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PART A - General Information

Project Overview

The Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation (GIFN) is proposing a fixed link to connect
Georgina Island to the mainland in the Town of Georgina, Ontario (the Project). Currently,
Georgina Island is accessible solely by the Aazhaawe Ferry during the spring, summer, and
autumn months of the year, and by scoot/airboat or ice road during the winter months. The
Project is proposed to solve a number of issues the GIFN currently face with regard to
accessing the mainland. These include a dated ferry system nearing the end of its service life,
lack of viable alternative transportation options, and health and safety concerns. Current
methods to access the island are not sustainable and have caused threats to the health and
safety of GIFN community members and other island inhabitants (i.e., non-GIFN cottagers).

The proposed Project is considering alternatives that include a bridge and causeway that will
provide access from the southwest shore of Georgina Island to the mainland, crossing a
distance of approximately 2,800 metres (m). On the mainland, access to the bridge would be
from Black River Road. The proposed bridge would span a portion of Lake Simcoe leading to
the Sand Islands, where a causeway link would connect to Georgina Island with access to Chief
Joseph Snake Road.

This Initial Project Description (IPD) documents the studies, findings, and consultation and
engagement undertaken to date as part of the planning process for the Project.

1. PROJECT NAME

The Project’s name, type or sector and proposed location.

Project Name: Georgina Island Fixed Link
Type/Sector: Transportation (Bridge and Causeway)
Proposed Location: Georgina Island, Ontario
Municipal Location: Town of Georgina, Regional Municipality of York (Lower Tier/
Upper Tier)
Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description WSP
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2. PROPONENT INFORMATION

The proponent’s name and contact information and the name and contact information to
the primary representative for the purpose of the description of the project.

Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation (GIFN) Communication Protocol:

Mail/e-mail: All correspondence to be sent to the Proponent Contact
Copy the Primary Representative Contact

Telephone: Direct all inquires to the Proponent Contact

Proponent:
Chief Donna Big Canoe
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation

Proponent Contact Primary Representative Contact

Sue Olguin Mike Jacobs

Senior Project Manager Chief Executive Officer

WSP Canada Inc. Cambium Indigenous Professional Services
100 Commerce Valley Drive West, 1109 Mississauga Street

Thornhill, ON, L3T OA1 Curve Lake First Nation, ON, KOL 1P0O
Phone: 647-963-0257 Phone: (705) 872-7244

E-mail: sue.olguin@wsp.com E-mail: m.jacobs@indigenousaware.com

3. PUBLIC AND REGULATORY ENGAGEMENT

A summary of any engagement undertaken with any jurisdiction or other party, including a
summary of the key issues raised and the results of the engagement, and a brief
description of any plan for future engagement.

Before 2019, the GIFN retained consulting services of Neegan Burnside to complete an
alternatives assessment to connect Georgina Island to the mainland. As part of the study
various agencies were engaged, and issues pertaining to mitigation of environmental impacts
were raised. The results of engagement identified the need for GIFN to undertake additional
detailed project planning for a fixed link (Neegan Burnside, 2008).

In the fall of 2019, WSP Canada Inc. (WSP) was retained to develop a Project Plan and identify
a design, and construction plan for a fixed link. Initial engagement started with the GIFN Chief
and Council, followed by the GIFN community, and then other parties. Consultation with
regulatory and government agencies was initiated by the proponent in the fall of 2020 and was
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conducted with a number of federal, provincial, and municipal agencies that have jurisdiction
over portions of the proposed Project location. Engagement was also broadened to the
mainland community, and community interest groups, and other Indigenous communities, as
discussed below and in Section 4. Indigenous Engagement.

Public Engagement
Regional Citizens — Open Meeting — October 5, 2021

This meeting was the first Introduction to the Project for the mainland Lake Simcoe community
at large. The intent of the meeting was to bring the greater mainland Lake Simcoe community
information about the Project, from a First Nation lens, from the conception of the Project to the
submission of the Draft IPD to the Impact Assessment Agency of Canada (IAAC). See
Appendix F for meeting notes and summary of questions asked and feedback collected during
this meeting.

Table 1 Summary of Public Engagement Events

Event ‘ Date ‘ Attendance ‘ Topics Presented
Regional Citizens - October 5, 2021 61 participants Inform the greater
Open Meeting Lake Simcoe

community about the
Project, from a First
Nation lens, rom its
conception through to
the submission of the
Draft IPD to IAAC.

Community Interest Groups
Rescue Lake Simcoe Coalition (RLSC) — April 22, 2021

On April 22, 2021, Cambium Indigenous Professional Services (CIPS) introduced the Project to
a representative of the Rescue Lake Simcoe Coalition (RLSC) to discuss details of the Project,
aspects of interest, processes for formal engagement and next steps. RLSC suggested the
Project promote reconciliation and protect the environment on the whole. During this
conversation it was concluded that GIFN will formally engage the RLSC and parties having the
same Lake Simcoe protection goals as the community. RLSC did offer to promote meetings and
inform its members of any relevant engagements to assist the community. With some technical
details provided during this conversation, RLSC expressed interest regarding impacts and
design aspects of the Project with specific interest on impacts to Lake Simcoe and the Lake
Simcoe Watershed. CIPS iterated that engagement will be ongoing with RLSC to find
acceptable mitigation measures and to ensure project changes will protect the lake.

Non-for-profit (NFP) Organizations — July 22, 2021

To follow up on this initial conversation with the RLSC, on July 22, 2021, CIPS met with non-for-
profit (NFP) organizations with an interest in protecting Lake Simcoe, based on the list provided
by IAAC on March 3, 2021 (see Appendix F for a copy of this list). CIPS presented a project
introduction that included the Project background and understanding prior to the official IAAC

Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description WSP
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process being initiated. This meeting also served as the initial request for professional, invested
eyes to join the GIFN’s lens to protect Lake Simcoe going forward.

The following project NFP organizations were present or received access to the recorded
presentation:

Orillia Naturalists Club

The Ontario Headwaters Institute
Windfall Ecology Centre

Lake Simcoe Watch

Save the Maskinonge

Ontario Rivers Alliance
Ecojustice

Sail Georgina

Ontario Water Centre

Rescue Lake Simcoe Coalition
Friends of Strawberry Island
Carden Field Naturalists

South Lake Simcoe Naturalists
Ontario Water Centre

North Gwillimbury Forest Alliance
AWARE Simcoe

Lake Simcoe Association

Nature Barrie

At the outset of this session, it was identified to the participants that the GIFN was looking for
collective input from the organizations and that as each individual organization was made aware
of project activities, or if individual organization had a particular concern, they could provide
feedback directly to the Georgina Island Fixed Link (GIFL) Secretariat. As part of the process,
organizations could remain in the collective or receive presentations as individual organizations.
For that reason, the issues raised were assumed to be from the collective participants rather
than their individual organizations. One individual response from the RLSC was received
following the presentation.

For the most part, the response to the Project was positive as it was a positive and safe initiative
that should benefit the local First Nation community. Similarly to engagement with the GIFN
members, a need to protect the lake environment was identified as paramount. The fact that the
presentation and directive from the GIFN community to protect the lake was evident in the
presentation was well received.

During the presentation and discussion, the participants expressed concern about the impacts
this project may have to individual landowners on the lake and such impacts might be mitigated.
Impacts to views, land values, and to the construction of a nearby infrastructure project were
identified as concerns. The GIFL Secretariat noted the concern and expressed that, as with all
significant infrastructure projects, there will be both positive and negative impacts to the
community. GIFN will include presentations to the public at large (Indigenous and non-
Indigenous) to ensure that information is available in a transparent manner. Also, the community
has voluntarily initiated the IAAC process, which will allow for a non-Indigenous review of
impacts to ensure that voices wishing to protect the lake are heard throughout the process.

Also during the presentation, it was acknowledged that the current diesel ferry system poses an
environmental hazard to the lake. Having a large boat, spewing black smoke, and carrying large
trucks back and forth, is a concern, especially as the ferry ages. The potential for accident and
an environmental catastrophe, and acknowledgment that a fixed link would significantly reduce
that risk, was noted. It was also noted that the short-term construction phase may pose a similar
risk and that partners should be made aware of the potential impacts on an ongoing basis.

The primary outcome from this session was that information needs to be shared and those that
want to protect the lake should be included in the process. The GIFL Secretariat will be
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developing an Environmental Review Team made up of Lake Simcoe knowledge holders to
review project scope for environmental practice to make sure the studies are being conducted in
a way that is acceptable to those wishing to protect the lake. Also, the Environmental Review
Team will review all final versions of the studies to ensure that areas of concern are effectively
considered during the Project decision making processes of the Proponent (GIFN).

The GIFL Secretariat has also opened multiple lines of communication. The fixed link website,
subscription to update opportunities and direct email address opportunities are available to
those requesting information. In addition, the IAAC process, which is familiar to the some of the
NFP participants, is also being voluntarily initiated to allow for direct, formal inputs into the
Project.

See Appendix F for meeting notes with the NFP organizations.
Summary of Community Interest Group Engagement

A summary of the meetings with the regional public and community interest groups to date is
provided in Table 2.

Table 2 Summary of Community Interest Group Consultation

Event Attendance Date Topics Presented
Rescue Lake Simcoe 1 representative April 22, 2021 Introduction to the
Coalition (RLSC) Project, aspects of
interest, processes
for formal
engagement and next
steps.
Non-for-profit (NFP) 10 representatives July 22, 2021 Introduction to the
Organizations: Project, including
project background
* RLSC . and understanding
* Carden Field prior to the official
Naturalists IAAC process being
e South Lake Simcoe initiated.
Naturalists
e North Gwillimbury
Forest Alliance
e Lake Simcoe
Association
¢ Windfall Ecology
Centre
e Lake Simcoe Watch
¢ Rivers Alliance,
o Sail Georgina
e Ontario Water
Centre
Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description WSP
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Federal Agencies

Meeting #1 - Canadian Infrastructure Bank (CIB) and Impact Assessment Agency of
Canada (IAAC) - October 5, 2020

On October 5, GIFN engaged the Canadian Infrastructure Bank (CIB) and held an introductory
meeting with IAAC to discuss the Project and next steps. The outcome of this meeting was the
identification that the fixed link falls under the designated project list under the federal Impact
Assessment Act (IAA) because it is proposed to contain a contiguous causeway greater than
400 metres and crosses Lake Simcoe. The result of this meeting led to the initiation of this IPD
by the GIFN. Following that initial discussion, GIFN continued to work with the CIB as a
potential funding partner. In August 2021, the CIB issued a Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) for Chief and Council’s consideration intended to offer ‘Accelerator’ project loan support
for the upcoming development and study costs related to the Project. The MOU for financial
support was signed by Chief and Council in mid September 2021.

Regulatory Agencies

Meeting #1 — Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) — March 9,
2021

On March 9, 2021, the Project Team met with the MECP to determine what is required for the
provincial environmental assessment (EA) process, if a provincial EA is required. The MECP
noted that an Individual EA will likely not be required; however, certain Class EA processes may
apply. A key question to consider in determining applicability of EA requirements is
“proponency” as the provincial Environmental Assessment Act generally applies to public sector
proponents, with some application to private sector proponents. As well, MECP noted that
ownership of the lakebed would be a key consideration in determining whether a Ministry of
Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry (NDMNRF) Class EA process
applies.

The MECP also noted that the Ministry would participate as part of the federal impact
assessment process, even in the event no provincial Environmental Assessment Act approval is
required. MECP will be part of the IAAC review team and will act as the window for all other
provincial ministries. Any decision to follow a harmonized federal-provincial EA process requires
Minister approval; however, in any EA process, the MECP would support principles of efficient
and streamlined review to minimize duplication.

A copy of the meeting notes is included in Appendix F.
Meeting #1 - IAAC & MECP — May 12, 2021

On May 12, 2021, CIPS, WSP and the IAAC met with the MECP to coordinate EA/impact
assessment requirements for the fixed link. MECP confirmed that an Individual EA will likely not
be required; however, certain Class EA processes may apply. MECP also stated that the
Municipal Class EA is not applicable, however, the NDMNRF Class EA may apply. MECP
committed to providing reviews of submitted information pertaining to applicable provincial
Environmental Assessment Act requirements and will provide comment according to their policy
areas.

A copy of the meeting notes is included in Appendix F.
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Meeting #1 — Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry
(NDMNRF) — May 26, 2021

On May 26, 2021, WSP met with the NDMNRF to discuss provincial EA processes and
requirements, including potential works on shorelands and lake bottom under NDMNRF
jurisdiction. The NDMNRF also confirmed Resource Stewardship and Facility Development
(RSFD) Class EA requirements for lakebed and shoreline areas. The NDMNRF stated that
internal discussions were needed to confirm the consultation process including the Duty to
Consult. The NDMNRF requested a copy of the Consultation List to confirm and/or update as
required. The NDMNREF clarified that construction activities on Crown Land (including lakebed)
will require a work permit under the Public Lands Act. Permanent/long term bridge footings,
abutments, piers, and other occupations of Crown land will require easements, leaseholds, or
tenure (occupational versus operational). A purchase would relieve NDMNRF of the
requirement for long-term reviews going forward. The NDMNREF stated that there are numerous
potential authorizations under its mandate, including under the Public Lands Act, Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Act, or Lakes and Rivers Improvements Act. See Appendix F for meeting
notes with the NDMNRF.

Meeting # 1 - Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority (LSRCA) — August 11, 2021

On August 11, 2021, WSP and CIPS met with the Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority
(LSRCA) to introduce the Project and provide an overview of the Project status to date. It was
noted that the proposed project will follow the federal impact assessment process as the Project
is on the list of Designated Projects. As well, Lake Simcoe is navigable waters and will require
specific federal permitting requirements. As part of this process, GIFN will be consulting with
multiple groups as part of the draft IPD process. The LSRCA confirmed that it does not have
jurisdiction for this Project but can participate to provide technical feedback and advice as
needed. The LSRCA expressed general support for the Project and provided several
recommendations to ensure impacts/risks to Lake Simcoe are minimized and/or mitigated,
specifically since Lake Simcoe has portions with hydromorphological hazards. The LSRCA
communicated that a Voluntary Project Review (VPR) process may be required and noted that
they will need to discuss with the Board of Directors to identify what level of support could be
provided to Project. GIFN will be presenting to the LSRCA Board in Fall of 2021 as a follow up.
See Appendix F for meeting notes with the LSRCA.

Meeting #2 — LSRCA Board of Director’s Meeting — September 24, 2021

CIPS provided the Board with an overview of the proposed Project and reviewed the timeline
dating back pre-2008 where discussions were held and federal commitments were made;
however, nothing happened at that time. In 2018, a formal resolution was made by GIFN Band
Council to complete a fixed link by 2030.

An overview of the Project timeline was provided, and CIPS noted that it is hoped a community
impact assessment will be completed by end of 2024, with a bridge operational by the end of
2026. Seeking input from all stakeholders including the LSRCA and its scientific knowledge of
the lake will be critical to the Project’s success.

It was resolved that the presentation regarding the Project be received for information and that a
report be brought back to the Board once more information becomes available. See
Appendix F for meeting notes with the LSRCA.

Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description WSP
Project No. 19M-01347-00
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation Page 7



Summary of Regulatory and Government Agency Consultation

A summary of feedback collected during the various agency consultation meetings to date, and
how the Project Team will be addressing the feedback, is included in Appendix F.

Table 3 Summary of Regulatory Agency Consultation

Agency ‘ Date ‘ Purpose

Canada Infrastructure October 5, To have an introductory Project meeting. The

Bank (CIB) and Impact 2020 outcome of this meeting was the identification that

Assessment Agency of the Project falls under the Physical Activities

Canada (IAAC) Regulations designated project list under the
federal Impact Assessment Act (1AA).

Ministry of the March 9, To determine what is required for the provincial

Environment, 2021 environmental assessment (EA) process, if a

Conservation and Parks provincial EA is required.

(MECP)

IAAC and MECP May 12, To discuss the need for coordinating federal-

2021 provincial impact assessment/EA requirements for

the Project.

Ministry of Northern May 26, To discuss EA processes and requirements,

Development, Mines, 2021 including potential works on the shorelands and

Natural Resources and lake bottom under NDMNREF jurisdiction.

Forestry (NDMNRF)

Lake Simcoe Region August 11, To introduce the Project and overview on the

Conservation Authority 2021 current status.

(LSRCA)

LSRCA Board of September | To provide an overview of the proposed Project

Directors 24, 2021 and review the timeline dating back to pre-2008

when discussions were held and federal
commitments were made.

Elected Officials

Member of Parliament (MP) for York Simcoe, Scot Davidson — August 31, 2021

On August 31, 2021, Chief Donna Big Canoe (assisted by CIPS) provided a Project introduction
presentation to the Member of Parliament (MP) for York-Simcoe, Scot Davidson. This 30-minute
presentation was provided as a courtesy to the MP to provide the required information to
properly direct communications to the First Nation from constituents as the Project becomes
public knowledge. During this meeting, MP Davidson expressed strong support for the Project
and was supportive of the First Nation determining their own path for the future. MP Davidson
has also offered to assist the GIFN leadership when requested. See Appendix F for meeting

notes with MP Davidson.
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Town of Georgina Mayor and Council — November 17, 2021

On November 17, 2021, a meeting was held with the Town of Georgina Mayor and Council to
introduce and provide an overview of the Project. The Town inquired whether the properties
identified on the Project study area as potential mainland landing areas are owned by the GIFN.
CIPS confirmed that the properties are currently owned by the GIFN. They also explained that
the properties are not part of the community’s First Nation lands at this point. All of the
properties are going through the Additions to Reserve process through the federal government
and there is no distinct timeline on when that might occur have been provided.

It was acknowledged by the Town that a large quantity of fill would be required, and the Town
inquired about the composition and source of the fill. The fill source has not been determined
yet, although this question has been raised a number of times across the engagement sessions.
It is assumed that the type of fill would be coming from the north along the highway and that
truck traffic will be higher during the construction phase of the Project. LSRCA inquired about
the same issue and raised truck volume as a project issue in the Region. The volume of fill
required has spurred brainstorming by the community about potentially owning their own quarry,
but conversations have not progressed. See Appendix F for meeting notes with the Town.

Member of Provincial Parliament (MPP) for York-Simcoe — Caroline Mulroney —
December 3, 2021

The GIFN have made initial contact with Caroline Mulroney’s office (Member of Provincial
Parliament (MPP) for York-Simcoe) to schedule a similar presentation as that provided to MP
Davidson. A meeting with held on December 3, 2021, that provided information to the MPP’s
office pertaining to how constituents can engage GIFN as well as to determine what the Project
relationship between GIFN Council and the MPP’s office would be moving forward. GIFN also
inquired about the MPP’s project role as the current Minister of Transportation for the province
of Ontario. See Appendix F for meeting notes with MPP Mulroney.

Future Engagement with Regulatory Agencies and the Public

The GIFN Chief and Council recognize that additional consultation with government agencies
and the public will be required for portions of the Project that are not solely located on reserve
lands. As a result, the Fixed Link Engagement Plan (Appendix E) was finalized and approved
by Council in February 2022, for implementation. Regularly scheduled engagement sessions
will be provided as part of the GIFN and greater Lake Simcoe community consultation. The
frequency of these dates has been determined through initial discussions and presentations by
the Georgina Island Fixed Link (GIFL) Secretariat Team, as outlined in Table 4 below.

Table 4 Public, Community Interest Groups and Regulatory Agency - Future Engagement
Schedule

Engagement Notes

Stakeholders

Frequency

¢ Updates are to be offered e GIFL Secretariat has

Government Agencies

on a quarterly basis,
depending on Project
progress and need.
Presentations to
government agencies will

opened a line of
communication through a
Project website
(www.gifixedlink.com),
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Engagement Frequency Notes

Stakeholders
be conducted as desired email contact and
(either when desired or presentations.
according to a fixed
schedule).
Public and GIFN and e Public presentationg \_/viII e GIFL Secrgtariat has
greater Lake Simcoe pe conducte_d to SO|ICIt. opened a Ilng of
Community Groups input regarding potential communication through the
impacts during the impact website, email contact and
assessment process, as presentations.
required.

e Organizations currently
protecting Lake Simcoe
may request presentations
to their respective groups
given the shared interest
with the GIFN community
of Georgina Island.

e A website has been
developed to share
information, reports, and
updates on an ongoing,
real-time basis.

e General public can
subscribe for updates

e Facebook pages has been
developed to support
general public
engagement.

4. INDIGENOUS ENGAGEMENT

A list of the Indigenous groups that may be affected by the carrying out of the project, a
summary of any engagement undertaken with the Indigenous peoples of Canada, including
a summary of key issues raised and the results of the engagement, and a brief description
of any plan for future engagement.

The Government of Canada has a duty to consult, and where appropriate, accommodate
Indigenous groups when it considers conduct that might adversely impact potential or
established Aboriginal or treaty rights. The nature of this Project will trigger this obligation of the
federal government. As the Project proponent, GIFN will need to execute the Fixed Link
Engagement Plan to help ensure that the Project does not impact GIFN rights, or the rights of
other Nations. The GIFN is signatory to the Williams Treaties and its peoples are recognized as
Indigenous people of Canada. As such, the GIFN will respect the Nation to Nation relationship
with the federal government of Canada and request the same from the federal government of
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Canada. This relationship is documented by “Characteristics of a Nation-to-Nation Relationship
- Discussion Paper (February 2017) — Submitted to the Institute on Governance (Marcia
Nickerson).

Indigenous communities considered to have real or asserted interactions with the proposed
study area for the Project will be engaged. As the Duty to Consult and Accommodate
requirement is the responsibility of the federal government, the IAAC provided a letter on
February 26, 2021, that identified Indigenous groups that may be impacted by the Project. IAAC
identified the Indigenous groups listed below based on information available to the Crown from
the Aboriginal and Treaty Rights Information System, and from publicly available information.
The following constitutes the anticipated initial stakeholder list:

Alderville First Nation

Beausoleil First Nation

Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation
Chippewas of Rama

Curve Lake First Nation

Hiawatha First Nation

Huron Wendat Nation

Métis Nation of Ontario — Region 7
Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation

A copy of these letters is included in Appendix F.
Engagement Principles

GIFN will maintain a set of principles defining core values underpinning interactions with
stakeholders.

These principles are as follows:

¢ GIFN is Committed to understanding, engaging, and identifying stakeholders early in
the Project development process;

e GIFN will engage with Integrity by completing engagements in a manner that fosters
mutual respect and trust;

¢ GIFN will engage with Respect ensuring the rights, cultural beliefs, values, and interests
of stakeholders are recognized;

e GIFN will remain Transparent throughout engagements by ensuring concerns are
responded to in a timely, open, and effective manner;

e GIFN will encourage Inclusiveness by encouraging and supporting broad participation
by appropriate stakeholders.

The end result of the application the engagement principles is to foster trust through open and
meaningful dialogue that respects and upholds the core beliefs, values, and opinions of the
GIFN and its membership.

In order to build trust, engagements will be managed in a consistent, uniform manner to
establish a ‘brand of information dissemination and stakeholder interaction’ that the GIFN
community can predict, understand, and rely upon.

GIFN Community Engagement

In the fall of 2019, WSP Canada Inc. (WSP) was retained to develop a Project Plan for the GIFN
and identify a design, and construction plan for a fixed link. On November 4, 2019, WSP
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engaged the GIFN Chief and Council and presented its understanding of the background
context, engineering options and work completed to date. The objective of the meeting was also
to hold a visioning workshop with GIFN leadership to determine project need, project challenges
issues, and a method for engagement within the GIFN community, as discussed below.

GIFN Community Holiday Bazaar — December 3, 2019

On December 3, 2019, a pop-up booth for the Project was set up at the Georgina Island Annual
Community Holiday Bazaar to enhance outreach with members and cottagers. Present at the
booth were representatives from the Consultant Team alongside members of the Georgina
Island First Nation Economic Development Department. The project constraints, opportunities,
and schedule were presented to approximately 60 attendees. Members of GIFN and cottagers
present at this pop-up event were presented with a study area Map and feedback pertaining to
project issues, concerns and opportunities were collected. This pop-up event was also used to
advertise a community-wide workshop. The event resulted in the identification of key issues and
concerns that the community wanted to address as part of the Fixed Link Study, including land
protection, security, route selection, tax impacts, and effects on species.

A copy of the display materials is included in Appendix F.
GIFN Community Visioning Workshop — January 13, 2020

A Community Visioning Workshop was facilitated by the Project Team at the Georgina Island
Community Centre on January 13, 2020. Live questions were asked using Clicker Technology
during a formal presentation, after which the 31 attendees were divided into 5 facilitated focus
groups and asked to discuss the benefits and constraints in greater detail. More specifically, the
groups focused on discussion about the potential positives, objections, enhancements, and
remediation related to the Project, as well as other comments and suggestions. Panels around
the room were provided to describe technical aspects of the Project plan and schedule. GIFN
community members expressed a strong preference for continued communication by email and
continuing to hold community meetings and events regarding the Project.

Key issues raised in this meeting related to the risks associated with the current Aazhaawe
Ferry and inclement weather that has resulted in loss of life within the community. These issues
include safety, access to jobs, impacts on the natural environment, access, and traditional
knowledge. Youth, elders and overall GIFN community health and wellbeing (quality of life) were
also discussed and matters pertaining to the historical importance of pedestrian footpath from
the Mainland to the island were discussed.

The results of the Community Visioning Workshop informed Chief and Council of the vision and
objectives of the Fixed Link Study and the preferred alternative for undertaking this project on
behalf of the community. As a result, 73% of participants were interested in seeing GIFN
construct a combination of a causeway and bridge, and 63% were interested in including a
multi-use path or other form of pedestrian connection as part of the Fixed Link Study.
Furthermore, 63% of meeting participants saw an urgent need for a fixed link within the next
year, though most understood the Project will likely take from 5 to 10 years to complete.
Participants identified water pollution, fish habitat, and wildlife habitat as important
environmental features to be protected. The comments from this workshop also indicated that
the south-western shoreline of Georgina Island is the preferred location, consistent with
previous studies and that the quality of life, healthcare, and job creation were cited as the top
socio-economic concerns in the community which the fixed link is proposed to address. Other

Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description WSP
Project No. 19M-01347-00
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation Page 12



comments discussed: duration of construction, the duty to consult, who will complete the EA,
other environmental concerns, access and security, and traffic expectations.

The outcome of this meeting provided WSP and the GIFN Chief and Council with next steps to
engage the GIFN community in the Fixed Link Study and to select a preferred alternative means
for carrying out the technical investigation and future engagement that would be required.

A copy of the Community Visioning Workshop Summary is included in Appendix F.
GIFN Youth Workshop — November 9, 2021

A workshop was held with Georgina Island youth on November 9, 2021, and was facilitated
CIPS. Feedback was collected from the workshop participants around three main area: whether
the presentation was informative; main fears about the fixed link project; and potential benefits
from the Project. 11 attendees participated in the workshop and provided their feedback and
submitted questions to the facilitators. Some of the key concerns that were raised included: fear
of cottagers being able to come and go more as they please; concerns that development that
may happen after things are easier to bring over; lessened security for the community; and job
loss due to the ferry being discontinued. See Appendix F for meeting notes and summary of
feedback collected during this workshop.

Summary of GIFN Community Engagement

Table 5 Summary of GIFN Community Engagement Events

Date/time Attendance Topics presented
GIFN Community December 3, 60 participants Project constraints
Holiday Bazaar 2019 and opportunities, as

well as schedule and
Project study area

map.
GIFN Community January 13, 2020 | 31 participants Potential positives,
Visioning Workshop objections,

enhancements, and
potential mitigation
measures related to
the Project.

GIFN Youth Workshop | November 9, 11 participants General project
2021 overview and
Questions and
Answers portion to
respond to GIFN
youths’
questions/concerns
about the Project.
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Williams Treaty First Nations (WTFN)
Meeting #1 — July 17, 2021

On July 15, 2021, Chief Donna Big Canoe met with the Williams Treaty First Nations (WTFN)
Chiefs to introduce the Project and inform them of the community’s formal Band Council
Resolution initiating the GIFN’s intent to construct a fixed link. Following up from the meeting,
Chief Big Canoe reintroduced the Project on August 26, 2021, requesting a Letter of Support
from each community. As a result of this meeting, Georgina Island First Nation has received
Letters of Support from each of the WTFN Chiefs on behalf of the following communities:

Curve Lake First Nation (August 10, 2021)

Chippewas of Rama First Nation (September 13, 2021)
Mississaugas of Scugog Island First Nation (September 13, 2021)
Alderville First Nation (September 13, 2021)

Hiawatha First Nation (September 15, 2021)

Beausoleil First Nation (September 15, 2021)

In the Letters of Support, the WTFN confirmed that they will follow an internal, agreed-to
process for the Consultation to ensure that indigenous consultation is occurring. As well, some
First Nations expressed interests in mitigating impacts to Lake Simcoe or the environment in
general. GIFN informed all communities that regardless of the internal process, the IAAC will be
contacting their consultation department on this process and that federal funds are available to
support their consultation efforts pertaining to this Project.

See Appendix F for a copy of the Letters of Support received from the WTFN.
Métis Nation of Ontario (MNO)
Meeting #1 — August 12, 2021

On August 12, 2021, GIFN met with the Métis Nation of Ontario (MNO) to introduce the Project;
to request project support; and to identify key consultation plans that may be required moving
forward. The MNO expressed interest in any processes that would require archaeological
studies or impacts as well identifying any potential socio-economic benefits that may be realized
by the MNO citizens as a result of such a large infrastructure project. MNO was informed that a
procurement plan is in development (completion Fall 2021) that does place a priority on
Indigenous participation. GIFN also reiterated their equal concern for any potential
archaeological and environmental impacts. The MNO will be preparing an MOU for GIFN
Council’s review and negotiation in the Fall of 2021 that details the formal relationship moving
forward. Of particular note was the acknowledgement by GIFN and MNO of the unique
opportunity for Indigenous people to be on both the Proponent and consultation sides of this
Project to show how Consultation from an indigenous lens can occur. See Appendix F for
meeting notes with the MNO.

The meeting was attended by several MNO representatives. |dentity factors were not collected
for this meeting. GIFN recognizes that over 120,000 people identify as Métis in Ontario, and any
future engagement activities will apply GBA+ processes ensure that diverse perspectives are
considered to best assess which sub-group is likely to be most impacted by any given issue.
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Huron Wendat First Nation
Meeting #1 — November 30, 2021

Throughout the summer of 2021, GIFN has initiated, via email communications, initial
consultation procedures required with the Huron Wendat community. A project presentation was
shared with the community on November 30, 2021, and initial discussions have specifically
focussed on archaeology support and Huron Wendat participation during development of the
Stage | Archaeological Assessment. During this meeting the Huron Wendat First Nation inquired
about whether the fixed link will travel through the Sand Island. GIFN explained that the study
area travels east of the Sand Islands. The community specifically asked to stay ‘inside’ the sand
Islands for this Project. It was noted to the Huron Wendat Nation that the LSRCA also
commented on this and that specific environmental concerns would be evaluated along
proposed route. The Huron Wendat First Nation noted support to the Project from a community
based lens. The first nation emphasized that economic participation by the Nation would be
desired and time would be committed to discussion if the GIFN were in need of economic
partners, suppliers, or human resources (skilled or training programs). See Appendix F for
meeting notes with the Huron Wendat First Nation.

This meeting was attended by two representatives of the Huron Wendat Nation, and identity
factors were not collected for this meeting. Future engagement activities will apply GBA+
processes ensure that diverse perspectives are considered to best assess which sub-group is
likely to be most impacted by any given issue.

A meeting with Yandata has been planned prior to February 2022 as well as scheduling of initial
project update meeting prior to March 31, 2022, with Huron Wendat Nation and GIFL
Secretariat. GBA+ processes will be applied during these engagements to ensure that diverse
perspectives are considered to best assess which sub-group is likely to be most impacted by
any given issue.

It is often identified through communications that other Indigenous communities or groups may
have an ancestral or treaty tie to locations across Canada that have only been documented
through the community’s local oral traditions. If additional communities or organizations do get
added to the above list, this will be noted in final reports and these additional stakeholders will
receive a copy of the relevant project documents.

Consultation with Other Indigenous Communities and Organizations

A summary of feedback collected during the Indigenous consultation and engagement meetings
to date, and how the Project Team will be addressing the feedback, is included in Table 6
below.

Table 6 Summary of Non-GIFN Indigenous Engagement

Indigenous Group Attendance Date Issues Raised
Williams Treaties First 8 representatives July 15, 2021 | Overall, the communities
Nations: were in support of the

Project, but shared a
general concern about
potential environmental
impacts associated that

e Curve Lake First
Nation
e Hiawatha First Nation
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Indigenous Group ‘ Attendance ‘ Date ‘ Issues Raised

e Alderville First Nation may occur as a result of

e Beausoleil First Nation the Project.

e Chippewas of
Georgina Island First
Nation

e Chippewas of Rama
First Nation

o Mississaugas of
Scugog Island First
Nation

Métis Nation of Ontario 6 representatives August 12, Overall, the Project was
(MNO) 2021 received favourably,
particularly with regard to
the economic benefit this
Project could have to
Georgina Island, the
Indigenous community,
and the regional economy.

Huron Wendat First Nation | 2 representatives November Primary concerns pertain
30, 2021 to archaeology with
environmental and
technical issues outside of
archaeology entrusted to
GIFN and the Williams
Treaty First Nations as part
of the environmental
impact evaluation.

The First Nation also noted
that they believe that GIFN
and their Williams Treaties
counterparts will take the
required environmental
care of the site and would
trust that stewardship to
the Proponent and their
Treaty allies.

Future Engagement with Indigenous Communities

The GIFN Chief and Council recognize that additional consultation with Indigenous leaders will
be required for many portions of the Project that are not solely located on reserve lands. As a
result, the Fixed Link Engagement plan (Appendix E of the IPD) was finalized and approved by
Council in February 2022 for implementation. Regularly scheduled engagement sessions will be
provided. The frequency of these dates has been determined through initial discussions and
presentations by the GIFL Secretariat Team, as outlined in Table 7 below.
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Table 7 Indigenous Communities Future Engagement Schedule

Engagement Stakeholders ‘ Frequency ’ Notes

GIFN Members o GIFN community update
meetings on a quarterly
basis.

e Specific engagements on
community segments and
populations, reports,
community input will be
scheduled as required.

GIFN community
meetings will be held
virtually or in person.
GIFN community will be
given notice of
opportunities for project-
based inputs as they
arise through project
development.

e Updates to Williams
Treaties Chiefs will be
provided at scheduled
meetings of the Williams
Treaties Communities.

o Formal duty to consult
requirements to be
developed on a
community-by-community
basis.

Williams Treaties Allies

The Chiefs are in
consistent contact on a
regular basis and letters
of support from the
Project have been
provided.

If required, GIFN will
request special or ad hoc
meetings with Williams
Treaty First Nations
Chiefs.

e Updates are to be offered
on a quarterly basis,
depending on Project
progress and need.

e Presentations will be
conducted as desired
(either when desired or
according to a fixed
schedule).

o Duty to consult activities
will be conducted by the
GIFN community and
IAAC for the Huron
Wendat Confederacy and
the Métis Nation of
Ontario (MNO).

Indigenous Leadership

GIFL Secretariat has
opened a line of
communication through a
Project website
(www.gifixedlink.com),
email contact and
presentations.
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5. OTHER RELEVANT STUDIES AND PLANS

Any study or plan, relevant to the project, that is being or has been conducted in respect of
the region where the project is to be carried out, including a regional assessment that is
being or has been carried out under section 92 or 93 of the Act or by any jurisdiction,
including by or on behalf of an Indigenous governing body, if the study or plan is available
to the public.

No regional environmental assessments have been carried out under section 92 or 93 of the Act
in relation to the Project or its study area.

Neegan Burnside was retained by GIFN to complete a Preliminary Evaluation of Engineering
and Environmental Alternatives (2008) as a first step toward realizing a fixed link between their
island community and the mainland. The report focuses on a preliminary evaluation of routes
and alternative crossing methods to begin to answer the question of how to provide a more
convenient and consistent mode of travel for the residents and their visitors.

In 2020, the GIFN retained WSP to complete a Project Plan, considering the regulatory and
legal parameters in place for major infrastructure projects in Canada that have the potential to
impact the environment. The Project Plan was developed in 2021 to identify the applicable
planning process, engagement process and environmental assessment guiding principles of the
GIFN and community in order to construct a fixed link. This study was funded by and owned by
the GIFN.

In addition, a Fixed Link Socio-Economic Study was completed in 2019, which described the
health, social and economic context in the region where the Project is located, based on
information that is available to the public or derived from any engagement undertaken.

In addition to the aforementioned studies, WSP will be completing detailed existing conditions
and impact assessment studies in 2022. The anticipated timeline for completing these studies is
for field investigations to take place during Spring/Summer 2022, with reporting to be completed
during the fall 2022. Results of these studies will be included in the Detailed Project Description
(DPD) document. Refer to Sections 14. Description of the Physical and Biological
Environment and 15. Description of the Health, Social and Economic Context for more
detail on future studies.

As well, WSP is preparing a recommended cumulative effects assessment (CEA) framework,
which will be included in the DPD, once developed.
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6. SECTION 95 STRATEGIC ASSESSMENTS

Any strategic assessment, relevant to the project, that is being or has been carried out
under section 95 of the Act.

The only relevant strategic assessment for the Project is the Strategic Assessment of Climate
Change (SACC)(ECCC 2020"). Under SACC, any project undergoing a federal impact
assessment will be required to provide an estimate of the Project’'s GHG emissions. The
proposed bridge and causeway GHG emissions have been estimated to result in a decrease of
15% and shown to be less than the expected GHG emissions from the current ferry operations;
thus, supporting the goals of Canada’s Climate Action Plan. Further information is provided in
Section 23. Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

No other strategic environmental assessments have been completed in relation to the project or
study areas.

T ECCC. 2020. Strategic Assessment of Climate Change. Accessed March 2022. Available at
https://www.canada.ca/en/services/environment/conservation/assessments/strategic-
assessments/climate-change.html
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PART B - Project Information
7. PURPOSE AND NEED OF THE PROJECT

A statement of the purpose of and need for the project, including any potential benefits.

The GIFN community currently relies on the Aazhaawe Ferry, which operates from the mainland
to Georgina Island and has been funded by Indigenous Services Canada (ISC) to date. The
ferry can carry up to 18 cars and there is cabin space for 50 walk-on passengers. The
Aazhaawe Ferry’s operational life cycle is coming to an end and the current transportation
options have caused several health and safety issues for the community.

These health and safety issues include hazardous conditions associated with the ferry, scoot
(air boat), and ice road operations, which include:

o Unexpected operational problems that may cause the ferry to be out of operation for
long periods of time.

e During the freeze and thaw months of January to March, the ferry is winterized at the
Virginia Beach site. So, transportation is limited during this time to using scoots (air
boats), which as 12 passenger air-propelled vehicles, snowmobiles, or personal car
across the ice. These methods of transportation has resulted in a host of safety issues
including:

e Cars going through the ice;
¢ Drowning deaths; and
e Mental health issues related to these safety issues.

e In addition to ice conditions, wind is an important environmental factor when utilizing the
airboat (Appendix G). When there are strong winds, the airboat is no longer a safe and
viable option.

e According to a GIFN community health survey completed in November 2021, the
inadequacy of the current transportation options has the potential to contribute to stress-
related disorders and other mental health issues (Appendix G).

As well, inadequate transportation service between the island and mainland has resulted in poor
emergency service: emergency travel service is normally provided by the ferry. Medical care is
provided on the island via regular visitations from mainland physicians. First responders
travelling to and from the island also face the inherent risks associated with travel during winter.
Travel to the island varies between the emergency services. Police officers use the Aazhaawe
Ferry, their police boats, and the ice road (when operational) to come to the island

(Appendix G). Firefighters travel to the island to respond to emergencies either on the
Aazhaawe Ferry or on their airboats (similar to the scoot) and do not use the ice road. The
Island does have a firetruck and pumper but when additional support is needed from firefighters
from the mainland, firefighters from the mainland come to the island as additional resources,
without equipment or additional trucks.

This presents an opportunity for investment in a safer, more reliable, and cost-effective
transportation alternative to allow continuous access from Georgina Island to the mainland. The

Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description WSP
Project No. 19M-01347-00
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation Page 20



GIFN community members engaged in preliminary studies for a fixed link, identified with the
following future Vision Statement,

“Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation is a responsible and sustainable community
that values safety and community health. A fixed link will offer the community with safe
passage during all seasons while protecting the environmental, cultural, social and
economic future of the community.”

The proposed construction of a fixed link would have social and economic benefits to the GIFN
community.

8. PROJECT DESIGNATION PER THE PHYSICAL ACTIVITIES
REGULATION

The provisions in the schedule to the Physical Activities Regulations describing the project,
in whole or in part.

Clause 50 of the Physical Activities Regulations under the IAA provides a description of the
proposed undertaking and identifies the rationale for why it is a designated project. Clause 50
includes the “construction, operation, decommissioning and abandonment of a new permanent
causeway with a continuous length of 400 m or more through navigable water.”

Based on preliminary engineering studies and investigations, and based on the fact that the
fixed link is proposed to traverse Lake Simcoe (a navigable body of water) with a permanent
causeway of greater than 400 m, the fixed link is a designated project by definition.

9. PROJECT COMPONENTS AND ACTIVITIES

A list of all activities, infrastructure, permanent or temporary structures and physical works
to be included in and associated with the construction, operation and decommissioning of
the project.

The proposed fixed link will provide a new roadway link connecting existing local roads on the
north end of Georgina Island and Black River Road (a local road). Traffic capacity on the fixed
link will be impacted by traffic discharge rates on both ends. Given its connections, a lane
capacity of a maximum of 400 vehicles per hour is projected, akin to the typical lane capacity for
a local road. In addition, the vision is that the fixed link will have enhanced security and
controlled access from the mainland, e.g., by using an entrance control such as a guard booth.
The entry control will slow down the traffic arrival rates and thus reduce the traffic demand per
hour, compared to a free-flow traffic entry to the bridge. The Project design is envisioned to
allow the regular passage of vehicles up to Class B (e.g., school purposes bus), to be confirmed
through further study. Based on the Project Visioning workshop and other outreach activities, it
is proposed that access to the island will be restricted to GIFN community members,
leaseholders, and others by permission. The precise method of access is yet to be determined.

The following permanent and temporary structures, and related activities, are expected to be
required to construct the fixed link connecting Georgina Island to the mainland:
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Permanent structures:

a) Bridge with piers and foundations in the water;

b) Causeway at both ends of the bridge to the shore including sheet piles walls and backfill or
rockfill in shallow areas;

c) Culverts may be required below the causeway to allow the water movement; and

d) Re-design of access roads near existing the Aazhaawe Ferry location.

Temporary structures:

a) Temporary cofferdams at each pier for the construction of foundation and piers;
b) Temporary shoring for construction of culverts and causeways; and
c) Temporary barges may be required during construction.

A Transportation Impact Study will be completed to identify the impacts and potential
improvements such as left-turn lanes, right-turn lanes, signalization (if warranted) and
recommend the lane configurations. Key intersections will include the fixed link at Black River
Road, Hadden Road at Highway 48 on the mainland side and the intersection of Chief Joseph
Snake Road and Bear Road on the island side. The outcome of the study will include
recommended intersection control type and lane configurations at the study intersection as well
as recommended storage lengths for exclusive left-turn and right-turn lanes. Once the
recommendations from the Transportation Impact Study are accepted by reviewing agencies —
Town of Georgina, York Region and Ministry of Transportation Ontario (MTO), the functional
and detail design work would need to be completed for the intersection improvements as well as
the traffic management plan during construction on the land side.

Preliminary investigations have identified a suitable road network that will be close to the
shoreline of Lake Simcoe, in order to accommodate the fixed link. A bridge would be
constructed of approximately 3.5 m x 8.0 m and foundations in water of 1200 to 1500 m of
approximately 14 m wide in addition to a causeway from each end for a total length of 2830 to
3100 m. A causeway of approximately 1000 m would span from Georgina Island connecting to a
bridge structure of 1200 m which spans to another causeway of 500 m to the mainland’s shore.

