the Board is the extent of the buffer that should be provided. This is shown on
Schedule "AA” to OPA 30 as the “Recommended Environmental Protection Line”. This
line Is to the west of the Linear and Open Space designation on OPA 30 which runs
from Wellington Street East on the south to an area north of St. John’s Sideroad at the
north end of the area covered by OPA 30. The extent of that “buffer” varies in width. It
is the position of Tomlinson that the distance should be 120 metres.

There was a Statement of Agreed Facts filed with the Board and the following
was stated in paragraph 1:

1. The issue before the Board is the extent of buffers necessary to protect the
functions of the provincially significant wetland to the extent this extends into
upland functions, there is disagreement.

DECISION OF THE BOARD AND ITS REASONS:

It is the decision of the Board that the appeal should be allowed to the extent
necessary to make the modification to OPA 30, as contained in Exhibit 19 and which is
attached as Attachment *1” to this decision, and to approve Schedule “AA" which was
Exhibit 20, and is attached to this decision as Attachment “2". Section 3.7.2(a), and that
portion of Exhibit 20 which will reflect the PSW and amount of setbacks as it applies to
the lands of the St. John's Development Corporation is deferred until the hearing
scheduled for July 11, 2001, in order that a final determination can be made of the
extent of the buffer/setback that is required for that portion of their lands which were
only recently determined to be part of the provincially significant wetland. The final
determination of the setback required for the “finger” that was only recently determined
to exist, will be settled at that hearing. OPA 30, as modified by Attachment “1”, is
approved. Otherwise, the appeal of David Tomlinson is dismissed.

B
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1. It is the finding of the Board that the National Heritage Reference Manual
establishes 120 metres as the area which must be looked at. It does not
establish it as the setback distance. It sets the “adjacent lands” as those
within 120 metres of a significant wetland, or in the case of wetland
complexes, within 120 metres of individual wetlands.

“Adjacent lands" are defined as:

means those lands, contiguous to a specific natural heritage feature or
area, where it is likely that development or site alteration would have a
negative impact on the feature or area. The extent of the adjacent lands
may be recommended by the Province or based on municipal approaches
which achieve the same objectives.

Provincial Policy Statement Definition.

The Guideline then goes on to state:

Adjacent lands are not synonymous with buffer areas, nor are they
necessarily no-development areas. Impact assessments, however, may
recommend mitigation measures such as the establishment of vegetated

buffers.
The Board emphasises the words “adjacent lands are not synonymous
with buffer areas”.

2. The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) states in section 2.3.2 as follows:

2.3.2 Development and site alteration may be permitted on adjacent lands
to (a) and (b) if it has been demonstrated that there will be no
negative impacts on the natural features or on the ecological
functions for which the area is identified.

The PPS also defines negative impacts to mean:
(a) N/A

{b) in regard to other natural heritage features and areas, the loss
of the natural features or ecological functions for which an
area is identified.
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The Board is satisfied with the studies carried out by the Town’s
consuitants. It agrees with the interpretation of loss used by Mr. Michalski
in his report to the Town of December 12, 1999 and in his evidence to the

Board.

In his reporting letter of December 12, 1999, he stated the following:

The way | interpret “loss” is that a particular feature would no longer
continue to exist, mainly because its habitat would be lost, or resulting
activities would not permit it to continue to reside in or utilize the subject
area. Loss is not the same as reduction, which implies that the plant or
animal would continue to reside in or utilize the area, but at a reduced level

or extent,

The Board agrees. The area to be protected is that of the Provincially
significant wetland. It is not the upland functions nor are the adjacent lands to
now be considered to be “provincially significant” and therefore be sterilized
and made out to be “undevelopable” lands.

. The lands which lie outside the boundaries of those established by the Town
in Schedule “AA" are privately owned and other than for the dispute raised by
this appeal as to the separation distance required, are fully capable of being
developed. To adopt Mr. Tomlinson’s position would result in “expropriation
without compensation”. In a “utopian” world perhaps it is “the bigger the
better” or “the greater the better” but in the real world, there is the necessity to
achieve a reasonable “balance” between the public and private good and this,
the Board finds, has been achieved in the buffer that has been determined by

the Town to be appropriate.

- Of significance to the Board is the fact that no commenting agency disagreed
with the buffer proposed by the Town. Put in a different light, no agency
supported the buffer or rationale advanced by Mr. Tomlinson.

