{AZIMUTH ENVIRONMENTAL
77" CONSULTING, INC.

Environmental Assessments & Approvals

April 25, 2017 AEC 14-147

Moco Development

c/o Innovative Planning Solutions
150 Dunlop Street East, Suite 201
Barrie, Ontario L4M 1B2

Attention: Darren Vella, President

Re: Response to Grand River Conservation Authority Comrents Regarding
Future Road Connection to Block 128 at Moco Develaopent, Part of North
Half of Lot 31, Concession 1, Township of East Lutr — Grand Valley,
County of Dufferin

Dear Mr. Vella:

Azimuth Environmental Consulting, Inc. (Azimuth)gpared an Environmental Impact
Study (EIS; August 2015) in support of the propodedelopment application for the
abovementioned property. Comments were received the Grand River Conservation
Authority (GRCA; March 29, 2016). Subsequent te teceipt of these comments,
Azimuth prepared an EIS Response Letter (Decenhe2@.6). GRCA was generally
satisfied with Azimuth’s 2016 EIS Response Lettgtrddvised that additional studies
would be requested by GRCA if and when a futuresirg was proposed connecting
Block 121 (formerly Block 128) with proposed dev@htoent to the west of Boyne Creek.
GRCA indicated that an EIS of the valley featurewdtd be undertaken to find the
preferred crossing location to prevent future dotglwith associated used. Through
subsequent discussions with GRCA (Conference caith129, 2017 with Nathan
Garland (GRCA) and subsequent email correspond@ha8arland, March 31, 2017), it
is our understanding that GRCA is requesting infatian that justifies the proposed
access block in the location shown (Figure 3). &fwee, the purpose of this letter is to
provide rationale from a Natural Heritage perspector the location of the proposed
access block for potential future connections actbe Creek.

The property is currently used for agriculturalgases and is bisected by a stream,
Boyne Creek, which drains north to the Grand Riv&trthis time, the design plans
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propose residential development on the west sidleeoproperty only, leaving the east
portion (Block 121) undeveloped (Figure 3).

The design drawings have proposed that Block 114seive as the location of a future
road allowance that will provide a connection todd 121. The Town of Grand Valley
has selected this location as the most suitabla fature crossing based on an existing
culvert crossing that was previously establishethieylandowner for access purposes.

Azimuth has reviewed the preliminary figure of ffreposed crossing at Boyne Creek
prepared by Valdor Engineering Inc (appended).eBas our preliminary review of this
figure, from a Natural Heritage perspective, Blddi is an appropriate location for the
proposed road crossing over Boyne Creek for tHeviahg reasons:

» At this location there is an existing farm accexsdrand culvert crossing
therefore, it represents an area that has alreagly tisturbed to accommodate
the current agricultural land use;

* Ecological Land Classification for Southern Ontgi&h.C; Leeet al. 1998) was
utilized to identify and map vegetation communitesthe property (Figure 2).
The riparian corridor that bisects the propertggsociated with four ELC
community classifications: Reed Canary Grass Mindeadow Marsh Type
(MAM2-2), Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple Deciduous Foresp@yFOD5-1), Dry-Fresh
White Cedar Coniferous Forest (FOC2-2) and Dry-MOkl Field Meadow Type
(CUM1-1). None of the communities documented areslered to be unique or
rare locally or provincially. There were no plapiecies of federal or provincial
conservation concern documented within these veégeteommunities;

* Encroachment into wetland (MAM2-2) habitat woulddw®ided;

» Encroachment into the woodland habitat would beireq. The woodland
features on the property are not considered tagméfisant based on provincial
and the Town'’s criteria. We would recommend thed¢ temoval is minimized to
that required for the potential future crossing;

* No amphibian activity was documented during Azinrsi2015 field
investigations. There was no observed evidendengfterm ponding of water
within the riparian corridor during the daytime isyr visits. Therefore, the
riparian corridor, and specifically, the locatiointlee proposed road crossing, does
not provide breeding amphibian habitat for amdmisi

* Four Species At Risk (SAR) birds were documenteathdithe course of the three
breeding bird surveys completed by Azimuth in 20B&tn Swallow (Threatened,
THR), Bobolink (THR), Eastern Meadowlark (THR) aldstern Wood-pewee
(Special Concern, SC):
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e Barn Swallow: No structures suitable for nestingevabserved on the
property. The CUM1-1 and MAM2-2 communities of fir@perty
provide potential foraging habitat for Barn Swallbawever, the creation
of a roadway through the CUM1-1 community doesraptesent a
significant loss and potential foraging habitat Barn Swallow would
remain within the valleylands post-development $thauroad be
constructed,;

» Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark: No individuals &reonfirmed to be
nesting or have the central area of their defendedories within the
property limits; and

» Eastern Wood-pewee: Singing males were documemidiaeoproperty.
Eastern Wood-pewee is a woodland species. Cuyrehére is no
protection afforded to Eastern Wood-pewee accorttir@ntario’s ESA.
We would recommend that the proposed location efukure crossing
minimize the necessity to remove woodland habitat.

* No SAR plantsi(e. Butternut [END]) were identified on the propedyring the
vegetation inventory; and

* From a fisheries perspective, the proposed locati@future access road
represents an area that historically has beenrbdefiLand minimizes the need for
vegetation removal. Crossing should be designel that fish and fish habitat
will not be impacted.

Additional SAR studies will be required at the timfepotential future works to ensure
compliance with the ESA. The forest habitat pregigootentially suitable habitat for

bats. There are currently three species of baedliss Endangered according to Ontario’s
ESA. Should removal of forest habitat be requiteshsideration must be given to END
bats. Given the dynamic character of the naturairenment, there is a constant
variation in habitat use. Changes to policy, eriatural environment, could result in
shifts, removal, or addition of new species that@otected under the ESA.

Future works in proximity to the watercourse (etgad construction, culvert installation)
must be in compliance with the Federal Fisheriets Acqualified fisheries biologist
should assess the proposed works and determime#uefor Department of Fisheries
and Oceans (DFO) Permitting (i.e., Self AssessoeRequest for Review).

As indicated by GRCA, additional studies and a GR€3Aied permit would be required
if such a crossing is required or proposed withmalley feature.
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In conclusion, given the aforementioned reasons;iBl14 is a suitable location for
future access to Block 121 from a Natural Heritpgespective. We trust that this
summary suits your present requirements. If youirecadditional information please do
not hesitate to contact me.

Yours truly,
AZIMUTH ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING, INC.

A ag,
Lisa Moran, B.Sc.Env.
Terrestrial Ecologist

Attach:

Figure 2. Environmental Features

Figure 3. Proposed Development Plan

Valdor Engineering Inc. Draft Proposed CrossingrSpa
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