It is conceptualized that access roads near the existing Aazhaawe Ferry location will be re-
designed as a rural road with pavement, shoulders, and open ditches with an 18.0 m cross-
section and any additional wider grading as required to match existing grades along the length
of roadway, both on the mainland and on the island. The Project will require that some
roadways will be re-aligned through both pre-disturbed and undisturbed areas, the roadway
corridor will require preparation activities generally including removals and site preparations,
construction staging and temporary power, earthworks, and subsequent roadworks.

At this time, it is anticipated that underground servicing will be necessary to provide any storm
system required to augment the drainage of the rural road and open ditches, and not include
watermains or sanitary sewers. Stormwater management considerations may be necessary to
address runoff from the road and open ditches, potentially including small roadside pond(s) and
pre-treatment to protect downstream waters such as Lake Simcoe.

It is anticipated that aboveground infrastructure would include utility poles with overhead lines to
extend electrical power along proposed realigned roadways in order to provide lighting.
Temporary and permanent signage, and pavement markings will be required for traffic controls
and roadway usage.
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Safety and environmental considerations shall be top priorities at all times during the full project
and may affect scheduling. Continued engagement and communications to guide and respect
all stakeholders will be required as part of the assessment, design, and construction processes.

Decommissioning or abandonment are not anticipated for the proposed bridge and causeways.
The preliminary list of civil engineering drawings and associated deliverables may include:

Cover Sheet;

Notes;

Details;

Storm drainage plan;

Stormwater Management Plan, related documents (Functional Design Brief, SWM
Report);

Erosion and Sediment Control Plans;
Grading Plans;

Plan and profiles;

Composite Utility Plans; and
Intersection Plans.

9.1 Roadwork Component and Activities
A general list of physical activities for the roadworks as follows:

o Earthworks
Clearing trees and grubbing;
Rock clearing, to be confirmed with geotechnical report;
Protect or relocate existing electrical poles and other utilities;
Erosion control (e.g., silt fences, sediment pond);
Topsoil stripping and disposal;
Import soil to fill;
e Cut to fill: approximate preliminary estimate of 650 m?;
e Import to fill: approximate preliminary estimate of 10,400 m3.
¢ Road construction
e Rough grading;
¢ Right-of-way (ROW) configuration (approximately 18 m wide), including ditch,
shoulder, and stormwater management;
e Import granular (e.g., for pavement structure and asphalt);
Intersection works at Black River Road and Bear Road (e.g., widening, turning lane,
stop sign/controls, other signage, and pavement markings);
e Culvert for existing ditches;
e Fine grading and restorations of disturbed areas with topsoil, seed/sod, additional
plantings as deemed appropriate for landscape and ecology;
o Utilities
e Electrical/streetlighting/transformers/overhead lines (e.g., for intersections and
access roads).

In addition to the roadworks on the mainland and island, there are much larger efforts required
for the two causeway segments to ramp the road on each approach to the bridge over the water
crossing. A preliminary estimate of the total height of the bridge crossing above the water
surface at the road centreline at top of asphalt would be approximately 28 m above the water
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surface. This height would allow for the pier height above the water to be 20 m and the bridge
structure thickness for the balance.

A major part of the earthworks for the causeways and embankments related to the water
crossing will involve the sourcing and placement of suitable fill via trucking on land and barges
on water to place it. This process is a multiple step handling operation that requires substantial
project controls and monitoring. The rough order of magnitude estimate of the earthworks
required for the causeways is 4.5 million cubic metres (m3), of which some 2.5 million m?® would
be below water surface to fill from existing bottom of Lake Simcoe and leaving a navigable
channel in the waterway under the bridge spans. Additional information regarding the
earthworks and fill will be provided in the DPD.

9.2 Bridge and Causeway Component and Activities

A high-level list of activities expected for the construction of the bridge and causeway includes
the following:

e Marine survey and confirmation of subsurface geotechnical considerations for fill to be
placed;
o Earthworks
e Construction of foundations and piers will require a cofferdam around the foundation
cap;
o Dewatering from inside the cofferdam to the bottom of the concrete cap;
e Sourcing and trucking of suitable fill to mainland handling area for subsequent
loading onto the barges;
e Barge operations in the water from mainland to both causeway construction areas;
¢ Once ready, extending all roadworks construction activities as listed above on both
causeways to each end of the bridge segment of the water crossing.

Notwithstanding impacts associated with the construction of foundations and piers, the
remainder of the bridge is expected to have no adverse impacts on water except the use of
barges to transfer materials and equipment. According to required water studies, the causeway
segments are considered close the water section with possible culverts required to allow water
movements at certain locations.

The bridge structure is intended to be a post-tensioned segmental box girder bridge of
approximately 120 to 150 m and be supported on solid reinforced concrete piers supported on
deep foundations to bedrock. De-icing material will be used on the top surface of the bridge and
causeway to reduce the potential of deterioration due to salt application. Stainless steel
reinforcing steel will be used according to Ministry of Transportation (MTO) directions and
guidelines to reduce future maintenance of the structure. Ice breakers are intended to be
constructed to avoid additional forces on the piers.

Temporary structures relating to the construction may include trailers, sheds, and bins for
various phases and stagings of construction. Also, temporary moorings and docks related to
construction in and on the water are expected. No permanent structures are associated with the
road itself, other than the bridge and structural elements (i.e., piers, etc.).

Given the general scale of works for the roadway construction and normal practice, it is
anticipated to be a multi-year process involving one General Contractor. All works will be
subject to seasonality and weather conditions.
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Site removals and preparations can be scoped and undertaken in a period of months once the
other environmental considerations and full impact assessment are done. Earthworks may be
expected to achieve the magnitude of estimated effort both on the mainland and island in the
course of some 6-8 months. In addition, the much greater effort for the earthworks in the water
for the crossing by the barge and placement of approximately 4.5 million cubic metres of
suitable fill, which will require assessment under Excess Soils Regulation depending on
placement of the fixed link, may be expected to require at least 2-3 years of operations.

Roadworks may proceed as temporary improvements along the road corridor to accommodate
the construction activities necessary for the causeways and bridge, prior to the full construction
of permanent roadworks to access the water crossing.

10. PROJECTS ESTIMATED MAXIMUM PRODUCTION CAPACITY

An estimate of the maximum production capacity of the project and a description of the
production processes to be used.

IAAC’s guidance for an IPD requests an estimate of maximum production capacity of the Project
and a description of the production processes to be used; however, the guidance indicates that
this information may not be relevant to all project types, which is the case for the fixed link as it
is not creating new production processes (unlike a new mine or energy generation project).

The proposed bridge and causeway will provide a roadway link connecting local roads on
Georgina Island to the mainland. Traffic capacity on the fixed link will be impacted by traffic
discharge rates on both ends. Given its connections, a lane capacity of a maximum of 400
vehicles per hour is projected, akin to the typical lane capacity for a local road.

In addition, based on the findings of the Project Visioning workshop and other outreach
activities, it is proposed that the bridge side of the link should have enhanced security and
controlled access to restrict access to the island to GIFN community members, non-GIFN
leaseholders and others by permission. The method of entrance control is yet to be determined,
but could be similar to a guard booth. The entry control would slow down the traffic arrival rates
and thus reduce the traffic demand per hour, compared to a free-flow traffic entry to the bridge.
The Project design is envisioned to allow the regular passage of vehicles up to Class B (e.g.,
school purposes bus), to be confirmed through further study.

A Transportation Study will be required, and further discussions should be held with York
Region Transit and York Region District School Board to explore the potential for York Region
Transit to operate a transit bus and for York Region District School Board to operate a school
bus between the mainland and island to aid both residents and visitors without private vehicle
access.

11. ANTICIPATED SCHEDULE

The anticipated schedule for the project’s construction, operation, decommissioning and
abandonment, including any expansions of the project

The Project schedule assumes that the full federal impact assessment process may be required
for the Project; thus, the Project Team prepared a schedule that goes through the four phases
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of the federal impact assessment process, as outlined in Table 8. (A full schedule is also
included in Appendix D). This schedule allows for the Project to proceed with permitting and
approvals, and ultimately construction starting in mid 2026. Construction is assumed to occur
from mid 2026 to the end of 2027. Decommissioning or abandonment are not anticipated for the
proposed fixed link.

Table 8 Fixed Link Project Schedule Summary

Phase Start End

IAA Phase 1: Planning Mid 2022 Early 2023
IAA Phase 2: Impact Statement Early 2025 2025

IAA Phase 3: Impact Assessment Early 2025 Late 2025
IAA Phase 4: Decision Making Early 2026 Mid 2026
Construction Mid 2026 Late 2027
Operation 2028 N/A
Decommissioning and Abandonment Not anticipated

Alternatively, IAAC may determine that no impact assessment is required. A “no impact
assessment” decision would allow the Project to proceed with permitting and other approvals,
and ultimately construction starting in mid-late 2023 and concluding in 2026.

In making the decision regarding the need of an impact assessment, IAAC will consider the
following factors as per Section 16 of the IAA:

e The IPD, the proponent's Response to the Summary of Issues provided by IAAC, and
the DPD;

e The possible adverse effects of the Project that are within federal jurisdiction or the
adverse effects that are directly linked or necessarily incidental to the exercise of federal
power, duty, or function;

e Any adverse impact the Project may have on the rights of Indigenous peoples of
Canada;

e Any comments received from the public, any jurisdiction or Indigenous communities;

e Any relevant regional or strategic assessment;

¢ Any study that is conducted or plan that is prepared by a provincial, territorial, and
Indigenous jurisdiction (in respect of a region in which the Project is located) and that
has been provided to IAAC; and,

e Any other factor that IAAC considers relevant.
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12. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

A list of potential:

a. Alternative means that the proponent is considering that are technically and
economically feasible, including through the use of best available technologies;
and,

b. Alternative to the project that the proponent is considering and that are technically
and economically feasible, and directly related to the project.

12(a) Alternative Means

Alternative means are the various technically and economically feasible ways, including through
the use of best available technologies, which would allow a designated project and its physical
activities to be carried out.

The GIFN Leadership and community have already identified a preferred alternative solution — a
combination of a bridge and causeway. The WSP technical team has worked with GIFN to draft
feasible alternative designs that can be used in the EA and have done so for early scoping,
understanding and identification of feasible funding options. The range of alternative designs
are based on three preferred routes or options for a fixed link, displayed in Figure 2, including:

Option #1 — A Bridge and Causeway connecting to Duclos Point on the mainland side;

Option #2 — A Bridge and Causeway via the existing ferry route between Aazhaawe Ferry
Landing and Virginia Beach Marina. Approximately 2,800 m in length, this option
originates from Georgina Island and would terminate at a GIFN property to the West
of Bay Vista; and

Option #3 — A Bridge and Causeway envisages the Link on the shoreline between a location
near the Study route and Lee Farm Lane on the mainline side connected to the
island via the Sand Islands with a connection to Chief Joseph Snake Road — possibly
at the existing intersection of Chief Joseph Snake Road and Bear Road.
Approximately 2,800 m in length, the origin of the fixed link on the mainland side
continues to be examined and will be confirmed in the DPD, once developed. For the
purpose of this IPD, two alignments were developed. Both originate from Georgina
Island and terminate on a GIFN owned property on the mainland, as depicted on
Figure 1. A preferred alignment will be determined based on the detailed impact
assessment studies listed in Sections 14. Description of the Physical and
Biological Environment and 15. Description of the Health, Social and Economic
Context and will be included in the DPD.

During the Community Visioning Workshop, Option #1 was determined to be not viable due to
land ownership (non-GIFN), high residential density concerns at Duclos Point, and lack of viable
roads to accommodate the infrastructure on the mainland side.

Option #2 was identified as not viable due to substantially higher costs associated with bridge
construction over a much longer span and deeper waters.

Option #3 would leverage the Sand Islands, thereby allowing a portion of the fixed link to be a
causeway, which would require a shorter bridge and avoid deeper waters, and ultimately be
more cost-effective compared to Option #2.
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A detailed wave, hydrodynamic and sedimentation modeling study will be completed at future
stages of the Project to assess the impacts related to erosion and sedimentation. As well an
aquatics survey will be conducted to determine potential impacts on existing aquatic species.
Results of both studies will be documented in the DPD, once developed.

Option #1

Option #3

Figure 1 Alternative Options for a Fixed Link

12(b) Alternatives to the Project

Alternatives to the Project are functionally different, yet technically and economically feasible,
ways to meet the need for the Project and achieve its purpose.

Alternatives to a fixed link were developed through studies and preliminary analyses with GIFN
and presented in the Proposed Fixed Link Study — Preliminary Evaluation of Engineering and
Environmental Alternatives (Neegan Burnside, 2008). The alternatives were presented to the
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GIFN community and have been considered for the purposes of the EA planning process. The
potential alternatives included:

a) Do Nothing

b) Improve Existing Aazhaawe Ferry and Ice Road Operations
c) A Bridge

d) A Combination of a Bridge and Causeway

Do Nothing — Not a Preferred Alternative

The Nation did not consider doing nothing as a preferred alternative. This is because the
Aazhaawe Ferry is nearing the end of its lifecycle and would ultimately leave GIFN and
cottagers on Georgina Island with no alternative to cross Lake Simcoe. Although cost-effective
in the short-term, continued reliance on a ferry nearing the end of its lifecycle would not solve
the issues involving food security, access, health and safety, and more. The Preliminary
Evaluation of Engineering and Environmental Alternatives (Neegan Burnside, 2008) describes
the option to do nothing as not adequately addressing the transportation needs of GIFN. The
report states that an ideal solution would provide a reliable all-weather transportation link from
Georgina Island to the mainland, which would deliver positive benefits in health and safety,
economic development, tourism and employment for the community. As such, the “do nothing”
option does not satisfy the purpose and rationale for the Project.

Improve Existing Ferry and Ice Road Operations — Not a Preferred Alternative

The Nation did not consider continuing and improving existing ferry operations and relying on
ice roads during winter months as a preferred alternative. Reliance on a ferry is unsustainable,
especially considering that the ferry is nearing the end of its lifecycle and continues to be a
costly measure for travel. The Preliminary Evaluation of Engineering and Environmental
Alternatives (Neegan Burnside, 2008) describes the option to improve existing ferry and ice
road operations describes the issue of pack ice and corridor movement as being an ongoing
issue. Health, safety, food security and general access issues in winter months would continue
to persist. Furthermore, no system exists which could better institute the ice road system. Due
to ice conditions and the depth of the channel, a bubble system for ice road transportation would
not be feasible. Therefore, this alternative is not technically feasible and has potential impacts
on aquatic habitat and existing recreation. This alternative does not fully address the purpose
and rationale for the Project.

A Bridge — Not a Preferred Alternative

A bridge was considered by GIFN to be a preferred alternative as it serves as a road link. A
road link would deliver many essential benefits such as improved access to the mainland, health
and safety, food security, educational and recreational opportunities, tourism, etc. However, the
construction of a bridge would not leverage sand islands in the vicinity of Georgina Island. The
opportunity to construct a causeway along the sand islands which would then connect to a
bridge to cross Lake Simcoe was viewed more preferably by GIFN as this option presents
added cost-savings and reduces the length of a bridge, which leads to fewer environmental
impacts in water.

A Combination of a Bridge and Causeway — Preferred Alternative

A roadway network including a combination of bridge and causeway would provide more
reliable health care services to GIFN including quicker ambulance service (especially during
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winter months), more reliable scheduling to accommodate visiting health practitioner travel and
improved food security and easier and safer general access to Georgina Island in winter
months. Equally important is that the combination of a bridge and causeway would dramatically
improve the safety of accessing the island from the mainland during winter months.
Constructing a causeway along the Sand Islands takes advantage of local geography to reduce
the length of the in-water bridge, therefore leading to fewer environmental impacts and greater
cost-savings than using a bridge alone.

PART C - Location Information and Context

13. PROJECT LOCATION

(a) its proposed geographic coordinates, including, for linear development projects, the
proposed locations of major ancillary facilities that are integral to the project and a
description of the spatial boundaries of the proposed study corridor.

13a. Geographic Coordinates

The following lists the spatial boundary coordinates of the study area limits, exhibited in
Figure 2.

List of coordinates:

North: 44°21’ 23" N ; 79°18" 16 W
Northeast: 44°21’ 37" N ; 79°17’ 36" W
Northwest: 44°20° 48" N ; 79°18’ 40" W
West: 44°20' 09" N ; 79°19’ 00" W
Southeast: 44°19’ 31" N ; 79° 16’ 55" W
Southwest: 44°18’ 51" N ; 79°19’ 46" W

The study area encompasses the southwest tip of Georgina Island, and a mainland area from
just east of Sibbald Point Provincial Park, to just south of Black River Road, and east to Hadden
Road. The study area also includes the waters of Lake Simcoe between the mainland and
southwest tip of Georgina Island.

13b. Site Maps

(b) site maps produced at an appropriate scale in order to determine the project’s
proposed general location and the spatial relationship of the project components.

The GIFN community’s preferred alternative alignment for Option #3 is a combination of a
bridge and causeway (light green route in Figure 2) that will provide access from the southwest
shore of Georgina Island to the mainland.

See Figure 2 for a site map of the fixed link and Figure 5 for a site map of existing human
receptors.
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13c. Legal Land Description

The legal description of land to be used for the project, including, if the land has already
been acquired, the title, deed or document and any authorization relating to a water lot.

The GIFN has three reserves, with the main one being the Chippewas of Georgina Island First
Nation Indian Reserve (“Georgina Island No.33”), which consists of a small parcel of land near
Virginia Beach and three islands on the southern shores of Lake Simcoe: Georgina Island,
Snake Island, and Fox Island.

The parcels of land on Georgina Island, shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4, are owned by the
GIFN in fee simple on the mainland and are part of the GIFN’s reserve lands, whose title is
vested in Her Majesty the Queen in right of Canada. GIFN provide Certificates of Possession to
community members as ‘stewards’ to that piece of land within the communal allotment. The CP
holder can lease that land to both GIFN and non-GIFN parties; thus, there are some private
leases to non-GIFN cottagers as well.

On Georgina Island No.33, the fixed link will connect to the island at the existing intersection of
Chief Joseph Snake Road and Bear Road. GIFN owns several properties in fee simple on the
mainland that may be chosen for the location of the fixed link’s connection on the mainland. The
legal description of the lands on the mainland that are owned by GIFN in fee simple will be
provided once the exact location of the connection on the mainland is determined. Based on
preliminary investigations, it appears that the lake bottom between the shore and the mainland
may belong to the upland owner, in this case the GIFN, which will be confirmed with the Ministry
of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry (NDMNRF). See Figure 3 for
the Land Ownership Plan for Georgina Island (2007), Figure 4 for the Land Use Plan.

In Canada, there are four types of property rights regimes in operation on reserves - customary
rights, the independent land codes developed under the recently passed First Nations Land
Management Act, leases, and Certificates of Possession (CPs). Figure 3 provides detail about
the current ownership of the Georgina Island lands, which are broken down to Band Land and
Certificate of Possession. Band lands, in the context of the GIFN terminology are those lands
set aside in the Indian Act and subject to the Land Management Act lands controlled by the First
Nation. A Certificate of Possession is evidence of the lawful possession of an individual tract
of reserve land (the band council must allot the land to the applicant and the [Minister of Crown
— Indigenous Relations must approve the allotment).
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In addition, Table 9 provides the legal description of land to be included within the Project study
area, including, if the land has already been acquired, the title, deed or document and any
authorization relating to reserve lands. This list will be refined in the DPD, once developed, to
include only lands that will be used for the Project.

Table 9 Legal Land Description

PIN Description
1063953 LOT 1-5-15 CONCESSION I, 5811R RSO ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063953 LOT 1-5-15 CONCESSION I, 5811R RSO ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1220327 LOT 2-11 BROKEN FRONT CONCESSION AND CONCESSION 1, 106510 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF
GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063925 LOT 2-9 CONCESSION 1 AND BROKEN FRONT CONCESSION; 6201R RSO ON, CHIPPEWAS OF
GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1068432 LOT 2-4 CONCESSION 1, 6651R RSO ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1068430 LOT 1-11 CONCESSION 1, 95085 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063967 LOT 1-6-7 CONCESSION 1, 75757 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063970 LOT 1-6-6 CONCESSION 1, 75757 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063974 LOT 1-6-5 CONCESSION 1, 75757 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063975 LOT 1-6-4 CONCESSION 1, 75757 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063976 LOT 1-6-3 CONCESSION 1, 75757 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063980 LOT 1-6-2 CONCESSION 1, 75757 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063983 LOT 1-6-1 CONCESSION 1, 75757 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063984 LOT 1-1-21 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063985 LOT 1-1-20 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063986 LOT 1-4 CONCESSION 1, 64387 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063973 LOT 1-5-16 CONCESSION I, 5811R RSO ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063981 LOT 1-3 CONCESSION 1, 64387 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063978 LOT 1-5-11 CONCESSION 1, 83544 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063972 LOT 1-5-10 CONCESSION 1, 83544 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
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PIN ‘ Description

1063966 LOT 1-5-9 CONCESSION 1, 83544 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063956 LOT 1-5-8 CONCESSION 1, 83544 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063958 LOT 1-5-7 CONCESSION 1, 83544 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063961 LOT 1-5-6 CONCESSION 1, 83544 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063965 LOT 1-5-5 CONCESSION 1, 83544 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063950 LOT 1-5-14 (ROAD) CONCESSION 1, 83544 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST
NATION
1063942 LOT 1-5-12 CONCESSION 1, 83544 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063943 LOT 1-5-13 CONCESSION 1, 83544 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063945 LOT 1-5-3 CONCESSION 1, 83544 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063949 LOT 1-5-4 CONCESSION 1, 83544 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063939 LOT 1-1-22 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063937 LOT 1-1-23 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063935 LOT 1-1-24 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063931 LOT 1-1-4 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063932 LOT 1-1-5 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063941 LOT 1-1-6 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063947 LOT 1-1-7 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063955 LOT 1-1-8 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063962 LOT 1-1-9 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063969 LOT 1-1-10 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063977 LOT 1-1-11 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1184395 LOT 1-1-15 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063959 LOT 1-1-19 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063979 LOT 1-1-12 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
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1063971 LOT 1-1-13 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063964 LOT 1-1-14 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063957 LOT 1-1-15 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063944 LOT 1-1-16 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063948 LOT 1-1-17 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1063951 LOT 1-1-18 CONCESSION 1, 71168 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1213219 ROAD BROKEN FRONT CONCESSION, T124 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST
NATION

1063982 LOT 1-1-2 CONCESSION 1, 2057 RSO ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1068343 LOT 1-2-2 CONCESSION 1, 2058 RSO ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1208844 UNNAMED ISLAND # 5, 103065 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1208841 STONE SHOAL #2, 103065 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1208840 UNNAMED ISLAND # 4, 103065 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1208839 UNNAMED ISLAND # 3, 103065 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1208837 UNNAMED ISLAND # 2, 103065 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1208838 UNNAMED ISLAND # 1, 103065 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1064059 PART 1, 66615 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1064060 PART 2, 66615 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1064061 PART 3, 66615 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
1064058 PART 4, 66615 CLSR ON, CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND FIRST NATION
35300005 LT 3 PL 191 GEORGINA T/W R662203; S/T INTEREST IN R662203, IF ANY; TOWN OF GEORGINA
35300005 LT 3 PL 191 GEORGINA T/W R662203; S/T INTEREST IN R662203, IF ANY; TOWN OF GEORGINA
35300006 PT LT 4 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R677368; T/W R677368; GEORGINA
35300013 LT 10 PL 191 GEORGINA T/W R573344; GEORGINA
35300014 PT LT 11 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R563498 TOWN OF GEORGINA
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35300015 PT LT 11 PL 191 GEORGINA; PT LT 12 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R586309; TOWN OF GEORGINA

35300016 PT LT 12 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R272132; PT LT 13 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R272132;
GEORGINA

35300017 PT LT 13 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R645881; PT LT 14 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R645881; T/W
R645881; GEORGINA

35300102 PT LT 12 CON 7 GEORGINA AS IN B4616B; PT LT 14 PL 191 GEORGINA; PT LT 26 PL 191
GEORGINA AS IN A66289A T/W A66289A TOWN OF GEORGINA

35300019 PT LT 15 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R658891; T/W R658891; TOWN OF GEORGINA

35300018 PT LT 15 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R507882; T/W R507882; GEORGINA

35300020 LT 16 PL 191 GEORGINA T/W R666993; GEORGINA

35300021 LT 17 PL 191 GEORGINA T/W R151874; GEORGINA

35300022 LT 18 PL 191 GEORGINA T/W R571229; S/T INTEREST IN R571229; GEORGINA

35300023 LT 19 PL 191 GEORGINA T/W R638469; GEORGINA

35300024 LT 20 PL 191 GEORGINA; PT LT 21 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R668123; GEORGINA

35300025 PT LT 21 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R450498; T/W R450498; GEORGINA

35300026 PT LT 22 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R193566; GEORGINA; SUBJECT TO EXECUTION 95-06984, IF
ENFORCEABLE. ;

35300027 PT LT 22 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R655397; LT 23 PL 191 GEORGINA T/W R665397; GEORGINA

35300023 LT 19 PL 191 GEORGINA T/W R638469; GEORGINA

35300022 LT 18 PL 191 GEORGINA T/W R571229; S/T INTEREST IN R571229; GEORGINA

35300021 LT 17 PL 191 GEORGINA T/W R151874; GEORGINA

35300020 LT 16 PL 191 GEORGINA T/W R666993; GEORGINA

35300018 PT LT 15 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R507882; T/W R507882; GEORGINA

35300019 PT LT 15 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R658891; T/W R658891; TOWN OF GEORGINA

35300108 PT LT 24 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R182640 EXCEPT FOURTHLY LANDS; T/W & S/T R182640;
GEORGINA

35280117 PT LT 25, PLN 191; GEORGINA
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35280027 PT LT 25 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R171564 (WESTERLY PORTION), S/T R732536; GEORGINA.

35280028 PT LT 25 PL 191 GEORGINA; PT RDAL BTN CON 7 & 8 GEORGINA AS CLOSED BY R389951, PTS 4
& 5, 65R3258; GEORGINA

35280056 WATER LT LOCATION DT157 IN LAKE SIMCOE IN FRONT OF LT 25 PL 191 AND RO AD
ALLOWNACE BTN CONCESSION 7 & 8 (GEORGINA) PT 1 65R7476; GEORGINA

35300028 PT LT 24 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R667720; T/W & S/T R667720; GEORGINA

35300084 PT LT 24 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R659017; T/W R659017, IF ANY TOWN OF GEORGINA

35300083 PT LT 24 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R678772; T/W R678772; GEORGINA

35300029 PT LT 24 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R716315; T/W R716315; GEORGINA

35300030 PT LT 24 PL 191 GEORGINA AS IN R245095, R162932; T/W R2455095, R162932; GEORGINA

35280026 BLK B PL 481 GEORGINA; GEORGINA

35280025 PT LT 12 CON 8 GEORGINA AS IN A10244A; TOWN OF GEORGINA

35280024 PT LT 12 CON 8 GEORGINA AS IN B41809B; GEORGINA

35300080 LT 51 PL 481 TOWN OF GEORGINA

35300081 LT 52 PL 481 GEORGINA; GEORGINA

35300082 LT 53 PL 481 GEORGINA; GEORGINA

35300085 BLK A PL 481 GEORGINA; GEORGINA

35300079 LT 50 PL 481 GEORGINA S/T INTEREST IN R194978, IF ANY; GEORGINA

35280025 PT LT 12 CON 8 GEORGINA AS IN A10244A; TOWN OF GEORGINA

35280024 PT LT 12 CON 8 GEORGINA AS IN B41809B; GEORGINA.

35280114 PT LT 12 CON 8 GEORGINA, AS IN R248504, EXCEPT PT 1 6529220; TOWN OF GEORGINA

35280113 PT LT 12 CON 8 GEORGINA, PT 1 65R29220; GEORGINA

35280022 PT LT 12 CON 8 GEORGINA AS IN R631775; GEORGINA

35280021 PT LT 12 CON 8 GEORGINA AS IN R298531; GEORGINA

35290031 LT 54 PL 481 GEORGINA T/W B47410B TOWN OF GEORGINA

35290032 LT 55 PL 481 GEORGINA T/W R115079; GEORGINA

Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description WSP

Project No. 19M-01347-00
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation Page 39



PIN ‘ Description

35290033 LT 56 PL 481 GEORGINA T/W R188741; GEORGINA

35290034 LT 57 PL 481 TOWN OF GEORGINA

35290035 LT 58 PL 481 GEORGINA; GEORGINA

35290036 LT 59 PL 481 GEORGINA; GEORGINA

35290037 LT 60 PL 481 GEORGINA; GEORGINA

35290038 LT 61 PL 481 GEORGINA; GEORGINA

35290039 LT 62 PL 481 GEORGINA; GEORGINA

35290040 LT 63 PL 481 GEORGINA; GEORGINA

35280022 PT LT 12 CON 8 GEORGINA AS IN R631775; GEORGINA

35290092 PT LT 12 CON 7 GEORGINA AS IN R479140; T/W R479140 TOWN OF GEORGINA

35290029 PT LT 12 CON 7 GEORGINA AS IN R443403; GEORGINA

35290028 PT LT 12 CON 7 GEORGINA AS IN R274148 TOGETHER WITH AN EASEMENT AS IN TWR27414
TOWN OF GEORGINA

35290026 PT LT 11 CON 7 GEORGINA AS IN R610342; GEORGINA

35280021 PT LT 12 CON 8 GEORGINA AS IN R298531; GEORGINA

35280015 PT LT 12 CON 8 GEORGINA AS IN R633780, S/T R633780, S/T INTERESTS IN R419083; S/T DEBTS
IN B14657B; S/T BENEFICIARIES INTEREST IN A3705A; GEORGINA; S/T ROW FOR ALL PERSONS
ENTITLED THERETO OVER THE WESTERLY 20 FEET OF THE SOUTHERLY 285 FEET OF THE SOUTH
459 FEET OF SAID LOT 12 AS IN LT1504501. S/T EASEMENT IN FAVOUR OF ENBRIDGE GAS
DISTRIBUTION INC. OVER PT 1 65R27543 AS IN YR591271, S/T & T/W IN B19480B

35280013 BLK B PL 308 GEORGINA; PT BLK A PL 308 GEORGINA AS IN R610342, S/T DEBTS IN R610342;
S/T INTEREST IN A46742A - (SPOUSAL INTEREST OF DONAL D ROSS MARTYN), ADDED 01/05/16
BY A. GRAHAM, ADLR

35280102 PT BLK A PL 308, PTS 1, 2 & 3 65R21644, GEORGINA. S/T ROW IN FAVOUR OFPT BLK A PL 308
AS IN R140941 OVER PT 2 65R21644 AS IN R713405; "S/T SUBSECTION 44(1) OF THE LAND
TITLES ACT, R.S.0. 1990 EXCEPT PARAGRAPHS 3 & 14 THEREOF"

35280011 PT LT 10 CON 8 GEORGINA PT 1, 65R7975; GEORGINA

35280010 PT LT 10 CON 8 GEORGINA AS IN R490934; GEORGINA

35280008 PT LT 10 CON 8 GEORGINA AS IN B34937B, S/T B34937B, IF ANY; GEORGINA
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35280007 PT LT 10 CON 8 GEORGINA AS IN R735576; GEORGINA

35280006 E PT LT 9 CON 8 GEORGINA BEING PART 1, 65R37393; GEORGINA

13d. Proximity to Residences and Potentially Affected Communities

The project’s proximity to any permanent, seasonal, or temporary residences and to the
nearest affected communities.

GIFN land ownership includes Georgina Island (1,295 ha), Snake Island (133 ha), Fox Island
(19 ha), Sand Island (4 ha) and Gravel Island (0.4 ha). The First Nation residents reside on
Georgina Island, while Snake, Fox and Sand Islands are “surrendered lands” and are currently
leased to non-GIFN cottagers. According to the First Nation web site there are about 227
cottage lots on Snake Island and approximately 64 lots on Fox Island. The Land Ownership
Plan for Georgina Island (2021) is included as Figure 4 and the Land Use Plan is included as
Figure 5. Seasonal residences are leased to members of the public under agreement with GIFN
on all islands.

According to the Fixed Link Socio-Economic Study (Appendix B) prepared by CIPS, the GIFN
community buildings and most residential structures are centralized on the eastern and western
shores, with ample distance away from the Project. The majority of the community’s homes and
community buildings are located on the west side of the island, along Chief Joseph Snake
Road. Approximately 179 GIFN band members live on Georgina Island. Cottages occupy lots
along the northwest, south and eastern portions of the island; some of these are leased by non-
GIFN cottagers.

GIFN community buildings are concentrated in the area of Root Road. The GIFB community
centre, administration office, school, medical clinic, and water treatment plant are located along
Chief Joseph Snake Road. The ferry dock, located in the southwest corner of the island, is the
main access point for residents, cottagers, and visitors.

Human Receptors

As shown in Figure 5, both Indigenous and non-indigenous human receptors that may be
impacted by the Project activities. The locations of all permanent residences, temporary land
uses (i.e., cottages) and sensitive human receptors (i.e., community buildings) are identified.
Cottages are located along the southern shore of Georgina Island along Larry’s Lane. Two
community buildings are within the island portion of the study area. The northern shore of the
Town of Georgina is within the Protected Countryside Area of the Greenbelt Plan, 2017. The
Hamlet of Virginia is in the southeast portion of the study area and is predominantly residential.
The Protected Countryside lands — apart from Sibbald Point Provincial Park and the Hamlet of
Virginia — also make up the Natural Heritage System.

Section 3.2.2 of the Greenbelt Plan contains Natural Heritage System policies. Policy 3.2.2.3 a)
requires that new development or site alteration demonstrate “...no negative impacts on key
natural heritage features or key hydrologic features or their functions.” Policy 3.2.2.3 d) limits the
disturbed area to 25% of the total developable area and the impervious surface of the total
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developable area to 10%. Policy 3.2.2.3 e) requires at least 30% of the total developable area to
remain or be returned to natural self-sustaining vegetation.

Section 4.2.1 contains general infrastructure policies. Policy 4.2.1.1 permits new infrastructure
within the Protected Countryside if it receives environmental approval and can meet one of two
objectives. The GIFN is subject to the federal impact assessment process and will support
towns, villages, and hamlets.

Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description WSP
Project No. 19M-01347-00
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation Page 42



/ LLHeIIo-Rd—%[

4%
oR
K

Q e

1113131115

B N

/

HITTTY

&
"‘
INNEN

Lake Simcoe

(.

llllllﬂ

B BB Proposed Alignment 1
B BB Proposed Alignment 2

@ Ferry Terminal
@ Police Station
@ Public Works Building

A Manabush Trails

—— —_— = Black-RiverRd——————
= ——
7 Georgina Island
[ study Area == === Ferry/Scoot Crossing Fixed Link Evaluation
: Hamlet == === Historic Walking Route

Greenbelt Designation - Protected Countyside

- Park

Residential
Cottages
| Commercial
- Community Buildings
- Island View Business Centre

Human Receptors

4
5 Chippewas « Georgina Island

0 150 300
[ e ]

February 2022

\\'\I)

Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description
Project No. 19M-01347-00
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation

Figure 5 Human Receptors

WSP

Page 43



13e. Proximity to Indigenous Lands

The project’s proximity to land used for traditional purposes by Indigenous peoples of
Canada, land in a reserve as defined in subsection 2(1) of the Indian Act, First Nation land
as defined in subsection 2(1) of the First Nations Land Management Act, land that is
subject to a comprehensive land claim agreement or a self-government agreement, and
any other land set aside for the use and benefit of Indigenous peoples of Canada.

Georgina Island is entirely considered reserve lands under the Williams Treaty (1923). Other
GIFN property is located along the mainland of Lake Simcoe, between the Virginia Beach
Wetland Complex and Sibbald Point Provincial Park. Therefore, the majority of the Project is
expected to be located on land subject to First Nations’ Land Management Act.

As detailed in the Preliminary Evaluation of Engineering and Environmental Alternatives
(Neegan Burnside, 2008), GIFN entered into a Framework Agreement on First Nation Land
Management in 1996 with Her Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada. Under this arrangement,
the GIFN community voted, on February 5, 1997, to opt out of the land management provisions
of the Indian Act and into their own land regime.

13f. Proximity to Federal Lands

The project’s proximity to any federal lands.

Besides GIFN’s reserves (Figure 3), which are federal lands within the meaning of the 1AA,
there are no known federal lands in proximity to the Project.

14. DESCRIPTION OF THE PHYSICAL AND BIOLOGICAL

A brief description of the physical and biological environment of the project’s location,
based on information that is available to the public.

ENVIRONMENT

This section provides a brief description of the physical and biological environment of the
Project’s location, including sections on geology, natural environment, hydrogeology and
drainage, environment site assessment, archaeology and cultural heritage, and air and noise.

A number of preliminary background studies have been initiated for this Project, using both
information provided by the GIFN and publicly available information, to ascertain existing
physical and biological conditions and identify data gaps that may need to be filled through
additional field work or desktop work. The findings of the desktop study completed to date is
summarized in the following sections. Physical or biological features identified having potential
to be potentially impacted by the Project will be further assessed in future stages of the Project.

Future Studies

Additional background information for the study area will be obtained from other relevant
agencies (e.g., NDMNRF, MECP, and LSRCA) during future study phases, and field surveys
will be completed to document existing conditions. The Project Plan (2021) (Appendix C)
outlines the data gaps and recommended studies to be completed. Those studies will further
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refine the existing conditions information for the study area and will identify sensitive features.
Results from these studies will be included in the DPD, once developed.

These studies include:

¢ Air Quality Existing Conditions and Impact Assessment Study

¢ Noise Existing Conditions and Impact Assessment Study

¢ Natural Environment Impact Study, which include a summary of the results of the
following surveys:

e Terrestrial Ecology and Wildlife Existing Conditions Report

e Aquatic Ecology Existing Conditions Report

e Arborist Report

e Fish and Fish Habitat Survey

e Breeding Bird Surveys

e ELC and Botanical Inventories

e Species at Risk (SAR) Assessment

Surface Water Quality Impact Study

Erosion and Sediment Control Plan

Stormwater Management Report

Geotechnical Investigation

Coastal Engineering Plan, which include a summary of the results of the following
surveys:

e On Land Geophysical Survey

e Marine Geophysical Survey

e Magnetometer Survey

o Bathymetry Survey

Hydrogeological Baseline Conditions and Impact Assessment Report
e Phase | and Il Environmental Site Assessments

¢ Accidental Spills and Malfunctions Assessment

Geology

A site reconnaissance completed for terrestrial ecosystems as part of a Proposed Fixed Link
Study — Preliminary Evaluation of Engineering and Environmental Alternatives (Neegan
Burnside, 2008), found that Georgina Island is underlain by limestone bedrock which rises 8-
10 m above Lake Simcoe on its northwestern and northeastern points. On these points, the
bedrock is covered by 10 to 15 cm of sandy or clay loams. To the south, the island slopes down
into the lake with much of the land only 0.5 to 3 m above the lake surface elevation. Along the
southern shore, there are shallow silts over clay, and off the island’s southwest corner, currents
have deposited a series of small islands and spits known as the Sand Islands. See Figure 6.
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Bedrock

The bedrock geology in the Georgina Island area consists of flat lying, thinly bedded
sedimentary rock comprising limestone, dolostone, shale, arkose, and sandstone. This rock
underlies all of the islands as well as the shoreline of the mainland. The top of bedrock is slightly
higher at the northeast side of Georgina Island compared to the southwest. Bedrock may be
locally exposed at ground surface in a zone along the northwestern to southeastern part of the
island as well as along the shoreline elsewhere on the island.

Overburden

The bedrock within the Georgina Islands is overlain by unconsolidated sediments (overburden).
The surficial unit of the southwest portion on Georgina Island is glacial till, consisting of
heterogeneous deposits of silt, sand, gravel, cobbles, and boulders. The overburden thickness
on the southwestern corner of the island is several meters thick. The overburden at the location
where the fixed link is planned to connect to the mainland is part of a different geological unit,
comprising glaciolacustrine deposits of sand, gravelly sand and gravel, nearshore and beach
deposits.

Future Studies

A geotechnical investigation is required to assess a number of surface and sub-surface
conditions and will enable proper assessment of impacts associated with erosion and
sedimentation processes, bearing capacity of road design and much more.

Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description WSP
Project No. 19M-01347-00
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation Page 47



Natural Environment
Vegetation Communities and Wildlife Habitat

The study area includes wetland communities mapped as part of the Georgina Island PSW as
well as terrestrial vegetation communities at the south tip of Georgina Island. On the mainland,
the study area includes forested wetland communities that are mapped as part of the Virginia
Beach Wetland Complex (non-PSW) as well as surrounding upland forest and open habitats.
Portions of these forested communities are mapped as Significant Woodlands in municipal
official plans. These vegetation communities and their associated wildlife habitat will be further
evaluated during field investigations during the next phase of the Project.

Georgina Island is approximately 1,353 ha and supports a high diversity of 38 vegetation
community types. This includes 25 wetland communities, nine terrestrial communities and four
human-influenced communities. Most of the island is covered in broadleaf and mixed swamps
with the mixed swamps largely confined to the southeast side of the island. The mixed swamps
are dominated by White Birch and White Cedar, as well as stands of Eastern Hemlock and
Black Ash. In the northwestern portion of the island, there are small mixed swamps of Black Ash
and Green Ash and Black Ash, Red Maple, White Cedar and occasionally Balsam Fir as
secondary tree species. Scattered among the swamps are small openings supporting cattail
marshes and thicket swamps of Red-osier Dogwood, Willow species and Speckled Alder.

A Deer Wintering Area (i.e., a seasonal concentration area for deer) is located in the study area,
on the mainland, and is identified as a Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) area. This SWH
feature has been identified by the NDMNRF and mapped in the provincial Land Information
Ontario (LIO) database.

Fish and Aquatic Habitat

Lake Simcoe, the main aquatic feature within the study area, is located in the Severn River
watershed and is part of the Trent-Severn waterway. According to the Project Plan
(Appendix C), Lake Simcoe provides fish habitat for a range of coldwater, coolwater and
warmwater fish species. Lake Simcoe occupies approximately 20 percent of the Lake Simcoe
watershed and has 722 km? of fish habitat. Lake Simcoe is approximately 30 km long, 25 km
wide, with an average depth of 15 m, a maximum depth of 41 m and a water volume of

11.6 km?. Water levels and flows are managed by Parks Canada, an agency of Environment
and Climate Change Canada (ECCC).

Due to its large size, Lake Simcoe reacts relatively slowly to seasonal weather conditions and
stop-log changes. In the southwestern corner of Georgina Island between the tip of the island
and Doyle Beach, a major shoal formation extends over a significant part of this area, in places
extending above the surface as the Sand Islands. Nearer to the mainland, depths are also very
shallow, in the order of 0.6 m extending to the area adjacent to Sibbald Point Provincial Park.
An area with a deeper channel exists in the central area between the Sand Island shoals and
the mainland, and is thought to have depths of about 1.8 m. According to bathymetric data, the
depths within a 20 m span of the existing ferry crossing route is in the order of 1.5 m.

Background information obtained for the Project Plan (Appendix C) indicates a total of 58
species have been documented in the Lake Simcoe watershed. Coldwater species (e.g., Lake
Trout, Lake Whitefish, Lake Herring and Rainbow Smelt) are frequently caught north of the
Georgina Island and are not typically found along the southern shoreline. A warm water to cool
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water fishery generally exists north of mainland shoreline between Duclos Point, south-west to
Sibbald Point and south of Georgina Island. Also, the south shoreline of Georgina Island is
known to contain Muskellunge spawning and nursery habitat as well as Northern Pike spawning
habitat (Anishinabek/Ontario Fisheries Resource Centre 2009). The study area also includes
three warmwater tributaries of Lake Simcoe on the mainland, and one tributary on the island.

The fish population within the lake has shifted from coldwater species, such as Lake Trout,
Whitefish and Lake Herring, to species preferring warmer water such as Perch, Bass and
Sunfish. These changes relate, in part, to changes in nutrient cycling and dissolved oxygen
concentrations, siltation over spawning sites, shifts in available food items and the invasion of
non-native species.