. The Board agrees with the submissions of Mr. Lord on behalf of the Town that
“there was no relevant site specific, wetland or species oriented opinion
supporting an enhanced buffer.”
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6. The Board finds that after 3 years of participating study of the issue, the
EAWC within OPA 30 will be preserved both as to its features and functions
by the Linear and Open Space and the related designations and the varied
minimum buffers. As demonstrated by what occurred when it came to the
staking of the St. John’s Development Corporation, OPA 30 requires the PSW
is to be mandatorily staked as developments occur and the policy mechanism
contained within it accommodates the specifics at the correct time.

7. The Board agrees with the evidence called by the Town and the submissions
of Mr. Lord that OPA 30 puts in place a “suite” to augment, monitor and
enhance the PSW and that there is an active Town interest to maximize the
benefits. OPA 30 has done a commendable job in providing a planning
document that is clear and consistent with the legitimate objectives of an
appropriate balance of public and private interests and, in the words of Mr.
Lord, “weighing both and favouring neither.”

8. All counsel commended Mr. Tomlinson for his efforts in achieving the
establishment of the Wildlife Park. So does the Board. His attempt to
establish a line, however, which would preclude the visual impact of humans
upon certain species is a standard that does not exist in Ontario and is not

reasonable.

This is the Order of the Board.

J.R. BOXMA
MEMBER

Note: For attachments please see original.
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Section 3.7.1 d shall be defeted and replaced by the following:

371

d) Lands designated Parks and Open Space and shown schemstically
on Schedule "AA™ have besn detarmined in consuitation with the
Town's Leisure Services Department, having regard for the Town of
Aurora Culture and Recrestion Master Plan, and the Bayview
Northeast Master Servicing Plan, Envircnmental Management Pian
and update, and the Municipal Flnanciai Impact Study. Oetailed
boundariss for thess d particularly the Environmental
Protection Lina as shown on Schedide "AA” and as (dentified in the
Environmental Managemant Plan updats, shall be finally determined

ok g~ Zoming-—Evdd esbeivics "

procesa~in sccordance with Section 1.7.2.8

Section 3.7.2 a shall ba dsfeted and raplacad by the following:

3.7.2 Parks and Open Space Categoriss

Where appropriata, functions and faciities of the Parks and Open
Spaca categories may bte combined or integrated.

a) Linsar and Other Open Spacs

The Linear and Other Open Spacs dasignation generally consists of
the East Holland River Valley which is idantified as an Envimnnmaental
Protection Area on Scheduie D" of the Official Plan.

1t aiso includes part of the East Aurors Wetiand Complex, which has
been ilentifisd as being of provincial significance. The Linesr and
Other Open Space designation also pravides a natural limit for urban
deveicpment sleng the west side of the Holland River valiey. Uses
within this designation shall generally be restricted (o passive
recreation, inciuding trails along the Holand River and in the setbacks
adiacent t0 the East Aurora Watiand Camplex, and other uses and
activities that contribute 0 conssrvation and enhancemant of the
naturzal landscape and features.

No development and stie aiteration will be permitted in the Avrora East
Wedand Ccmpbx Mmmw

mmmz_sm_awmmm ln mn- . a
davelopment setback from the boundary of the Aurora East Wetiand
Complex and cther lands designated Linear and Open Space along

the Holland River Valley, shall be provided as shown by the




Recammended Environmental Protection Line on Schedule "AA” and
¢ indetal it the-Ermi " B fat

provincially
Statement.

As—deserbod—in—ihe—Envirenmenial-Management—Risn—vpdate
mmmm-mmummm.mwmw

significant in accordancs with the Provincial Policy

In

managsment poficies shail spply:

i)

v}

v)

vi)

The adjacant development setback ares should bs
significantly landscaped with a mixturs of conifer snd
daciduous pianting 30 as {0 ensurs the open water ponds
are effectively scresnad from adjacent deveiopmant.

The wa southerly ponds should be rejuvenated to achiave
wetiand values ard snhanca wildiife habitat.

Water loveis in the twe northern ponds shoukd be maintained
st lower management levels than present to enhance
mwmmummdh:bh_t.

A program for managing water levels on a3 regular basis
shouid be deveioped and muintained for afl pond areas.

Part of the exiating conifer plantation on the east side of the
central pond on lands adjacent ta this sacandary plan and
referred to as Bayview Northeast Arsa 2C should be
managed to (ncresse diversity and pravide more open fleid
habitat. .

Only ane road crossing of the Linear and Other Open Spacs
dasignation shouid be provided in the location conceptually
shown on Scheduls “AA”, 50 as tc minimize impacis on the
East Aurora Wetland Complex and reduca fragmentation of
this nstural open space comidor glong the Holland River
valley. - »
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