NDMNREF through comments received on the draft IPD (2021) has noted that while the lake has
been shifting from coldwater species to warm water species, a number of coldwater species
continue to thrive in Lake Simcoe, including Lake Trout, Whitefish and Cisco, as further
described below:

e Lake Trout are currently of concern in Lake Simcoe. It is anticipated that increased
stocking efforts and other management techniques will result in a population rebound.

e Whitefish appear to be maintaining their populations. About 80% of total catch are wild
and unclipped fish. Further, NDMNRF continues to stock 140,000 Whitefish annually.

e Cisco have made a notable rebound without any stocking efforts. NDMNRF reopened
the Cisco season in 2015.

The NDMNREF has also identified spawning areas for Northern Pike west of the ferry launch site
on the mainland and has noted that these shoals are important for the re-establishment of the
Lake Simcoe coldwater fishery. This habitat will be further evaluated in 2022 with results
documented in the DPD.

Species at Risk

No aquatic Species at Risk (SAR) have been identified through a review of the NHIC database,
DFO SAR Mapping (2020) and other SAR screenings. This will be confirmed with DFO during
future study phases.

The background review completed for the Project Plan (Appendix C), determined that two
Avian SAR: Least Bittern (Fed: THR; Prov: THR) and Barn Swallow (Fed: THR; Prov: THR)
have been recorded in the study area. Least Bittern (Fed: THR; Prov: THR) may have nested in
a marsh (wetland neM®6) in the 1980s but habitat conditions may no longer be suitable (Toronto
Zoo, 2015). Barn Swallow (Fed: THR; Prov: THR) have been recorded nesting on structures at
the ferry dock and foraging over the shoreline and marsh areas at the south end of Georgina
Island (E.P.D.l., 2015). Blanding’s Turtle (Fed: THR; Prov: THR) has also been reported to
“frequent” the marsh (wetland neM6).

WSPs background review also identified the potential for the following Endangered and
Threatened SAR in the Project study area:

e Three birds: Bank Swallow (Fed: THR; Prov: THR), Cerulean Warbler (Fed: END; Prov:
THR) and Acadian Flycatcher (Fed: END; Prov: END).

o Two reptiles: Spotted Turtle (Fed: END; Prov: END) and Eastern Hog-nosed Snake
(Fed: THR; Prov: THR).
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¢ Five mammals: Little Brown Bat (Fed: END; Prov: END), Northern Long-eared Bat (Fed:
END; Prov: END), Eastern Small-footed Bat (Fed: NAR; Prov: END), Tri-colored Bat
(Fed: END; Prov: END) and Grey Fox (Fed: THR; Prov: THR).

o Two vascular plants: Butternut (Fed: END; Prov: END) and American Ginseng (Fed:
END; Prov: END).

ECCC (2021) provided additional information on federal SAR in proximity to the study area
(including Special Concern [SC] species) that should be considered. These species are listed
below

Blanding’s Turtle (Fed: END; Prov: THR)
Snapping Turtle (Fed: SC; Prov: SC)

Midland Painted Turtle (Fed: SC; Prov: NAR)
Wood Turtle (Fed: THR; Prov: END)

Milksnake (Fed: SC; Prov: NAR)

Western Chorus Frog, Great lakes/St. Lawrence population (Fed: THR; Prov: NAR)
Wood Thrush (Fed: THR; Prov: SC)

Eastern Wood Peewee (Fed: SC; Prov: SC)
Red-headed Woodpecker (Fed: END; Prov: SC)
Bobolink (Fed: THR; Prov: THR)

Eastern Meadowlark (Fed: THR; Prov: THR)
Butternut (Fed: END; Prov: END)
Yellow-banded Bumblebee (Fed: SC; Prov: SC)

In addition, ECCC has identified that the Project may also be in or in proximity to critical habitat
for:

e Blanding’s Turtle (Fed: END; Prov: THR)
o Red-headed Woodpecker (Fed: END; Prov: SC)

Field surveys have not occurred for breeding and migratory birds and would be necessary to
determine the presence of presence of avian SAR and other migratory birds. Similarly, targeted
searches for other SAR have not been completed to inform a full assessment of SAR presence
and potential. Potential presence of, and habitat for, SAR will be further assessed at future
stages through field investigations and targeted species at risk surveys. Results of the 2022
field investigations will be documented in the DPD, along with an assessment of potential
effects.

In addition to the identified SAR, the GIFN identified deer as one of the key species being
hunted on the island. Hunting mainly occurs on the interior of the island on the 50 acres that is
the centre of the island. Hunting also occurs on the north end of the island. The area where the
causeway and bridge being proposed to meet the island is not an area that where deer hunting
takes place.

As illustrated in Figure 7, the known terrestrial and aquatic features within the study area, based
on previous work completed by others. For example, wetland community mapping for the
Georgina Island Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW) is presented, along with communities
that are known to support SAR, including Blanding’s Turtle (Fed: THR; Prov: THR), Snapping
Turtle (Fed: SC; Prov: SC), Barn Swallow (Fed: THR; Prov: THR) and Least Bittern (Fed: THR;
Prov: THR) (Toronto Zoo, 2015, E.P.D.I, 2015). Known Muskellunge and North Pike Spawning
Areas are also mapped according to available background information (Anishinabek/Ontario
Fisheries Resource Centre, 2009).
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Migratory Birds

The Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994 (MBCA) protects all migratory birds, not just avian
SAR and the Project has the potential to impact migratory birds, primarily through construction
activities. Nesting migratory birds are protected under the MBCA, therefore, no work will be
permitted to proceed that would result in the destruction of active nests (nests with eggs or
young), the wounding or killing of birds, of species protected under the MBCA and regulations
under the Act.

Designated Natural Areas

There are several provincially designated natural features mapped within the study area,
including:

Georgina Island PSW

Virginia Beach Wetland Complex (non-PSW)

Stratum 2 Deer Wintering Area (i.e., Significant Wildlife Habitat [SWH])
Sibbald Point Provincial Park (Recreation Class)

Greenbelt Policy Area

Figure 8 provides an overview of Designated Natural Areas, based on information available in
the provincial Land Information Ontario (LIO) database.

Culturally Significant Species

To take culturally sensitive species into consideration, the GIFN developed an Environmental
Principles document outlining the principles (Appendix I) that will guide the development of the
Project without sacrificing the integrity of the environment and its species.

Some of the key principles include:

e All Project processes will be examined thoroughly prior to the commencement of work
to identify direct and indirect adverse impacts to all of Creation including plants,
animals, water, land, and air.

e Examination will ensure that the integrity of the environment will be kept, and where
threats are identified, will be mitigated using the most current best management
practices from both Traditional and Western knowledge.

Refer to Appendix I for the full list of GIFN Environmental Principles.

Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description WSP
Project No. 19M-01347-00
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation Page 51



L:\Proj 18101346_00_Chiy i \_01348_00_Chi jina_OtherData_202201 myd

Chippewas of
Georgina Island
First Nation

Bald PmmaamS

Woods Bay

sandlislands > Moores
& Beach

McRaeBeach

Sibbald Point %

Virginia = Sunset Baach
Sibbald Point Beach = lx:.lgnd “;;:B'W
e
Provincial A J Royal
Park Chippewas Beach

of Georgina Island
First Nation 33X

Mossington
Park

Virginia 84

Legend FIGURE 7

E Study Area Potential SAR Habitat Northern Pike Spawning Area GEORGINA ISLAND FIXED LINK
; ; o Anishinabek/Ontario Fisheries
Reserve Lands (LIO) Blandings Turtle (Emydoidea blandingii, { P : .
JTITL, ) or GIEN Property _ THR). Srapping Turlis (Chelvara Resource Centre, 2009) Existing Aquatic and Terrestrial Features
.: ) %3< serpentina, SC), Barn Swallow (Hirundo Georgina Island Wetland Types 0 250 500
= = »uuq BAYvista Property rustica, THR) (Toronto Zoo, 2015; (Toronto Zoo, 2015) i i |
Proposed Alignment 1 E.PD.I., 2015) : hS4 Silver Maple Swamp with e
Proposed Alignment 2 Blandings Turtle (Emydoidea blandingii, ' Prominent Lake Sedge Layer o
Road / THR), Snapping Turlle (Chelydra ; neM2 Lake Sedge Marsh with Project No.: 19M-01346-00
'/ serpentina, THR), Least Bittern Prominant Cattail Layer Date Created: 20/05/2020
Watercourse (LIO) (Ixobrychus exilis, THR) (Toronto Zoo, Date Modified: January 19, 2022
ry
Warmwater Watercourse 2015) neMg6 Soft Stemmed Bulrush Marsh Coordinate System: NAD 1963 UTM Zone 17N
— NiSKSIGE SEEFG A Niisah reM4 Cattail Ma_rsh with Prominent Source: York Region, GeoHub (LIO), ESRI Basemaps, WSP
©  Area (Anishinabek/Ontario Fisheries Purple Loosestrife Layer \\ \ )
¢ %% Resource Centre, 2009) $UW7 Pondweed Open Water Marsh
Figure 7 Fixed Link Existing Aquatic and Terrestrial Features
Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description WSP

Project No. 19M-01347-00
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation Page 52



LProj 18101346_00_Chi i | 01348_00_Ch

202201 mxd

_Study.

Chippewas of

kepaeas ey AN - e
’ & slancfVetianci i

Bald Point

Woods Biy

Sandislands % Moores
T Beach

McRaeBeach

Sibbald Point %

Virginia = Sunset Beach
Beach - Island View
Sibbald Point Beach
Provincial } a . Royal "
Park Chippewas Banch

of Georgina Island
First Nation 33A

IMossington
Park

84

Virginia

80
o0 |

Lake
Simcoe

=

“SSIBBALD POINT
_PROVINCIAL PARK - -

RECREATIONAL CLXSS) .~
i : i

KRIVER ROAD

Study Area Deer Wintering Area (Stratum 2) (L1O) GEOR(’.;INA ISLAND FIXED LINE
i A— Road (LIO) Designated Natural Areas
Other GIFN Property Greenbelt Policy Area (LIO) ? Mj:,s 5?0
Bayvista Property : Non-Provincial Significant Wetlands (NPSW, LIO) 1:12,000

Proposed Alignment 1 Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSW, LIO) L e o

Proposed Alignment 2~ Watercourse (LIO) oS U T
Provincial Park (LIO) Warmwater Watercourse (LIO) W \YI ) '

Figure 8 Designated Natural Areas

Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description WSP
Project No. 19M-01347-00
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation Page 53



Hydrogeology and Drainage

From a drainage perspective, additional studies will be required as part of the Project, including
to assess and identify:

o Water quantity and quality control measures;
¢ Impact of ice forces on bridge piers and abutment; and,
¢ Climate change impact on lake water levels and wave action.

The Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) water well records and water
supply records were reviewed and indicate that groundwater is present at depths ranging
between 5.8 and 17.1 meters below the ground surface (mbgs) in the overburden. The
management of groundwater will be considered in the impact assessment studies, and is
expected to be needed during construction of the Project, depending on the chosen construction
methodology.

Based on recent water supply well records, it is interpreted that the mainland may be partially
serviced by groundwater and watermains. Documents provided by the GIFN show that a
watermain is present along Bear Road on Georgina Island, indicating that the Georgina Island is
serviced for water. A water treatment plant is present on the west side of the Georgina Island
shown on “issued for construction” drawings from S. Burnett & Associates Limited (2018). The
water intake occurs from Lake Simcoe west of the Georgina Island. Gravity sanitary sewer and
pumping stations are present on Beaver Road (Neegan Burnside, 2005).

The “Georgina, Fox and Snake Islands Subwatershed Plan” (2017) confirms that drinking water
within the area is provided through private wells and surface water from Lake Simcoe. A Water
Well Survey will need to be completed to confirm the reliance on and details of water wells
available in the area.

Detailed geotechnical and hydrogeological investigations will also be completed to confirm the
existing conditions of the shallow groundwater areas of the island.

Investigations, meetings with the LSRCA coordination with respect to wetland impacts and
mitigation, as well as an investigation of source water quality during and post construction will
be required. The major risk to hydrogeological resources as a result of this project undertaking
is resulting from the need to dewater during construction in Lake Simcoe.

Environmental Site Assessment — Contaminated Soil Investigation

Preliminary site assessments were completed in 2019 and identified three inactive landfill
locations on Georgina Island. The locations of the historical landfills are immediately west of the
active landfill sites, as shown on Figure 9 (reproduced below and includes inset zoom of
inactive landfill locations on Rabbit Road), with the nearest being approximately 2.2 km NNW of
the Project area.

Two sources of potential contamination on the island were identified at the Marina and Business
Centre and the buildings/storage yard at the ferry docks (potential contaminating activities
include fuel spills and leaks from fuel storage tanks and fuel dispensing equipment, and
vehicle/equipment and waste materials storage).
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Contaminants of potential concern (COPC) include polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), metals,
petroleum hydrocarbons, volatile organic compounds (VOCs), polycyclic aromatic compounds
(PAHSs), and electrical conductivity and sodium adsorption ratio (road salt contamination). These
contaminants may adversely affect the quality of country foods. A Traditional Land Use (TLU)
study will be completed to inform the assessment of country foods on human health. Results of
the TLU study and an analysis of potential impacts on country foods will be included in the DPD,
once developed.

Further investigation will be completed to determine whether there may be potential impacts
associated with the sources of potential contamination (e.g., likelihood that impacted soil and/or
groundwater will be encountered during construction). The Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment (ESA) study area is anticipated to include those properties that are wholly or partly
within a 250-m radius of the Project area. A Phase Il ESA will characterise soil and ground
water quality with respect to the contaminants of potential concern

Air and Noise

No specific background studies have been conducted for air quality, greenhouse gas, or noise
for the Project to date. Air Existing Conditions and Impact Assessment and Noise Existing
Conditions and Impact Assessment studies will be completed to inform the federal impact
assessment process. Under the Environmental Protections Act in Ontario, the regulations state
that air and noise emissions discharged from construction activities must be controlled to avoid
causing an adverse effect using “every step necessary to control the emissions”.

During design and construction, a Construction Contractor shall provide and implement
recommended best management practices that are industry standard in Ontario to minimize air
emissions from construction activities including best management practices for dust, noise, and
approvals for mobile construction equipment.
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15. DESCRIPTION OF THE HEALTH, SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC
CONTEXT

A brief description of the health, social and economic context in the region where the
project is located, based on information that is available to the public or derived from any
engagement undertaken.

Future Studies

In addition to the future studies listed in Section 14. Description of the Physical and
Biological Environment, the following studies will be prepared to further refine the existing
conditions information for the study area and will identify significant and sensitive features.
Results from these studies will be included in the DPD, once developed.

e Transportation and Traffic Impact Study;
e Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment Report; and
e Cultural Heritage Existing Conditions and Impact Assessment Report.

Transportation Planning and Traffic Analysis

The current major transportation option for community members between Georgian Island and
the Mainland is a ferry service, known as the Aazhaawe Ferry. There are significant gaps in the
ability to report on existing transportation conditions for GIFN and the surrounding area. The
Project Planning process will require a Traffic Impact Study and analysis of existing and future
transportation operations in order to understand how possible fixed link alternatives will impact
current pedestrian and vehicular traffic within the study area.

Additional studies are required by the Project Team in order to establish baseline conditions that
are relevant to current travel demands. This will require contacting contact the Town of
Georgina and York Region in order to obtain information. Furthermore, additional site visits may
be required as part of the Project Planning process associated with traffic counts in the area.

A traffic survey and transportation study are required. The data used in previous studies may be
outdated and does not consider current traffic and transportation needs in and surrounding the
Study area. However, previous studies did show the following:

e Passenger and vehicle demand for 2006 showed that the maximum monthly usage of
the ferry occurred in the summer with a maximum of 4,398 vehicles and 138
passengers in a month;

e The number of vehicle trips utilizing the ferry link is significantly less than the number
that would use a proposed fixed link, due to the cost and time constraint imposed by the
ferry link;

e The long-term demand on the fixed link was forecasted to be about 2,180 vehicles per
day, with 142 vehicle crossings in the am peak hour and 206 vehicle crossings in the
pm peak hour;

e ltis typical practice to utilize asphalt surface for roads that experience traffic volumes
exceeding 400 vehicles per day and it was recommended that all roadways within the
study area include asphalt surface; and,

¢ Traffic from the fixed link could impact the operations of the intersection of Hadden
Road at Highway 48 and potentially trigger a signal subject to signal warrant analysis.
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o To assess existing traffic operations, traffic counters specialized in traffic data collection
will be required to obtain the following information:
Automatic traffic record (ATR) data for Black River Road; and,

o Peak period (7-9am and 4-6pm) turning movement counts at the intersection of Hadden
Road at Highway 48 and Chief Joseph Snake Road at Bear Road.

It should be noted that traffic data collected at this time may not represent typical traffic patterns
due to Covid-19. Therefore, the information from the Town of Georgina and the Ministry of
Transportation Ontario (MTO) will be required in order to compare the data with historical counts
(if available) to establish baseline existing conditions. Furthermore, weekday, morning, and
evening peak hour intersection capacity analyses of existing, traffic volumes for the study
intersections using the Synchro 10 software package is recommended.

Archaeology and Cultural Heritage

A review of the Ontario Archaeological Sites Database indicated there are no recorded
archaeological sites within or up to 1 km from the study area. A review of the Ontario Public
Register of Archaeological Reports indicated no archaeological assessments were completed
within the study area. However, the York Region Archaeological Management Plan shows much
of the study area on the mainland to hold archaeological potential.

A Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment, including consideration for marine archaeological
resources for areas where the lakebed of Lake Simcoe and shorelines may be disturbed, will be
completed at future stages of the Project. Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment will identify the
archaeological potential of the study area and recommend appropriate mitigation strategies,
including whether subsequent archaeological assessment is warranted. Consideration for
underwater archaeological potential must be encapsulated within the Stage 1 report.

Population and Demographic

As outlined in the Fixed Link Socio-Economic Study (2019) (Appendix B), the main population
of the reserve resides on the largest Island, Georgina Island. In 2021, it was recorded that
approximately 179 of the 618 GIFN band members permanently reside on the island’s The
GIFN is governed by an elected band council, consisting of one chief and four councillors.

Surrounding Population

As per the 2016 census?, the population located within 50 km of the GIFN community was in
excess of 860,000 people. This is expected to grow to over 1.1 million people. The population
located within 100 km of Georgina Island is very substantial and includes the Greater Toronto
Area and the entire Golden Horseshoe population.

Within the primary market, there are 296,778 households and this number increases
dramatically to 2,189,671 when nearby populations within a 100 km radius are included. If the
market reach is expanded once again, the number of households increases to over 3.5 million.

2 In this section and following sections, a combination of data sources has been used, including Statistics Canada
2016 census data, which provides the most complete census data to reflect recent population changes and trends,
though precise population numbers will have changed since 2016; thus, population data from 2019 and 2021 differs
slightly. Where supplemental data has been obtained, the source has been identified.
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The numbers are expected to grow significantly in future years. The anticipated number of
households within 250 km is projected to be over 4.2 million.

The local population surrounding the study area is in excess of 5.4 million (within a 1.5 hour
driving radius). The preferred route of the fixed link would be located within a 5-minute drive on
the mainland to Sibbald Point Provincial Park, one of the most popular parks in Ontario (70,000
people per year). Georgina Island is within the proximity of numerous seasonal activities and
prime cottage country, which brings more cottagers and tourists to the area in summer months.
Approximately 280 resorts, bed and breakfasts, farming accommodations and campgrounds
exist within the immediate area of Georgina Island and the current Aazhaawe Ferry Station on
the mainland. Local tourism infrastructure is currently in place to support the demand and is fully
operational. Accordingly, a commercial presence with the GIFN community is strong and
tourism in the area has favourable conditions for growth.

Population Density

GIFN Population by Age Group
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Figure 10 GIFN Population by Age (Statistics Canada, 2016)

The land area of the island is approximately 15 km? which is 4.5 km long and 3.2 km wide with
an area of 1,416 ha (3,499 acres). The population density, as of 2016, was 17.9 people per
square kilometer (Statistics Canada, 2016). At the time of the 2016 census, the population of
GIFN was approximately 261 (including GIFN Members and non-members). The majority of the
population in 2016 was in the age range of 15-64, as seen in Figure 10.

Population Change

Overall, the population is declining at a rate of 0.3% per year over the past 15 years from 2001
to 2016. In the last two census, the population declined by 14 people, an average decline rate of
1% per year from 2011 to 2016. First Nations or persons with Registered or Treaty Indian status
but are not First Nations, Métis, or Inuit identity, make up 84% of the total population.
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GIFN Population Change
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Figure 11 GIFN Population Over Time (1996-2016) (Statistics Canada, 2016; Statistics Canada,
2012)

Based on the Census data from 1996 to 2016, the GIFN population (which includes both GIFN
Members and non-members) has shown a decreasing trend. The population percentage change
between 2011 to 2016 was -5.1% (Figure 11). As of 2016, there are 565 private dwellings on
the Reserve and 118 dwellings which are occupied by usual residents (Statistics Canada,
2016).

Population by Sex

Based on 2021 data from the Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada
(CIRNAC) First Nation Profiles, GIFN has a total membership of approximately 936 members of
which approximately 209 reside on the island and 726 live off the island (CIRNAC, 2021; GIFN,
2019). Of the 209 members that reside on the island, approximately 98 are male and 111 are
female as identified in Table 10. (CIRNAC, 2021).

Table 10 GIFN Registered Population

Residency Number of People

Registered Males on Own Reserve 98

Registered Females on Own Reserve 111
Registered Males Off Reserve 353
Registered Females Off Reserve 373

The most recent census did not provide gender statistics for Georgina Island, but as of the 2019
registered membership, 53.8% of people were registered female members living within
Georgina Island, and 46.1% of people were registered males also living within the community
(Table 11).
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Table 11 Population by Sex for GIFN

Number Percent (%)
Total 261 100
Male 120 46.1
Female 140 53.8

Population by Age

Georgina Island has a median age of 44.65 years old and an average age of 41.3. The largest
population is the age group between 55 and 59 years old, and the least populated age group is
85+ years old. 66% of the population are in the working age group between 15 to 64 years old,
while 25.7% make up the younger population which will be a part of labour force in less than
two decades (Table 12).

Table 12 Population by Age for GIFN

GIFN
Number Percent (%)

Total Population 260 100
Children (14 years old

and under) 45 17.3

15 to 64 years old 165 66

Seniors (65 years old

and older) 45 17.3

Seasonal Population Changes

Seasonal influx of non-GIFN cottagers and tourists in the summer months is reported
(Table 13), and in a recent Health Impacts Assessment survey 43 participants indicated this
influx is one of the reasons for causing additional strain on both the ferry and the GIFN
community as a whole (Intrinsik, 2021).

Table 13 Total Ferry Passenger Vehicle Trips (2009-2019)

Year Total Number of Winter Spring Summer Fall Difference Difference
Passenger Vehicle Trips  (5%) (20%) (45%) (30%) (Summer-Spring) (Summer-Fall)
2009 153,000f 7,650| 30,600, 68,850| 45,900 38,250 22,950
2010 121,500| 6,075| 24,300| 54,675| 36,450 30,375 18,225
2011 123,300| 6,165| 24,660| 55,485| 36,990 30,825 18,495
2012 129,600| 6,480| 25,920| 58,320| 38,880 32,400 19,440
2013 128,850| 6,443| 25,770| 57,983| 38,655 32,213 19,328
2014 121,500| 6,075| 24,300| 54,675| 36,450 30,375 18,225
2015 122,400| 6,120| 24,480| 55,080| 36,720 30,600 18,360
2016 163,800| 8,190| 32,760| 73,710| 49,140 40,950 24,570
2017 136,575| 6,829| 27,315| 61,459 40,973 34,144 20,486
2018 126,450| 6,323| 25,290| 56,903| 37,935 31,613 18,968
2019 164,250| 8,213| 32,850 73,913| 49,275 41,063 24,638
TOTAL 1,491,225 74,561|298,245| 671,051|447,368 Avg.=33,891| Avg.=20,335
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Seasonal passenger vehicle trip percentages are based on community knowledge, provided
from the Transportation Manager of GIFN. It is presumed that ferry passenger vehicles during
Spring (March 20 — June 21) consists almost entirely of community members (staff, families,
etc.) and that ferry passenger vehicles during Fall (September 22 — December 21) consists
again of mainly community members, but to a lesser extent than the Spring season. The influx
of passenger vehicle trips in the Summer, versus Spring and Fall is between 20,000 and 33,000
from 2009-2019, which can be attributed to seasonal visitors.

Impacts on the community include longer ferry wait times which contribute to easy access to
island residences and mainland emergency healthcare or recreational activities.

Education

According to GIFN website, there is an elementary school for children from kindergarten to
Grade 5 with an attached community library on the island. The community library offers
programs such as skills upgrading, early learning literacy computers for children and E-learning.
Individuals such as the Aboriginal Student Advisor, Education Manager and Post-Secondary
Education Coordinator can be contacted and are available for assistance for those seeking
higher education. For grade 6 through to 12, students need to travel from the island to the
mainland.

In 2016, 70.4% of GIFN members aged 25 to 64 had a high school diploma or equivalency
certificate, compared with 86.3% in Canada (Statistics Canada, 2016).

In the GIFN community, 6.98% of people aged 25 to 64 had a bachelor’s degree or higher in
2016, while 27.91% had a college, CEGEP or other non-university certificate or diploma as their
highest level of education, and 13.95% had an apprenticeship or trades certificate or diploma as
their highest level of education (Table 14).

Table 14 Level of Education for GIFN

Education by highest certificate, diploma, or Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation
degree Total

Number? Percentage Male? Female?
Total Population (aged 15 years and over) 215 100 100 115
No certificate, diploma, or degree 50 23.26% 25 30
Secondary (high) school diploma or
equivalencycertificate 50 23.26% 25 25
Apprenticeship or trades certificate or diploma 30 13.95% 20 10
College, CEGEP or other non-university
certificateor diploma 60 27.91% 20 35
University certificate or diploma below .
bachelorlevel 10 4.65% 0 0
University certificate, diploma, or .
degree atbachelor level or above 15 6.98% 0 15
Bachelor’'s degree 10 66.67% 0 10

aUsers should be aware that the estimates associated with this variable are more affected than most by the
incomplete enumeration of certain Indian Reserves and Indian settlements in the 2016 Census of Population.
For more information on Aboriginal variables, including information on their classifications, the questions from
which they are derived, data quality and their comparability with other sources of data, refer to the Aboriginal
Peoples Reference Guide, Census of Population, 2016 and the Aboriginal Peoples Technical Report, Census
of Population,2016.
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b Total — Secondary (high) school diploma or equivalency certificate for the population aged 15 years and
over inprivate households — 25% sample data.

Employment

Overall, the employment rate in Georgina Island is growing at a rate of 1.7% per year over the
past 5 years from 2011 to 2016. In the last two census, its employment rates grew by 8.4%, an
average growth rate of 1.7% per year from 2011 to 2016. A growing employment rate reflects
positive economic conditions in the community and implies that people looking for a job are
getting matched to an employer.

In 2016, the population of GIFN in the labour force was 130 individuals, out of which
approximately 96% were employed (Table 15). 29% of the working population was employed in
public administration, while the other 71% was split between seven other industries as
illustrated in Figure 12 (Statistics Canada, 2016).

Table 15 Labour Force Status for GIFN

Labour Force Status Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation
Total Percentage Male? Female?
o Number R

Total Population (aged 15 years and over) ® 215 100% 100 115

In the Labour Force 130 60.47% 65 65
Employed 125 96.15% 60 60
Unemployed 10 7.69% 0 0

Not in the Labour Force 80 37.21% 35 50

aUsers should be aware that the estimates associated with this variable are more affected than most by the
incomplete enumeration of certain Indian Reserves and Indian settlements in the 2016 Census of
Population. For more information on Aboriginal variables, including information on their classifications, the
questions from which they are derived, data quality and their comparability with other sources of data, refer
to the Aboriginal Peoples Reference Guide, Census of Population, 2016 and the Aboriginal Peoples
Technical Report, Census ofPopulation, 2016.

b Labour force status for the population aged 15 years and over in private households — 25% Sample data.
Refersto whether a person aged 15 years and over was employed, unemployed or not in the labour force
during the week of Sunday, May 1 to Saturday, May 7, 2016.
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GIFN Employment by Industry (2016)

B Professional, Scientific and Technical
Services

Retail Trade

® Transportation and Warehousing
B Construction

B Other services (except public
administration)

] . .
Health Care and Social Assistance

B Accommodation and Food Services

B Public Administration

Figure 12 GIFN Employment by Industry (2016) (Statistics Canada, 2016)

Income

The median total income for GIFN in 2016 was $26,368 (Table 16), which is significantly less
than provincial median income of $33,539, and a national median income of $34,204 (Statistics
Canada, 2016). With a population at 261 people at the time of the census, most inhabitants at of
Georgina Island were above the low-income cut-off, or the income a person must earn to be
part of the low-income group.

Table 16 Income by Sex for GIFN

Income statistics in 2015 Total Female
Number of income recipients aged 200 90 110
15 years and over
Median total income $26,368 $29,632 $25,504
Average total income $36,627 $36,679 $36,583
Median after-tax income $25,728 $29,632 $25,024
Average after-tax income $34,684 $34,624 $34,735

The largest percentage of the population fell in the under $10,000 income group with 23.26% of
individuals compared to Ontario which only had 15.3%, and Canada having 14% of individuals
(Table 17).
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Table 17 Total Income Groups in 2015 for GIFN

Income statistics in 2015 GIFN
Percentage
Total income groups for the population aged 15 years and over in 200 100%
private households
Under $10,000 (including loss) 50 23.26%
$10,000 to $19,999 35 16.28%
0,
$20,000 to $29,999 3 16.28%
$30,000 to $39,999 25 11.63%
$40,000 to $49,999 10 4.65%
$50,000 to $59,999 10 4.65%
$60,000 to $69,999 10 4.65%
$70,000 to $79,999 0 0%
$80,000 to $89,999 15 6.98%
$90,000 to $99,999 10 4.65%
$100,000 and over 10 4.65%

The average income per household within the local region is substantially higher than the
Ontario average. Within Ontario, the average household income is almost $67,000. Within the
primary market area, the average family income is just over $77,000. This difference is quite
substantial when assessing household purchasing power - an examination of the households
within 250 km also shows an income greater than the Ontario average. This difference is less
substantial, however, and over the next five years is expected to remain in line with Ontario
averages.

Along with having higher household incomes, a larger portion of households are in the top
percentiles for income ranges. Approximately 71% of households within the local market have
an income over $60,000 per year and has the lowest percentage of households earning below
the poverty line (less than 5%). The more favourable of the statistics is that throughout all
households within the more regional markets, the largest earning groups are those that earn
over $100,000 and between $60,000 and $80,000 per year.

Owing to high demand in tourist opportunities within the Georgina Island area, overbearing and
uncontrolled tourists and overuse of the existing land base are potential risks with expanded
tourism potential. As such, overuse of the current ferry system is a threat to local community
members relying on service to the mainland. A fixed link would alleviate these demand
pressures. A controlled and secure bridge would also ensure access to the island and use of the
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fixed link would not be overused, particularly during summer months, which bring considerably
more tourists to the area.

Cost of Living

Cost of living for residents of Georgina Island can be expected to be at or near Ontario
averages. Ontario is Canada's largest province and is one of the most expensive provinces on a
cost basis. This is partially explained by the province having some of the highest housing costs
in Canada, especially around the Greater Toronto Area (GTA), where 48% of Ontarians call
home.

Electricity

With 84% of residents being First Nations, costs associated with delivery for electricity are not
incurred due to the On Reserve First Nations Delivery Credit from Hydro One, implemented July
1, 2017, resulting in a lower average monthly electricity bill. However, the Ontario Fair Hydro
Plan was only promised for four (4) years, and the future of electricity pricing is unknown. As per
the updated Community Energy Plan for Georgina Island (2018), electricity is the most common
energy type for space-heating used year-round in residential and seasonal residential sectors.

Propane

Propane is the second most common energy type used for space heating in both the year-round
residential and seasonal residential sectors. Propane is supplied to the community by Budget
and Superior Propane, by truck on the ferry. Delays due to freezing and thawing seasons on
Lake Simcoe do occur for the community, so propane must be pre-ordered at times during the
year, compounding costs for residents.

Internet

Internet in the community is provided by Xplornet and Bell Communications. Internet
connectivity has been historically poor, as connection must be established wirelessly. Costs
associated with internet would be consistent with other local municipalities, without having a
secure fibreoptic speed connection. The G for the purposes of crossing an ice-road, resulting in
higher-than-average premiums. From the updated Community Energy Plan, 80% of
transportation energy use between 2014 to 2017, was by the residential and seasonal
residential sectors.

Housing

From the 2016 census, 91% of families owned their homes, with the remaining 9% renting their
home. Housing prices on First Nations have been historically lower due to standards set by the
First Nation itself to ensure homes are affordable for members, or due to the value placed on
dwellings that reside on leased lands. This may differ to some degree for cottages located on
lakefront. Costs associated with renting on a First Nation have also remained lower than
regional averages due to more limited access to services that are available outside of First
Nation communities. It can be expected that costs associated with housing/ renting would be
lower than regional averages.

Food And Essentials

Food costs for residents of Georgina Island can be expected to be higher than mainland
residents due to the added need for transportation to the island from the mainland. Georgina
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Island does not currently have any grocery or convenience stores available, so residents must
travel to the mainland to access nearby centres to shop for essentials.

Transportation

Transportation costs in Ontario are also some of the highest in Canada, with car ownership and
associated insurance premiums being high as well. Many Georgina Island residents must travel
by vehicle to the mainland for education, employment, essential services, social and recreation
activities. Residents of the community must also carry comprehensive insurance for their
personal vehicles for the purposes of crossing an ice-road, resulting in higher-than-average
premiums. From the updated Community Energy Plan, 80% of transportation energy use
between 2014 to 2017, was by the residential and seasonal residential sectors.

Childcare

Childcare provided by the Niigaan-Naabiwag Child Care Centre is subsidized by the federal
government for members of Georgina Island. For the purposes of this Project, it has been
included in the cost-of-living existing conditions. Members who reside outside the community
but wish to take advantage of subsidized childcare, must transport their children to the facility
within the community, thus incurring additional risks and costs of transportation, and ferry wait
times. Refer to Appendix B for further detail.

Country Food

The following list (Table 18) include in of food and medicinal sources for Georgina Island
include, but is not limited.

Table 18 Country Food Sources on Georgina Island

Type ‘ Species

Lake whitefish (Coregonus clupeaformis)
Lake herring (Coregonus artedii)

Burbot (Lota lota)

Northern pike (Esox lucius)

Yellow perch (Perca flavescens)
Smallmouth bass (Micropterus dolomieu)
White sucker (Catostomus commersoni)
Pumpkinseed (Lepomis gibbosus)
Brown bullhead (/ctalurus nebulosus)
Rock bass (Ambloplites rupestris)
Pumpkinseed (Lepomis gibbosus)

Black crappie (Proxis nigromaculatus)
Rainbow smelt (Osmerus mordax)
Muskellunge (Esox masquinongy)

Fish

Eastern gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis)
Red squirrel (Sciurus vulgaris)

Eastern cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus)
Snowshoe hare (Lepus americanus)
White-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus)
American black bear (Ursus americanus)
North American beaver (Castor canadensis)

Mammals
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Type ‘ Species
Muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus)

Canada goose (Branta canadensis)
Canvasback (Aythya valisineria)

Mallard (Anas platyrhynchos)

Redhead (Aythya americana)

Wood duck (Aix sponsa)

Hooded Merganser (Lophodytes cucullatus)
Common goldeneye (Bucephala clangula)
American widgeon (Mareca americana)
American black duck (Anas rubripes)
Greater scaup (Aythya marila)

Lesser scaup (Aythya affinis)

Bufflehead (Bucephala albeola)
Blue-winged teal (Spatula discors)
Gadwall (Mareca strepera)

Green-wigned teal (Anas carolinensis)
Northern pintail (Anas acuta)

Northern Shoveler (Spatula clypeata)
Rudy duck (Oxyura jamaicensis)
Ring-necked duck (Aythya collaris)

Ruffed grouse (Bonasa umbellus)
Mourning dove (Zenaida macroura)
Eastern Wild Turkey (Meleagris gallopavo silvestris)

Birds

Painted turtle (Chrysemys picta)

Reptiles
P Common snapping turtle (Chelydra serpentina)

American Ginseng (Panax quinquefolius, Panacis quinquefolis)
White Cedar (Thuja occidentalis)

Wild Crabapple (Malus coronaria)

Morel (Morchella esculenta)

Fiddlehead (Polypodiopsida or Polypodiophyta)

Wild Ginger (Asarum canadense)

Wild Mint (Mentha arvensis)

Ramp/Leek (Allium tricoccum)

Wild asparagus (Asparagus officinalis)

Chaga (Inonotus obliquus)

Sweetgrass (Hierochloe odorata, Anthoxanthum nitens)
Wild rice (Zizania palustris)

Plants

Community Features and Services

On Georgina Island, there is an administration building, a health centre, a police station, a fire
hall, and a community centre. As well, the island children attend a two-classroom school until
Grade 5, and there is a daycare for infants and toddlers. A church, the community centre and an
outdoor rink provide opportunities for the community to gather for various events.

The community buildings and most residential structures are centralized on the eastern and
western shores providing community members with easier access to local services. The GIFN
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has undeveloped Lake Simcoe shoreline and excellent proximity to Highway #12 and Highway
#48 leading directly from the Greater Toronto Area to the northern cottage regions. Georgina
Island is only accessible by the Aazhaawe Ferry during the spring, summer, and autumn
months of the year and by scoot or ice road during the winter months. The ferry can carry up to
18 cars and there is comfortable cabin space for 50 walk-on passengers.

The Georgina, Fox, and Snake Islands Subwatershed Plan (2017) confirms that drinking water
within the study area portion located on Georgina Island is provided through private wells and
surface water from Lake Simcoe. A water well survey will need to be completed to confirm the
reliance on and details of water wells available in the area. GIFN provides drinking water to
approximately 109 households on Georgina Island. This supply has been in place since 1993
and surface water from Lake Simcoe is taken in a location approximately 345 m to the west of
the Georgina Island, treated at the Georgina Island Water Treatment Plant. Based on recent
water supply well records, it is understood that the mainland may be partially serviced by
groundwater and watermains.

Recreational opportunities exist within GIFN on Georgina Island; however, recreational, and
social activities could have expanded offerings for members on the mainland. Aazhaawe Ferry
scheduling and inconsistent ferry operations do not provide flexible opportunities for recreation
offerings off territories.

Please refer to Section 13d. Proximity to Residences and Potentially Affected
Communities for a description of human receptors (both Indigenous and non-indigenous) that
may be impacted by changes to air, water, and country food quality and noise levels associated
with the Project activities.

Tourism

The Georgina Island is situated in the prosperous Ontario Regional Tourism (RTO) Zone 6 —
also known as the Central Counties. The Central Counties has a population of over 2 million
people, residing within over 670,000 households. Tourism in Central Counties is an increasingly
substantial contributor to economic growth. The retention of businesses and services in the area
is increasingly dependent on visitor spending, resulting in nearby economies investing heavily in
attracting those visitors.

From the RTO Zone 6 visitor profile survey in 2018, Cultural Sampling, Attraction to Nature and
Ecological Lifestyle scored the highest social values in the survey.

Emergency and Health Care Services

Health care services to GIFN are hindered by inconsistent methods of transport to Georgina
Island during winter months and the reliance on one ferry operating with limited capacities
during spring, summer, and autumn months. Ambulance service in winter months is currently a
challenge as ambulances cannot travel on ice and stretchers cannot fit in scoots. As a result of
access difficulties, the overall costs of services from the hourly rates are higher than average
and there are greater costs for equipment and maintenance of equipment. 24/7 service across
all health care offerings is not possible due to complexities of accessing the island and
emergency service would have to be delivered via air medical services. With a reliable fixed link,
visiting doctors can more easily and affordably access Georgina Island to provide members of
GIFN with essential health care service.
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COVID-19 Pandemic

In March 2020, the COVID-19 pandemic (the pandemic) emerged in Ontario, forcing many
industries to either close or operate at a reduced capacity. These measures and the hardships
with public health measures has forced many tourism businesses to lay off staff with concerns
of cashflow to pay for fixed costs such as rent, utilities and existing debt. From a survey and
report released in October 2020, by the Tourism Industry of Ontario (TIAO), it was estimated
that tourism businesses were suffering a 69% revenue decline at that time.

Further pandemic waves, and a regression into more stringent physical distancing protocols has
caused sectors such as restaurants, bed and breakfast and other local tourism attractions even
further hardships, which are yet to be fully understood as the pandemic continues. At the
beginning of the pandemic, GIFN leadership decided to limit access to the island, for the
protection of community health. This choice, which was in the best interests of the community,
has had obvious impacts to local businesses both on the island and mainland,. As well,
Indigenous peoples experience a more significant burden of noncommunicable and infectious
diseases generally, and this is related to social and health inequities stemming from invasion
and subsequent colonisation.

The island closure impacted the momentum of the fixed link Project as stakeholder meetings
and community engagements regarding the Project have either been rescheduled for times
when public health measures have relaxed or switched to virtual options, which most of the
work force has become familiar with. As well community members experienced increased
challenges in accessing cultural practices due to public health protocols, lack of ability to travel
to communities due to lockdown measures, increased fear and concern surrounding contracting
the virus and the shutdown of recreational activities such as sports, entertainment, cultural
gatherings, and family vacations. Close living quarters also impacted mental health, especially
in cases of unhealthy emotional and physical situations for women, children, and LGBTQ2S+
peoples as a non-exhaustive list. Further, as a result of the heightened public health protocols,
community members experienced lack of culturally safe health care and access to personal
protection equipment (PPE).

In response to the pandemic and island closure, GIFN entered into a six-month commercial
agreement with Drone Delivery Canada Corp. (DDC). Dated July 30, 2020, the agreement was
established with the assistance of Drone Delivery Canada sales agent Air Canada and also the
Pontiac Group. The drone delivery platform was crucial to limit person-to-person contact on its
island ferry service by transporting COVID-19-related cargo including personal protection
equipment (PPE), hygiene kits, test kits, test swabs, and other goods.

PART D - Federal, Provincial, Territorial, Indigenous and
Municipal Involvement

16. POTENTIAL FEDERAL FINANCIAL SUPPORT

A description of any financial support that federal authorities are, or may be, providing to
the project.

The GIFN are well positioned to take this project on financially.
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The GIFN understand the substantial costs that will be associated with this project. For
community planning purposes, the GIFN Chief and Council have separated the Project into two
separate phases: Planning/Design and Construction.

The Canada Infrastructure Bank (CIB) is in discussions with the GIFN with respect to financing
the Project construction. The community has initiated the processes required to be considered
for financial support through an initial meeting, which included a presentation by the CIB to the
First Nation Council. The discussions with respect to a potential CIB investment would be for
approximately 80% of the required capital to be supported by the CIB.

The remaining 20% of the Project would be funded through a combination of Long-Term
Investments, own source revenues and other government equity-based funds. Due to the
uncertainty of government programming over the long term, the GIFN community is unable to
gauge what amounts may be available in the long term. For that reason, the GIFN is operating
on the assumption that they will be required to support the full 20% of equity needed and are
willing to do so if required.

It should be noted that any funding with respect to the Project from a federal department (e.g.,
CIB) would be conditional upon the Project receiving a positive decision statement from the
Minister of Environment and Climate Change after an impact assessment, or a decision by the
IAAC that no impact assessment of the Project is required (IAA, subsection 7(3)).

17. FEDERAL LANDS THAT MAY BE USED FOR THE PROJECT

A list of any federal lands that may be used for the purpose of carrying out the project.

Georgina Island No.33, the reserve lands of GIFN, are federal lands as defined in the IAA. The
fixed link will connect the mainland to Georgina Island No.33. Any submerged lands under Lake
Simcoe that were once dry lands belonging to Georgina Island No.33, Sand or Gravel Islands
before the water levels of Lake Simcoe are also federal lands as defined in the IAA (Figure 3).

18. INVOLVEMENT OF FEDERAL AUTHORITIES AND OTHER
JURISDICTIONS

A list of any jurisdictions that have powers, duties or functions in relation to an assessment
of the project’s environmental effects.

See Table 19 for a summary of list of agencies that have been consulted with for the Fixed Link
Study.

Table 19 List of Agencies that have Potential Powers, Duties of Functions

Impact Assessment Federal e Administer the Impact Assessment Act (1AA).
Agency of Canada e Lead and manage the impapt assessmgnt
(IAAC) process for all federally designated major
projects.
e Lead Crown engagement and serve as the
single point of contact for consultation and
Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description WSP

Project No. 19M-01347-00
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation Page 71



Powers, Duties and Functions

engagement with Indigenous peoples during
impact assessments for designated projects.
¢ Provide opportunities and funding to support
public participation in impact assessments.
¢ Work to ensure that mitigation measures are
applied and are working as intended.
¢ Promote uniformity and coordination of impact
assessment practices across Canada through
research, guidance and ongoing discussion
with stakeholders and partners.
Fisheries and Oceans | Federal e Administer the Fisheries Act. f
o Administer the protection provisions of aquatic
Canada (DFO) species under the Species at Risk Act (SARA).
e Ensure that Canada’s oceans and other
aquatic ecosystems are protected from
negative impacts.
e Ensure commercial vessels and recreational
boaters can safely navigate DFO waters.
e Save lives and protect existing environments
when emergencies arise.
Environment and Federal o Adminigter the _protection provisions of
Climate Change terrestrial species under the SARA.
Canada (ECCC) e Preserve and enhance quality of the natural
environment, including water, air and soil
quality, and the coordination of the relevant
policies and programs of the Government of
Canada renewable resources, including
migratory birds and other non-domestic flora
and fauna.
e Enforce rules and regulations under its
mandate.
¢ Develop and oversee the Government of
Canada’s transportation policies and programs
so Canadians can have access to a
transportation system.
e Administer the Canadian Navigable Waters
Act (CNWA), and the Bridges Act.
o Work towards the following objectives:

¢ Proposing and updating policies, laws,
and regulations;

e Conducting inspections, enforcement
activities and surveillance of the
transportation industry’s equipment,
operations, and facilities; and

e Providing funding to organizations for
projects that strengthen the transportation
network, including safety improvement

Transport Canada Federal
(TC)
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Powers, Duties and Functions

projects, technological innovations, and
green transportation initiatives.

o Administer the Indian Act in cooperation with
Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern
Affairs Canada.

o Work with First Nations, Inuit, and Métis to:

e Improve access to high-quality services;

e |Improve well-being in Indigenous
communities across Canada; and

e Support Indigenous peoples in assuming
control of the delivery of services at the
pace and in the process they choose.

Women and Gender Federal e Lead the implementation of GBA_PIus across

Equality (WAGE) the federal government and provide expert

advice and strategic support to federal
departments and agencies in the development
of policies, programs and legislation related to
gender equality. Intersectional analysis of GBA
Plus incorporates considerations related to
engagement.

e In December 2018, the Government of
Canada passed the Budget Implementation
Act, 2018 No.2, which included legislation in
favour of evolving Status of Women Canada
(an Agency) into a department and increasing
its power, duties, and functions to those
concerning not just women, but all gender
identities.

¢ “Advance equality with respect to sex, sexual
orientation, and gender identity or expression
through the inclusion of people of all genders
including women, in Canada’s social and
political life” as well as the intersection of
these with other identity factors such as
ethnicity, age, socio-economic level, disability
and others.

e Share expertise in a range of issues related to
gender equality, gender-based violence and in
the practice of Gender-based Analysis Plus
(GBA Plus), which is the Government of
Canada’s strategy to mainstream equality,
diversity, and inclusion into all government
business.

Employment and Federal o Develop,. manage, and deliver social programs

Social Development and services, as well as promote safe, healthy,

Canada (ESDC) cooperative, and productive workplaces.

e Implement two Indigenous Labour Market
programs that support participation of First

Indigenous Services Federal
Canada (ISC)
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Powers, Duties and Functions

Nations, Métis, and Inuit in the labour market:
the Indigenous Skills and Employment
Training (ISET) Program and the Skills and
Partnership Fund (SPF).

e Administer the Environmental Assessment

Ministry of Provincial Act

Environment, ct. . ) )
Conservation and e Administer the Environmental Protection Act.
Parks (MECP) e Contaminated soils and waste generated

during construction must be disposed of
in accordance with Ontario Regulation
347, entitled “General—Waste
Management” and the Environmental
Protection Act.

e Activities involving the management of
excess soil shall be completed in
accordance with Ontario Regulation
406/19, On-Site and Excess Soil
Management, and MECP guidance
document “Rules for Soil Management
and Excess Soil Quality Standards”
(MECP, 2020).

e The Environmental Protection Act, 1990
[Part X, section 92] defines and imposes
specific duties on anyone causing a spill
or having control of a spilled pollutant into
the natural environment. MECP must be
notified when a solid, liquid and/or
gaseous material has been released to
the outside environment (i.e., outside of a
building) and causes, or has the potential
to cause, an adverse effect.

¢ Administer the Ontario Water Resources Act

o Water takings that exceed 50,000 litres
per day must be carried out in compliance
with the conditions for registration on the
Environmental Activity and Sector
Registry (EASR) or a permit to take water
(PTTW) issued under the Ontario Water
Resources Act, where and as applicable
within the Project area.

e Administer the Endangered Species Act, 2007,
which prohibits activities that would kill, harm,
or harass, and/or damage or destroy habitat of
species listed under Ontario Regulation
230/08 as extirpated, endangered, or
threatened in Ontario.

e ltis a proponent’s responsibility to
determine if their planned activity(s) will
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Powers, Duties and Functions

have adverse impacts on SAR protected
under the Act and/or its habitat. If a
proposed activity will impact SAR and/or
its habitat (i.e., the activity may
contravene subsection 9(1) and/or 10(1)
of the Act), an authorization under the Act
would be required in order to proceed
with the activity and comply with that Act.

e Protect Ontario’s air, land, water, species at
risk and their habitats.

e Tackle climate change.

e Manage the province’s parks and conservation
reserves.

¢ Maintain strong environmental protections
while creating jobs.

e Enforce compliance with environmental laws.

o Work with partner ministries, other
governments, Indigenous partners and
organizations, industry, stakeholders, and the
public.

¢ Monitor and report to track environmental
progress.

e Administer the Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Act and the Invasive Species Act.

Natural Resources e Administer the Public Lands Act and Lakes

and Forestry and Rivers Improvements Act.

(NDMNRF) e Administer Class EA processes under the
Environmental Assessment Act.

e Protect people, property and communities
from forest fires, floods, and droughts.

e Develop and apply geographic information to
help manage the province’s natural resources.

e |dentify, evaluate, and classify Provincially
Significant Wetlands (PSWs) and Areas of
Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs).

e Complete Fisheries Assessment work within
the Lake Simcoe Watershed (LSFAU) to guide
management

¢ Administer Ontario Regulation 179/06:
Development, Interference with Wetlands and

Ministry of Northern Provincial
Development, Mines,

Lake Simcoe Region Provincial

C ti . .

AStr;msoerir’:;/a(:f)SnRC A) Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses
Regulation under the Conservation Authorities
Act

e Work with the community to protect and
restore the Lake Simcoe watershed by leading
research, policy, and action.
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Powers, Duties and Functions

Regional Municipality | Municipal The Regional Municipality of York governs the

of York following in nine municipalities, including: Aurora,
East Gwillimbury, Georgina, King, Markham,
Newmarket, Richmond Hill, Vaughan,
Whitchurch-Stouffville:

e Public transit
o Water
¢ Emergency medical services
e Policing
Town of Georgina Municipal The Town of Georgina is structured into several

departments, including:

e Mayor & Council.

e Chief Administrative Officer
(Communications).

o Deputy Chief Administrative Officer (Office of
the Clerk, Municipal Law Enforcement).

e Development Services — (Building, Planning,
Economic Development & Tourism,
Development Engineering).

e Operations & Infrastructure (Operations —
Roads / Water / Wastewater, Parks, Capital
Projects).
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Federal Involvement

Neegan Burnside was retained by GIFN to complete a Preliminary Evaluation of Engineering
and Environmental Alternatives (2008) including a summary of federal consultation. It should be
noted that consultation and studies completed in 2008 would have been in the context of the
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA), which is a much older federal environmental
assessment process that has changed significantly, as well as specific pieces of federal
legislation that have also changed. Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC),
Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) and Transport Canada (TC) — Marine/Ontario
Region, Canadian Coast Guard Central & Arctic Region HQ, and Natural Resources Canada
(NRCan) were sent baseline information in early 2021.

ECCC

ECCC noted that it does not expect to have any obligations under the IAA. ECCC provided
recommendations with respect to surface water quality, wildlife and wildlife habitat and air
quality issues. ECCC requested to be kept informed about the Project.

DFO

DFO requested to be informed about the Project and expressed interest in participating in
applicable project meetings. DFO requested receipt of additional information pertaining to the
type of crossing structure before providing additional comments. DFO suggested engagement
with the Lake Simcoe Region Conservation Authority (LSRCA) and Ministry of Northern
Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry (NDMNRF) will hold fisheries data within
the study area.

TC

TC — Marine provided Canadian Navigable Waters Act guidelines. TC — Ontario Region, and
Canadian Coast Guard Central & Arctic Region HQ both confirmed that TC is responsible for
the administration of the Canadian Navigable Waters Act. TC noted that if any permanent and
temporary projects elements or activities cross or affect a potentially navigable waterway then
the Project proponent (or their designate) is responsible for preparing and submitting a CWNA
application to TC (via the online application process — see TC website).

NRCan

NRCan has determined that the effects of the Project are not associated with matters within
their mandate and regulatory obligations under the Explosives Act.

ISC

ISC currently provides funding for the community’s transportation system including the
Aazhaawe Ferry, the Ari boats and the ice road currently operating between mainland and
Georgina Island. There have been little communications with ISC at this time while the
community educates itself on the entirety of the Project. GIFN will begin scheduling formal
meetings with ISC in Fall of 2021 to initiate formal discussions pertaining to the desired
alterations to the transportations system to and from the island.

IAAC

IAAC has been consulted in 2020 and 2021 to discuss the processes and requirements for
Designated Projects. In January 2021, preliminary consultation with the IAAC and a preliminary
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initial draft project description is being circulated to identify gaps and establish early consultation
with interested parties and agencies.

CiB
CIB has been engaged throughout 2021 to initiate federal financial support for the Project.
Provincial Involvement

Neegan Burnside was retained by GIFN to complete a Preliminary Evaluation of Engineering
and Environmental Alternatives (2008) including a summary of provincial consultation. A request
for baseline information was sent to the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks
(MECP), Central Region Office and York — Durham District Office as well as the Ministry of
Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry (NDMNRF), Aurora District
Office on November 20, 2006. Correspondence with the above agencies indicated that a pre-
feasibility study was underway, and once finalized, a formal consultation process would take
place.

Following this work, GIFN maintained this information but did not formally pursue the Project
due to a number of community-based factors (human and financial resources) led to a delay in
formal pursuit of the fixed link at that time.

NDMNRF

NDMNREF provided wetland and greenbelt mapping to Neegan Burnside in 2008 and stated that
the Project may trigger reviews or approval requirements pursuant to provincial legislation such
as the Public Lands Act, Environmental Assessment Act, and the Planning Act. NDMNRF
indicated interest in participating in the Project. No response has been received from the MECP
— Central Region Office, while MECP — York — Durham District Office has requested a copy of
future correspondence.

MECP

Additional consultation with MECP is required since initial contact in 2006. The GIFN has
initiated outreach to the MECP in January 2021 to identify Individual or Class Environmental
Assessment requirements and associated input that has been included in this IPD.

Municipal Involvement

Neegan Burnside was retained by GIFN to complete a Preliminary Evaluation of Engineering
and Environmental Alternatives (2008) including a summary of municipal consultation. A request
for baseline information was sent to York Region and the Town of Georgina on November 20,
2006.

York Region

York Region referenced maps 2-4 of the Official Plan and stated that potential ‘landing locations’
are located within the Rural Policy Area and listed under the Shoreline Area Policy/Greenbelt
Plan.

Town of Georgina

The Town of Georgina confirmed participation in the Project and noted that planning land uses
be considered. The Town of Georgina expressed concern for impacts on municipal roads and
requested that a traffic study be provided based on the ultimate use of the island to enable the

Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description WSP
Project No. 19M-01347-00
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation Page 78



Town to determine the impact on roads. The Town of Georgina noted concerns for increases in
traffic volume, ultimately creating a need for road improvements in the surrounding area as well
as potential pressure to locate ancillary or other types of uses on the mainland.

PART E - Potential Effects of the Project

19. CHANGES TO THE ENVIRONMENT UNDER FEDERAL
LEGISLATION

A List of any changes that, as a result of the carrying out of the project, may be caused to
the following components of the environment that are with the legislative authority of
Parliament:

a. fish and fish habitat as defined in subsection 2(1) of the Fisheries Act;

b. aquatic species, as defined in subsection 2(1) of the Species at Risk Act (marine
plants); and

c. migratory birds, as defined in subsection 2(1) of the Migratory Birds Convention.

Changes that, as a result of the carrying out of the Project, may be caused to components of the
environment that are within the legislative authority of Parliament (i.e., fish, fish habitat, aquatic
species, and migratory birds), are summarized below.

See Table 20 for a list of potential effects and associated mitigation measures as a result of
carrying out the Project.

In addition to the effects listed in Table 20, it is recognized that there is potential for impacts to
natural heritage features and functions resulting from the two Option 3 alternatives that are
presented in Section 12(a) Alternative Means and Figure 7. This includes potential direct and
indirect impacts to aquatic and wetland habitats around the shallow peninsula of shoals around
the Sand Islands. This area supports Muskellunge, Northern Pike, and other fish
nursery/spawning habitat, PSW, SAR habitats (including for Blanding’s Turtle and Snapping
Turtle, and possibly, Northern Map Turtle, Least Bittern, Barn Swallow), as well as additional
natural features and functions to be determined through further study.
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Table 20 Changes to the Environment under Federal Legislation — Effects and Mitigation Measures

Factor Potential Environmental Effect Mitigation Measures

e Change to fish habitat (loss) as a ¢ Minimize impacts through ongoing
result of infilling collaboration between fisheries ecologists
and the design team to ensure aquatic
habitat considerations are incorporated into
the design.

e Consult with regulatory agencies for
permitting requirements (e.g., complete a
Request for Review [RfR] for submission to
DFO) when designs have progressed to a
sufficient level of detail.

o Complete a Fisheries Act Authorization
(FAA) application and determine appropriate
mitigation and compensation / Off-setting
Plan through that process with DFO.

e Potential to create new fisheries habitat at
bridge abutments and piers

e Change to fish movement as aresult e Mitigation measures to be determined
of construction and permanent through permitting processes at future study
foundations/piers phases.

o Change tofish habitat as aresult of |e Mitigation measures to be determined
shading from the bridge through permitting processes at future study

phases.

o Change tofish habitat as aresult of |e Mitigation measures to be determined
deck drainage through permitting processes at future study

phases.

e Change to fish habitat as aresultof e Develop comprehensive erosion and
run-off/soil erosion sediment control plan and maintain
measures throughout construction.

e Additional mitigation measures to be
determined through permitting processes at
future study phases.

Fish, Aquatic Species and
Aquatic Habitat, as defined
in subsection 2(1) of the
Fisheries Act
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Factor

Potential Environmental Effect

Change to fish habitat as a result of
snow removal

Mitigation Measures

Store plowed snow off the proposed bridge
and causeway away from coastal areas to
avoid erosion

Change to fish habitat as a result of
increased salt runoff into lake Simcoe
as a result of application of road salt
on the bridges and road access

Incorporate an appropriate stormwater
management design, in accordance with
MECP’s Stormwater Management Planning
and Design Manual (2003), to capture and
treat run-off.

Develop a Salt Management Plan with
guidelines on salt application as well as salt
alternatives:

Acetate-based de-icers.

Carbohydrates.

Sanding/gritting

Stainless steel reinforcing steel should be
used according to MTO directions/guidelines
to reduce future maintenance of the
structure.

Maintenance will depend on construction
material, coating, etc.

Additional mitigation measures to be
determined through permitting processes at
future study phases.

Change to fish health or habitat as a
result of accidental spills (leakage or
contacting fluid-containing
components) during earthworks or in-
water works

Vehicle refueling stations will be located in a
centralized location and away from any
sensitive receptors.

Develop and employ a Spills Management
and Response Plan during construction.
Additional mitigation measures to be
determined through permitting processes at
future study phases.

Change to fish health or habitat as a
result of fuel spills due to increased

Incorporate an appropriate stormwater
management design, in accordance with
MECP’s Stormwater Management Planning
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Factor Potential Environmental Effect

motor vehicle traffic on the proposed
causeway/bridge

Change to waterflow, lake currents
and fish movement resulting from the
causeway infilling

Change to aquatic and riparian
habitats from in-water machinery
works.

Mitigation Measures

and Design Manual (2003), to capture and
treat run-off.

Develop and employ a Spills Management
and Response Plan during construction.
Mitigation measures to be determined
through permitting processes at future study
phases.

Change to waterflows and fish habitat
as a result of construction of bridge
foundations/piers/temporary
cofferdams

Mitigation anticipated to include but not be
limited to the following measures:

Conduct in-water work during appropriate
timing windows.

Use isolation methods (e.g., coffer dams) for
the in-water work.

Additional mitigation / compensation
measures to be determined through
permitting processes at future study phases.

Change to waterflows as a result of
dewatering from inside temporary
cofferdams where required

Conduct fish rescue operations to remove
fish from construction zones prior to
temporary dewatering of isolated areas.

Change to fish health and habitat as
a result of barges to transfer
materials and equipment for
foundation/pier construction

Mitigation measures to be determined
through permitting processes at future study
phases.

Change in shoreline habitat as a
result of construction

Minimize vegetation removal to the extent
feasible.

Any vegetation removed to facilitate
construction will be replaced with a mix of
appropriate native vegetation.

Additional mitigation / compensation
measures to be determined through
permitting processes at future study phases.
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Factor

Potential Environmental Effect

Change in fish populations as a result

of fishing from the bridge

Mitigation Measures

Fishing from the bridge shall be prohibited to
eliminate any potential impacts on the
existing fish communities.

The bridge portion of the fixed link will be at
high elevation that will not allow for fishing
from the bridge.

Aquatic and Avian SAR, as
defined in subsection 2(1)
of the Species at Risk Act,
as well as all SAR on
federal lands

Various

No change to aquatic SAR or SAR
habitat is anticipated as no aquatic
SAR (i.e., fish and mussels) have
been identified in the study area
through the background review
process.

Utilize an Environmental Inspector during
construction to ensure that the required
protection measures are in place,
maintained and repaired, and that remedial
measures are implemented, where
warranted.

Additional consultation and field
investigations and with DFO, MECP and
LSRCA will occur during future study
phases to confirm no aquatic SAR impacts.

Change to avian SAR and their
habitats as a result of construction.

Additional field investigations, including
breeding bird surveys will be completed
during future study phases to confirm
species presence and/or habitat potential
Additional consultation with MECP and
ECCC will occur during future study phases
to quantify potential impacts and develop
mitigation / compensation / overall benefit
measures through the permitting process (if
applicable).
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habitats as a result of construction.

Additional field investigations will be
completed during future study phases to
confirm species presence and/or habitat
potential

Additional consultation with MECP and
ECCC will occur during future study phases

WSP

Page 83



Factor Potential Environmental Effect

Change to vascular plant SAR and
their habitats as a result of
construction.

Mitigation Measures

to quantify potential impacts (if any) and
develop mitigation measures. Consultation
will also determine the permitting or
registration process, if required.

Additional field investigations will be
completed during future study phases to
confirm species presence and/or habitat
potential

Additional consultation with MECP and
ECCC will occur during future study phases
to quantify potential impacts (if any) and
develop mitigation measures. Consultation
will also determine the permitting or
registration process, if required.

Change to mammal SAR and their
habitats as a result of construction.

Additional field investigations will be
completed during future study phases to
confirm species presence and/or habitat
potential

Additional consultation with MECP and
ECCC will occur during future study phases
to quantify potential impacts (if any) and
develop mitigation measures. Consultation
will also determine the permitting or
registration process, if required.

Migratory Birds, as defined
in subsection 2(1) of the
Migratory Birds Convention
Act, 1994
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Change to nesting migratory birds as
a result of construction (e.g., during
vegetation clearing, grubbing,
grading, etc.)

Minimize vegetation removal to only that
which is required for construction.

Use timing windows to minimize potential for
impacts. Specifically, no vegetation clearing,
grubbing or other construction activities
which may be disruptive to migratory birds
to occur during the regional nesting period
for the study area (i.e., April 1 through
August 31).
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Factor

Potential Environmental Effect

Change to habitat for migratory birds
as a result of construction

Mitigation Measures

Ensure all construction workers are trained
in advance of starting work on the potential
for encountering wildlife while undertaking
their activities and the appropriate response
if this occurs (e.g., contact the
Environmental Inspector).

Utilize an Environmental Inspector during
construction to ensure that all protection
measures are in place, maintained and
repaired, and that remedial measures are
implemented, where warranted.

Consider restoration planting /
compensation in consultation with relevant
agencies and the Community.

Change to habitat for migratory birds
as a result of introducing invasive
plant species during construction
(e.g., Phragmites)

Utilize the Clean Equipment Protocol during
construction to minimize potential for
introduction of invasive species.

Change to migratory bird habitat as a
result of increased lighting during
both construction and operation

Change to migratory bird health as a
result of increased vehicle collisions
with birds

Minimize lighting during construction to only
that which is required for safety

Consider impacts to migratory birds when
developing the lighting design for the bridge
and causeway.

Bridge design to consider and integrate
design features that deter birds from the
structure.
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Change to migratory bird habitat
availability as a result of new nesting
habitat near/under the bridge

Creation of new nesting habitat for species
such as barn swallow could be viewed as a
benefit; however, this can create potential
issues for bridge maintenance work.
Mitigation measures, if required, to be
determined during future study phases.
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Factor Potential Environmental Effect

e Change to migratory bird health and
habitat as a result of soil and
groundwater contamination

Mitigation Measures

Incorporate an appropriate stormwater
management design, in accordance with
MECP’s Stormwater Management Planning
and Design Manual (2003), to capture and
treat run-off.

Vehicle refueling stations will be located in a
centralized location and away from any
sensitive receptors.

Develop a comprehensive soil and ground
water management plan.

Develop a spills management and response
plan.

Develop comprehensive erosion and
sediment control plan and maintain
measures throughout construction.

e Change to migratory bird health and
habitat as a result of spills during
earthworks

Employ a spills management and response
plan during construction.

Develop comprehensive erosion and
sediment control plan and maintain
measures throughout construction.
Exposed surfaces and stockpiles to be
stabilized and seeded with temporary seed
mix.
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20. CHANGES TO ENVIRONMENT ON FEDERAL LANDS AND
ELSEWHERE

A list of any changes to the environment that, as a result of carrying out the project, may
occur:

a. On federal lands

b. In a province other than the province in which the project is proposed to be carried
out; and

c. Outside of Canada

In addition to the potential effects identified in Section 19. Changes to the Environment under
Federal Legislation, changes to the environment that, as a result of carrying out the Project,
may occur on federal lands or impact other aspect of the environment are summarized below,
and include potential effects that may be covered under provincial and local legislation and
requirements.

The Project is located on reserve lands, specifically Georgina Island No.33. Environmental
changes that may occur on federal lands are limited to the Georgina Island portion, i.e., reserve
lands, of the Project study area as delineated in Figure 3.

In addition to the effects listed in federal lands, it is recognized that there is potential for impacts
to natural heritage features and functions resulting from the two Option 3 alternatives that are
presented in Section 12(a) Alternative Means and Figure 7. This includes potential direct and
indirect impacts to features that are not under federal legislation.

In addition, two Option 3 alternatives on the mainland, as currently situated, also have potential
for direct and indirect impacts on various natural features and functions.

¢ Alignment #1 could impact woodlands, wetlands (currently mapped as non-PSW, but
noted by NDMNRF to be proposed for classification as a PSW), and a tributary to Lake
Simcoe.

o Alignment # 2 could impact a deer wintering area and woodland.

Both mainland alignments also have the potential to impact additional natural features and
functions to be determined through further study. These impacts will be more thoroughly
assessed through ecological field investigations in 2022 and results will be documented in the
DPD.

The project is only located in Ontario and is not near interprovincial or international borders;
therefore, no changes to the environment in another province or outside Canada are
anticipated.

See Table 20 for a list of potential effects and associated mitigation measures as a result of
carrying out the Project.
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Table 21 Changes to the Environment on Federal Lands and Elsewhere - Effects and Mitigation Measures

Factor Potential Environmental Effect Mitigation Measures

Vegetation, Wildlife and ¢ Change to terrestrial and wetland o Complete additional vegetation community

Wildlife Hai)itat vegetation (and associated wildlife assessment and botanical inventories to
habitat) as a result of the construction of document rare or sensitive communities or
bridge approaches species during future study phases.

¢ Minimize impacts to significant or sensitive
communities through ongoing collaboration
between ecologists and the design team to
ensure ecological considerations are
incorporated into the design.

¢ Minimize vegetation removal to only that which
is required for construction.

¢ Consider salvage and relocation of any
significant species that could not be avoided.

e Determine if restoration or compensation
measures are required through consultation with
regulatory agencies during future study phases.

e Change to wetland and aquatic e Complete additional vegetation community
vegetation communities (and their assessment and botanical inventories to
associated wildlife habitat functions) as a document rare or sensitive communities or
result of the construction of the species during future study phases.
causeway ¢ Minimize impacts to significant or sensitive

communities through ongoing collaboration
between ecologists and the design team to
ensure ecological considerations are
incorporated into the design.

¢ Minimize vegetation removal to only that which
is required for construction.

e Consider salvage and relocation of any
significant species that could not be avoided.

e Determine if restoration or compensation
measures are required through consultation with
regulatory agencies during future study phases.
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Factor Potential Environmental Effect

Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description
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Change to vegetation communities (and
their associated wildlife habitat functions)
as a result of the introduction of invasive
plant species during construction (e.g.,
Phragmites)

Change to vegetation as a result of
construction effects beyond the working
area

Change to NDMNREF identified deer yard
and associated wildlife movement
corridors as a result of new road access

Change to vegetation, wildlife, and
wildlife habitat as a result of soil and
groundwater contamination

Change to vegetation, wildlife, and
wildlife habitat as a result of spills during
earthworks

Mitigation Measures

Utilize the Clean Equipment Protocol during
construction to minimize potential for
introduction of invasive species.

Install tree protection fencing and ESC
measures and maintain throughout construction.

Evaluate east-west wildlife movement and
consider options for ensuring connectivity and
reducing wildlife-vehicle collisions (e.g., funnel
fencing, wildlife crossings, signage, reduced
speed limits)

Incorporate an appropriate stormwater
management design, in accordance with
MECP’s Stormwater Management Planning and
Design Manual (2003), to capture and treat run-
off.

Vehicle refueling stations will be located in a
centralized location and away from any
sensitive receptors.

Develop a comprehensive soil and ground water
management plan.

Employ a spills management and response plan
during construction.

Develop comprehensive erosion and sediment
control plan and maintain measures throughout
construction.

Employ a spills management and response plan
during construction.

Develop comprehensive erosion and sediment
control plan and maintain measures throughout
construction.
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Factor Potential Environmental Effect

e Various

Mitigation Measures

Exposed surfaces and stockpiles to be
stabilized and seeded with temporary seed mix.
Utilize an Environmental Inspector during
construction to ensure that all protection
measures are in place, maintained and
repaired, and that remedial measures are
implemented, where warranted.

¢ Change to air quality as a result of dust
pollution from construction and operation
activities (e.g., excavation)

Air and Noise Emissions

Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description
Project No. 19M-01347-00
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation

Prior to construction, develop a Best
Management Practices Plan for Dust including
the following mitigation measures:
Identification of the sources of fugitive dust
emissions.

Review the composition and size range of the
fugitive dust.

Identify fugitive dust control measures for each
identified source.

Prepare a schedule by which the plan will be
implemented.

Provide a description of how the plan will be
implemented, including training of facility
personnel.

Description of inspection and maintenance
procedures; and

Description of methods of monitoring and
recordkeeping to verify compliance with the
plan.

If mobile mitigation equipment is required,
obtain an Environmental Compliance Approval
(ECA) from the Ministry of the Environment,
Conservation and Parks (MECP), or engage
equipment with a mobile ECA.

Regular bridge maintenance to limit dust.
Avoid excavating during high wind events.
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Factor Potential Environmental Effect

Mitigation Measures

Apply regular watering during
excavation/material piles.

Move material off-site to avoid long term storage
piles, minimize pile heights.

Notes:

Excavate soils in accordance with a fugitive dust
Best Management Practice Plan (BMPP) to limit
air emission impact off site. Those mitigation
options listed above would be included in the
BMPP

Change in noise emissions as a result of
earthworks and construction machinery

Change in air emissions as a result of
earthworks and construction machinery

Excavation construction activities must comply
with NPC-115, MECP noise guidelines for
construction equipment.

As part of the design, assess if noise controls
will be required on the fixed link (e.g., noise
barrier).

Existing air quality assessments are required to
assess potential mitigation requirements as part
of the Project impacts.

Change in air and noise emissions as a
result of paving activities

Document the existing air quality using publicly
available data from nearby air quality monitoring
stations as part of the Environment
Assessment.

Avoid summer months when sensitive receptors
in the area may have open windows, thus
reducing the likelihood of receiving air and noise
complaints.

Select road surfacing material to minimize GHG
emissions

Limit the length of construction time on site, and
the quantity of materials brought to the Project
site; this will minimize the potential dust
emissions and noise emissions from the paving
activities.
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Factor Potential Environmental Effect

Mitigation Measures

Ensure the Construction Contractor is operating
in accordance with a fugitive dust Best
Management Practice Plan (BMPP): more
specifically is using regular watering on short-
term material piles, avoiding paving activities
during high wind periods, performing street
sweeping/roadway clean up in areas adjacent to
the construction site, etc.

Notes:

Mobile construction equipment to be used on
site for paving (e.g., mobile asphalt or cement
operations) must be operated in accordance
with a mobile Air and Noise Environmental
Compliance Approval (ECA).

Other construction activities must comply with
NPC-115, MECP noise guidelines for
construction equipment.

Change in air quality as a result of the
use of barges to transport material in-
water, construction foundations and
piers in-water

Reduce materials being handled (per hour and
per day); minimize the number of trips made
optimizing construction schedule.

Minimize the barge trip distance.

Change in air quality as a result of
dewatering activities from inside
temporary cofferdams

Change in air quality as a result of
clearing of trees/relocating of utility poles

Limit the number of pieces of mobile equipment
operating at any time.

Limit the number of pieces of mobile equipment
operating at any time.

Soils and Groundwater

Change in GHG emissions to the air as a
result of more vehicles using the
proposed alternative (reduced emissions
to the water as a result of no ferry
service)

Change soil or groundwater conditions
as a result of accidental leaks or spills
during construction

Document the existing GHG levels as part of the
Environment Assessment.

Develop and employ a Spills Management and
Response Plan during construction.
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Factor

Potential Environmental Effect

Change in soil conditions (e.g., soil
exposure, stability, and erosion) as a
result of construction activities including
excavations, management, movement,
and placement of soils

Change in soil conditions as a result of
tree clearing/grubbing and the relocation
of utility poles

Change in groundwater conditions as a
result of the management of
groundwater during construction (e.g.,
dewatering and discharge)

Mitigation Measures

A geotechnical assessment is required to
understand aspects such as stability and
settlement of embankments.

A geotechnical assessment must determine the
most suitable foundation methods, slope angles
of embankments and any potential ground
improvement requirements.

Ground water or surface water that is pumped
for dewatering will be in compliance with an
Environmental Activity and Sector Registry
(EASR) or permit to take water (PTTW) and
discharged in accordance with an environmental
compliance approval per section 53 of the
Ontario Water Resources Act.

Sampling and monitoring maybe required for
discharges.

Change in soil or groundwater conditions
as a result of disturbance of pre-existing
soil or groundwater contamination issues

Completion of further investigations, including
Phase | and Il environmental site assessments,
are recommended to confirm the presence or
absence of soil and groundwater contamination
within the Project study area.

If contamination is identified during
environmental site assessments, delineation
and appropriate mitigation/risk management
would be required to address the exceedances.
Excess soil imported or generated by the
Project should assessed for re-use on-Site or
beneficial re-use off-Site in accordance with the
Ontario Regulation 406/19: On-Site and Excess
Soil Management.
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Factor Potential Environmental Effect Mitigation Measures

e Change in soil or groundwater conditions e Ensure product for removal of
as a result of deleterious substances that graffitimurals/vandalism is controlled and does
may be used for maintenance not percolate into the ground/Lake Simcoe.

Areas of Natural and ¢ No changes to Areas of Natural and ¢ Avoid construction activities from occurring
Scientific Interest Scientific Interest are anticipated within the limits of Sibbald Point Provincial Park.
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21. CHANGES TO INDIGENOUS PHYSICAL AND CULTURAL
HERITAGE, TRADITIONAL LAND USE, OR ARCHAEOLOGY

With respect to the Indigenous peoples of Canada, a brief description of the impact — that,
as a result of the carrying out of the project, may occur in Canada and result from any
change to the environment — on physical and cultural heritage, the current use of lands
and resources for traditional purposes and any structure, site or thing that is of historical,
archaeological, paleontological or architectural significance, based on information that is
available to the public or derived from any engagement undertaken with Indigenous
peoples of Canada.

With respect to Indigenous peoples of Canada, Table 22 provides a brief description of potential
impact that, as a result of the carrying out of the Project, may result from any change to the
environment on:

e physical and cultural heritage,

¢ the current use of lands and resources for traditional purposes, and

e any structure, site or thing that is of historical, archaeological, paleontological, or
architectural significance.

Overall, GIFN views the benefits of the Project as benefits to physical and cultural heritage and
the current use of lands and resources for traditional purposes.

Island Culture

Although the Project is considered to provide overwhelmingly positive benefits to Indigenous
communities and populations, the traditional and historical community identity of being an Island
Nation protected by Lake Simcoe will be compromised. The notion that GIFN is a community
that is isolated from the non-Indigenous world, protected by the waters of Lake Simcoe, is one
that will be forever altered. In community engagement activities, the First Nation community
expressed considerable fear of outsiders, drugs, crime, and unwanted non-community
members. This fear extended to a desired mitigation of a ‘gated’ or ‘toll’ on the fixed link to
maintain some level of control of access to Georgina Island is maintained.

Invasive Species

Similarly, the potential environmental effects from the fixed link may result in additional,
unwanted invasive species having easier access to Georgina Island. Invasive species may have
harmful impacts on culturally significant species. These impacts will be further explored and
analyzed in the DPD, once developed. The loss of the Aazhaawe Ferry which operated as an
access bottleneck may allow invasive species to reach the island more freely. Although works
and studies have clearly indicated the community is currently battling many invasive species,
adding to the total number, type, and diversity of invasive species on the small land base of
Georgina Island is of significant concern to existing resources. These concerns will be
addressed through environment-based studies where mitigation measures will also be
addressed.
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Lake Simcoe

The final impact that will continue throughout this project is an ongoing community-based fear of
accident and irreparable harm to Lake Simcoe. The potential of significant harm to the water
and ecosystems throughout project construction as well as operations will result in a community
that is burdened with a protectionist mentality. This potential negative impact will result in
detailed community member oversight and investigations. The community is in the process of
developing Environmental Principles, derived from the traditional teaching of the Seven
Grandfathers. This process is intended to provide a ‘good’ path and intention consistent with
Indigenous beliefs. This mitigation measure is intended to offset community fears and to provide
context for community members to express concerns throughout the process.

Cultural Heritage

Aside from the fear of harm to Lake Simcoe, it is believed by GIFN that this project will have few
additional impacts to the physical, spiritual, and natural heritage sites of the community. These
significant sites are located at safe distances with ample buffer from the proposed fixed link
location.

Other Indigenous Communities

The GIFN have received letters of support from all Williams Treaties Allies for this project and at
a meeting of the Chiefs, the primary impact was how the federal government would be treating
one of their allies as a Proponent. This project will bring to light some Treaty based
responsibilities of the Crown and the Williams Treaties communities wanted to support and be
informed when those discussions took place. It was believed that any impacts identified by the
GIFN community members would be more significant and direct than to the other Williams
Treaties communities. For that reason, Georgina Island was to keep the Williams Treaties First
Nations informed and up to date on the progress of the progress and the relationship with the
Crown as the Project proceeds.

In discussions with the Métis Nation of Ontario, their general response was that there is an
economic opportunity for their population. Entrepreneurs, training opportunities and potential
large-scale partnerships may all be realized through the inclusion of the Métis Nation during the
study and constructions phases. The primary issues of concern for the Métis Nation were based
on archaeology practices and general environmental issues with large infrastructure projects.

Initial discussions with the Huron Wendat community were very similar to those with the Métis
Nation. The significant economic impact of the Project could benefit their community member
businesses and workforce. The Huron Wendat indicated a trust of the Chippewa community
assessments and process when evaluating the environment and would have little input in that
area over and above any concerns that the GIFN community would have. The Huron Wendat
community also expresses a desire to be aware of artifacts or archaeology matters as they
progress. They notified the GIFN community of their joint venture in archaeology and indicated
that using them would assist in transparency with the work to all Indigenous communities.

Following engagements with the Williams Treaties Frist Nation, Métis Nation and the Huron
Wendat Confederacy, the First Nation intends to include Indigenous groups in the archaeology
investigations at all stages. Although the process hasn’t been fully identified, it is projected that
any significant archaeological work would include the Huron Wendat Joint Venture to ensure an
Indigenous lens is maintained. In addition, the GIFL Secretariat has been asked, and has
agreed to provide project updates to all parties to within the William Treaty First Nations.
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Table 22 Changes to Indigenous Physical and Cultural Heritage, Traditional Land Use and
Archaeology

Factor Potential Effects to Identified Proposed

Activities Protection/Mitigation
Measures

e Loss of or disruption to current e Application of appropriate
traditional land and resource habitat protection and
uses such as hunting, mitigation measures.
gathering, fishing, trapping from
possible direct project impacts
to wildlife and fish habitats,
plants, and water navigation.

Indigenous Culture
and Heritage

o Easier access to outside of o Effort to reinforce language
community could put pressure and culture through changes
or losses on traditional to educational curriculum
language, traditions, and that provide additional
culture; and/or decrease cultural enrichment
interest and participation in opportunities.

traditional land use activities
(e.g., trapping, hunting, fishing,
gathering, etc.).

e Possible for outsiders to access | ¢ Controlled road

and affect cultural/spiritual/ access/security
sacred sites.

e Potential to impact ¢ Include Indigenous groups
archaeological sites in the archaeology

investigations at all stages.

22. CHANGES TO INDIGENOUS HEALTH, SOCIAL OR ECONOMIC

A brief description of any change that, as a result of the carrying out of the project, may
occur in Canada to the health, social or economic conditions of Indigenous peoples of
Canada, based on information that is available to the public or derived from any
engagement undertaken with Indigenous peoples of Canada.

CONDITIONS
Potential Effects

Potential effects (both positive and negative) on community in terms of their social, economic
and health conditions, are anticipated as a result of the fixed link. Table 23 provides a brief
description of any change that, as a result of the carrying out of the Project, may occur to the
health, social or economic conditions of the GIFN community.
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Transportation

It is expected that the construction of a fixed link will provide an increased opportunity for public
transportation in comparison to the current ferry system. The current ferry provides space for
fifty walk-on passengers during operating hours (7am-7pm) and pedestrians must wait for ferry
to arrive either to the island, or to Virginia Beach before proceeding to their destination. It is the
communities desire, for historical importance, for the design of the fixed link to include a multi-
use pedestrian path. From the Community Visioning Workshop, 63% of participants were
interested in including a multi-use path or other form of connection and part of the Fixed Link
Study. In the event of unfavourable weather and winter months, options such as a community
shuttle bus, car-pooling or public transit busses can accommodate pedestrians to allow persons
to reach their destinations.

Given Georgina Island’s location in proximity to large municipalities like York and Simcoe, it can
be anticipated that the preliminary discussions for public transportation will take place while the
fixed link is being constructed. Access to centres like Newmarket, Orillia and Barrie can be
achieved in approximately one hour, if travelling from the mainland. This can be projected as a
priority for the community, for this access to be pursued in alignment with the completion of a
fixed link, and ideally expanded upon. Having public transportation agreements into the
community in place, for the completion of the fixed link will allow for those who relied on the
walk-on passenger option of the ferry, to continue to have modes of transportation.

From the GIFN Community Skills Inventory Survey (2019), 41% of respondents were asked to
indicate a barrier to employment. Transportation or the lack of driver’s licence accounted for
21% and 21% of responses, respectively. The impact of the construction of a fixed link and how
pertains to public transportation can be viewed as a positive as it creates the potential for safe,
regularized public transit routes to and from the community, to access essential services,
education opportunities, employment, as well as contribute to the local and regional economies.

Well-being and economic conditions

These are the known potential impacts at this time and have been identified through
consultation and engagement with the community. Many of the positive effects are discussed
following Table 23. Well-being and economic conditions of the community, include but are not
limited to:

Effects on housing pricing;

Effects on human health of the community;

Gender-based effects on human health;

Effects to human receptors from changes to air quality, noise, water quality and country
food quality;

Effects on health conditions of the community as a result;

e Effects on economic conditions of the community; and

e Effects on social conditions and well-being of the community.
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Table 23 Potential Health and Socioeconomic Effects of the GIFL Project

Potential Effects to Identified Proposed Protection/Mitigation

Activities Measures

Transportation and | ® _Change to Iocgl traffic (e.g., o E_nsure proper signgge directs
Infrastructure increased traffic, detours, different users (vehicles,
intersection delays) during ATVs, snowmobiles,
construction pedestrians, etc.).
e Change to local traffic as aresult |e Increased traffic on local roads
of operations (e.g., change in may require road
traffic patterns) improvements from the

highway along Black River
Road for safety and security.

e Options, road widening, speed
limit control, traffic flow control
(spread out approach direction
in and out for various vehicles,
types, weight, frequency to
avoid bottle necks), education,
information, complaint phone
line, suggestion box are all to
be considered in a
Transportation Impact Study.

e A Transportation Impact Study
is required to identify the
impacts and potential
improvements such as left-turn
lanes, right-turn lanes,
signalization, (if warranted)
and recommend the lane
configurations. Key
intersections will include the
fixed link at Black River Road,
Hadden Road at Highway 48
on the mainland side and the
intersection of Chief Joseph
Snake Road and Bear Road
on the island side.

e The following additional
detailed requirements for the
Transportation Impact Study
are necessary:

e study area limits;

e Horizon years for
analysis;

e Peak periods for analysis;

¢ Method for predicting
traffic volumes;
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Factor Potential Effects to Identified

Activities

Proposed Protection/Mitigation
Measures

e Method for establishing
background traffic
volumes;

e Software program for
intersection capacity
analysis;

¢ Automatic traffic record
data for Black River Road;
and

o Peak period (7 to 9 am and 4

to 6 pm) turning movement
counts at the intersection of
Hadden Road at Highway 48
and Chief Joseph Snake Road
at Bear Road.

e Potential temporary disruption to

e A Transportation Impact study

Navigati N : R .
avigation navigation associated with fixed will be prepared.
link construction
e Temporary minor delays possible
during construction of fixed link.
Health ¢ Increased dust and noise e Application of appropriate

associated with road operations.
o Localized, minor, and temporary
impacts on water quality.

protection and mitigation
measures (i.e., noise, dust
control, erosion, and sediment
control).

May offer easier access to
substances, possible causing
more health and social issues in
community.

Access and Security

¢ More outsiders (tourists) coming
to Georgina Island, possibly
causing social issues.

e Controlled road

access/security.

¢ Limited/no access to fishing areas
or other points of interest in the
community (e.g., the causeway
may prevent boat access)

e Management of these sites or

areas to be developed by
community

Other e Limited by-laws/by law
enforcement for future land-
use/development

e To be developed, supported,

and enforced by community

e Loss of staff and employees
affecting government, education,
and health services due to
mainland opportunities

e Plan for retaining/recruiting

staff will need to be explored
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Benefits

The Fixed Link Socio-Economic Study (2019) prepared by CIPS finds that the fixed link will
have a net positive impact on the community as a result of economic, community well being,
educational, social, and human health improvements. A boost to the local economy of GIFN and
the surrounding area is expected through the creation of direct and indirect jobs during
construction and as a result of increased access to the community by the fixed link.
Furthermore, access to commercial markets becomes simple via a trustworthy transportation
route is the key reason for the positive feelings towards the fixed link and the economy. Overall,
GIFN views the benefits outlined in Table 24 as benefits to physical and cultural heritage and
the current use of lands and resources for traditional purposes.

Table 24 List of Project Benefits to Indigenous Peoples of Canada

Type of Benefit ‘ Project Benefit

¢ More employment opportunities between Georgina Island and the
mainland;

e Direct and indirect employment opportunities for construction;

Airboat Rescue Agreements possible with Town and surrounding

areas;

Partnerships with small business between Band and others;

Opportunities for Band Members to start or expand small businesses;

More access to markets in the GTA;

The overall size of Georgina Island’s economy is expected to grow;

Lower costs for food and other everyday necessities as travel time

and ferry costs are eliminated and potential for businesses supplying

necessities within community;

¢ With the introduction of some of the preliminary recommended access
and security crossing technologies/methods, including but not limited
to gate arm, pedestrian/cyclist turnstile or gate, card reader and
intercom for off hours, and sliding gate, will provide new employment
opportunities to those that may be impacted by the expected
employment losses due to the ferry no longer being in operation.
Some of these new employment opportunities potentially include
manning toll stations, security positions or service staff for additionally
required road maintenance;

¢ The development of the Project is expected to boost the local
economy of GIFN and the surrounding area, both through the creation
of direct and indirect jobs during construction and as a result of
increased access to the community by the fixed link;

e The demand for a variety of skills and labour that is involved with the
construction of a fixed link will be identified as the Project progresses
and procurement priority will be created for members and family
members of Georgina Island to fill these demands; and

e Upon completion of the fixed link, the community anticipates a
demand for land development both residential and commercial, as a
direct result of the regularized access created to the island.

Economic
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Type of Benefit ‘ Project Benefit

Community Well-
Being

Members wanting to move home will be more likely to return;
Opportunity for a more qualified work force in the lands department,
instead of sourcing outside consultation, which may attract local
service providers;

Improved housing opportunities;

Better access to experts and services needed at market rates without
have to pay the ‘Island premium;

Educational

A managed entry point allowing for better security and scrutiny of
visitors resulting in a safe school and student environment;
Students are able to stay at home throughout the whole school year
without billeting during freeze up and thaw season;

Students will be able to travel by bus to school rather than
bus/scoot/bus in the winter months or bus by ferry during warmer
months which reduces travel time to and from school offering more
free time for extra-curricular offerings;

Increased opportunities for youth employment;

There will be the opportunity to attract and hire qualified teachers at a
lesser cost than those having to cross on ferry boat; and

Parents residing off territory will be able to send kids to community
school to retain their “island identity’ and teachings.

Social

Lower costs for food and other everyday necessities as travel time
and ferry costs are eliminated;

Reduction in the hauling of groceries, goods, and gas during scoot
season;

More opportunity for physical activities/extra curricular activities;
Increased social activities planned and reductions in absence and
cancellations due to transportation issues;

Social plans will not have to be cancelled as a result of ferry schedule
and weather-related changes:

Gatherings can be held on Georgina Island without mainland
attendees having to stay the night;

Increase in recreation opportunities as the current ferry schedule may
not fit recreation offerings off territories; and

Greater ability to fit employment opportunities to any schedule, not
just the ferry schedule.

Human Health

Quicker, more reliable, and safer ambulance services especially in
winter months;

Ambulance service in winter months as currently ambulances cannot
travel on ice and stretcher cannot fit in scoot;

More services offered in the community from health professionals;

A reduction in overall costs of services from the hourly rates being
charged now;

No missed health-care appointments as a result of poor access to the
mainland;

Better food security and access to nutritious foods;

Less physical and mental stress for everyday living such as going out
to get groceries or running other household errands;
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Type of Benefit ‘ Project Benefit

e Members would be able to stay at home and get medical care and
long-term care access 24/7; and

e Current Georgina Island emergency responders could have new
agreements put in place where services are contracted out to
Township/Region for Airboat Rescue, Fire and other EMS Supports;

e 24/7 services across all services resulting in a more safe, secure
community;

e A decrease in homeowner insurance with the perceived increase
access to services; and

e Reduced travel time and transportation costs will lower costs of food
and necessities, improving mental health.

Fixed Link Benefits Compared to Existing Ferry

Additionally, in comparison to the existing ferry, the economic benefits of the fixed link include
the following:

Avoided ferry operating costs;

Avoided costs of recurring ferry rehabilitation/ replacement;

Salvage value of ferry at bridge completion;

Transport time and cost savings compared to ferry/ice road;

Transport time and cost savings during winter freeze-up and spring-thaw periods; and
Increased regional and territorial economic development stimulated by the greater
efficiency and reliability of the highway network and reduced transportation costs.

Avoided Ferry Operating Costs

The construction of the fixed link would negate the need to operate the ferry, thus avoiding the
on-going costs of operation. Those costs include the contract outlays for the ferry operation,
equipment rentals, fuel and utilities expenses, and costs of staff positions.

Avoided costs of recurring ferry rehabilitation/replacement

GIFN incurs recurring costs of a capital nature required to maintain the ferry. These costs
include provision for ferry refits and ancillary facilities and equipment.

Salvage value of ferry at bridge completion

The construction of the proposed fixed link would allow for disposition of the existing ferry and
alternative use of other water crossing vehicles (scoots, hovercrafts, and airboats)

Transport Time and cost savings compared to ferry/ice road

The economic benefits of the fixed link attributable to commercial and non-commercial traffic
include the value of time saved compared to the ferry and ice road. The construction of a fixed
link will:

¢ Reduce the travel time taken to cross the Lake Simcoe by ferry during the periods of
open water (March to December). Users of the ferry incur a travel time that can include
waiting for the ferry, loading and unloading, queuing during peak periods, occasional
operational disruptions, restricted ferry operating hours and a reduced transit speed
compared to road transport.
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¢ Reduce travel times and the distance travelled for traffic utilizing the ice road during the
winter season, generally from late December later March. The ice road involves a
slower travel speed compared to transit on the proposed fixed link.

Transport time and cost savings during winter freeze-up and spring-thaw periods

Reduce transport costs incurred by commercial and non-commercial traffic during the spring
break-up and fall freeze-up periods when neither the ferry nor the ice bridge is operational.

Increased regional and territorial economic development stimulated by the greater efficiency and reliability
of the highway network and reduced transportation costs

The construction of a fixed link will regularize traffic movement to allow for local, regional, and
provincial economic stimulation. The construction of the fixed link will also create opportunity for
local and regional public transit services into Georgina Island First Nation to further reduce costs
associated with transportation.

Workforce Recruitment Strategy

In addition, the GIFN will, as the study phases of the Project commence, provide the following
unique employment opportunities:

Fixed Link Secretariat

The GIFL Secretariat has already developed a youth-based position for this Project, the GIFL
Community Liaison. The community liaison position is currently filled by a youth member of the
community. The liaison is supported by an employment program GenPower, supported by
Indigenous Clean Energy (ICE). Taking a future-focused approach, the program introduces
Indigenous youth to the growing clean energy sector in Canada and around the globe, and the
broad range of energy careers that exist today as well those that are beginning to emerge. In
addition to engagement and project management support duties, the Liaison position will
achieve the following objectives through the completion of the program:

a) Explore the range of careers that encompass the energy sector

b) Gain exposure to clean energy projects through mentorship and on-the-land learning camp
c) Enhance understanding of the current and future energy landscape in Canada and globally
d) Develop leadership and essential employability skills

e) Leverage existing skills and experience to launch a career in the energy sector

f) Build a network of support with ICE’s community

This position is intended to grow from a support to a leadership role for the Fixed link as
experienced is gained.

Summer and Youth Opportunities

BEAHR Indigenous training programs (Eco Canada) offer locally customized learning that
provide accessible and meaningful career development to First Nation, Métis, and Inuit
members to overcome barriers to employment and develop competencies needed to actively
contribute to Canada’s growing environmental sector.

The courses offered provide introductory training to those who want to work in the
environmental sector in Canada. Graduates will have all the necessary technical, cultural, safety
and soft skills required to secure meaningful environmental employment. There are two
streams, Workforce Training and Technician Training. The latter gives participants further
recognition if they already have environmental experience or training.

Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description WSP
Project No. 19M-01347-00
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation Page 104



GIFN will begin to provide BEAHR certified or unique opportunities for youth that includes on the
job support. The summer of 2022 will provide a job shadowing opportunity for all high school
and post- secondary aged youth. Managed by the GIFL Secretariat, the community will assign
youth workers to shadow field professional as they undertake study work. With core training in
field-based health and safety and the GIFL Environment Principles, youth will be encouraged to
shadow study team members as they complete the multitude of activities over the course of the
next two years.

The intent of this program will be to inspire youth and to build a legacy of knowledge of what
work was completed and what results of the studies mean. This integration with western science
will allow for community-based understanding of processes. It will also enhance work
experiences to become more employable in the future.

Casual Employment Opportunities

There are several Georgina Island members that will realize project-based employment
opportunities over the course of the next three years:

¢ Many members are currently certified harbour pilots and meet the necessary insurance
requirements to transport study teams on the ice.
Caterers will be provided opportunities to support team meals and field teams.

e There will be the need for traditional based services for meeting openings, closings, and
areas where traditional knowledge is being shared.

e Those with boats, ATV’s/UTV’s and vans may be required to transport field teams
around the island.

These types of positions will be offered through a ‘community roster’. The roster will identify skill
sets and abilities to be offered to contractors on the island. These opportunities will provide a
more robust resume and experiences following their service. The GIFL Secretariat will continue
to monitor and project the number of casual employment opportunities as the Project continues,
and demand is better understood.

First Nation Employee Development

There are several skill development opportunities that will be offered because of the Project.
GIFN employees will be able to learn through direct relationships with suppliers about their job,
the analysis and interpretation of data and the recommendations that result from this work. The
overall internal skill development for current employees will result in:

o A better understanding of the local environment

e A better understanding of western science-based methods of data collection on lands

e A better understanding of how to integrate community based ecological and traditional
knowledge into western based scientific studies

o A better understanding of project management, deliverable assessment and financial
modeling for projects being undertaken on community lands.

¢ A better understanding of the IAAC process to respond to other proponent’s projects
more effectively.
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Employment Through Procurement Initiatives

There will be $2M worth of studies occurring over the next 18 months. These studies will require
many team members from many different contractors. The GIFN procurement process is
intended to award ‘points’ to those projects that incorporate employment opportunities for:

a) Members of the GIFN

b) Members of Williams Treaties ally communities

c) Members of the Indigenous community at large including Métis and Huron Wendat
community members

The GIFL Secretariat will continue to monitor and project the number of employments through
procurement opportunities available, as the Project continues and project deliverables, scopes
of work are identified.

Additional investigations will be required to confirm any potential impact to physical and cultural
heritage features of GIFN and Williams Treaties First Nations. GIFN acknowledges that this
project will have an overall net gain in social and economic conditions for the community and
will conduct investigations against their own traditional land use, knowledge, and cultural areas.

23. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

An estimate of any greenhouse gas emissions associated with the project.

This section discusses the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from the two (2) phases
associated with the Project: the construction phase and the operation phase. A qualitative GHG
comparison was provided for the construction phase given the construction methodologies and
details are not yet finalized. Detailed GHG calculations were conducted for the operation phase,
and comparisons between the proposed fixed link design alternatives and the current Aazhaawe
Ferry are presented below.

Construction

The Aazhaawe Ferry is the single largest energy user within GIFN. From 2014 to 2017, the
Aazhaawe Ferry consumed approximately 244,600 L of diesel annually, accounting for 66% of
energy consumption in the Band-owned sector and about 12% of all the energy used within the
community as a whole. In addition, the Aazhaawe Ferry is responsible for the production of an
estimated 676 tonnes of Carbon Dioxide equivalent (CO2eq) annually, which is about 17% of
the total GHG emissions produced by GIFN per year. Ensuring that GIFN members have
access to the mainland is a critical consideration.

By building a fixed link, and eliminating the need for the Aazhaawe Ferry, there is a potential for
annual GHG production (and energy use) to be reduced. A full analysis has considered the
following factors:

¢ Type of Fixed Link — GHG emissions are associated with construction projects,
including the operation of equipment, material manufacturing and material
transportation. There are multiple fixed link types available (i.e., causeway, span bridge,
etc.) each with a unique GHG emission rate. For the purposes of this analysis, GHG
emission rates for the construction of a fixed link have been taken to be between 10 and
15 Tonnes of CO.eq, depending on the structure type.
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¢ Fixed Link Length — GHG emissions for any infrastructure project will be dependent
upon the amount of work required to complete the Project. In the case of roads and
bridges, this is most easily expressed by the length of the Project. There are several
proposed routes available for the fixed link, the shortest being about 1.4 km and the
longest being about 2.8 km.

¢ Increased Vehicle Traffic — If a fixed link was built, it is anticipated that vehicle travel
by GIFN residents would increase. The rate of increase is difficult to determine, but for
the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that a range of increases will be between
5% and 25% of current use. Only vehicle traffic from year-round residents has been
considered and it has been assumed that there will be no increase in efficiency of
vehicles. Impacts due to growth within the residential sector are not included in this
analysis.

Due to the unknowns that exist in relation to construction of the fixed link, potential GHG
savings from the three proposed fixed link options have been calculated, using the variables
shown in Table 25, below.

Table 25 Values Used in GHG Savings Estimation for Proposed Fixed Link Options

Fixed Link Length (m) 1,400 2,800 2,800
GHG in Fixed Link 10 15 15
Construction (tonnes

COzeq/m)

Increase in Traffic (%) 5% 25% 25%

In addition to any assumptions listed above, the calculation also assumes: 1) The typical life of a ferry is 30 years. The current
Aazhaawe Ferry will require replacement in 5 years. Replacement of a ferry results in approximately 1,000 tonnes CO2eq due to
manufacturing. 2) Potential increase in the efficiency of any subsequent ferry’s is neglected, as well as any need to increase the size
of the ferry.

As demonstrated in the table above, actual GHG savings achieved over the life of the fixed link
(estimated to be 100 years) varies greatly depending on the factors listed above. As a best-case
scenario, which includes choosing the shortest possible route for the fixed link, choosing a low
producing GHG emission construction (i.e., a causeway), and if driving does not significantly
increase, the construction of a fixed link will save about 50,000 tonnes of CO.eq over its lifetime.
In comparison, if the longest route for the fixed link is chosen, along with a high producing GHG
emission construction, and traffic significantly increases, the fixed link would be close to COzeq
neutral over its lifetime. Realistically, the construction of a fixed link would likely be close to
COzeq neutral in relation to GHG emissions over its lifetime, emitting about as much GHG
emissions during construction as would be saved due to the elimination of the Aazhaawe Ferry.
See Figure 13 for a chart representing potential greenhouse gas emissions as a result of the
proposed works.
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Figure 13 Potential Greenhouse Gas Emissions for a fixed link

Please note that the values presented in the chart above are intended to demonstrate the
potential impacts of the fixed link design in relation to GHG emissions. That said, there are
several considerations that should be made during the planning stages of the fixed link in order
to increase the potential for a reduction in GHG emissions in comparison to the Aazhaawe
Ferry. These considerations include:

e Choosing the shortest route for the fixed link;

e Decreasing overall construction time by selecting the shortest length fixed link, or
employing construction efficiencies to shorten construction timelines;

e Choosing a construction method that limits GHG emission production (although this
should be weighed in relation to potential physical impacts to the local environment);
and

e Should a fixed link be built, actively attempting to reduce GHG emissions associated
with residential transportation (encouraging carpooling and increasing personal vehicle
efficiency).

Incorporating GHG considerations for the potential fixed link should occur on an as-needed
basis and will be dependent upon development of the potential fixed link.

Operation

The Aazhaawe Ferry currently operates all year, Monday to Friday from 7:00 am to 7:30 pm for
13 trips per weekday, and on the Saturday to Sunday from 9:00 am to 7:30 pm for 11 trips per
day. The Aazhaawe Ferry can accommodate 18 vehicles each trip. The vehicles ferried were
assumed to be one-third as cars, one-third as sport utility vehicle (SUV) and the remainder one-
third as trucks. It is also conservatively assumed 1% of the total vehicles would be heavier duty
transport trucks delivering goods to and from Georgina Island.

When assessing GHG emissions associated with the Project, this assessment follows the
instructions under the “Strategic Assessment of Climate Change (SACC)”, published in October
2020, section 4.1.1, and Equation 1 to quantify project emissions. The acquired energy GHG
emissions, CO2 captured and stored, and offset credits were considered negligible for this

Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description WSP
Project No. 19M-01347-00
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation Page 108



assessment when compared to the direct GHG emissions which already account of the avoided
domestic GHG emissions in the comparison of alternatives. The assessment focused on the
quantified the net GHG emissions as the direct GHG emissions in Equation 1.

Net GHG emissions Direct GHG Emissions + Acquired energy GHG emissions — CO;

(SACC Equation 1) =

credits

= Direct GHG Emissions

captured and stored — Avoided domestic GHG emissions — Offset

Note: the acquired energy GHG emissions, CO: captured and stored, avoided domestic GHG emissions, and
offset credits are considered negligible comparing to the direct GHG emissions in this project.

GHG emissions from the Aazhaawe Ferry include the emissions from its operation, and the
vehicle activities, such as vehicle idling, embarking, and disembarking the Aazhaawe Ferry. To
quantify the GHG emissions from the operation of the Aazhaawe Ferry, an annual diesel fuel
consumption rate of 244,600 L was estimated based on current operations and emission factors
were obtained from “Canada's Official Greenhouse Gas Inventory - Emission Factors"

Table A6.1-14 Emission Factors for Energy Mobile Combustion Sources, Marine, Diesel. GHG
emission from vehicle activities, were calculated from the estimated vehicle-kilometer travelled
(VKT) and vehicle emission factors for the 2021 year were generated using the latest Motor
Vehicle Emission Simulator (MOVES3) emission model. GHG emissions from the proposed
fixed link options include the emissions from vehicle traveling on the fixed link which were
quantified using the vehicles emission factors and the VKT calculated from the length of fixed
link in each alternative.

Based on this assessment, it was estimated that the Aazhaawe Ferry generates approximately
677 tonnes of CO2eq annually. The fixed link option 1 (1,400 m in length) is anticipated to
generate approximately 299 tonnes of CO.eq annually which would provide a 56% reduction in
GHG emissions compared to the Aazhaawe Ferry. The fixed link options 2 and 3 (both 2,800 m
in length) are both anticipated to generate approximately 598 tonnes of CO2eq annually,
resulting in an annual reduction of 12% GHG emissions compared to the Aazhaawe Ferry.

See Table 26 for a breakdown by alternatives of the annual and daily GHG emissions.

Table 26 GHG Emission Calculations — Comparative Values

AIUTEL Daily Emission
Alternative Emission Sources Greenhouse Gas | CAS # Emission Rate y
Rate (tonnes/day)
(tonnes/yr)
Current Carbon Dioxide 124-38-9 656 2
'I‘:‘az"aawe Ferry Methane 74-82-8 0.06 0.0002
ey Nitrous Oxide | 10024-97-2 0.02 0.00005
C0zeq 662 | tonnes/year
) Carbon Dioxide | 124-38-9 14 0.04
:e';fy,:’eh'c'e Methane 74-82-8 0.0003 0.000001
ctivity
Nitrous Oxide 10024-97-2 0.0001 0.000003
COzeq 14 | tonnes/year
Total COzeq 677 tonnes/year
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Annual
Alternative Emission Sources Greenhouse Gas Emission Rate

Daily Emission

(tonnes/yr) Rate (tonnes/day)

Fixed Link ) Carbon Dioxide | 124-38-9 298 1

Option #1 Bridge/Causeway Methane 4828 0.008 0.00002
(1,400 m) Vehicle Activity

Nitrous Oxide 10024-97-2 0.002 0.000004

COzeq 299 tonnes/year

Fixed Link ) Carbon Dioxide | 124-38-9 596 2

Option #2 Bridge/Causeway |°\ (o 74-82-8 0.02 0.00004
(2,800 m) Vehicle Activity

! Nitrous Oxide 10024-97-2 0.003 0.000008

CO2eq 598 tonnes/year

Fixed Link ) Carbon Dioxide | 124-38-9 596 2

Option #3 Bridge/Causeway ")\ 74-82-8 0.02 0.00004
(2,800 m) Vehicle Activity

! Nitrous Oxide 10024-97-2 0.003 0.000008

CO2eq 598 tonnes/year

See below as sample calculations for GHG emissions associated with fixed link option 3:

Carbon dioxide emissions
from one car (g/V) = Emission factor (g/VMT) x Fixed link length (m) x Conversion (mile/m)

= (315 g/VMT) x (2,800 m) x (1 mile/1609 m)
= 548

Methane emissions from one
SUV/truck (g/V) = Emission factor (g/VMT) x Fixed link length (m) x Conversion (mile/m)

= (0.01 g/VMT) x (2,800 m) x (1 mile/1609 m)
= 0.02

Nitrous oxide emissions from

one transport truck (g/V) Emission factor (g/VMT) x Fixed link length (m) x Conversion (mile/m)

= (0.003 g/VMT) x (2,800 m) x (1 mile/1609 m)
= 0.005

Carbon dioxide annual [CO, emissions per car (g/V) x # of cars (V/yr) + CO, emissions per SUV
emission rate (tonnes/yr)=(g/V) x # of SUV (V/yr) + CO, emissions per truck (g/V) x # of trucks (V/yr) +
CO; emissions per transport truck (g/V) x # of transport trucks (V/yr)] x
Conversion (tonnes/q)
= [(548 g/V) x (33 V/hr) + (705 g/V) x (33 V/hr) + (705 g/V) x (33 V/hr) +
(3,463 g/V) x (1 V/hr)] x (24 hr/d) x (365 d/yr) x (1 tonnes/1,000,000 g)

= 596

Option 3 GHG Emission
Rate (tonnes/yr)=
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CO; annual emission rate (tonnes/yr) x GWP (CO;) + CH4 annual
emission rate (tonnes/yr) x GWP (CH4) + N,O annual emission rate
(tonnes/yr) x GWP (N,O)
= (596 tonnes/yr) x 1 + (0.02 tonnes/yr) x 25 + (0.002 tonnes/yr) x 298
= 598

Canada’s Climate Action Plan/Strategic Assessment of Climate Change

Under Canada's Climate Action Plan, Canada is committed to achieving net-zero emissions by
the year 2050. As such, reductions in GHG emissions overall are required to meet this target.
Under the Strategic Assessment of Climate Change (to support the Climate Action Plan) any
project undergoing a federal impact assessment will be required to provide an estimate of the
Project’'s GHG emissions. The proposed fixed link GHG emissions has been estimated to result
in a decrease of 12% and shown to be less than the expected GHG emissions from the current
Aazhaawe Ferry operations; thus, supporting the goals of Canada's Climate Action Plan.

Reducing Transportation Energy

Energy use related to transportation accounts for about 65% of the total energy used within the
GIFN community. Although a significant portion of this energy (about 12%) can be attributed to
the Aazhaawe Ferry, personal vehicle use in both the year-round residential and seasonal
residential sectors make up a significant portion of the remainder.

Identifying ways to reduce energy consumption associated with transportation in the residential
sectors should be a priority of the GIFN Community Energy Plan moving forward. Potential
initiatives include:

o Encouraging methods of reducing transportation, such as carpooling and cycling;

e Educating the community on the impact of energy use related to transportation;

e Encouraging residents to purchase efficient vehicles, including hybrid and electric
models; and

e Developing infrastructure within the community to support the use of electric vehicles,
including electric vehicle charging stations.

In addition, efficient vehicles (including hybrid and electric models) should be considered when
replacement of administrative vehicles is required (and where hybrid/electric models are
suitable). Carpooling is organic to the island and already occurs on a regular basis. Given the
controlled traffic and customs of carpooling, any carpooling will be encouraged to any extent for
users of the fixed link. A pedestrian walkway will be included as part of the fixed link scope and
will be wide enough to accommodate both pedestrians and bicycles. As such, cycling will be
encouraged.

24. TYPES OF WASTE AND EMISSIONS

A list of the types of waste and emissions that are likely to be generated — in the air, in or
on water and in or on land — during any phase of the project.

Although construction will have many impacts to the environment, it is believed many of the
impacts will be mitigated akin to bridge construction projects of a similar scale. Streamlined
construction mitigation measures in addition to increased security and safety of the proposed
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alternative and elimination of environmental disasters as a result of ferry accidents are viewed
as net positive impacts on the environment. See Table 20 for a description of emissions/waste
impacts and mitigation including: dust and other contaminants, erosion and sediment control,
spills/runoff, air/noise emissions and soils and groundwater contamination. See Table 26 for an
in-depth breakdown of GHG emissions by alternative. See Table 27 and Table 28 for a
summary of waste and emissions that are likely to be generated by the Project during each of

phase of the Project.

Table 27 Summary of Waste Sources

Type of waste/
emission

Excess Soil - To
be identified in

Source

Excavated soil, topsoil,
and sediment

Management/Re-uses

To be re-used on-Site
wherever possible or at

Project phase

Construction

Post-operation

Metals, petroleum
hydrocarbons [F3,
F4, F4G] and
PAHSs are typical

on-Site as a compacted
gravel base in gravel
areas to prevent erosion,
or may be included as
re-cycled asphalt in
asphalt design mixes on-
or off-Site, or as a
recycled asphalt product
surface treatment on- or
off-site.

Phase Il . a beneficial re-use site :
Environmental Site | (£X¢eSS S0i) per Ontario Regulation (end-of-life)
Assessment (ESA) 406/19. Liquid soils or

- typically metals, sediment which does not

petroleum pass slump test must be
hydrocarbons, dewatered prior to

Polycyclic aromatic testing for re-use, all in

hydrocarbons accordance with a Soill

(PAHSs), Electrical and Ground Water

conductivity (EC)/ Management Plan

sodium adsorption prepared and approved

ratio (SAR) for the Project.

Demolition Existing asphalt removal | Asphalt removal, if Construction
materials - necessary, will be

asphalt specified to be re-used

Demolition
materials

Steel and other
metals/alloys,
concrete, asphalt,
aggregate

Bridge and causeway
structures/superstructure
(steel, concrete, asphalt,
aggregate)

Steel and other
metals/alloys, concrete,
asphalt, aggregate
demolition materials to
be segregated and
assessed for re-use or
recycling.

Post-operation
(demolition)
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Type of waste/ Source Management/Re-uses | Project phase
emission
Geological Spill Spill/Erosion Comprehensive erosion | Construction
Metals, petroleum alr;dnsgdliwser?:a%oant;?l]ent Operation (in the
hydrocarbons plan. P 9 event of a spill;
(PHCs), EC/SAR, P accumulation in
cyanide are typical storm water
management
pond/sediment
basin/OGS)
Post-operation
(demolition)
Geological Pre-existing Contaminated soil or Construction

To be determined
through Phase I
ESA/soil
characterisation
sampling; metals,
PHCs, EC/SAR,
cyanide are typical

Contaminated
soil/sediment

Post-demolition
soil/sediment

sediment passing slump
test will be assessed for
beneficial re-use
wherever possible and
for disposal when
necessary, per Ontario
Regulations 153/04,
406/19, and 347. Special
requirements apply for
the re-use of
contaminated materials.
Additional
characterization
(sampling and analysis)
will be required for re-
use/disposal purposes.

Post-operation
(demolition)

Hydrogeological/
Hydrological

To be determined
through Phase II
ESA/environmental
characterisation;
metals, PHCs are
typical

Ground Water/ Surface
Water

Ground water or surface
water that is pumped for
dewatering will comply
with a Permit to Take
Water (PTTW) and
discharged in
accordance with an
environmental
compliance approval per
section 53 of the Ontario
Water Resources Act.
Sampling and monitoring
maybe required for
discharges.

Construction

Post-operation
(demolition)

Georgina Island Fixed Link — Initial Project Description

Project No. 19M-01347-00

Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation

WSP

Page 113



Type of waste/
emission

Air Emissions

Nitrogen dioxide,
sulphur dioxide,
particulate matter
(total suspended
particles, PMyo,
PM.5), carbon
monoxide, ozone,
volatile organic
compounds
(VOCs), PAHSs,
metals, diesel,
particulate matter
(DPM), carbon
dioxide, methane,
nitrous oxide

Source

Fossil fuel combustion,
dust-generating activities

Management/Re-uses

Develop a Best
Management Practices
Plan for Dust

Manage construction
timing and duration
appropriately

Construction equipment
selection and
maintenance

Project phase

Construction
(construction
equipment,
fugitive sources)

Operation
(vehicle activity)

Water discharge | Storm water runoff Stormwater Operation
to lake, ground management plan to
water capture and treat runoff
Chloride, sodium,
metals, PAHSs,
cyanide
Geological Bedrock Bedrock may be re-used | Construction
as granular or
dimensional stone
assuming no evidence of
contamination is
observed.
Crushing/screening may
be required for re-use as
granular if the re-use will
be subject to Ontario
Provincial Standard
Specification (OPSS).
Fine materials maybe
considered soils for
management purposes.
Fuel spill Construction vehicles Clean up/remediate per | Construction
Petroleum Traffic on ;f;?\g;eehrﬁg?t\/;:r?'" Operation
hydrocarbons F1- | causeway/bridge Post-operation
F4, metals

(demolition)
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Table 28 Summary of Emissions Sources

DIRECT EMISSIONS

Ferry The Aazhaawe Ferry operations emissions

Vehicle fleets that travel via the Aazhaawe

Ferry Vehicle idling Ferry (Cars, SUVs, trucks, transport trucks)

Vehicle embarking and Vehicle fleets that travel via the Aazhaawe
disembarking the ferry Ferry (Cars, SUVs, trucks, transport trucks)

Vehicle fleets that travel on the fixed link

Fixed link Vehicle emissions
(Cars, SUVSs, trucks, transport trucks)
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Executive Summary

Neegan Burnside was retained by the Chippewas of Georgina Island to help complete a
first step toward realizing a fixed link between their island community and the mainland.
This report focuses on a preliminary evaluation of routes and alternative crossing
methods to begin to answer the question of how to provide a more convenient and
consistent mode of travel for the residents and their visitors.

The preliminary cost reviews estimate a capital requirement of between $60 million and
$200 million, which is ambitious, but provides a starting basis for potential discussions
on partnerships and investments.

Preliminary estimates on revenue generation are encouraging even when reviewing
revenue independent of possible commercial development.

An estimate to complete the Final Feasibility Study to INAC requirements is provided.
The cost is potentially estimated at $881,000, including geotechnical investigations for
the final design.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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1.0 Introduction and Background
1.1 Introduction

The Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation has initiated a Preliminary Evaluation of
Engineering and Environmental Alternatives Study for a proposed Fixed Link, a reliable
all-weather transportation (vehicle and passenger) link from Georgina Island to the
mainland. This project will affect not only the lifestyle of the community and its
members but also cottagers and other visitors to the island.

The community is located in southern Lake Simcoe, approximately 2 km from the
mainland shore. Access to the Virginia Beach Marina is provided from Highway 48.
Figure 1.1 shows the community location.

The proposed study limits are defined by Highway 48 to the south, Sibbald Point
Provincial Park to the west, the north shore of Georgina Island and Duclos Point to the
east (Figure 1.2).

The Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation has retained Neegan Burnside Ltd.
(Neegan Bumside) to undertake this study, which will identify existing conditions within
the study area, identify and evaluate alternative solutions, routes and designs and
determine a preliminary conceptual preferred design.

1.2 Study Background

In May 2006, a Capital Planning Study was prepared by Neegan Burnside to determine
infrastructure and planning needs within The Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation
community. Based on the results of the community survey, administered as part of the
Capital Planning Study Update, the need for a Fixed Link to the Mainland was identified
as a high priority for the community members. Of the community facilities identified for
prioritization, the Fixed Link ranked second out of 18 facilities identified. Of the 40
respondents to the community survey, 22 people identified it as one of their top three
community facilities in terms of priority.

Seventy-five percent of respondents to an off-Reserve questionnaire, undertaken during
the Capital Planning Study, said that they would consider returning to the community if
there was a Fixed Link to the mainland. A total of 132 people would potentially return to
the community.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
FCO10428
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The Capital Planning Study stated that a Fixed Link to the mainland was an important
step to increasing economic development, tourism, employment, health and safety for the
community. It would also provide better opportunities for youth to become involved with
educational and recreational programs outside of the community. However, a Fixed Link
to the mainland has the potential to change the character of the island. The island would
effectively become an extension of the mainland. With that come potential changes to the
amount of traffic, the amount of vehicles and the amount of isolation that community
residents have.

1.3 Existing Ferry Operations

Georgina Island is located approximately 3km from the mainland. During the months of
April to December, when there is open water on Lake Simcoe, the Georgina Island First
Nation relies on a passenger and vehicle ferry to transport community members between
the island and the mainland. In addition to the 220 First Nation members living on the
island, there are approximately 330 cottagers located on Georgina Island First Nation and
additional island visitors which rely on the ferry service. The ferry is operated by the
First Nation and has a capacity of 99 passengers and 17 vehicles. This ferry, known as
the “Aazhaawe” has been in service since 2001. The weight capacity is 70 tons. The
ferry has a regular daily schedule consisting of 10 to 17 return trips per day. Community
members travel on a daily basis to the mainland for access to schools, shopping and
employment. Access to the Island is required for construction vehicles, residents,
cottagers and tourists. Docks for the Virginia and Georgina Island dock terminals were
reconstructed in 2001 to accommodate the ferry. Construction involved additional sheet
piling and channel dredging of Lake Simcoe to accommodate the draft of the ferry.

The existing ferry became operational in 2001. During 2001 there were some unexpected
operational problems that caused the ferry to be out of operation for one week in April
and two weeks in July. Passenger traffic did not recover following the July operational
problems. Since that time, there have been intermittent problems resulting in lost travel
days due to breakdowns and unforeseen problems.

During the freeze and thaw months of January to March, the ferry is winterized at the
Virginia Beach site. Transportation is limited during this time to using scoots, which are
12 passenger air-propelled vehicles, snowmaobile, or personal car across the ice. Vehicles
cross on an ice road once the ice thickness is sufficient to accommodate their loading (i.e.
about 30 cm minimum thickness is recommended for car travel) though there is no formal
restrictions enforced by the First Nation. The scoot is considered a somewhat dangerous
vehicle give its size. The Ferry Operation Business Plan (Neegan Burnside 2002)
recommended that, as this time of year is considered quite dangerous for the community
given the uncertain weather conditions and ice structure of the lake, a secure winter
transportation method should be investigated.

Additional information on existing ferry operations is provided in Section 5.0.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
FCO10428
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2.0 Project Description
2.1 Project Site

Georgina Island First Nation is located in the southern portion of Lake Simcoe, in the
Township of Georgina, Region of York, Ontario. The community is comprised of three
islands: Georgina, Snake, and Fox (Snake and Fox island are located to the south west of
the project study area). The First Nation community also owns a portion of land on the
mainland at Virginia Beach (Figure 1.1). The existing community plan for Georgina
Island is shown in Figure 2.1 and for the Virginia Beach Marina Parcel in Figure 2.2.

Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation is approximately 1,295 ha. As of 2007, there
were 214 people residing within the Georgina Island First Nation Community, including
190 band members and 24 non-band members. In addition, 330 cottagers have seasonal

residences on the various Islands.

2.2 Purpose/Rationale of Project

The long-term goal of providing a Fixed Link for the community is to address safety
concerns for residents, create potential economic and development benefits and provide
positive social impacts to the community.

This study will provide a framework for moving forward with the additional studies and
planning exercises required for a project of this size and importance. Once the studies
outlined are completed, a better understanding of the design considerations and
constraints will be available, as well as a clear picture of the best design altemnative,
taking into account social and economic costs.

2.3 Preliminary Project Alternative Solutions, Alternative Routes and Alternative
Designs

To develop the preliminary study, it was necessary to first review alternative solutions
that would satisfactorily meet the long term goals of the community.

The following alternative solutions have been considered:

¢ Do Nothing

Improve existing ferry and ice road operations (larger ferry, ferry schedule, ice
breakers, bubble system etc)

Utilize existing Ferry and/or Hovercraft

Utilize existing Ferry and/or Helicopter

Utilize existing Ferry and Cable Car

Implement new Fixed Link - Road link (tunnel)

Implement new Fixed Link - Road link (bridge and/or causeway combination).

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
FCD10428
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Potential routing of alternatives was also reviewed. For the purposes of this preliminary
study, three routes within the study area were chosen as indicative of the potential
positives and negatives that may be encountered throughout the study area.

The following alternative routes/corridors have been considered:

¢ Alternative 1 - South east Georgina Island to Duclos Point — this site offers the
shortest connecting route with roads developed near each beach point

* Alternative 2 — South west Georgian Island to Doyle Beach/Virginia - this option
provides a historically shallow route between the developed on-island marina and a
potential beach road allowance on the mainland

® Alternative 3 — South west Georgina Island to Virginia Beach (existing ferry route) —
this option uses the existing ferry route as a guideline. The termination point on both

sides belongs to the Georgina Island First Nation and is environmentally disturbed.

A figure showing the proposed routes is included as Figure 2.3.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
FCO10428
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3.0  Description of the Study Area

To enable the identification of feasible routes, alternatives and evaluate potential
environmental effects, the study team reviewed and updated inventory information of
natural and socio-economic features within the study area. In particular the inventory
work included:

* Review and analysis of existing documentation:

—Land ownership/zoning

—Land uses

~Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) and Department of Fisheries and Oceans
(DFOQ) resource information

—Socio-economic review of INAC registration system

—Review of Natural Heritage Information Center (NHIC), Environment Canada (EC)
and Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas websites.

e Site reconnaissance:
~Terrestrial ecosystems
—Land use factors.

Field data and existing documents were supplemented with information obtained through
pre-consultation with government agencies and stakeholder groups. For an overview of
the public consultation activities refer to Section 4.0.

£ Climate, Geology and Soil

Climate

Within Lake Simcoe, precipitation is heaviest from June to January ranging from 79 to 95
mm; with lower amounts of precipitation from February to May ranging from 59 to 70
mm. Total average precipitation is approximately 932 mm annually. The mcan average
temperature for Lake Simcoe is 5.6°C, with cooler temperatures occurring between
October and April ranging from -12°C to 7.4°C, and warmer temperatures occurring
between May and September ranging from 13°C to 20.4°C.

Air quality within the study area can be characterized by the Ministry of Environment
(MOE) Air Quality Index (AQI) reports based on monitoring results from MOE Air
Quality Monitoring Stations. The closest air quality monitoring station to Georgina Island
is the Barrie Station. The general trend for the AQI in this area, based on 2005 and 2006
data, tends to range from good to very good in January and February, good from March to
October with a few poor days in early June and moderate days throughout the summer
months. October and November range from good to very good with a few moderate days
near the beginning of October.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
FCO10428
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There is a gradual warming in the climate affecting Lake Simcoe that has impacted the
ice cover and freeze-up/break-up trends for the Lake. Historical data shows that the lake
currently freezes 1.3 days later and breaks up four days earlier than it did 140 years ago
(Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment, 2003). Environment Canada has
stated that climate change could reduce water levels in the Great Lakes and related
watersheds to lower than they have been in recorded history. These changes will impact
shipping, power generation, and wildlife. Even though most climate scenarios predict
increased precipitation for the region around the Great Lakes, higher temperatures will
mean greater evaporation of water into the atmosphere. They will also mean less snow in
winter, so less spring run-off and snow melt entering the lakes. According to researchers,
the average temperature in the Great Lakes basin could go up by about 4.5°C by 2055,
with slightly larger increases in winter than in summer. Higher rates of evaporation and
drier soils would reduce runoff, and water levels in the Great Lakes could fall by an
average of between 0.5 m and 1.0 m, according to typical scenarios.

Geology/Soils

Chippewas of Georgina I[sland First Nation is underlain by limestone bedrock which rises
8-10 m above Lake Simcoe on its northwestern and northeastern points. On these points
the bedrock is covered by only 10 to 15 cm of sandy or clay loams. The bedrock is
exposed as a cliff along the steep slopes of the north shore. Two former embankments
along this shore have a series of post-glacial cobble beach ridges. To the south, the island
slopes down into the lake with much of the land only 0.5 to 3 m above the lake. A former
embayment along the southeast side has accumulated thick organic deposits in excess of
40 cm deep. Off the south shore, there are shallow silts over gley and, off the island's
southwest corner; currents have deposited a series of small islands and spits known as the
Sand Islands (Varga et al., 1998).

Georgina Island is part of the Drumlinized Till Plain Physiographic Unit. The surface soil
cover consists of Otonabee sandy loam occupying gentle sloping areas and the king clay
series found in more steeply sloping areas, which cover approximately 90 percent of the
island. The soils are predominantly loam-textured with clays in the northern portion. The
main soil type developed from loamy glacial till, is well drained, and occurs on
moderately sloping topography. Because of these slopes, the soil is susceptible to sheet
erosion. The clay soils were derived from till deposits intermixed with glaciolacustrine
sediments and are well drained occurring on smooth, moderately sloping topography.
This soil type is also susceptible to erosion. The remainder of Georgina Island is
composed primarily of loam-textured soils similar to those described above. Figure 3.1

shows the underlying geology of the area, while Figure 3.2 shows the overlying soil
structure.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
FCO10428



@ Georgina Island ANSI

@ Duclos Paint Park Reserve ANSt
@ Georgina Island ESA

(&) Big Shoal ESA

(5) Ducios Point ESA

Mossington Park ESA

@ Virginia Beach ESA
Georgina Isfand PSW

@ Moming Glory Swamp PSW
Maossington Park NPSW
® Riverview Beach Wetlands NPSW
(12 Sibbald Point Provingial Park

GEOLOGY NOTE:

UNIT: 54a

ROCK DESCRIPTION: Limestone, dolostone, shale, arkose, sandstone
STRATA: Ottawa Gp.; Simcoe Gp.; Shadow Lake Fm

EON: PHANERQZQIC

ERA: PALEQZOIC

PERIOD: ORDOVICIAN

EPOCH: MIDDLE CRDOVICIAN

Z 3LNOM JAILYNYILTY |

CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND
REGION OF YORK, TOWN OF GEORGINA

PRELIMINARY EVALUATION OF ENGINEERING
AND ENVIRONMENTAL ALTERNATIVES STUDY

STUDY AREA GEOLOGY
FIGURE 3.1

Legumi

A Local Earth Science Site

@  Local Lifs Seisnce Site
Building: Not to Scala

-

........ Utdlity Line: Unspecifled

Provincial Park

Road

Rivar/Stream: Seasonal
River/Siream: Permanent
| Lot

LRl -; FitlQuarry: Unspecified
Waterbody

- Gealogy (51a Ottawsa Gp.; Simeoe Gp.; Shadow Lake Fm.)

Produced esing information provided by the Ministry of Natural Resources, Ontarie Geologic Survey
Copyright © Oueen's Printer, 2007.
York Region, Town of Georgina Official Plan, Schedule B3, B4, BS, BE.

0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000

Meters

Scale: 1:40,000 Projection: UTHM Zane 17
Mapping Date: June, 2007 Daturm: NAD 83

Profact: FCO10428
Prepared By: Z. Jake Jakep Verified By: Henry Contan

NEEOAN BURNSIDE

XIProje:ss|FCOVFCO10428{MepiFCD10429 Figis 3.1 Study Area Geolagy.mual




Georgina Island ANSI

Duclos Point Park Reserve ANSI
Georgina Island ESA

Big Shoal ESA

Duclos Point ESA

Mossington Park ESA

Virginia Beach ESA

Georgina Island PSW

Moming Glory Swamp PSW
Mossington Park NPSW
Riverview Beach Wetlands NPSW
Sibbald Paint Provincial Park

SISCCOPROOCCS)

s
-
AT

2 2LNOY JAILYNUIITY

12T A4 CLa

SOILS LOOK UP TABLE

COCE |SERES ITYPE GREAT GROLF PARENT,
B [Erishane g &ay Bruwn Podralk: Lo am Matarsd ovar Cuiwsel Gravel
u Landon Lomu Ernwn Podpalia iowm THI
1] [Muck
0 T G | rk Gy Geratn ETOwR. Faw Bands
3 Mo [Ciay Lo Oray Erown Podzolio {GllY O&Y, Brown in Colowr
Wou [ MoASghE Tamm GreyBrvwn Padauiic Gty Gy, Brown in Galour
Wa__[Baphton _[Sand, Lamm Gy Brown Fadmic Ty Calarsaos Sand
- Srady |Saricty Lamm [Grwy £rown Padanlic Senc
Waz__|Mailon Oy [Cark Gray Ginysalic [Hawey Sioy 1
i Muck inr b [Bog
a rivaang ILaam [GrayBiawn Podanlis (Graval
o Cumiph’ ‘dandy Losm y-310wn Podaolic Lownm Il
londan _ [mam GrayBrawn Padois om0
Fauc Crginis
T [Bontasd[laam GrayAraws Padzaic {Thesiiars tamare Gray anv, drangly crasueii
3 [Birmaty Sandy loam Grey-drawn Podiahc w ORI POUE | sand
T T T T Y [l s T e, sl e ST AT S K]
B [Brmhlan Sandy lkam ovv praval | Gray-Siown Podzallc |Wall wu rimd pray, CODATROUE B36T, 61 siriilied snd and gravel
[~} [Dundanaid |Eandy mam Griy&uwn Podzallc Bendy autwash ovar camy, grey, clicracut LIl
B BT Caam Brown Farnsl [Mealum LASLUTED GTYF Koy, srangly alcarns 52 16T
[] Graa dd [Senoy nam Dark Grey Ggyac ic [¥eli ma s DLy oBOBS0 rs smndy oulwash
G /i bury [Ssnny sam Bruwn Faragt [Wall aoried sronpty BMOM 8o m, stretilind sand ang gravel
e King Oy kiR GreyErown Podmolic BOw R, oMo wo st grlty chey 181
u Lynns Lodin Dark Groy Gl e [Middiual bl urad groy sony, sicangly caloarrons (R
Mab W lan Dwrk. Gray Glwysofic Wy aver Idll!:ﬂillll ﬂ!lh of 3 ar mu
e Mwonoghan ionm Grey-Brewn Podzallc Brcwn, colearmaus, gy Sl I
] | Mk | Varisb i Bog [Wall decamposed Illﬂlkﬂl!l.lﬂl". [ e ™
a Dlonsbes  [Lowm Erows Forest lrdium Leatured gruy s ony, Mrongly cakarsoas (n
Oul Oionsaan Epndy 1o [dndlum |exiuted arey Kony, ronply Caicsrands (I

[Pourly wrled, calcwnnus sandy oulwacs

arly srLed, cakcarnbus Ny GULWA

[Walt s rie d sgne Iy CHGare bus sndy outursh

Al Eriad S ronpl Wioaaous, drailiiad wand wnd Drivil

Oerk Groy Gaymlic FiB, 074y, ctcarnaus, clay or SH¥ sy

oy Brows Fodzoic
ey Brows Fodzohc

Fodzal-Giay-Brown Fonzalin
ATV

il wa riad wighlly caleyrea us sandy vulwmn

Taun mil malarisi

Gray-awn POTIOG i{aarias Gandy qulwash
[Sprely Inam avar aravel [Gray Sown gz o Wil sariad sy ouwash
lidcwal  |Lo ey Browa Fodzatis Wadium-twaluiad davvan [7am G8RME i rstons G
Mk Or gashic- Wl d. mposex ary i malarisl mosy0wtived [fom len julstien
Dy | e Forest Gry Brows Podzzile Miargredam du-vad ram darowAli hm erionw 61 [
= Loam Srown foram Gray Brown Fodzalio itle: ) i | Wal wd gravally autwysy
T [Topk [Rendy ioam Gre Brwwn Padzaiic Padzi ergrads Wealizariad mndy autvass
(] Emira Lasn

oo 7

LOTI5 CON

LT 1 YEDN &

LGt 7T 18 am

CHIPPEWAS OF GEORGINA ISLAND
REGION OF YORK, TOWN OF GEORGINA

PRELIMINARY EVALUATION OF ENGINEERING
AND ENVIRONMENTAL ALTERNATIVES STUDY

STUDY AREA SOILS
FIGURE 3.2

Lagend

A Local Earth Science Site 50018

@  LocalLife Science Site RE

; i Bral
. Building: Not to Scals P J

: Study Area — H

Gsl
-------- Utility Line: Unspecified

el by e Kic
i A Provincial Park

— Reat .

River/Stream: Seasonal I‘ Mer

River/Stream: Permanent Mo

it | QI
Fit‘Quarry: Unspecifiad Osl
o | Rat

Waterbody

Produced using information provided by the Ministry of Natural Resources,

Capyright ® Queen's Printer, 2007,

York Region, Town of Geargina Official Plan, Schedule B3, B4, B, B6.

1857 Bathymetry provided by Nautical Data International, Inc. (Chart File Mo #2790}

0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000
e —
Meters
Scale: 1:40,000 Projection: UTM Zone 17
Mapping Date: Jan, 2008 Datwm: NAD 83
Project: FCO13428

Prepared By: Z. Jake Jakop Verified By: Henry Centen

NEECANBURNSIDE

:\PrajectsiFC OIFC0 10428 \MspIFC0 18420 Figure 3.2 Stuty Area Sofs.mod




Chippewas of Georgina Isfand First Nation 14

Proposed Fixed Link Study- Preliminary Evaluation of Engineering and Environmental Alternatives
January 2008

3.2 Bathymetry and Water Levels

Lake Simcoe is in the Severn River watershed and is part of the Trent-Severn waterway.
Water levels and flows are managed by Parks Canada, an agency of Environment Canada.
Dam settings are based on the establishment of trends, extremes and averages from level
recording stations and from streamflow precipitation gauges. Lake Simcoe has been
managed using a rule curve, in effect since 1918, which serves as a target or guide for
water levels throughout the year. Due to its large size, Lake Simcoe reacts relatively
slowly to climatic conditions and stop-log changes. Flows are also coordinated on the
Black River to reduce the threat of flooding downstream on the Severn River and
Sparrow Lake.

The minimum depth is 1.8 m in the Trent-Severn waterway, between the locks in
Peterborough and the outfall to Georgian Bay at Port Severn. The minimum overhead
fixed bridge clearance is 6.7 m (22 ft.) in the main Trent-Severn waterway channel. The
locks along the waterway open in mid May. The entrance of the waterway into Lake
Simcoe is located about 13 km to the north and east of Georgina Island. The exit of the
waterway from Lake Simcoe is at the north end of the lake, crossing under the Atherley
Narrows Bridge (clearance 7.0 m) and into Lake Couchiching.

To identify potential design heights of the water levels for clear opening and wave action,
a study of local water elevations is needed. The Lake Simcoe Region Conservation
Authority (LRSCA) has historical water level information. The chart datum (or level
below which the water will seldom fall) is 218.7 m. This could be considered the low
water level. The average annual high water mark (AAHW) for Lake Simcoe has been
determined to be 219.5 m above sea level (asl) and could be considered the high water
level expected. Over the past 100 years, records show the actual low and high water
levels to have varied from 219.47 m to 218.37 m.

Annual variation in the water level in Lake Simcoe is about 0.5 m, with higher lake levels
occurring in the summer and lower levels in the winter months. In addition, seiching (i.e.
sloshing of water within the lake following an initial storm surge or setup on one part of
the lake) may provide a short term increase in lake levels by as much as 0.15 m. Also
waves will increase the depths in localized areas, depending upon the prevailing winds
(i.e. prevailing winds from the northwest in the summer and from the southwest in the
Fall). The bathymetry in the study area is shown in Figure 3.3 The depths from the chart
level, as well as marine navigation constraints, are summarized as follows:

e FEastern Area (i.e. between Duclos Point and Georgina Island) — Shoals are shown to
extend out from both the mainland point and the island in this area, with depths of
less than 1.0 m. A marked shoal (Bald Shoal) also exists in the central area of the
channel (although not shown on the bathymetry). Shallow draft boats can navigate
through this area by staying to the north of the central shoal, where the depths are
assumed to be in the order of 2.5 m within a relatively narrow channel.

Neegan Burnside L1d.
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Western Area (i.e. between the southwest corner of the island and Doyle Beach) — A
major shoal formation extends over a significant part of this area, in places extending
above the surface as the Sand Islands. The Sand Island Shoals have depths of less
than 1.0 m. Nearer to the mainland the depths are also very shallow, in the order of
0.6 m, extending to the area adjacent to Sibbald’s Point Provincial Park. An area of
deeper channel exists in the central area between the Sand Island shoals and the
mainland, and is thought to have depths of about 1.8 m.

Existing Ferry Crossing Route — The bathymetric information shown pre-dates the
dredging work completed in 2001 to accommodate the new ferry, and therefore it is
recommended that updated soundings be obtained to confirm depths in this area.
However based on the bathymetric information available, it can be assumed the
depths within a 20 metre span would be in the order of 1.5 metres.

Due to the significant area of shoals to the south of Georgina Island in the study area,
most cruising boats would travel to the north of Blackbird Point on the north tip of
Georgina Island, rather than to follow a route to the south of the island. However there
are a number of marinas located in Beaverton, Pefferlaw and Virginia Beach that service
recreational boats, as well as cottages, homes and a Provincial Park along the shoreline
that have docking facilities.

33

Designated Sites and Species Within the Study Area

A review of the NHIC, EC database and Official Plans revealed the following records
within the study area:

Georgipna Island

One Area of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI) — Georgina Island (Earth Science)
Two Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) — Georgina Island and Big Shoal

One Provincially Significant Wetland (PSWs) — Georgina Island Wetlands
Vulnerable, Threatened or Endangered (VTE) species - as determined by the
Committee on the Status of Species At Risk (COSSARO) and identified on the
Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) website. Georgina Island First Nation
falls within a provincially “unidentified” zone, meaning no inventory or
recommendation on species for that area exist.

Mainland

One Area of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI) — Duclos Point Park Reserve (Life
Science)

Two Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESAs) — Duclos Point and Morning Glory
Swamp

One Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW) —Morning Glory Swamp

One Nature Reserve - Duclos Point Provincial Nature Reserve

One old growth forest (>100 years) —~ near Doyle Beach

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
FCO10428
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® Mid-to-Late successional forest (> 4 ha) — near Doyle Beach
e Butternut (SARA, Schedule 1 species)
* Red-Shouldered Hawk (COSEWIC, Special Concern).

The following designated sites are located on the mainland in close proximity to the study
area:

¢ two Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) - Virginia Beach and Mossington Park
two Non-Provincially Significant Wetlands (NPSWs) - Mossington Park and
Riverview Beach Wetlands

e one Provincial Park - Sibbald Point Provincial Park.

In accordance with Environment Canada’s letter of March 6th 2007, there are also
records of the following federally designated species (Table 3.1) located within the study

area (mainland and island). There are no federally designated aquatic species within the
study area.

Table 3.1: Designated Species

Potential to be

Species Designation Habitat Preference located within
sfudy area
Birds
Least SARA Schedule | Nest in freshwater marshes, where dense tall Yes
Bittern 1 Threatened aquatic vegetation is interspersed with clumps of

woody vegetation and open water. They are most
regular in marshes that exceed 5 ha in area.

Reptiles and Amphibians

Spotted SARA Schedule | Found in ponds, ditches, streams, swamps, bogs Yes
Turtle 1 Endangered and marshes. They generally prefer soft (muddy)

substrate and some aquatic vegetation.
Blanding’s | SARA Schedule | Found in a variety of habitats, including lakes, Yes
Turtle 1 Threatened ponds, marshes, low fields, ditches, creeks, river

sloughs, and bogs. Within these habitats, the
species i8 associated with shallow water where
submergent or emergent plants occur.

Plants
American SARA Schedule | Grows in rich, moist, undisturbed and relatively Yes
Ginseng 1 Endangered mature deciduous woods in areas of neutral soil

(such as over limestone or marble bedrock). The
forest canopy is usually dominated by Sugar
Maple, White Ash, Bitternut Hickory, and
Basswood.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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Table 3.1: Designated Species — Cont’d
Potential to
Species Designation Habitat Preference lfe l.ocated
within study
area
Butternut SARA Schedule | Grows best in rich, moist, and well-drained Yes
1 Endangered soils often found along streams. It may also be
found on well-drained gravel sites, especially
those made up of limestone.
Branched SARA Schedule | Occurs in open graminoid (grass-like Yes
Bartonia 1 Threatened vegetation) or low shrub sphagnum bog or fen
habitat. It is usually found growing on a peat
substrate, and is associated with Larch and
Black Spruce

A summary of each of the ANSI, ESA, wetland and Park/Reserve designations, taken
from the NHIC website, is provided in the following sections. Natural features are shown
on Figure 3.4,

3.3.1 Areas of Natural Scientific Interest {ANSI} within the Study Area

Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation

Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation, which is located entirely on Georgina Island,
is approximately 1,291 ha. The island supports a high diversity of 38 vegetation
community types. These include 25 wetland communities, nine terrestrial communities
and four human-influenced communities.

Most of the island is covered in broadleaf and mixed swamps with the mixed swamps
largely confined to the southeast side of the island. The mixed swamps are dominated by
White Birch and White Cedar as well as stands of Eastern Hemlock and Black Ash. In the
northwestern portion of the island there are small mixed swamps of Black Ash and Green
Ash, and Black Ash, Red Maple, White Cedar and occasionally Balsam Fir as secondary
tree species.

The extensive broadleaf swamps are largely dominated by Silver Maple with smaller
stands of Black Ash, Red Maple and Green Ash. Scattered among the swamps are small
openings supporting cattail marshes and thicket swamps of Red-osier Dogwood, willow
species and Speckled Alder.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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Cattail marshes are present on the south shores of Georgina Island with marshes of Water
Sedge and Giant Bur-reed in the southeast portion. In the shallow waters of the south
shore there are extensive emergent beds of Hard-stemmed Bulrush with submergent
Slender Naiad and Tape Grass. In deeper waters, beds of Chara species, Tape Grass,
Canada Waterweed and, in sheltered waters, Floating Pondweed are present. Close to
shore, beds of Giant Bur-reed occur in association with Tape Grass and Common
Coontail.

Upland forests on Georgina are largely found on the sloping north and eastern shores and
on the northwest corner of the island. In the northwest, large broadleaf forests of Sugar
Maple with Basswood and White Ash as secondary tree species are present. These
forests occur over limestone bedrock with approximately 10 to 15 cm of sand loam or
clay loam overburden. They have scattered shrubs of Bladdernut, Alternate-leaved
Dogwood, and a rich understorey of Zig-zag Goldenrod, False Solomon's-seal, Large-
flowered Bellwort, Early Meadow-rue, Wild Sarsaparilla, Peduncled Sedge and Wild
Leek. Silver Maple swamps and White Cedar/Sugar Maple forests with Wild Sarsaparilla
are present among the bedrock Sugar Maple forests. These bedrock forests are regionally
significant in the Greater Toronto Area. The only other examples are found along the
Niagara Escarpment in Halton and Peel and on Thorah Island in Durham.

The mixed upland forests occur predominantly along the northern and northeastern
shores. On the northern shores, mixed forests of White Cedar scattered with Trembling
Aspen are present on steep slopes capped by limestone cliffs with scattered herbs of
Mackay's Fragile Fern, Divaricate Rock-cress and Herb Robert. Such limestone cliff
communities are considered provincially rare (Bakowsky, 1996), with the only other

examples in the Greater Toronto Area occurring along the Niagara Escarpment in Halton
and Peel.

Post-glacial beach ridges in the northern embayment on the north shore supports a mature
coniferous forest of Eastern Hemlock with White Cedar and a dense low shrub layer of
Ground Yew with Wild Sarsaparilla.

Large stands of mixed and coniferous forests with a strong boreal element occur on the
sloping northeast shores. White Cedar and Balsam Fir dominate with Trembling Aspen
and White Birch as secondary tree species with a scattering of large White Spruce.
Saplings of Balsam Fir are common in the understorey with Wild Sarsaparilla and Poison
Ivy.

Low beach ridges along the south-central shore support mixed forests of Red Maple,
White Ash and White Cedar with scattered tall shrubs of Mountain Maple and a low
shrub layer of Ground Yew with Wild Sarsaparilla.

Neegan Burnside Lid.
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The former large agricultural lands on the eastern and northeastern side of the island are
now regenerating fields, Staghorn Sumac thickets and young forests of White Ash and
Trembling Aspen. In wetter areas young swamps of Trembling Aspen, Green Ash and
White Elm have also developed (Varga et al., 1998).

Duclos Point Park Reserve ANSI

Duclos Point is characterized by a beach spit and backshore marsh and an extensive
swamp extending inland from the storm beach. Two small unnamed streams empty into
the east marsh. The park reserve represents 95 ha of the total 240 ha marsh-swamp
wetland complex.

The Duclos Point Area of Natural and Scientific Interest illustrates a variety of different
community types associated with wetland habitat. A progression of community types
ranging from the open water of the lake and creeks to shallow marsh to deep marsh to
thicket swamp and to deciduous and coniferous swamp forest occurs Moving inland from
Lake Simcoe the vegetation pattern is as follows: Offshore sand bars are sparsely
vegetated with bulrush (Scirpus americanus). A young forest of balsam poplar - willow -
white birch - red ash - cedar is found on the lowlying wet beach bar. The west and east
inlet marshes support cattail (Typha latifolia), bulrush, wild rice (Zizania aquatica) and
water willow (Decodon verticillatus). These grade into reed (Phragmites australis) - blue
joint grass (Calamagrostis canadensis) meadow and then into extensive alder, alder - red
ash, silver maple - white birch, cedar and tamarack swamp. [Hanna 1984]

3.3.2  Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA) Life Science Sites within the Study Area

Geargina Island

This 363 ha Life Science Site is covered with second growth vegetation and overgrown
orchards, as it was cultivated up until 20 — 30 years ago. Vegetation includes white birch
poplar, white cedar, black ash, hawthorn and red raspberry. In the north, a small area is
covered with mature eastern hemlock, while the eastern side of the island contains
limestone outcrops with a wide variety of sedges (Ecologistics Limited 1982).

Big Shoal

Big Shoal is a 109 ha Life Science Site located southwest of Thorah Island and northeast
of Georgina Island. The shoal is nearly 2 km long with water depths ranging from 1 to §
m, where substrate consists of cobbles and large gravel (Ecologistics Limited, 1982).

Duclos Point

Duclos Point is a 25 ha Life Science Site located south of Georgina Island on the south
shore of Lake Simcoe between Sibbald Point Provincial park and the mouth of Pefferlaw
Brook (Ecologistics Limited, 1982). The beach is generally pebbly turning rocky further
out. Aquatic plants are not present due to heavy wave action in the area.

Neagan Burnside Ltd.
FC010428



Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation 22
Proposed Fixed Link Study- Preliminary Evaluation of Engineering and Environmental Alternatives
January 2008

Virginia Beach Relict

The Virginia Beach Relict is a 52 ha Life Science Site located south of Sibbald Point
Provincial Park off of Highway 48. This low-lying, damp area consists of a remnant of
the old Lake Simcoe shoreline with large rocks and rocky patches including prominent
features such as open damp meadows created by the retreat of the shoreline. This beach
relict is surrounded by a solid wall of cedars on the east and west sides with a shrubby
strip in the north (Ecologistics Limited, 1982). Vegetation includes scouring rushes with
a variety of grasses, sedges and dwarfed white cedar, and thus is fen-like in appearance
(Ecologistics Limited, 1982).

Morning Glory Swamp

Morning Glory Swamp is a 353 ha Life Science Site located South of Duclos Point and
northwest of Pefferlaw on Lake Simcoe (Ecologistics Limited 1982). The eastern portion
of the swamp is dominated by silver maple, with ground cover limited to drier hummocks
around tree bases where standing water occurs during periods of abundant precipitation.
Loesel’s Twayblade is abundant in this community along with three-leaved false
solomon’s seal, tufted loosestrife, water hemlock and water parsnip. Groundnut was also
found in this area near the lakeshore. Further west, the vegetation consists of round-
leaved and red osier dogwood, and royal fern with red and black ash interspersed. Along
the stream, sweet gale is the dominant species with speckled alder also being common
(Ecologistics Limited, 1982).

Mossington Park

Mossington Park is a 32 ha Life Science Site located between Lake Drive and Black
River Road half way between Jackson’s Point and Sibbald Point. Black River is the
western boundary of this site. This area is remnant of upland hardwood among cottage
development (Ecologistics Limited, 1982). The hardwood forest adjacent to Black River
is indented with a number of small ravines, each with characteristic swamp forest
vegetation at the bottom. Very wet conditions occur along sections of the Black River in
the form of alder thickets or open marsh. With the exception of the steeper slopes, most
of the area has been logged.

3.3.3 Provincially and Non-Provineially Significant Wetlands within the Study Area

Georgina Island Wetlands

Georgina Island Wetlands is a 379 ha Provincially Significant Wetland, made up of 29
individual wetlands. This complex is composed of two wetland types including 93
percent swamp and 7.0 percent Marsh (Konecny et al., 1985). Dominant vegetation
forms include 79 percent deciduous trees, 6.3 percent coniferous trees, 5.7 percent tall
shrubs, and 2.3 percent low shrubs with 1 percent narrow leaved emergents, 4.5 percent
robust-emergents and 1.2 percent submergent vegetation (Konecny et al., 1985). This
wetland is located in an area that is 89 percent isolated with 11 percent lacustrine and

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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exposed to the lake. Soils within this PSW are 93 percent clay, loams or silts, with 5
percent organics and 2 percent undesignated.

Marning Glory Swamp

Morning Glory Swamp is a 345 ha, Provincially Significant Wetland, composed of two
wetland types (88% swamp, 12% marsh) (Konecny et al., 1985), and is located in a 97.4
percent lacustrine area exposed to the lake and 2.6 percent riverine area. Dominant
vegetation types include deciduous trees (43.1%), coniferous trees (2.7%), dead trees
(0.8%), tall shrubs (46.6%), low shrubs (1.8%), narrow-leaved emergents (1.3%), robust
emergents (3.1%), and submergent vegetation (0.7%). Soils consist mainly of organics
(96%), clays, loams or mineral silts (2%), and undesignated (2%).

Mossington Park Wetiands

The Mossington Park Wetlands cover 3.62 ha and are classified as a non-provincially
significant wetland complex made up of three individual wetlands and composed of two
wetland types including swamp (84%) and marsh (16%) (Power et.al, 1984). Vegetation
communities consist of deciduous trees (16%), tall shrubs (68%) and narrow-leaved
emergents (16%). The Mossington Park Wetlands complex is located in an area
classified as 84 percent riverine and 16 percent lacustrine in undesignated soils.

Riverview Beach Wetland

Riverview Beach Wetland Complex is a non-provincially significant wetland composed
of four individual wetlands located in an area which is 80 percent riverine and 20 percent
palustrine with permanent or intermittent outflow. This 33.7 ha complex consists of two
wetland types including 95 percent swamp and 5 percent marsh (Dodge et al., 1985).
Carex, Typha, and Boreal species are the dominant vegetation types including 70.36
percent deciduous trees, 24.67 percent tall shrubs, 3.05 percent herbs, and 1.92 percent
robust emergents. Soils in this area are predominantly organic (97%) with 3 percent of

the soils consisting of clays, loams, or silts. Vegetation includes mainly Typha, Carex,
and Boreal species.

3.3.4 Provincial Parks/Reserves within the Study Area

Duclos Point Provincial Nature Reserve

Duclos Point Provincial Park is a 111 ha nature reserve located on the southeast shore of
Lake Simcoe. Natural features include a swamp which is home to rare plants and bird
species including the Marsh Wren, Osprey, and the Caspian Tern. Vegetation includes
Silver Maple, Black Ash, cattails, bulrushes, wild rice and small pockets of thicket
swamp. Offshore, there is also an extensive sand bar. There are no visitor facilities and
camping is not permitted at this provincial park.
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Sibbald Point Provincial Park

Sibbald Point Provincial Park is a 225 ha recreational park with facilities for tourists,
campers, etc. Sibbald Point is also a major attraction with a beach area on Lake Simcoe.
Vegetation in this area includes hardwood and cedar forests within the park.

34 Terrestrial Environment

A site reconnaissance was undertaken within the study area on November 24th 2006.
During the site reconnaissance numerous ducks, predominately Mallards, were observed
within the wetland located in the south west corner of the study area. The preliminary
CEAA Screening prepared for the Capital Planning Study (Neegan Burnside 2005) also
lists the following fauna present on the Island; moles, rabbits, hare, chipmunk, squirrel,
beaver, coyote, fox, raccoon, deer and mice. Hepetofauna include newts, salamanders,
toads, frogs, turtles and snakes.

Access to areas on the mainland was restricted due to land ownership constraints. The
only fauna noted during the reconnaissance were white tailed deer on the mainland at the
time of the survey. Photographs of the study area are provided in Appendix A.

A review of the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA) identified 110 bird species
recorded in a 10 km square (17PK31) covering the project study area. The OBBA does
not identify any species which are listed on Schedule 1 of the Species At Risk Act
(SARA) in the study area. 106 species have a provincial (S-Rank) of S4-S5 (Apparently
Secure-Secure). The Caspian Turn (Sterna caspia) is ranked as S3 (Vulnerable) and the
Great Egret (Casmerodius albus), Trumpeter Swan (Cygnus buccinators) and Great
Black-backed Gull (Larus marinus) are ranked as S2 (Imperiled).

EC confirmed in their letter of March 6, 2007 that one bird, three plants and two
reptiles/amphibians (Table 3.1) listed on Schedule 1 of the Species at Risk Act, have the
potential to be located within the study area.

A review of the NHIC Ministry of Natural Resources Website identified the Red-
Shouldered Hawk (Buteo lineatus) as a species of special concemn found near the
southwestern perimeter of the project study area on the mainland. One threatened and
two endangered unidentified sensitive species are listed on the island. The Butternut
(Juglans cinerea) which is a SARA Schedule 1 species was also identified on the NHIC
website within the study area. This species, which is located on the mainland in the south
west of the study area, is also listed as endangered.

15 Aquatic Environment

Lake Simcoe Watershed

The Lake Simcoe watershed has a total land and water surface area of 3,303 km?, of
which the lake occupies about 20 percent or 722 km®. Lake Simcoe is part of the Trent
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Severn Waterway connecting Lake Ontario to Georgian Bay and is southern Ontario's
largest body of water (excluding the Great Lakes).

The land portion of the watershed is approximately 2,581 km? and is drained by 35
tributary rivers, with five major tributaries accounting for over 60 percent of the total
area. Most of these rivers originate along the southern boundary of the watershed in the
prominent physiographic feature known as the Oak Ridges Moraine. These rivers then
drain in a northerly direction before discharging to Lake Simcoe.

Lake Simcoe is approximately 30 km long, 25 km wide and roughly 725 km? with an
average depth of 15 m, a maximum depth of 41 m and a water volume of 11.6 km®. The
Lake extends to Kempenfelt Bay on the west, Cook's Bay to the south, and Lake
Couchiching on the north.

The fish population within the lake has shifted from coldwater species like lake trout,
whitefish and herring to species preferring warmer water such as perch, bass and sunfish.
These changes relate in part to changes in nutrient cycling and in dissolved oxygen
concentrations, siltation over spawning sites, shifts in available food items, and the
invasion of non native species. Several initiatives, including: the State of the Lake
Simcoe Watershed 2003, the Lake Simcoe Environmental Management Strategy, the
Lake Simcoe Conservation Foundation and the Lake Simcoe Region Conservation
Authority are making efforts to rectify the lake environment.

Lake Simcoe is the most intensely fished inland lake in Ontario. Most of this fishing
occurs during the winter fishery and is targeted towards yellow perch, lake trout and lake
whitefish. Lake Simcoe fish have one of the highest ‘safe-to-eat’ rates in the province
(MOE Contaminant Testing Program). '

Table 3.2 indicates the four fish species that are provincially designated in the Lake
Simcoe watershed.

Table 3.2: Designated Species in Lake Simcoe Watershed
Provincial
Fish Species Common Name Rank COSEWIC MNR
(SRANK)
Special
Clinostomus elongatus Redside Dace S3 pecia Threatened
Concern
Coregonus clupeaformis Lak'e Simcoe ) Threatened
sp., (AFCHAO1200) Whitefish
ial
Etheostoma blennioides Greenside Darter 54 Specia
(Uncommon) | Concemn
Eastern Silvery
Hyb th i 52 NAR
ybognathus regius Minnow
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Table 3.2: Designated Species in Lake Simcoe Watershed — Cont’d

® 82 - Very rare in Ontario; usually between 2 and 20 occurrences in the province or with many individuals in fewer
occurrences; often susceptible to extirpation.

e 83 - Rare to uncommen in Ontario; usnally between 20 and 100 occurrences in the province; may have fewer
occurrences, but with a large number of individuals in seme populations; may be susceptible to large-scale
disturbances. Most species with an $3 rank are assigned to the watch list, unless they have a relatively high global
rank.

= 54 - Common and apparently secure in Ontario; usually with more than 100 occurrences in the province.

*  THR - Threatened. A wildlife species likely to become an endangered species if nothing is done to reverse the
factors leading to its extirpation or extinction.

*  SC - Special Concern (Formerly Vulnerable). A species of special concern because it is particularly sensitive to
hmman activities or natural events, but does not inchide an extirpated, endangered or threatened species.

¢  NAR - Not At Risk. A species that has been cvaluated and found to be not at risk.

Fish

A total of 58 fish species have been captured and recorded in the Lake Simcoe watershed,
of which approximately 20 species have been captured in near shore environments south
of Georgina Island by MNR Lake Simcoe Fisheries Assessment Unit (LSFAU). The
LSFAU has conducted numerous sampling programs from 1965 to present in the study
area. A summer index netting program was initiated that concentrated mainly on the
species composition of the near shore community. Coldwater fish species of Lake
Simcoe (Lake trout, Lake whitefish, Lake herring, Rainbow smelt) are frequently
captured north of Georgina Island and are not typically observed in areas along the
southern shoreline of Georgina Island. Based on previous catch efforts by LSFAU,
coldwater species have been captured on the north east corner of the island, and on
spawning shoals that encompass the north side of the island. Based on the average depths
and fish species captured north of the mainland shoreline between Duclos point, south-
west to Sibbald point and south of Georgina Island (southern portion of the Study area), a
warm water to cool water fishery exists.

A review of the NHIC database for the study area did not reveal any fish species listed as
endangered, threatened, or vulnerable. The Lake Simcoe whitefish (Coregonus
clupeaformis) has been listed as threatened under Committee on the Status of Endangered
Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) status for Lake Simcoe. Based on verbal
communication with the MNR (pers comm., Jason Borwick), Lake whitefish and Lake
trout use an area near the northeast corner of Georgina Island for spawning.
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The species listed in Table 3.3 have either been captured or observed in the southern part
(southern shore of Georgina Island to the mainland) of the Study area based on reviewed
records from the MNR Aurora District Library. Capture methods in near shore
environments consisted of 15 m seine netting and deeper areas sampled with trapnets and
gill nets. A full fish species list for the Lake Simcoe watershed was provided by MNR
and can be found in Appendix B — Correspondence.

Table 3.3: Fish Species Observed in the Study Area
Common Name Scientific Name

Banded Killifish Fundulus diaphanous
Towa Darter Etheostoma exile
Johnny Darter Etheostoma nigrum
Spottail Shiner Notropis hudsonius
Spotfin Shiner Notropis spilopterus

Emerald Shiner

Notropis atherinoides

Longnose Dace

Rhinichthys cataractea

Bluntnose Minnow

Pimephales notatus

Brook Stickleback

Culaea inconstans

Yellow Perch Perca flavescens
Log Perch Percina caprodes
Rock Bass Ambloplites rupestris

Largemouth Bass

Micropterus salmoides

Smallmouth Bass

Micropterus dolomieui

Pumpkinseed Lepomis gibbosus
Mottled Sculpin Cottus bairdi

White sucker Catostomus commersoni
Rainbow Smelt Osmerus mordax
Northern Pike* Esox Lucius
Muskellunge* Esox masquinongy

*Species kmown to exist in the study area but were not captured during sampling efforts by LSFAU.

The main game species of fish encountered in both nearshore and shallow to mid-depth
habitats consisted of White sucker, Brown bullhead, Rock bass, Pumpkinseed,
Smallmouth bass, Yellow perch. Numerous non-game species (cyprinids) were captured
in shoreline seine netting efforts along the southern shore of Georgina Island and the
north shore of the mainland between Duclos and Sibbald point. A total of 17 non-game
species were observed with minnow species being most predominant and possibly a key
forage species for local game fish.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
FG010428



Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation 28
Proposed Fixed Link Study- Pretiminary Evaluation of Enginaering and Environmental Altarnatives
January 2008

Fish Hahitat

Georgina Island - Southern Shoreline

In 1996 a littoral zone study was initiated for the shoreline of Georgina Island. Site
specific information was collected from Bald point southwest to the southern tip of the
island. Information collected during the sampling included: location, water depth,
substrate type, vegetation, fish species, number of fish captured or observed and
collection methods used. Based on the information collected, the south shore of
Georgina Island is predominately characterized by gently sloping shorelines of sand and
gravel with occasional rubble and muck. Near shore macrophytes were not observed but
reed beds were noted in some sampling locations. Shallow water environments were
more predominant near the south west corner of the island. Young of the year (YOY)
perch, rock bass, smallmouth and largemouth bass were captured in near shore seine nets.
YOY capture could indicate nearby spawning areas and based on the information from
LSFAU, the southern shoreline of Georgina Island is used by pike and bass for spawning
during spring months (See Spawning Map for Georgina Island provided by MNR in
Appendix B — Correspondence.

Communication with the LSFAU indicated that the southeast shoreline of Georgina
Island is one of the best muskellunge nursery habitats in the lake and is used as a stocking
site for the Lake Simcoe Muskellunge Restoration Program (pers. Comm. Jason Borwick,
MNR Aurora). The restoration program was initiated in 2000 as a result to bring back
the native Muskellunge population after years of over-harvest in the early 1900°s. The
Lake Simcoe Muskellunge Restoration Project is a ten-year program of stocking, habitat
rehabilitation, and assessment. Marked fish will be stocked for the first five years and
assessed through juvenile and adult stages to evaluate the success of stocking in
rebuilding the population. Spawning and nursery habitat assessment, rehabilitation and
creation will continue throughout the ten-year life of the project. The goal of the Lake
Simcoe Muskellunge Restoration Project is to restore a self-sustaining muskellunge
population to Lake Simcoe through a long-term restoration effort, including habitat
enhancement and stocking. Muskies Canada and the Ministry of Natural Resources
anticipate that this effort will restore the population to once again sustain an important
sport fishery (Lake Simcoe Muskellunge Restoration Project, Muskies Canada).

Mainland Shoreline - Duclos Point to Sibbald Point

A littoral zone study (Lake Simcoe Littoral Zone Study) was conducted from 1986 to
1996 to characterize littoral zone and shoreline habitat conditions on Lake Simcoe to
determine spawning and nursery habitats critical to the sustainable future of fish
populations in Lake Simcoe.
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Habitat information was collected during fish sampling efforts by LSFAU during spring
and summer site visits. Shorelines in the study area between Duclos and Sibbald points
are characterized as low to moderately sloped foreshore consisting of sandy substrate and
occasional muck with mixed gravel to boulder depending on location. Aquatic
macrophytes were observed freely floating and could have originated from wind and
wave action dislodging plants from the root base. Areas of detritus at creek mouths and
beaches were observed and provided micro habitat for invertebrates and small fish.
Species of macrophytes observed included: coontail, wild celery, common elodea, water
milfoil, clasping leaf pondweed, sago pondweed, ranunculus species and bushy
pondweed.

A Summer Index Netting Program was conducted by the LSFAU from 1965 to 1981 to
provide trend trough time data on relative abundance, distribution, size and age
composition, growth, diet, sexual composition and age of maturity for species comprising
the near shore community (MNR Aurora, LSFAU 1982). Trapnets and gill nets were set
to sample depths ranging from 2.5 to 18 m from May 13 to September 3 from 1965 to
1981. Based on the catch records for areas south of Georgina Island it appeared that
Brown bullhead, Rock bass, Pumpkinseed, and Yellow perch were to most common
species captured and consist of mainly warm-water species.

3.6 Land Use and Social Environment
3.6.1 Land Ownership and Use

Georgina Island

In 1996 the Chippewas of Georgina Island entered into a Framework Agreement on First
Nation Land Management with Her Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada. Under this
arrangement, the Georgina Island Community voted, on February 5, 1997, to opt out of
the land management provisions of the Indian Act and into their own land regime.

The Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation includes Georgina Island (1,295 ha),
Snake Island (133 ha), Fox Island (19 ha), Sand Island (4 ha) and Gravel Island (0.4 ha).
The First Nation residents reside on Georgina Island, while Snake, Fox and Sand Islands
are “surrendered lands” and are currently leased to cottagers (according to the First
Nation web site there are about 227 cottage lots on Snake Island, and about 64 lots on
Fox Island). The Land Ownership Plan for Georgina Island is included as Figure 3.5 and
the Land Use Plan is included as Figure 3.6.

In addition, the First Nation territory includes the parcel of land (Part of Lot 24 and 25
and road allowance between Concessions 7 and 8) in Georgina Township that is occupied
by the Virginia Beach Marina and the Ferry Dock. The Virginia Beach Marina includes a
restaurant, boat storage and maintenance area and a boat refueling area.
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The Land Ownership Plan for Virginia Beach Marina Parcel is included as Figure 3.7 and
the Land Use Plan as Figure 3.8.

The majority of the community’s homes and community buildings are located on the west
side of the island, along Chief Joseph Snake Road. Approximately 92 homes were
identified on the island based on information from 2002. Cottages occupy lots along the
northwest, south and eastern portions of the island. There are approximately 330
cottagers on Georgina Island. FN community buildings are concentrated in the area of
Root Road. The community centre, administration office, school, medical clinic, and
water treatment plant are located along Chief Joseph Snake Road. The ferry dock,
located in the southwest corner of the island, is the main access point for residents,
cottagers and visitors.

The Virginia Beach Marina Parcel is located approximately 7 km east of the community
of Sutton. Virginia Beach is the main access point via the ferry to Georgina Island and
includes a restaurant operated by the First Nation. This area is approximately 0.4 ha not
including the in water boat marina.

A Phase 1 and 2 environmental audit was undertaken in the study area by Neegan
Burnside in 1998 and 2000. Three inactive landfills were identified on Georgina Island.
An active landfill is located adjacent to the sewage lagoon. The sewage treatment system
on Georgina Island consists of a two cell lagoon and raised tile bed. The system has been
in operation since 1993. The sewage system is used to treat septage pumped from septic
tanks and holding tanks. A water treatment plant is also located on the island.
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Mainland

The study area on the mainland is located within the Greenbelt Plan (November 2005),
not including those on First Nation lands. The Greenbelt Plan identifies where
urbanization should not occur in order to provide permanent protection to the agricultural
land base and the ecological features and functions occurring on this landscape. The
Greenbelt Plan includes lands within, and builds upon the ecological protections provided
by, the Niagara Escarpment Plan (NEP) and the Oak Ridges Corridor Park Management
Plan (ORMCP). Lands within the study area are designated as Protected Countryside/
Shoreline Areas Policy (4.1.3). The Protected Countryside lands identified in the
Greenbelt Plan are intended to enhance the spatial extent of agriculturally and
environmentally protected lands currently covered by the NEP and the ORMCP while at
the same time improving linkages between these areas and the surrounding major lake
systems and watersheds. The Greenbelt Plan builds upon the existing policy framework
established in the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), issued under section 3 of the
Planning Act, and its implementation through municipal official plan policies and maps
(Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2006).

Land use within the study area is characterized in The York Region Official Plan
(November 2005) and the Town of Georgina Official Plan.

The Regional Official Plan identifies Significant Natural Features, Significant Forest
Resources and the Regional Greenland System (particularly around Georgina Island and
Duclos Point) and Rural Policy Areas within the study area. The objectives of the
Significant Natural Features and Forest Resources policies are to ensure that the features
and functions are preserved, to ensure no loss of wetland function and to protect forested
areas. The objective of the Rural Policy Areas is to retain the rural character of the lands
and the viability of existing agricultural operations.

The Town of Georgina Official Plan identifies Environmental Protection Areas (1, 2 &
3), Core Conservation Lands and Waters, Lake Simcoe Shoreline and forest resources
within the study area. The purpose of these policies is to identify and protect components
of the Greenlands System.

3.6.2 Socio-Economic Profiles

According to information provided by the registration system for Indian and Northern
Affairs Canada (INAC), the population of the Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation
grew by 1.94 percent per annum on-Reserve and 2.75 percent per annum off-Reserve
between 1992 and 2002. In 2007, INAC data indicates that there were 190 First Nation
members on-Reserve and 498 members off-Reserve, for a total of 688 members. The First
Nation web-site lists the band population at 681 members. The Capital Planning Study
for the Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation recommended that on-Reserve
population growth forecasts be based on a growth rate of 1.8 percent per annum (Neegan
Burnside Engineering and Environmental Ltd, May 2006). The data in the Capital
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Planning Study has been updated with 2003 to 2007 data. The recent on reserve growth
rate (experienced from 1992 to 2007) is approximately 1.96%. The total population
(including on and off reserve members) has increased at a rate of 2.12%. Population
projections can be found in Appendix G. Therefore, for the purposes of this study, a
growth rate of 1.96% percent per annum has been used for on-Reserve population
growth. In addition a growth rate of 2.12% percent per annum has been used for the
growth in population that may return to the Reserve and a growth rate of 2.0 percent per
annum has been used for growth in cottage development.

For comparative purposes, information collected by the Statistics Canada in the 2001 and

2006 census provides the following data for Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation
(Table 3.4).

Table 3.4: Census Data for Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation

Item 1996 2001 2006
Population (on-Reserve) 201 273 353
Percent change in population 35.8% 29.3%
from previous census ) (6.3% per annum) | (5.3% per annum)
Private dwellings - 123 548
Private dwellings occupied

. - 129
by usual resident
Population density s 18.8 /km? 14.55 /km?
Land Area - 14.55 km® 14.55 km?

The Census data shows a higher population on-Reserve than the numbers provided by
INAC as well as significantly higher population growth rates. Since the INAC data is
collected directly by Georgina Island First Nation, we have used the population data from
their figures for the population projections.

From the Census data it can be inferred that there are about 129 permanent dwellings on
Georgina Island and about 128 seasonal dwellings (i.e. 548 — 129 — 227 (Snake Island) —
64 (Fox Island)). Data provided on the First Nation website indicate that there are about
98 houses and 200 leasing properties on Georgina Island, which is higher than the Census
data indicates. The housing data provided by the First Nation has been used for the
purposes of this present study.

There are a number of commercial/recreational facilities on the island including the
following:

Georgina Island craft store
Georgina Campground

island convenience store
extensive hiking trails

island arcade and volleyball court
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e anumber of small privately-owned businesses (e.g. winter ice-fishing huts, summer
cabins, etc.).

About two-thirds of the labour force on the island is involved in government services,
with about one-sixth in service industries and also some work in construction. The First
Nation employs individuals through the Band office, the Marina, Restaurant and
ferry/shuttle service. In addition the Band owns and operates the day-care centre,
community hall, the water plant and the landfill site. The First Nation charges non-
member cottagers for garbage disposal, policing, fire protection, road maintenance and
water services on a cost-recovery basis.

Various economic initiatives have been investigated in the past by the First Nation
including:

a First Nation owned store

a resort/recreation complex

a golf course facility

a conference centre and business facility

a radio station

a residential subdivision

a communify arena

island based energy generation via wind farm.

These initiatives may be completed under direct First Nation ownership and control or
through sponsorship by outside development corporations. In addition First Nation

entrepreneurs have indicated they have considered various small business opportunities
such as:

gas station

garage and auto repair

laundromat

tourism initiatives
convenience/video store

water taxi or shuttle boat

craft shop, motel or hotel

bakery

community farming or green houses
internet based virtual enterprises.

Many of the above noted initiatives are not presently viable due to the added expense and
uncertainty associated with the existing transportation and isolation situation. During
winter freeze-up and spring thaw, transportation is often suspended for weeks at a time.
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Some forestry potential exists on Georgina Island and a fish hatchery has been previously
identified as a possible future development project, subject to investment capital being
available. There is also a partnership with Sibbald Point Provincial Park to allow for day
camping for Provincial Park campers at the Georgina Island Youth Camp.

3.6.3 Cultural Environment Factors

Discussion with the First Nation (meeting of January 25, 2007) revealed that recreational
fishing occurs within the study area. There are also some culturally significant/medicinal
plants which are located along the southern shore of the island. These include Sweet Flag
(heart remedy) and Pepper Weed (colds/congestion), however these are not actively
harvested. The First Nation confirmed that there are no cultural resources/sacred
places/burial sites within the study area. The First Nation has a community forest strategy
for developing the trails on the island, with a program to teach traditions and historic
activities of the Chippewa community.

There currently is no commercial fishing industry at Georgina Island. There is, however,
a recreational winter fishery industry.
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4.0 Pre-Consultation

The opportunity for public and stakeholder input is an important element of this proposed
project and would be expected to be provided throughout the course of the project. At this
point of the project planning process, pre-consultation has been initiated such that issues
and recommendations from stakeholders can be addressed from the onset. Consultation
will be undertaken in accordance with the formal EA process once an appropriate path
forward has been identified from this study. A summary of all correspondence associated
with pre-consultation is provided in the following sections. A copy of all correspondence
is provided in Appendix B - Correspondence.

4.1 First Nation and Public Consultation
4.1.1 First Nation Committee Meetings

Meetings were held with Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation Committee
Members on the following dates:

» November 1, 2006
e January 25, 2007
e April 30, 2007.

The purpose of the eight-person committee from the First Nation was to help reflect the
community thought process on the project, provide insight on matters from a resident
point of view, and provide a group to the Neegan Burnside team to answer questions
about the local environment and social structure.

4.1.2 Town of Georgina Meeting

A meeting was also held with the Town of Georgina on February 21, 2007. Copies of all
meeting minutes are provided in Appendix B — Correspondence.

This meeting was held at the request of the Town of Georgina and in the interest of
maintaining good relations between the Town and Georgina Island, was agreed to by the
study team. As evidenced by the meeting minutes, it was successful in allowing the
Town of Georgina to better understand the current project.

4.1.3 Community Survey Results

A questionnaire was also sent to First Nation community members, questionnaires were
returned on March 9, 2007. A summary of the main comments received are presented
below. A full summary of results is included in Appendix D. Copies of the completed
comment forms are available on request in CD format.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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A total of 80 questionnaires were returned (54 from on-Reserve residents and 26 from
off-Reserve residents).

Respondents identified that the main reason they travel to the mainland is for shopping
and going to the doctor or dentist (50% or respondents). When asked how many times
they use the ferry and ice road when it is operational, 44 percent of on-Reserve
respondents confirmed they use the ferry daily, while 78 percent use the ice road daily.
This difference is potentially related to the convenience of using the ice road at any time
and the cost of using the ferry. Alternative forms of transportation include private boat,
ATYV and snowmobile. Respondents noted average lost school days of ten days per year

due to downtimes or inaccessible periods for the current transportation and 11 lost work
days.

Respondents were asked to rank their three most preferred alternative solutions (listed in
Section 6.3). The most preferred alternative was road link through bridge followed by
road link through tunnel, followed by improve existing ferry and ice road.

Respondents were asked to indicate if they had a preference for alternative crossing route
locations 1 (Duclos point), 2 (Doyle Beach), or 3 (Existing ferry route). The majority of
on-Reserve respondents preferred location 2, followed by location 3. Off-Reserve
respondents preferred location 3, followed by location 1.

Respondents were asked on a scale of 1 (none) and 10 (strong) how much they supported
the idea of a fixed link, 67 percent on-Reserve and 66 percent off-Reserve strongly
supported a fixed link (with a rank of 10), and 82 percent and 83 percent scoring it an
eight or better.

The main advantages to a fixed link were identified as convenience (41%), safety (34%),
medical/emergencies (33%), and economic development (14%). Disadvantages identified
included none (20%), unwelcome guests (20%), traffic (11%), and a potentially increased
crime rate (11%). When asked about potential use of the fixed link, 78 percent on-
Reserve and 100 percent off-Reserve responded that they would go to the mainland more
if a fixed link was available. 87 percent of on-Reserve respondents see the fixed link as
increasing employment opportunities for local residents due to convenience and reduced
costs. 84 percent of on-Reserve respondents see the fixed link as increasing education
opportunities. Seventy-seven percent of on-Reserve respondents and 80 percent of off-
Reserve respondents thought that people would move back to the island if a fixed link
was provided.

It is apparent from the survey results that a majority of members support a more
permanent link for the community. It is also apparent that doing so will change the
culture of the island, though to what degree is uncertain.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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4.2

Department/Agency Consultation

A request for baseline information was sent to the following agencies on November 20,
2006. A summary of responses received is provided in the following table. It should be
noted that the correspondence sent to the agencies indicated this was a pre-feasibility
study, and that once the feasibility study was underway, a formal consultation process
would take place. The minimum response anticipated at this time from most of these
agencies was a request to continue to be included in the process.

Table 4.1: Department/Agency Consultation Results

Department/Agency

Response

Ministry of Environment, Central
Region Office

No response received to date

Ministry of Environment, York - Requested that they receive a copy of future correspondence.
Durham District Office

Ministry of Natural Resources - Invited Neegan Burnside to their office/library to make copies of
Aurora District Office relevant information. Provided wetland and greenbelt mapping.

Stated that project may trigger reviews and/or approval requirements
pursuant to provincial legislation such as the Public Lands Act,
Environmental Assessment Act and the Planning Act. Stated that
they would welcome the opportunity to participate in a meeting.

Lake Simcoe Region Conservation
Authority

Forwarded information request to DFQ. Stated MNR could provide
information. Other issues will be dealt with as part of the LSRCA
Permit process

Ministry of Transportation,
Transportation Planning and EA
Unit

No response received to date

Minisiry of Transportation, No response received to date

Provincial and Environmental

Planning Office

Ministry of Transportation Any work done on a provincial highway will require an

Corridor Management Section

Encroachment Permit and any work done within MTO permit control
will require a Building Land Use Permit. Ministry permit control is
identified as 45 m from MTO ROW and a 400 m radius from the
intersection point of a highway.

Ontario Realty Corporation No response received to date

Environment Canada Does not expect to have any obligations as an RA under CEAA.
Provided recommendations with respect to surface water quality,
wildlife and wildlife habitat and air quality issues. Would like to be
kept informed about the project.

Department of Fisheries and Confinmed that they would like to be kept informed about the project

Oceans and would be available to participate in project meetings. Stated that

they may be an RA within the federal EA process. DFO require
additional information with regard to the type of crossing structure

| before they can provide additional comments. DFO stated that

LSRCA and MNR will hold fisheries data within the study area.

Transport Canada - Marine

Provided Navigable Waters Protect Act (NWPA) guidelines.

Neegan Burnsida Ltd.
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Department/Agency ' Response

Transport Canada - Ontario Confirmed that Transport Canada is responsible for the

Region, Canadian Coast Guard administration of the Navigable Waters Protection Act. If any of the
Central & Arctic Region HQ related project elements or activities cross or affect a potentially
navigable waterway we are requested to prepare and submit an
application.

Health Canada No response received to date

Town of Georgina Confirmed that the Town would like to participate in the project.
Requested a meeting to provide information and learn about the study
process.

Provided follow-up preliminary comments from meeting. Concerned
with regard to impact on municipal roads. Both Black River Road
and Hadden Road are under the jurisdiction of the Town. Requested
that a traffic study be provided based on the ultimate use of the Island
to enable the Town to determine the impact on roads. A significant
increase in traffic volume may require road improvements and may
trigger a Municipal Class EA. If the Island was to support a major
tourist atfraction as a result of the bridge/causeway, concerned with
regard to potential pressure to locate ancillary or other types of uses
on the main land. Would like to ensure that planning land use issues
will be kept in mind.

York Region Referred to maps 2-4 of the Official Plan. Stated that potential
‘Janding locations’ are located within the Rural Policy Area. Also
listed Shoreline Area Policy/Greenbelt Plan.

Ministry of Culture Identified that the project may have the potential to impact
archaeological sites.

Recommended that a cultural resource assessment (land and marine)
is undertaken once the preferred alternative has been determined. The
assessment should included the ROW, construction impacts, detours,
access roads, storage and staging areas etc

Ministry of Tourism and No response received to date
Recreation — Central Area

Canada Coast Guard, Central No response received to date.
Region
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b.0 Transportation Assessment
5.1 Existing Ferry Operations

The existing ferry, named the Aazhaawe, meaning “to go across”, was built in 1999 by
Hike Metal of Nova Scotia and transported in sections through the Trent-Severn system
for ultimate assembly at Georgina Island. The ferry is approved by Transport Canada and
regularly inspected by the Coast Guard. The ship and crew meet Canadian Coast Guard
Specifications and requirements. Data related to the ferry operations are summarized as
follows:

ferry capacity of 99 passengers and 15 vehicles; total weight capacity of 70 tons.
existing ferry in operation since 2001

e between 10 and 17 Round Trips (RT) per day with 12 RT Monday and Wednesday,
15 RT Tuesday, Thursday and Saturday, 17 RT on Friday, and 10 RT on Sunday.
This translates to 96 RT per week

e ferry service is only available from 6:15 a.m. (9:00 a.m. on Sundays) to 7:00 p.m.
(Monday and Wednesday), 10:30 p.m. (Tuesday, Thursday, Saturday), 11:30 p.m.
(Friday) and 9:00 p.m. (Sundays)

e ferry service is available between nine months (39 weeks) and 10 months (44 weeks)
per year, depending on weather and ice formation. This means there are between
3740 and 4220 trips per year.

e passes are available for 20 round trips at a cost of $200 for First Nation members, and
$540 for non-members

e $15 per round trip for cars/pickups for First Nation members and $30 per round trip
for non-First Nation members. Oversized vehicles (i.e. 18 wheelers) are charged
$120 per round trip, while tandems, dump trucks, concrete trucks, large hydro and
Bell trucks are charged $70 for a round trip. Adult passengers are charged $3 per
round trip, with reduced rates for children and seniors/disabled passengers

e a one way crossing takes approximately 15 to 20 minutes to complete

e total round trips on the ferry by passenger vehicles from April 7, 2006 to January 11,
2007 = 26,593, buses = 343, oversized vehicles = 461
ferry operations tend to start mid to late March, and end in early to mid-January
between April 7, 2006 and January 11, 207, the ferry was out of service for 12 days,
due to mechanical problems (8 days) and inclement weather (4 days). An
undetermined amount of days were affected by a reduced schedule due to similar
problems.

Under the Canada Shipping Act, 2001, the ferry is classified as a “sheltered waters
voyage”, since the ferry is never further than one nautical mile from the closest shore. In
addition this designation applies for the full calendar year period, since ice or weather
(e.g. fall storms or dropping water temperatures) are not considered to be a significant
factor that would require a risk assessment for operations during the higher risk periods.
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Historically, the following negative impacts have been noted due to inadequate
transportation service:

* economic development (commercial, recreational etc.) of the island is hindered due to
additional development costs, resulting from the cost of transporting goods by ferry
or barge. Generally this results in a lower standard of living due to loss of revenues
and personal income. The long-range development plans for the island focuses on
enhancing tourism

¢ students are required to use the ferry, or alternate crossing methods, to access schools

on the mainland. Some students opt to board on the mainland during the winter

periods due to transportation constraints (i.e. school buses require the ferry to be
operative)

hardships for the commuters (cost, lost time etc.) between the island and the mainland

delays for seasonal users of the island facilities (e.g. cottagers)

disruption of some social services

difficulties in delivering services such as construction deliveries

poor emergency service. Emergency travel service is normally provided by the ferry.

Medical care is provided on the island via regular visitations from mainland

physicians. Police and fire protection are provided by on-island forces, although their

numbers are limited

= safety concerns regarding the hazardous conditions associated with the ferry, scoot
and ice road operations. For example, as recently as March 16, 2007 a car traveling
on the ice in the area of Virginia Beach went through the ice. In addition, there have
been three drowning deaths on Lake Simcoe ice so far in the 2007/08 winter season.
While the Ministry of Natural Resources recognizes the variability of ice conditions
as evidenced by their March 15 deadline for ice hut removal, there are no restrictions
in place on personal use via vehicle from the island to the mainland.

5.2 Existing Roads and Infrastructure
5.2.1 Georgina Island

The ferry terminal on Georgina Island connects to Chief Joseph Snake Road, which
directs traffic to other local perimeter roads on the island (e.g. Bear Road). There are
about 24 km of perimeter main roads on the island, many of which are gravel, plus a
number of gravel local roads. The First Nation has some gravel reserves on their lands,
but is unable to develop a commercial gravel crushing enterprise due to the costs
associated with transporting gravel off of the island.

Bear Road has been developed as a paved local road having poor alignment, deficient
right of way width and poor visibility in many locations. In addition, Bear Road
presently traverses a Provincially Significant Wetland, with associated muck soils, along
part of its length. Outside of this wetland area the soils are silty sand, underlain by
limestone bedrock at depths of about 1.4 to 2.7 m.
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General policing services to Georgina Island, Snake Island and Fox Island, as well as
emergency response on the water and ice of Lake Simcoe, are provided by the Georgina
Island Police, under the First Nation Policing Program administered by the Ontario
Provincial Police. The police station is located at 217 Bear Road and there are three
uniform officers and one civilian employee on staff.

The fire department is located at the corner of Chief Joseph Snake Road and Hello Road,
and is equipped with a Fort Gary pumper truck and an ambulance. There is one full-time
firefighter on staff, as well as trained volunteer fire fighters.

Members must be transported off by boat, scoot, or snowmobile in an emergency
situation; off-Reserve response teams will not travel on the ice road. Air transport by
helicopter requires excessive time and monetary cost.

The Georgina Island School is located on the east side of Chief Joseph Road and provides
Junior Kindergarten through Grade 5 in two classrooms, a music/language room and two
full-time teachers under the jurisdiction of the York Region District School Board. A
library is part of the school. The language room is used for teaching in the native
Ojibway language.

Currently, teaching staff travels from off-Reserve to the island, resulting in lost school
days when transportation is not possible.

Students are bussed to Sutton on the mainland for Grades 6, 7 and 8, while Secondary
school students are bussed to Pefferlaw. Some students board on the mainland during the
winter periods when the ferry and bussing is not available. '

Discussions with the First Nation revealed that as of November 2006 approximately 25-
238 children travel to the mainland for social activities (hockey, dances etc). However,
recreation activities must be limited to times which match ferry scheduling, and
participants cannot guarantee 100 percent attendance due to the transportation situation.
A number of First Nation members have moved off-Reserve as a result of having to travel
on the ferry.

A medical building is located adjacent to the school and monthly visits are provided by
doctors from the mainland.

5.2.2 Mainland

The ferry terminal on the mainland is on a parcel of land owned by the First Nation and
connects to Black River Road, an east/west paved collector road under the jurisdiction of
the Town of Georgina. A road connection is provided from Black River Road to the south
to Highway 48 via Hadden Road. Hadden Road is also a paved collector road, under the
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jurisdiction of the Town of Georgina, with a distance of about 1.5 km from the ferry
terminal to Highway 48. This area is shown in Figure 5.1.

A second connection to Highway 48 can be made via Virginia Boulevard, a paved local
road under the jurisdiction of the Town of Georgina, with a distance of about 1.6 km
from the ferry terminal to Highway 48. The areas along Hadden Road and along Virginia
Boulevard are part of the hamlet of Virginia. Some residential development has occurred
along the north end of Hadden Road, but the route is primarily undeveloped (i.c.
agricultural fields) to the south of this area along this route. Residential strip
development has occurred along the majority of the Virginia Boulevard route. The area
surrounding the north part of Hadden Road and Virginia Boulevard is designated as
Corridors (EPA 2) in the Georgina Greenlands System (Town of Georgina Official Plan).
Also the area in the northwest quadrant at the intersection of Virginia Boulevard and
Highway 48 is designated as Core Conservation (EPA 1) (i.e. mid to late successional
forest and a local life science ANSI). There are no ESA areas or areas of endangered,
threatened, vulnerable or sensitive wildlife habitats along the Hadden Road or Virginia
Boulevard connecting links.

Black River Road also connects to the community of Sutton, about 7.0 km to the west of
the ferry terminal. Highway 48, via the Hadden Road, connects to the community of
Pefferlaw, about 6.5 km from the ferry terminal.

The existing ferry/marina operations include a boat storage and maintenance area and a
boat refueling area, including two active underground gasoline storage tanks, one above
ground diesel fuel tank, a waste oil tank and a number of propane tanks. The proximity
of these facilities to Lake Simcoe makes it very important that proper maintenance and

operations be followed in order to protect against environmental impacts.

A large parking lot is also utilized at the marina location for day visitors to the island, as
well as for community residents that do not wish to transport their vehicle repeatedly
across the lake. This means some Georgina Island residents maintain two vehicles, one
on the island, one off, expressly to avoid paying for the vehicle ferry service.

On the mainland, Duclos Point is presently connected to Highway 48 via Duclos Point
Road and other local roads, an overall distance of about 5.5 km. These roads also
presently serve the existing estate lot subdivision that is located on the Point. The roads
traverse areas designated as Core Conservation (EPA 1), Corridor (EPA 2) and EPA 3 ,
with one location noted as being in proximity to endangered, threatened, vulnerable and
sensitive wildlife habitat. The roads are in the area of a Class 2 wetland (Morning Glory
Swamp), a mid to late successional forest, a Provincial Life Science ANSL a Local Earth
Science ANSI and a biological ESA. The road has a number of sharp bends and areas of
poor visibility.
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5.3  Transportation DemandsNeeds

48

Passenger and vehicle demands for 2006 are shown in Table 5.1 and are based on ferry

receipt data.

Table S.1: Summary of Existing Ferry Demands (April 2006 to January 2007)
Total
Passengers Percent of M- Percent of

Month (Total 527) | Year (%) (TZZ‘;];‘;}:;W) Year (%)
April (7 — 30) 40 7.6 2,471 9.0
May (1 —31) 82 15.6 3,260 11.9
June (1 — 30) 108 20.4 3,734 13.6
July (1 —31) 138 26.1 4,308 15.7
August (1 —31) 70 13.3 4,398 16.1
September (1 — 30) 17 3.2 2,705 9.9
October (1 — 31) 46 8.7 2,168 7.9
November (1 — 30) 12 2.3 2,084 7.6
December (1 — 31) 12 2.3 1,746 6.4
January 1 - 11 2 >0.1 523 1.9
* includes passenger vehicles, buses, and oversized vehicles.

As shown in the table, the maximum monthly usage of the ferry occurs in the summer
with a maximum of 4,398 vehicles and 138 passengers in a month.

The number of vehicle trips utilizing the ferry link is significantly less than the number
that would be expected to utilize a proposed fixed link, due to the cost and time
constraints imposed by the ferry link. In a survey conducted as part of this study, only
about 43 percent of the respondents indicated that they presently use the ferry at least
once a day (1 trip out and 1 trip back, for a total of 2 daily trips), as compared to the
typical vehicular trip rate of 4 to 10 trips per day for residential developments. It is noted
that when a vehicular linkage is established (i.e. via the ice road), about 67 percent of the
respondents indicated that they use such a connection on a daily basis. Over 90 percent
of the residents surveyed indicated that they would access the mainland more often if a
fixed link were provided. The incidence of car ownership is also expected to grow if a
year-around vehicular linkage is established, since over 10 percent of survey respondents
indicated that they presently do not own a car under the existing linkage conditions.

Operation and maintenance cost, directly attributable to the ferry was estimated in the
2001 Ferry Operation Business Plan in the order of $640,000 for 2006, escalating from a
base of $590,000 in 2001. Fluctuating gas prices have likely increased this in the past
years. There are also numerous indirect costs that are not quantifiable such as student
boarding costs and risk factors such as ice road safety, poor off-Reserve emergency team
response ability, and lack of economic opportunity.
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Direct revenues from the fares amounted to approximately $570,000 for the period we
received data, based on the current fees charged. The deficit between revenues and costs
is provided through an agreement with INAC.

The winter passenger demands are met by a scoot service, an enclosed air propelled boat
which can operate on broken ice, and open water. No data was available on usage or
costs of this operation. In addition to the scoot service, residents utilize their own
vehicles (cars, trucks, ATV’s, etc.) to cross the ice.

This current system of switching the First Nation owned operation from the ferry service
to the scoot service in the winter results in employee hours being reduced in the winter,
due to the lesser demands of the scoot service.

On a daily basis, the existing ferry can accommodate the peak daily vehicular and
passenger demands. However demands vary significantly, on a weekly, daily and hourly
basis, with the result that some runs are over-subscribed during peak operational periods
and users may need to wait for a subsequent ferry to be accommodated. The existing
ferry schedule provides for a ferry departure about every hour at each of the terminals
(i.e. half hour crossing/loading/unloading sequence). Since there is only one ferry in
operation, and the crossing/loading and unloading time is already maximized, there is
little flexibility to add additional runs beyond those presently provided, in order to
address the capacity constraints at peak usage times. In addition there is no redundancy
available to address periods when the ferry is out of service for repairs.

5.4  Potential Fixed Link Operations

5.4.1 Existing Development Conditions

The potential residential and cottage traffic to and from the island, under existing
development conditions and including potential First Nation residents returning to the
island, has been estimated based on the trip rate information contained in the Institute of
Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual (7th Edition). The resulting data is
summarized in the following table:

Table 5.2: Estimated Existing Residential and Cottage Traffic Potential For Fixed
Link
Period Type* Gen:i':ltli)on - In Out Total T;';arli:de =
AM Peak | Residential 0.30/unit 13 vph 39 vph 52 vph
Hour Cottage 0.16/unit 21 vph 11 vph 32 vph 84 vph
PM Peak Residential 0.404/unit 44 vph 26 vph 70 vph
Hour Cottage 0.26/unit 21 vph 31 vph 52 vph 122 vph
Daily Residential 3.828 /unit | 329 vpd [ 329vpd | 658 vpd
Cottage 3.16/unit | 316vpd [ 316 vpd | 632 vpd | 1,290 vpd
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*

based on 98 residential units and 200 cottage units existing on the island, and 132 people
returning to the reserve after the establishment of the fixed link (i.e. equivalent to 74 residential
units at 1.8 ppu).
** assumes a residential trip generation rate that is 40% of the ITE residential rate, to reflect the
exclusion of trips internal to the island and the generally longer separation distance between
origin/destination trips (i.e. to outside communities). Toll charges have not been considered as a
factor in trip generation, since it is assumed that a yearly pass would be purchased by residents.

As noted in the above table the short term demand on the fixed link is forecasted to be
about 1,290 vehicles crossing the link per day, with about 84 vehicles crossing during the
a.m. peak hour and about 122 vehicles crossing during the p.m. peak hour. The traffic
volumes calculated account for only the residential/cottage traffic and would apply to the
peak demand summer season, since cottage usage is expected to be much lower in the
winter season. Commercial, development or business trips would be additional to this
residential traffic. It is further assumed that any toll charges applied to the crossing

would not prohibitively influence trip generation rates.

5.4.2 Future Conditions

A horizon period of 25 years has been chosen for traffic analysis of future conditions.

Table 5.3: Estimated Future Residential and Cottage Traffic Potential For Fixed

Link (Year 2032)
; Tri Total Per
Period Type* Genera tl;on o In Out Total Period
AM Peak | Residential 0.30/unit 23 vph 67 vph 90 vph
Hour Cottage 0.16/unit 35 vph 17 vph 52 vph 142 vph
PM Peak | Residential 0.404/unit 76 vph 45 vph 121 vph
Hour Cottage 0.26/unit 35 vph 50 vph 85 vph 206 vph
Daily Residential 3.828 /unit | 572wvpd | 572 wvpd | 1,144 vpd
Cottage 3.16/unit | 518 vpd | 518 vpd | 1,036 vpd | 2,180 vpd

L1

¥%

based on 299 residential units (1.96 %/annum on-Reserve growth and 2.0%/assume off-Reserve
growth} and 328 cottage units (2.0%/annum growth) on the island.
assumes a residential trip generation rate that is 40% of the ITE residential rate, to reflect the
exclusion of trips internal to the island and the generally longer separation distance between
origin/destination trips (i.e. to outside communities). Toll charges have not been considered as a
Sactor in trip generation, since it is assumed that a yearly pass would be purchased by residents.
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As noted in the above table the long term demand on the fixed link is forecasted to be
about 2,180 vehicles crossing the link per day, with about 142 vehicles crossing during
the a.m. peak hour and about 206 vehicles crossing during the p.m. peak hour. These
volumes account for only the residential/cottage traffic and would apply to the peak
demand summer season. Commercial, development or business trips would be additional
to this residential traffic and would depend upon the type of development that is
facilitated on the island by the fixed link connection. It is further assumed that any toll
charges applied to the crossing would not prohibitively influence trip generation rates.

5.4.3 Commercial Development

The above analysis does not include any allowance for existing, or proposed, commercial
development on the island. While the existing commercial development on the island is
relatively minor presently, due to the restrictions imposed by the ferry connection, a fixed
link will facilitate additional commercial development. The traffic generated by
commercial development will depend on the type of development, however traffic
volumes can be significant. For example the development of an 18 hole golf course may
generate another 240 vpd utilizing the bridge during the golfing season, and 30 to 40
additional crossings during the peak hour periods. The table below outlines additional
potential commercial developments and their estimated impact on daily traffic.

Table 5.4: Estimated Future Traffic Potential for Commercial Development

Eeclod Type gzll:era tion In Out Total
Daily 9 Hole Golf Course* 20 20 20 40
Daily 18 Hole Golf Course* 60 60 60 120
Daily Resort Development — 40 Rooms** .25/unit 10 10 20
Daily Resort Development — 80 Rooms** .25/ unit 20 20 40
Daily Arena** 5 5 5 10
Daily Trailways** 5 5 5 10
Daily Additional Tourism** 10 10 10 20

assume course is in operation from early April to Mid October (200 days)
** occupancy is averaged over the year

5.4.4 Assessment of Traffic Linkages

A two-lane fixed link connection should be able to carry over 10,000 vpd without
problem or congestion, although its capacity (i.e. under congested operating conditions,
Level of Service E) may be more in the order of 15,000 vpd. On either side of the fixed
link, the connecting roads serve the dual purpose of providing direct access to adjacent
development and accommodating through traffic from the link. Under these conditions,
these connecting roads are expected to function as a Class 2 Collector roadway, with a
capacity in the order of 10,000 vpd as a two-lane facility. Therefore all roads within the
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study area will function adequately as two-lane facilities, after the implementation of a
fixed link. From a road surface perspective, typical practice is to utilize an asphalt
surface for roads that experience traffic volumes exceeding 400 vpd, and therefore
asphalt surfacing is recommended for all roads within the study area. Given the volume
of traffic forecasted, it is also recommended that the connecting roads in the study area be
upgraded to a collector road standard.

The majority of the traffic generated by the fixed link will ultimately connect to the
Provincial Highway arterial road system (i.e. Highway 48) at either the intersection of
Hadden Road /Highway 48 or at the intersection of Duclos Point Road / Highway 48.
Both of these intersections are presently stop controlled. Highway 48 is classified as an
Intermediate Recreational Route, which experiences intermediate seasonal variations in
traffic volumes. The average traffic volumes on Highway 48 are about 60 percent higher
in the summer months than in the winter months, and the weekend traffic is about 15
percent higher than weekday traffic, due to the recreational nature of the traffic in this
area. Summer average daily traffic (two-way) on Highway 48 is in the order of 15,000
vpd in the study area, and growth in traffic has been very low in the past 10 years (i.e.
about 0.5 percent per annum). Based on the volume of traffic on Highway 48, and the
forecasted volume of traffic that may be generated by a fixed link connection, it is
possible that traffic signals would be required at the connecting intersection with the
Highway (i.e. Hadden Road or Duclos Point Road, depending on the route chosen) within
the horizon period considered in this study. The Ministry of Transportation requires that
signal warrant criteria be met, based on the heaviest eight hours of traffic on an average
day, before traffic signals are installed at an intersection with a Provincial Highway.
Further site specific review of turning movements at the connecting intersection would be
required, as part of the detailed design work, to confirm the warrants and timing for
traffic signal installation at this location.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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Evaluation of Alternative Solutions

Approach

Steps involved in the identification of the preferred alternative solution included:

e & & & & o

6.2

definition of issues

identification of conceptual alternatives to address the issues

review of existing conditions to define potential constraints

First Nation, Agency and public pre-consultation to define issues and concerns
general effects assessment

evaluation of alternatives based on environmental and engineering considerations and
preference of the First Nation community

identification of overall preferred alternative solution.

Constraints

In order to identify general planning alternatives, constraint factors were considered
within the general study area. Key constraint features included:

6.3

natural heritage features (terrestrial and aquatic)

existing recreational activities (fishing boats and ice fishing)
property holdings/land acquisitions

existing road system

existing built up areas (particularly on mainland)
geomorphology and geology

public safety

engineering limitations,

Effects Evaluation

Through preliminary site assessments and review of existing conditions the following
general alternative solutions were considered:

do nothing — maintain the status quo

improve existing ferry and ice road operations - larger ferry (capacity), improved
ferry schedule (frequency), use of ice breakers and/or bubble system (bottom-lying
pipe used to release air bubbles along the length of the passage) etc.

existing ferry and/or hovercraft — maintain existing ferry service and/or use hovercraft
as alternative transport mode

existing Ferry and/or Helicopter - maintain existing ferry service and/or use
helicopter as alternative transport mode

existing ferry and cable car — maintain existing ferry service and use a passenger
cable car system as an alternative transportation mode

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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e road link (tunnel) — fixed link via a tunnel under Lake Simcoe
¢ road link (bridge and/or causeway combination) — Fixed Link via a pontoon or piered
bridge structure and/or causeway combination.

The general effects evaluation is presented in Table 6.1.

6.3.1 Do Nothing

The evaluation concluded that the ‘do nothing’ alternative was not considered to be
acceptable as it does not adequately address the transportation needs of the Chippewas of
Georgina Island First Nation (a reliable all-weather transportation link from Georgina
Island to the mainland which will provide positive benefits in health and safety, economic
development, tourism and employment for the community) and therefore does not
address the purpose/rationale for the project.

6.3.2 Improve Existing Ferry and Ice Road Operations

The ‘improve existing ferry and ice road operations (larger ferry, schedule, ice breakers,
bubble system)’ alternative was not considered a preferred alternative. It was determined
that due to the ice conditions in the channel (thickness of between 150 mm and 600 mm)
that a high ice-breaking capacity would be required. A vessel would require a significant
increase in power and structural capacity. As well, the draft requirements would exceed
the depth available. In addition, ice is extremely mobile in the passageway between the
island and the mainland. Pack ice and corridor movement would present an ongoing
problem. Also, no system exists which could better institute the ice road system. Due to
ice conditions and the depth of the channel a bubble system is not feasible. Therefore
this alternative is not technically feasible and has potential impacts on aquatic habitat and
existing recreation. This alternative does not fully address the purpose/rationale for the
project.

6.3.3 Existing Ferry andjor Hovercraft

The “existing ferry and/or hovercraft’ was not considered a preferred alternative.
Hovercraft can operate over both water and land, including ice, and would be able to
provide year-round service, however hovercraft have limited combined passenger and
vehicle capacity (assumes relatively minimal additional infrastructure requirements). The
provision of a hovercraft passenger service is usually only economically viable on high
demand routes where travel speed is important. This mode of transportation includes
extremely high capital and specialized operations and maintenance staff that are not
available to Georgina Island. Therefore this alternative is not technically or financially
feasible and may have potential impacts on the natural aquatic environment.

Neegan Burnside 1td.
FC010428



TABLE 6.1: ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS EVALUATION

CRITERIA FOR Do Nothing : Existing Ferry and/or Existing Ferry and/or Existing Ferry and Cable | Road Link (Tunnel) Road Link (Bridge/Causeway)
EVALUATING and Ice Road Operations Hovercraft (assume same Helicopter Car
ALTERNATIVES (larger ferry, schedule, ice route and minor

breakers, bubble system infrastructure

etc) improvements)

Improve Existing Ferry

Natural Environment
Rating:

Preferred from a
natural environment

L

Not preferred from a
natural environment

o

( Not preferred from a
% natural environment

Not preferred from =
natural environment

Not preferred from a
{ > natural environment

 Not preferred from a
> natural environment

Not preferred from a natural
environment perspective

R

{ &

_ _ perspective perspective perspective perspective perspective perspective
i Demgnated Sites & No impact over existing No impact over existing Increased noise/wake from Construction and operation | Construction and operation | Construction and operation | Construction and operation of road and
Species conditions. conditions. hovercraft has potential to of helicopter pad will of cable car will impact of road and tunnel will bridge/causeway will impact designated

impact designated species,
such as nesting water fowl and
water birds.

impact designated sites and
species.

designated sites and
species.

impact designated sites and
species.

sites and species. Potential for increased
mortality from vehicle sirikes.

2 Water Quaﬁty and
Quantity

. No impact over existing

conditions.

No impact over existing
conditions.

No impact over existing
conditions.

Potential temporary impacts
on soils and surface water
quality as a result of
construction of helicopter
pad.

Potential impacts on soils

and surface water quality as
a result of construction and
operation.

Potential temporary impacts
on soils and surface water
quality as a result of
construction activities.
Potential groundwater
impacts.

Potential temporary impacts on soils and
surface water quality as a result of
construction activities.

3  Floodplain Lands

No impact over existing
conditions.

No impact over existing
conditions.

No impact over existing
conditions.

Construction activities will
occur within the floodplain of
Lake Simcoe.

Construction activities will
occur within the floodplain
of Lake Simcoe.

Construction activities will
oceur within the floodplain
of Lake Simcoe.

Construction activities will occur within
the floodplain of Lake Simcoe.

4 Terrestrial Habifat

No impact over existing
conditions.

No impact over existing
conditions.

No impact over existing
conditions.

Potential habitat loss
associated with the
construction of a helicopter
pad and associated
infrastructure,

Potential habitat loss
associated with the
construction of the cable car
system and associated
infrastructure.

Potential habitat loss
associated with the
construction of a tunnel and
associated infrastructure.

Potential habitat loss and fragmentation
associated with the construction of a
bridge/causeway.

5  Aquatic Habitat

No impact over existing
conditions.

Potential impact on aquatic
habitat as a result of ice
breakers and bubble system.

Increased wake may impact
aquatic vegetation and nesting
water fow],

Potential temporary impact
on aquatic habitat as a result
of construction activities.

Potential impact on aquatic
habitat as a result of
construction and operation
activities.

Potential temporary impact
on aquatic habitat as a result

Potential temporary impact on aquatic
habitat as a result of construction
activities.

= Socio-economic/Cultural
Environment Rating:

_ Not preferred from a
@ social/cultural
environment perspective

Not preferred from a
e social/cultural
environment perspective

P Not preferred from a
social/cultural
environment perspective

O Not preferred from a
social/cultural
environment perspective

O Not preferred from a
social/cultural
environment perspective

of construction activities.
6 Preferred from a
social/cultural
environment perspective

O Not preferred alternative from a
social/cultural environment perspective

1 Existing recreation

'No impact over existing

Increased boat traffic may

Increased boat traffic may

May impact existing

May impact existing

No impact on existing

No impact on existing recreational land

conditions. negatively impact negatively impact recreational | recreational land uses recreational land uses recreational land uses uses, such as boating/fishing, assuming
recreational boating and boating and fishing on the lake. | depending on location of depending on location of (boating/fishing). navigation is maintained.
fishing on the lake. Ice helicopter pad. infrastructure.
breakers may impact ice
fishing,
2 Supports local No. Partial support. Partial support. Partial support. Partial support. Supports local econornic Supports local economic growth and
economic growth and growth and development. development.
development
(community
development)
3 Heritage Resources No impact over existing No impact over existing No impact over existing Potential impact on heritage | Potential impact on heritage | Potential impact on heritage | Potential impact on heritage resources
/Traditionat lands conditions. conditions. conditions. resources within the study resources within the study resources within the study within the study area.
(archaeological area, area. area.
features, built heritage,
and cultural heritage
landscapes)

Understanding the Rating System:

. 0

Most preferred; fully responds to, and/or
has fewest impacts in, evaluation criterion

Least preferred; largely does not respond to, and/or has
potential for unacceptable impacts in, evaluation criterion

®

T Increase in preference



TABLE 6.1: ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS EVALUATION

-

Road Link (Tunnel)

} CRITERIA FOR Do Nothing Improve Existing Fer.ry Existing Ferry and/or Existing Ferry and/or Existing Ferry and Cable Road Link (Bridge/Causeway)
EVALUATING and Ice Road Operatml!s Hovercrafi (.assume same | Helicopter Car
ALTERNATIVES (larger ferry, schedule, ice route and minor
breakers, bubble system infrastructure
ete) improvements)

4 Nuisance Impacts/Air
qudlity &
Noise/Assthetics

No impact over existing

ferry is relatively noisy.

conditions. However existing

No impact over existing
conditions. However existing
ferry is relatively noisy.

Potential impacts on air
quality, dust emissions) and
noise as a result of construction
and operation activities.

Potential impacts on air
quality, dust emissions) and
noise as a result of
construction and operation
activities.

Potential impacts on air
quality, dust emissions) and
noise as a result of
construction and operation
activities.

Potential impacts on air
quality, dust emissions) and
noise as a result of
construction activities.

Potential impacts on air quality, dust
emissions) and noise as a result of
construction activities. Aesthetic changes
following constriction.

5 Land Acquisition

No impact over existing

No impact over existing

No impact over existing

Land acquisition may be

Land acquisition may be

Land acquisition may be

Land acquisition may be required.

capabilities due to higher
speeds of hovercraft.

currently used for emergency
situations.

would be a passenger

| service only and will
therefore not provide the

opportunity for improved
response times.

access the island and
reduces response times.

conditions. conditions. .conditions. required. required. required. |
6 Public Safety _ No impact over existing No impact over existing Minor improvements io No impact over existing No impact over existing Provides opportunity for Provides opportunity for EMS vehicles to
(emergency response) | conditions. conditions. €Mmergency response conditions — helicopter is conditions — cable car EMS vehicles to directly directly access the island and reduces

response times.

7  Community Character

No impact over existing
conditions.

No impact over existing
conditions.

No impact over existing
conditions.

No impact over existing
conditions.

No impact over existing
conditions.

Potential to change the
character of the island. The
island would effectively
become an extension of the
mainland. With that change
comes changes to the
amount of traffic, the
amount of vehicles and the
amount of isolation that
community residents have.

Potential to change the character of the
island. The island would effectively
become an extension of the mainland.
With that change comes changes to the
amount of traffic, the amount of vehicles
and the amount of isolation that
community residents have.

C Financial Factors Rating:

Preferred from a
financial perspective

Not preferred from =
financial perspective

<

O Not preferred from a
' financial perspective

4 Not preferred from a
financial perspective

.. Not preferred from a
financial perspective

. Not preferred from a
financial perspective

@ Not preferred from a financial
perspective

1 Estimated Capital
Costs and Total
Estimated Cost (25
year planning horizon)

No impact over existing
conditions.

Relatively low expense.

Moderate-High expense.

Moderate-High expense.

Moderate expense

Extremely High expense.

High expense.

2 Estimated Operation
& Maintenance Costs
(25 year planning
horizon)

No impact over existing
conditions.

Low-moderate expense -
Would require operation and
maintenance of improved
existing ferry.

High - Would require operation
and maintenance of existing
ferry and/or hovercraft.

High - Would require
operation and maintenance of
existing ferry and/or
helicopter.

High - Would require
operation and maintenance
of existing ferry and cable
car.

Moderate - Would require
operation and maintenance
of roadway and tunnel (air
exchanges, lighting,
emergency access
secondary tunnels).

Moderate - Would require operation and

maintenance of roadway {ploughing,
sanding, salting, repairs to roadway and
structure(s) and resurfacing).

D Transportation/Technical

Not preferred from a
technical perspective

O .

Not preferred from a
technical perspective

&

Not preferred from a
technical perspective

D

Not preferred from a
techmical perspective

@

Not preferred from a
technical perspective

®

Not preferred from a
technical perspective

Preferred alternative from
technical perspective

Factors Rating:

1 Accommodates Does not accommodate Parttal accommodation of Partial accommodation of Partial accommodation of Does not accommaodate Fully addresses needs. Fully addresses needs.
Transportation Needs future growth. future growth. future growth. future growth. future growth.
{Capacity etc)

2 Addresses No. No. Minor improvements to Minor improvements to No. Opportunity to address Opportunity to address safety concerns.
Transportation safety concerns. safety concerns. safety concerns. Concerns
Technical Safety regarding safety during
Concerns/Strategies construction.

Understanding the Rating System:

Most preferred; fuily responds to, and/or
has fewest impacts in, evaluation criterion

9

T Increase in preference

®

Least preferred; largely does not respond to, and/or has
potential for unacceptable impacts in, evaluation criterion



TABLE 6.1:

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS EVALUATION

CRITERIA FOR Do Nothing - Improve Existing Ferry | Existing Ferry and/or Existing Feriy and/or Existing Ferry and Cable | Road Link (Tunnel) Road Link (Bridge/Causeway)
EVALUATING ~and Ice Road Operations Hovererafi (assume same Helicopter Car
| ALTERNATIVES (larger ferry, schedule, ice route and minor
breakers, bubble system infrastructure
. ‘ ete). improvements)
ggfgng NDED Not Carried Forward NEE i Fasmis Not Carried Forward Not Carried Forward Not Carried Forward Not Carried Forward Carried Forward

Understanding the Rating System:

. Most preferred; fully responds to, and/or
has fewest impacts in, evaluation criterion

9

T Increase in preference

&

Least preferred; largely does not respond to, and/or has

potential for unacceptable impacts in, evaluation criterion
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6.3.4 Existing Ferry andjor Helicopter

The ‘existing ferry and/or helicopter’ was not considered a preferred alternative.
Helicopter can provide year round service however has limited passenger capacity and no
vehicle capacity. The provision of helicopter passenger service is very expensive due to
the high capital and operating/maintenance costs. Therefore this alternative is not
technically or financially feasible and may have potential impacts on the natural
environment as a result of additional infrastructure requirements. As this alternative has
no vehicle capacity it does not fully address the purpose/rationale for the project.

6.3.5 Existing Ferry and Cable Car

The ‘existing ferry and cable car’ was not considered a preferred alternative. Although
the cable car can provide year round service it has no vehicle capacity and the speed of
transportation is relatively slow. The provision of a cable car service is expensive due to
the high and specialized operating/maintenance costs. Therefore this alternative is not
technically or financially feasible and may have potential impacts on the natural
environment as a result of infrastructure requirements. As this alternative has no vehicle
capacity it does not fully address the purpose/rationale for the project

6.3.6 Road Link (Tunnel)

The ‘road link (tunnel)’ was not considered a preferred alternative. The provision of a
Fixed Link through a tunnel to the island is very expensive due to the extremely high
capital costs. Therefore this alternative is not financially feasible and may have potential
impacts on the natural environment.

6.4  Road Link (Bridge andjor Causeway Combination)

The ‘road link (bridge and/or causeway combination)’ was considered the preferred
alternative which has been carried forward. This is based on the preliminary technical
evaluation and was the preferred option gathered from the community survey. The
provision of a Fixed Link through a bridge/causeway combination fully addresses the
technical needs of the First Nation and would be financially viable. As well, this option
requires minimal specialization for operations. With the implementation of appropriate
mitigation measures this alternative will have limited impacts on the natural, socio-
economic/cultural environment.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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7.0 Preliminary Evaluation of Alternative Routes/Corridors

1.1 Approach

Steps involved in the identification of the preferred alternative routes/corridors included:

definition of issues

identification of conceptual alternatives to address the issues

review of existing conditions to define potential constraints

First Nation, Agency and public pre-consultation to define issues and concerns
general effects assessment

evaluation of alternatives based on environmental and engineering considerations
identification of overall preferred alternative route/corridor.

1.2 Constraints

In order to identify alternative routes/corridors, constraint factors were considered within
the general study area. Key constraint features included:

natural heritage features (terrestrial and aquatic)

existing recreational activities (fishing boats and ice fishing)
property holdings/land acquisitions

existing road system

existing built up areas (particularly on mainland)
geomorphology and geology

public safety

engineering limitations.

7.3  Effects Evaluation

Through preliminary site assessments and review of existing conditions the following
general alternative routes/corridors were considered for the proposed road link (bridge
and/or causeway combination), Figure 7.1.

* Alternative 1 - South East Georgina Island to Duclos Point

This option was investigated because it offered the shortest physical route from the
island to the mainland, within the study area.

o Alternative 2 - South West Georgian Island to Doyle Beach/Virginia

This option was investigated because it offered the shallowest route between the
island and mainland, and may lend itself to a causeway option.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
FCO10428
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o Alternative 3 - South West Georgina Island to Virginia Beach (existing ferry route)

This option was chosen because it is the current travel route and the land on both
sides of the crossing belongs to Georgina Island.

The general effects evaluation is presented in Table 7.1.
1.3.1 Alternative 1 - South East Georgina Island to Ducles Point

After our review, Alternative 1 was not considered a preferred alternative. There are no
practical connection points for a Fixed Link on the island or the mainland at this location.
A private residential development is located on Duclos point and a private marina is
located on the Island. The public resistance to this option would be extreme. Although
this location is the shortest crossing point it has the deepest water which would
potentially result in high capital costs. This alternative also has the potential to affect a
large number of designated sites and species, particularly on the mainland.

A new road connection would be required from the shore to Bear Road, a distance of
about 0.5 km, and the route would need to work around the existing marina and cottage
development in that area. Since the primary area of development on Georgina Island is
presently along the west side of the island, a major upgrading of Bear Road would be
required to accommodate the additional traffic, from the relocated connection westerly to
Chief Joseph Snake Road, a distance of about 3.5 km. A major upgrading of Duclos Point
Road would also be required to accommodate the additional traffic if the connection point
is relocated to Duclos Point.

In addition, land would need to be purchased on Duclos Point for access development, as
well as a possible parking lot. The potential for il feelings amongst the mainland private
landowners is high for this option.

Therefore this alternative was not considered to be feasible from a natural environment,
or technical perspective.

1.3.2 Alternative 2 - South West Georgian Island to Doyle Beach{Virginia
Alternative 2 was considered a preferred alternative which has been carried forward for

further assessment. This alternative route/corridor fully addresses the technical needs of
the First Nation and would appear to be financially attainable.

Neegan Burnsida Ltd.
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CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING ALTERNATIVES

TABLE 7.1: ALTERNATIVE ROUTES/CORRIDORS EVALUATION

A Natural Environment Rating:

Alternﬁtive 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
South east Georgina Isiand to Duclos point South west Georgian Island to Doyle South west Georgina Island to Virginia Beach
; Beach/Virginia (existing ferry route)

@ Not preferred from a natural epvironment
perspective

O Not preferred from a natural environment

perspective

O Preferred from a natural environment perspective

1 Designated Sites & Species

Potential to effect following designated sites:

Georgina Island
¢  One Area of Natural and Scientific
Interest (ANSI) — Georgina Island (Earth
Science)
*  One Environmentally Sensitive Area
(ESA) — Georgina Island
*  One Provincially Significant Wetland
(PSW) — Georgina Island Wetlands
Mainland
¢ One Area of Natural and Scientific
Interest (ANSIs) — Duclos Point Park
Reserve (Life Science)
¢  One Environmentally Sensitive Area
(ESA} -- Duclos Point
®  One Provincially Significant Wetland
(PSW) -Moming Glory Swamp

Potential to effect the following designates species:
»  VTE (SARA Schedule 1) species on
Georgina island

Potential to effect following designated sites/species:

Georgina Island
s One Area of Natural and Scientific Interest

{ANSI) — Georgina Island (Earth Science)
*  One Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA)
— Georgina Island

e  One Provincially Significant Wetland {(PSW)

— Georgina Island Wetlands
Mainland
e Old growth forest (>100 years)

Potential to effect the following designates species:
s Butternut (SARA, Schedule 1) on Mainland

* Red-Shouldered Hawk (Special Concern) on

Mainland
¢+  VTE (SARA Schedule I) species on
Georgina Island

Potential to effect following designated sites/species:

Georgina Island
=  One Area of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI) —

Georgina Island (Earth Science)

¢«  One Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) -
Georgina Island

e  One Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSW) -
Georgina Istand Wetlands

Potential to effect the following designates species:
¢ VTE (SARA Schedule 1) species on Georgina Island

2 Water Quality and Quantity

Greatest water depth 3.0 m. Potential impacts on
soils/sediments and surface water quality as a result

Water depth 1.8 m. Potential impacts on
soils/sediments and surface water quality as a result
of construction and operation.

Water depth 2.0 m. Potential impacts on soils/sediments and
surface water quality as a result of construction and
operation. .

A

Terrestrial Habitat

of construction and operation.
Potential habitat loss and fragmentation on Island
and Mainland

Potential habitat loss and fragmentation on Island and

Mainland

Some habitat loss and fragmentation associated with
upgrading existing infrastructure, however terrestrial habitat
is already relatively disturbed.

Lh

Aquatic Habitat

Potential aquatic habitat loss and fragmentation,
although this would be the shortest crossing (1.4
km) point

Potential aquatic habitat loss and fragmentation, also
affects islands and associated aquatic habitat off the
south west tip of Georgina Island

Potential aquatic habitat Joss and fragmentation, longest
crossing point (3.0 km). Existing ferry route is already
relatively disturbed due to dredging activities in ferry channel

Socio-economic/Cultural Environment Rating:

Not preferred from a social/cultural
@ environment perspective

O Preferred from a social/cultural environment

perspective

@ Preferred from a social/cultural environment
perspective

1 Existing recreation (boating, fishing, beaches, ice fishing etc.)

Navigation will be maintained to facilitate
recreational boat traffic, however relocation of
marina on Georgina Island will need to occur,

Navigation will be maintained to facilitate
recreational boat traffic.

Navigation will be maintained to facilitate recreational boat
traffic. However relocation of marina on Mainland and Island
will need to occur. This may impact the ability to launch
recreational boats

2 Land use consistency

None

None

Partial

3 Heritage Resources (archaeological features, built heritage, and cultural Potential impacts on heritage resources Potential impacts on heritage resources Potential impacts on heritage resources
heritage landscapes)
4  Aesthetics Potential aesthetic impacts Potential aesthetic impacts Potential aesthetic impacts

5 Land Acquisition and Residential/Business Displacements

Land required (Mainland) and potential for
residential displacements,

Land required (Mainland) but no displacement of
existing development.

None

Understanding the Rating System:

Most preferred; fully responds to, and/or
has fewest impacts in, evaluation criterion

9
D

T Increase in preference Q

Least preferred; largely does not respond to, and/or has
potential for unacceptable impacts in, evaluation criterion
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TABLE 7.1: ALTERNATIVE ROUTES/CORRIDORS EVALUATION

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
South east Georgina Island to Duclos point South west Georgian Island to Doyle South west Georgina Island to Virginia Beach
‘ Beach/Virginia (existing ferry route)

C Technical Factors Rating:

@ Not preferred from a technical perspective

O Preferred from a technical perspective

Not preferred from a technical perspective

1 Technical Feasibility

Shortest crossing point (1.4 km)

Greatest water depth (3.0 m). ‘
Would impact existing marina on Georgian Island
and residential development on Duclos point

Medium length crossing poirnt (2.4 km})
Shallowest water depth (1.8 m)
Moderate impact to existing development

Longest crossing point (3.0 km)
Medium water depth (dredged for existing ferry operations)
Moderate impact to existing development

2 Traffic and Pedestrian Circulation

Circuitous route between major points of origin and
destination (existing or potential development areas
and emergency services)

ReIativé]y direct route between major points of origin
and destination (existing or potential development
areas and emergency services)

Relatively direct route between major points of origin and
destination (existing or potential development areas and
emergency Services)

3 Road Connections

Major upgrading required on both Island and
Mainland (7.3 km); Areas of organic soils and
flooding potential along existing road connections;
Existing development constrains the upgrading of
the road geometrics (horizontal alignment, sight
Iimes) to meet minimum standards

Requires establishment of new road corridor on
Mainland (0.8 km); Increases potential for traffic
impacts (noise, dust etc.) on existing Provincial Park

Existing ferry road connections (Hadden Road, Virginié
Boulevard) are in place to connect to Highway 48.

- 4 Marine Navigation

To be maintained through bridge‘sectiml'

To be maintained through bridge section

To be maintained through bridge.section.

5 Impact On Existing Infrastructure (water intakes, sewage outfalls,
servicing corridors)

. Locations of existing infrastructure and utilities to

be confirmed in future feasibility study work and
fixed link designs to mitigation impacts.to such
existing facilities

Locations of existing infrastructure and utilities to be

| confirmed in future feasibility study work and fixed

link designs to mitigation impacts to such existing
facilities

Locations of existing infrastructure and utilities to be
confirmed in future feasibility study work and fixed link
designs to mitigation impacts to such existing facilities

6 Geotechnical Considerations (rock, swamp, stability of marine bed,
impact on coastal processes etc.)

Preliminary geotechnical investigation to be
completed as part of future feasibility study work to
confirm geotechnical constraints.

New road connection crosses about 0.4 km of
provincially significant wetland on Georgina Island
(organic soils) and road upgrading crosses about
1.0 km of provincially significant wetland on the
mainland (organic soils).

Preliminary geotechnical investigation to be
completed as part of future feasibility study work to
confirm geotechnical constraints.

New road connection crosses about 0.2 km of
provincially significant wetland on Georgina Island
(organic soils).

Preliminary geotechnical investigation to be completed as
part of future feasibility study work to confirm geotechnical

constraints.

7 Operational Constraints (wave impacts, wind impacts, snow, ice, fog)

Design to address operational constraints.

Design to address operational constraints.

Design to address operational constraints.

D Cost Factors Rating:

O Preferred from a financial perspective

O Preferred from a financial perspective

CB Not preferred from a financial perspective

1 Construction/Operation/Maintenance

Moderate

Moderate — High

High

RECOMMENDED SOLUTION

Not Carried Forward

Carried Forward for Additional Study

Carried Forward for Additional Study

Understanding the Rating System:

. Most preferred; fully responds to, and/or

has fewest impacts in, evaluation criterion Increase in preference

>

&

Least preferred; largely does not respond to, and/or has
potential for unacceptable impacts in, evaluation criterion
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If the connection between Georgina Island and the mainland is relocated to Doyle Beach,
the road linkage on the island would require a new road connection of about 0.3 km to
connect from the shore to Chief Joseph Snake Road. The new road would traverse a
Provincially Significant Wetland in this area, but the effects are mitigatable. On the
mainland, a new road connection would be required from the shore to Black River Road,
a distance of about 1.0 km, over lands that are presently privately owned. Preliminary
communication with the Town of Georgina has indicated that this road would probably
not be a municipal road, but if it were to be constructed as a municipal road that it would
require the completion of a Class Environmental Assessment (Class EA) under the
requirements of the Environmental Assessment Act. The location of this connection
should also recognize the constraint imposed by the relatively small area of Old Growth
Forest in this area.

The Town of Georgina has requested that a traffic study be provided to assess the impacts
on the Town’s roads that may result from a fixed link and ultimate development on the
island. They have also noted that the potential for impacts on land use planning on the
mainland should be considered, especially if major tourist facilities are anticipated that
may put pressure to locate ancillary or other types of uses on the mainland.

With the implementation of appropriate mitigation measures this alternative should have
limited impacts on the natural, socio-economic/cultural environment; however additional
studies/inventories are required as part of the Feasibility Study in order to accurately
determine potential effects and mitigation measures (refer to Section 10).

1.3.3 Alternative 3 - South West Georgina Island to Virginia Beach {existing ferry route)

Alternative 3 was also considered a preferred alternative which has been carried forward
for further assessment. This alternative route/corridor fully addresses the technical needs
of the First Nation and appears to be comparatively financially viable. Minimal land
acquisition would be required for this alternative. This route is also relatively disturbed
environmentally due to existing ferry activities/infrastructure, therefore this alternative
would result in relatively limited effects to the natural environment. Based on DFQ’s “no
net loss” policy for fish habitat, Alternative 3 would have the lowest potential loss to fish
habitat based on existing access on both mainland and island access point to the existing

ferry.

As stated above, the Town of Georgina has requested that a traffic study be provided to
assess the impacts on the Town’s roads that may result from a fixed link and ultimate
development on the island. They have also noted that the potential for impacts on land
use planning on the mainland should be considered, especially if major tourist facilities
are anticipated that may put pressure to locate ancillary or other types of uses on the
mainland.

Meegan Burnside Ltd.
FCO10428
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With the implementation of appropriate mitigation measures this alternative will have
limited impacts on the natural, socio-economic/cultural environment. However,
additional studies/inventories are required as part of the Feasibility Study in order to
accurately determine potential effects and mitigation measures (refer to Section 9).

1.4 Preliminary Profiles For Alternative Crossings

Based on the above design considerations, a preliminary plan and profile has been
established for each the preferred alternative routes being considered, as shown on Figure
7.2 to Figure 7.7. Figure 7.2 and 7.3 relate to Alternative Route 1. Figures 7.4 and 7.5
relate to Alternative Route 2. Figures 7.6 and 7.7 relate to Alternative Route 3. The
bridge structure to accommodate marine navigation is located approximately in the centre
of each crossing, with the ultimate connections to the mainland and the island being made
by either a causeway or a lower bridge. It should be confirmed, as part of the detailed
designs, whether additional waterway openings (e.g. culverts) are required through the
causeway section, to address water flow requirements or fish migration requirements.

Preliminary discussions with Transport Canada (personal communication, Rebecca Earl,
Environmental Officer, Transport Canada), indicate that final clearance requirements can
not be provided until the exact location of any bridge structure had been established.
However, at a minimum, Transport Canada has indicated that the structure would require
a clearance of 6.7 m (22 ft.) above the normal high water level. In order to fully assess
the proposed works, Transport Canada will require a navigation study to be conducted.
This study would consist of identifying the types of vessels and the clearances already in
place. Based on these preliminary discussions, and for the purposes of this study, we have
assumed that a minimum bridge clearance of about 7 m and span of 50 m would be
required to accommodate the marine traffic in this area. Considering the annual average
high water mark in Lake Simcoe as being 219.15 m asl, a fixed link structure would
require a clearance elevation of approximately 226.15 m. These assumptions are subject
to verification as part of the Feasibility Study.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
FCO10428
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Proposed Fixed Link Study- Preliminary Evaluation of Engineering and Environmental Alternatives
January 2008

8.0 Preliminary Evaluation of Alternative Designs
8.1 Approach
Steps involved in the identification of the preferred preliminary designs included:

Definition of issues

Identification of conceptual designs to address the issues

Review of existing conditions to define potential constraints

General effects assessment

Evaluation of alternatives based on environmental and engineering considerations
Identification of overall preferred alternative design.

8.2 Constraints

In order to identify general design alternatives, constraint factors were considered within
the general study area. Key constraint features included:

natural heritage features (terrestrial and aquatic)

existing recreational activities (fishing boats and ice fishing)
property holdings/land acquisitions

existing road system

existing built up areas (particularly on mainland)
geomorphology and geology

public safety

engineering limitations.

83 Alternative Designs

Through preliminary site assessments, review of existing conditions and technical design
considerations the following general alternative designs were considered for the proposed
road link (bridge and/or causeway combination).

Pontoon Bridge — Structure floats on the surface of the water
Piered Bridge — Bridge piers/footings are located within the water, creating a
spanning structure

¢ Bridge/Causeway — Spanning structure and causeway combination. The causeway
would consist of a road located onto of an elevated bank located above shallow water.
The bridge structure would be located, as necessary, over deeper water.

8.4  Effects Evaluation
The general effects evaluation is presented in Table 8.1.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
FC010428



CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING ALTERNATIVES

TABLE 7.1: ALTERNATIVE ROUTES/CORRIDORS EVALUATION |

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
South east Georgina Isiand to Duclos point South west Georgian Island to Doyle South west Georgina Island te Virginia Beach
: Beach/Virginia (existigg_ferry route)

A Natural Environment Rating:

@ Not preferred from a natural environment
perspective

O Not preferred from a natural environment
perspective

0 Preferred from 2 natural environment perspective

1 Designated Sifes & Species

Potential to effect following designated sites:

Georgina Island
¢ One Area of Natural and Scientific
Interest (ANSI) — Georgina Island (Earth
Science)
e  One Environmentally Sensitive Area
(ESA) — Georgina Island
«  One Provincially Significant Wetland
(PSW) - Georgina Island Wetlands
Mainland
e One Area of Natural and Scientific
Interest (ANSIs) — Duclos Point Park
Reserve (Life Science)
¢  One Environmentally Sensitive Area
{ESA) — Duclos Point
¢ One Provincially Significant Wetland
(PSW) -Moming Glory Swamp

Potential to effect the following designates species:
¢  VTE (SARA Schedule 1) species on
Georgina island

Potential to effect following designated sites/species:

Georgina Island
s  One Area of Natural and Scientific Interest
{ANSI) ~ Georgina Island (Earth Science)
¢  One Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA)
— Georgina Island
®  One Provincially Significant Weiland (PSW)
— (Georgina Island Wetlands
Mainland '
e  Old growth forest (>100 years)

Potential to effect the following designates species:
*  Butternut (SARA, Schedule 1) on Mainland
¢ Red-Shouldered Hawk (Special Concern) on
Mainland
»  VTE (SARA Schedule 1) species on
Georgina Island

Potential to effect following designated sites/species:

Georgina island
¢« One Area of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANS]) —

Georgina Island (Earth Science)

¢  One Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) -
Georgina 1sland

¢«  One Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSW) -
Georgina Island Wetlands

Potential to effect the following designates species:
s  VTE (SARA Schedule 1) species on Georgina Island

2 Water Quality and Quantity

Greatest water depth 3.0 m. Potential impacts on
soils/sediments and surface water quality as a result -
of construction and operation.

Water depth 1.8 m. Potential impacts on
soils/sediments and surface water quality as a result
of construction and operation.

Water depth 2.0 m. Potential impacts on soils/sediments and
surface water quality as a result of construction and
operation.

4 Terrestrial Habitat

L

Potential habitat loss and fragmentation on Island
and Mainland

Potentjal habitat loss and fragmentation on Island and
Mainland

Some habitat loss and fragmentation associated with
upgrading existing infrastructure, however terrestrial habitat
is already relatively disturbed.

Lh

Aquatic Habitat

Potential aquatic habitat loss and fragmentation,
although this would be the shortest crossing (1.4
km) point

Potential aquatic habitat loss and fragimentation, also
affects islands and associated aquatic habitat off the
south west tip of Georgina Island

Potential aquatic habitat loss and fragmentation, longest
crossing point (3.0 km). Existing ferry route is already
relatively disturbed due fo dredging activities in ferry channel

Socio-economic/Cultural Environment Rating:

Not preferred from a social/cultural
Q environment perspective

O Preferred from a social/cultural environment
perspective

0 Preferred from a social/cultural environment
perspective

1" Existing recreation (boating, fishing, beaches, ice fishing etc.)

Navigation will be maintained to facilitate
recreational boat traffic, however relocation of
marina on (Georgina Island will need to ocour.

Navigation will be maintained to facilitate
recreational boat traffic.

Navigation will be maintained to facilitate recreational boat
traffic. However relocation of marina on Mainland and Island
will need to occur. This may impact the ability to launch
recreational boats

2 Land use consistency

None

None

Partial

3 Heritage Resources (archaeological features, built heritage, and cultural

heritage landscapes)

Potential impacts on heritage resources

Potential impacts on heritage resources

Potential impacts on heritage resources

4  Aesthetics

Potential aesthetic impacts

Potential aesthetic impacts

Potential aesthetic impacts

5 Land Acquisition and Residential/Business Displacements

Land required (Mainland) and potential for

residential displacements.

Land required (Mainland) but no displacement of
existing development.

None

Understanding the Rating System:

Most preferred; fully responds to, and/or O ; . @
has fewest impacts in, evaluation criterion O ncrease in preference potential for unacceptable impacts in, evaluation criterion

Least preferred; largely does not respond to, and/or has



TABLE 7.1: ALTERNATIVE ROUTES/CORRIDORS EVALUATION

CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING ALTERNATIVES ; - =
_ Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 o
South east Georgina Island to Duclos point South west Georgian Island to Doyle South west Georgina Island to Virginia Beach
. ‘ Beach/Virginia (existing ferry route)

C Technical Factors Rating:

@ Not preferred from a technical perspective

0 Preferred from a technical perspective.

Not preferred from a technical perspectwe

D

el

_ Technical Feasibility

Shortest crossing point (1.4 km)

Greatest water depth (3.0 m).

Would impact existing marina on Georgian Island
and residential development on Duclos point

Medium length crossing point (2.4 km)
Shallowest water depth (1.8 m)
Moderate impact to existing development

Longest crossing point (3.0 km)
Medium water depth (dredged for existing ferry operations)
Moderate impact to existing development

Traffic and Pedestrian Circulation

Circuitous route between major points of origin and
destination (existing or potential development areas
and emergency services)

Relatively direct route between major points of origin
and destination (existing or potential development
areas and emergency services)

Re]at:ve}y direct route between major points of origin and
destination (existing or potential development areas and

emergency services)

Road Connections

Major upgrading required on both Island and
Mainland (7.3 km); Areas of organic soils and
flooding potential along existing road connections;
Existing development constrains the upgrading of
the road geometrics (horizontal alignment, sight
liies) to meet minimum standards

Requires establishment of new road corridor on
Mainland (0.8 km); Increases potential for traffic
impacts (noise, dust ec.) on existing Provincial Park

Existing ferry road connections (Hadden Road, Virginia
Boulevard) are in place to connect to Highway 48.

Manne Navigation

“To be maintained through bridge section

To be maintained through bridge section

To be maintained through bridge section.

Impact On Existing Infrastructure (water intakes, sewage outfalls,
servicing corridors)

_Locations of existing infrastructure and utilities to

be confirmed in future feasibility study work and
fixed link designs to mitigation impacts to such
existing facijlities

Locations of existing infrastructure and utilities to be
confirmed in future feasibility study work and fixed
link designs to mitigation impacts to such existing
facilities

Locations of existing infrastructure and utilities to be
confirmed in future feasibility study work and fixed link
designs to mitigation impacts to such existing facilities

Geotechnical Considerations (rock, swamp, stability of marine bed,
impact on coastal processes etc.)

Preliminary geotechnical investigation to be
completed as part of future feasibility study work to
confirm geotechnical constraints.

New road connection crosses about 0.4 km of
provincially significant wetland on Georgina Island
(organic soils) and road upgrading crosses about
1.0 km of provincially significant wetland on the
mainland (organic soils).

Preliminary geotechnical investigation to be
completed as part of future feasibility study work to
confirm geotechnical constraints.

New road connection crosses about 0.2-km of
provincially significant wetland on Georgina Island
(organic soils).

Preliminary geotechnical investigation to be completed as
part of future feasibility study work to confirm geotechnical

constraints.

7

Operational Constraints (wave impacts, wind impacts, snow, ice, fog)

Design to address operational constraints.

Design to address operational constraints.

Design to address operational constraints.

D Cost Factors Rating:

@ Preferred from 2 financial perspective

@  Preferred from a financial perspective

Ci Not preferred from a financial perspective

1

Construction/Operation/Maintenance

Moderate

Moderate — High

High

RECOMMENDED SOLUTION

Not Carried Forward

Carried Forward for Additional Study

Carried Forward for Additional Study

Understanding the Rating System:

. Most preferred; fully responds to, and/or
has fewest impacts in, evaluation criterion

>l

Increase in preference

@ Least preferred; largely does not respond to, and/or has
potential for unacceptable impacts in, evaluation criterion
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8.4.1 Pontoon Bridge

The Pontoon Bridge was not considered a preferred alternative. As navigation needs to be
maintained the Pontoon Bridge is not a feasible option. A pontoon structure may also not
endure a significant amount of wave action or ice flows.

8.4.2 Piered Bridge

The Piered Bridge was not considered a preferred alternative. Although this would fully
address the technical needs of the First Nation and may have relatively limited effects on
the natural environment it is not considered to be financially viable. For comparison
purposes, a Class ‘D’ life cycle cost analysis has been prepared for each preferred
alternative. Cost tables are located in Appendix E and are based on a bridge spanning the
entire distance on 50 metre sections.

8.4.3 Bridge/Causeway

The Bridge/Causeway Alternative was considered a preferred alternative which has been
carried forward for further assessment. This alternative fully addresses the technical
needs of the First Nation and would be financially viable. With the implementation of
appropriate mitigation measures this alternative should have limited impacts on the
natural, socio-economic/cultural environment. For comparison purposes, a Class ‘D’ life
cycle cost analysis has been prepared for each preferred alternative. Cost tables are
located in Appendix E and are based on utilizing a causeway for the entire span, with a
single 50 metre bridge span.

8.5 Fixed Link {(Causeway|Bridge) Design Criteria

Operational and Transportation Design Criteria

Two preliminary cross sections for the causeway, marine navigation bridge and water
flow bridge are shown in Figure 8.1 and 8.2. The cross sections will accommodate single
lane closures (while permitting one way traffic) for emergency or maintenance road
closures. Figure 8.2 shows the alternative of including a pedestrian walkway along the
length of the structure. A design speed of 90 km/h has been assumed, corresponding to a
70 km/h posted speed. Accordingly, the fixed link options have been based on the
following criteria:

road classification — RAU 90

minimum stopping sight distance — 160 m

equivalent minimum “K” factor (crest/sag) — 50/40
maximum grade — 6%

minimum radius — 340 m

pavement width (for two lanes) — 7.5 m (3.75 m per lane)
outside shoulder width — 1.25 m.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
FCO10428
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Water Levels and Wave Climate

The fixed crossing will be exposed to waves approaching from the northeast and from the
west, and designs must take into account the extreme wave conditions to which the
structure will be subjected. No wind or wave analysis has been carried out as part of this
assignment, but this work is required as part of the preliminary and final design phases
for this crossing. However the following general observations can be made with respect
to the wave climate in this area:

¢ The prevailing winds are from the west in this area and the greatest reach of adjacent
open water in Lake Simcoe also lies to the west. These factors would indicate that
wave impacts would be greater for Alternatives No. 2 and 3, than they would for
Alternative No. 1, which is relatively shielded by the island.

¢ The wave heights will be limited by the relatively shallow nature of the crossing sites,
with the shallow water inducing breaking of the waves. Waves that experience
breaking conditions may be in the order of 3.0 m in height, while waves near to the
breaking conditions may be in the order of 5.0 m high.

For the purposes of this study, a preliminary causeway elevation has been assumed to be
224.15 m, based on the following:

e annual high water mark — 219.15 m
e allowance for waves, seiching etc. — 5.0 m

Since it is possible that waves may still overtop the structure during extreme high water
levels, the design of causeway should accommodate this potential. A cost/benefit
assessment should be included with the detailed designs to assess the elevation
requirements and the impacts on the structural designs.

As shown in Figure 8.1, a preliminary causeway design may include the following:

e atwo lane, paved roadway built on interior fill of sand and gravel, which is contained
between stone fill dykes

e maximum dyke sideslopes of 1.5:1.0, protected with armour stone (10 tonnes
average). Type 1 armour stone erosion protection should be placed on the west side
(i.e. side of prevailing winds) and type 2 armour stone erosion protection placed on
the east side slopes.

As also shown in Figure 8.1, a preliminary bridge design may include the following:
e aconcrete slab deck on steel plate girders with a total width of 10.96 m, with spans of

approximately 50 m. The structural depth (vertical thickness of the concrete deck
slab and steel plate girders) will be about 2.4 m.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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The above noted designs are preliminary only, and for comparative purposes in this
present study. Geotechnical and hydrotechnical assessments will be required to confirm
the required designs as part of the detailed design work.

8.6  Summary of Costs

Costs for the bridge option and causeway option along each of the Alternative Routes are
included as Table 8.2. Alternative Routes 2 and 3 have been developed and are
summarized below. For this project planning document, we have limited the analysis as
follows:

costs are considered ‘Class D’ life cycle analysis is based on a 50 year period
the bridge option uses a bridge structure over 100 percent of the water crossing span
the causeway option anticipates only one bridge span, with the remainder as
causeway

* estimates include the walkway portion for planning purposes, if it was deleted, cost
would be reduced by approximately 10%.

For comparison purposes, a 50 year LCC has been developed for the ferry operation,
based on replacement on a 20 year cycle at a cost of $25,000,000 and available O & M
estimates.

This translates to a $47,957,012 cost. All capital and life cycle costs are available in
Appendix E. Note however that the service provided by maintaining the existing system
is much lower than providing a fixed link.

8.6.1 Effective Interest Rates

To ensure that cost comparisons are done on an equal basis, it is important to adjust costs
to a base year figure. This is done by reviewing anticipated escalation rates and applying
it to future expenditures to convert the cost to the base year.

INAC provides indices in their 2005 Cost Reference Manual. These values are
summarized in Table 8.3.

By analyzing these numbers, an expected annual interest rate of 1.87% appears to be
anticipated by INAC. To further investigate possible escalation, we have compared the
interest rate to the calculated interest rates provided from the Bank of Canada Consumer
Price Index and the Commodity Price Index.

The Consumer Price Index is the base measure of inflation and change of costs of goods
in Canada, while the Commodity Price Index is similar but based on commaodities such as
fuel and minerals.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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After review, it was noted the Consumer Price Index and INAC rates were similar. It was
decided to analyze the 50 year LCC with both to review the range difference between
both. Bank of Canada data on Consumer and Commodity Price Indices is included in
Appendix H.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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Table 8.2

Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation
Preliminary Evaluation of Fixed Link Alternatives
Class 'C’ Capital Cost Estimates - SUMMARY

50 Year Life Cycle Cost

INAC Indices Consumer
Price Indices
Meets Service Capital Design and Total Annual Q&M 1.87% 2.02%
Requirements? Management
[IDescription Cos
||0ption 14 - Georgina Island to Duclos Point via Causeway Structure YES $52,413,300 $8,753,200 $561,166,500 $277,904 $67,781,178 $67,651,388
[Option 1B - Georgina Island to Duclos Point via Bridge Structure YES $86,781,125 $14,492,700 | $101,273,825 $536,163 | $114,035,578 | $113,785,172
||0ption 2A - Georgina Island to Black River Road via Causeway Structure YES $62,706,324 |  $10,472,200 573,178,524 $324,156 $80,894,097 |  $80,742,705
[Option 2B - Georgina Island to Duclos Point via Bridge Structure YES $144,267,900 $24,082,900 | $168,360,800 $781,334 | $186,958,121 | $186,593,212
Option 3A - Georgina Island fo Virginia Beach Marina via Causeway Structure YES $72,575200 | $12,120,400 | $84,695,600 $348.247 1  $92,084,577 | $92821,034
Option 3B - Georgina Island to Virginia Beach Marina via Bridge Structure YES $168,601,825 $28,171,900 | $196,863,725 $777,439 | $215368,352 | $215,005,262
I'I'Maintaining Ferry Option* NG Varies 30 $560,000 $49,155,182 $47,857,012

“Note - this option has been included only for monetary comparisons. It must be noted however that it Provides a much lower level of service compared o the FIXED LINK options provided




Table 8.3

Effective Interest Rate Investigation
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation
Evaluation of Environmenatl| and Engineering Alternatives for a Fixed Link

INAC Indices*

o e
Consumer Price Index**

Commodity Price Index***

Year Base Value Effective Interest Base Value Effective Interest Base Value Effective Interest
1994 ] 1995 82.9 88 106.17
1995/ 1996 843 1.69% 89.7 1.93% 110.25 3.84%
1996 / 1997 85.9 1.90% 90.5 0.89% 106.22 -3.66%
[ 1997/ 1998 87.1 1.40% 91.6 1.22% 89.97 -15.30%
1998/ 1999 88.2 1.26% 936 2.18% 96.02 6.72%
1999/ 2000 88.9 0.79% 96.6 3.21% 113.71 18.42%
2000/ 2001 91.7 3.15% 872 0.62% 107.85 -5.15%
2001/ 2002 93.9 2.40% 101.5 4.42% 101.45 -5.93%
2002/ 2003 957 1.92% 103.1 1.58% 121.82 20.08%
2003/ 2004 98.6 3.03% 105.6 2.42% 146.82 20.52%
2004 / 2005 100 1.42% 107.7 1.99% 180.7 23.08%
2005/ 2006 101.4 1.40% 109.4 1.58% 193.16 6.90%
2006 / 2007 103.2 1.78% 111.9 2.29% 208.75 8.07%
2007 /| 2008 105.3 2.03%
2008 / 2009 107.4 1.99%
2009 / 2010 109.5 1.96%
Annual "
Geometric 1.87% 2.02% 5.80%
Interest Rate:
Average Annual .

liitorast Rata: 1.87% 2.03% 6.47%

* Information obtained from DIAND Cost Reference Manual, July 2005 Edition

** As quoted from November data, Bank of Canada website

*** As quoted from annual data, Bank of Canada website I
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9.0 Preliminary Economic Analysis

83

At this time, a full economic analysis is beyond the scope of this report. The impacts of
the introduction of a fixed link to the economies of the island and the mainland will also
need to be further investigated. At this stage however, it is prudent to look at current
usage and revenue generated, and develop some preliminary future revenue generation
numbers for discussion purposes.

9.1 Current Revenue Generation

Our first step is to look at the current usage of the ferry, and the revenue generated. The
table below shows the usage data from April 7, 2006 to January 11, 2007, a span of 279
days, during which the ferry ran for 264 days.

Table 9.1: 2006 Ferry Usage

Date Cash Pass Bus Oversized | Passenger

April 7 - 30 787 1,636 29 19 40

May 1 - 31 746 2,393 62 59 82

(down May 5/6)

June T — 30 854 2,716 47 117 108

(down June 19)

July 1 — 31 1,234 2,983 36 55 138

August | -- 31 1,222 3,155 0 21 70

September 1 — 30 637 1,966 52 50 17

October 1 —31 430 1,627 39 72 46

(down Oct.16, 17, 26, 27)

November 1 — 30 347 1,644 48 45 12

(down Nov. 6 - 10)

December 1 — 31 308 1,395 28 15 12

(down Dec. 26, 29, 30)

January 1 — 11 137 376 2 8 2

Total: | 6,702 19,891 343 461 527

(264 running days)

Daily Average 25.4 75.3 1.30 L.75 2.0

Georgina Island provides fares based on a trip basis, or members and non-members can
buy 20 trip passes at reduced rates. Member rates ($15 per single round trip, $200 per
pass) are also lower than non-member rates ($30 single round trip, $540 per 20 trip pass).
The data received does not differentiate between member and non-member usage. Given
this, it is difficult to pinpoint the exact revenue from current usage. To do so, it was
estimated that 60 percent of the pass users were First Nation members, and 75 percent of
the single round trips were non-members.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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Table 9.2: 2006 Revenue (Estimated)

Fare Type 2006 Data Fare Price Revenue Generated
Pass 19,891 $18 $358,038
Single Round Trip 6702 $26.25 $175,927.50
Over Sized Vehicles 461 $70 $32,270
Passengers 527 $2 $1.054
Total: $567,289.50

To further investigate the revenue of a year round fixed link, the usage data was prorated

from a 264 day total to a 365 total, and revenue potential reviewed.

Table 9.3: 2006 Revenue (365 Day Pro Rated)

Fare Type 2006 Data Fare Price Revenue Generated
Pass 27,500 $18 $495.000
Single Round Trip 9266 $26.25 $243,233
Over Sized Vehicles 637 $70 $44,615
Passengers 729 $2 $1.458
Total: $784,306

This suggests that if a vehicle system was in place for the entire year, it could generate
significant revenue and use.

9.2 Future Revenue Generation

At this time, it is expected that the fixed link option would be a toll variety, given that the
existing system operates in that fashion. Alternatives to that situation and alternative
funding would need to be further investigated as part of the Final Feasibility Study. For
this report, we have developed preliminary revenue numbers, based on current and future

potential use.

The implementation of a permanent link would lend itself to a change in the way tolls are
generated. Currently, each trip is paid for through use of a multiuse pass or a single trip
pass. If this policy is adhered to, the convenience of the fixed link becomes less valuable
to the users. We would suggest going to a timed pass, such as daily, weekly and
monthly, with fees similar to the current rates.

MNeegan Burnside Ltd.
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Table 9.4: Year 1 Fixed Link Usage (Estimated)
Number Sold/ Monthl 12 Month

[Eass Type Month fostEuss Revenui Revenue
[Monthly Member Pass 100 $225 $22,500 $270,000
IMonthly Non-Member 15 $600 $9,000 $108,000
Weekly Member Pass 25 $60 $1,500 $18,000
Weekly Non Member Pass 75 $160 $12,000 $144,000
Daily Member Pass 10 $15 $150 $1,800
Daily Non-Member Pass 100 $35 $3,500 $42,000
[Oversized Vehicles 50 $70 __$3.500 $42.000

Total: $52,150 $625,800f

It is expected that permanent residents of the island will more often purchase a long term
pass, while visitors will prefer shorter term passes. It has also been assumed that each
household will purchase one monthly pass per month, per year on average.

The population is forecasted at 331 residents for the year 2032, 25 years from now. This
has been based on the recent historical population growth of 1.96%. The remaining
numbers have been adjusted to anticipate an increase in non-member use as well, based

on the same growth rate.

Table 9.5: Year 25 Fixed Link Usage (Estimated)
Number Sold/ Monthl 12 Month

g Lype Month ot Duss Revenuﬁ Revenue
Monthly Member Pass 162 $225 $36,450 $437,400
Monthly Non-Member 24 $600 $14,400 $172,800
'Weekly Member Pass 41 $60 $2,460 $29,520|
Weekly Non Member Pass 122 $160 $19,520 $232,240
{Daily Member Pass 16 $15 $240 $2,880
[Daily Non-Member Pass 162 $35 $5,670 $68,040
[Oversized Vehicles 81 $70 $5.670 $68.040

Total: $84,410]  $1,012,920|

These figures include only regular traffic and make no allowances for potential
commercial development on the island. The complete table is located in Appendix F.

The potential revenue generated in conjunction with financing and rate of return on
investment of the project will need to be investigated further during the feasibility stage.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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9.3

Future Revenue Generation - Commercial

In section 5.4, average daily traffic counts for some generic commercial developments
were provided. The same traffic counts are provided below, but with potential revenue
shown based on the daily cost of $35/trip for a vehicle. Note that it is assumed either a 9
hole golf course OR an 18 hole course would be developed, not both. As well, it is
assumed either a 40 room or an 80 room resort development would be put in place.

Table 9.6: Commercial Development Revenue Generation
Daily Round [Daily Revenue |Estimated Revenue
Trips @ $35/ trip Usage (days)
19 Hole Golf Course 20 $700 180| $126,000
18 Hole Golf Course 60 $2,100 180  $378,000
Resort Development - 40 Rooms 10 $350 3651  $127,750
Resort Development - 80 Rooms 20 $700 365, $255,500)
Arena 3 $175 180 $31,500
Trailway System 5 $175 270 $47,250
Additional Tourism 10 $350 365 $127,750)

It can be seen from the table that commercial usage of the fixed link could generate
significant revenue. For example, an 18-hole golf course and an 80 room resort could
theoretically generate $632,000 per year in link tolls alone. Commercial development
will need to be further investigated as part of the Feasibility Study.

9.4 Other Economic Considerations

Throughout this study, we have been involved in discussions regarding other projects
with the First Nation. One endeavour being investigated is a potential wind farm. This
would be greatly aided if a fixed link were in place for both the transmission of material,
but also for connection of power transmission. The possibility of combining the projects

should be further investigated.

9.5  Economic Analysis Summary

There appears to be a good potential for revenue generation from the installation of a
fixed link. Preliminary analysis suggests revenue in year 1 of $620,000 and future

revenue possibilities of $1,012,920 for residential/ cottage use and as much as $700,000

in annual commercial revenue. This will need to be further investigated by an economic
analysis to identify development trends in the area, and better solidify the future revenue
and costs of instituting a fixed link.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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10.0 Additional Investigations/Approval Requirements

In accordance with INAC requirements, a Preliminary CEAA Environmental Screening
Report has been provided in Appendix C. The Screening has been conducted in
accordance with the requirements of the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act. The
environmental assessment will be finalized following the development of the project
(additional studies/inventories and design information). An EA is required for this project
as the project will require federal funding and may require federal approvals.

The final Environmental Assessment may include the future completion of a multi-
Jurisdictional EA, given that the preferred alternative may involve lands in both the
province, as well as lands within the First Nation (Alternative 2). The province has a
bilateral agreement with the federal government on the harmonization of EAs when such
EAs affect both jurisdictions. The principle of each of these agreements is that one EA
can be conducted and written in compliance with all the jurisdictions’ requirements.
Indian and Northern Affairs (INAC) would be the Responsible Authority (RA) for such a
project under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act. The Canadian Environmental
Assessment Agency may be involved at the implementation stage, assisting INAC and the
First Nation as the ‘one window’ through which all project-related EA matters with
federal agencies is coordinated. Several other departments/agencies are also expected to
be involved in the review and any future EA, particularly a multi-jurisdictional EA,
including the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFQ), Environment Canada, The
Canadian Wildlife Service, Transport Canada, Ministry of Natural Resources etc. If the
preferred alternative is solely located on First Nation land (Alternative 3) an EA will be
undertaken in accordance with federal CEAA requirements.

The following is a list of additional site survey work which will be required at an
appropriate time of year as part of a Final Feasibility Study, leading into Final design.

Survey Date Approximate Comments
Cost
Terrestrial Fieldwork:
Ecological Land Classification | Multi- $25,000 Spring - vegetation community descriptions,
{ELC)/ Vegetation Inventory seasonal botanical surveys, searches for snake wintering
Wetland survey (if required) sites and documentation of habitat for snakes and
Butternut Tree Inventory (if {refer to turtles, spring amphibian surveys, early breeding
required} comments birds such as waterfowl, shorebirds and raptors,
Bird surveys — Roadside call column} woadland raptor nests, playback tapes
surveys, Breeding/migratory
birds Summer - search for turtle nesting sties, search for
Amphibianfreptile surveys snakes above ground, document presence of any
significant species, check for dragonflies and
damselflies, breeding bird surveys, marsh
monitoring tapes, summer hotanical surveys

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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Fall/Winter — winter site visits to document
significant wildlife cencentrations and habitat for
wintering migratory birds

Potential impacts of the undertaking on all
identified features and functions will be identified.
Particular attention will be paid ta SARA species
and migratory birds. Impacts will be identified and
mitigation measures will be recommended. Liaise
with agencies to ensure compliance with federal
and provincial regulations.

Aguatic Fieldwork

Fish and aquatic habitat
agsessment

Spring/
Summer

$15,000

Fish habitat assessment and fisherias inventory.
Identify potential impacts on fisheries resources
and contribute to design modifications and
enhancements. [dentify mitigation measures to
protect fish and fish habitat. Liaise with regulatory
bodes and obtain permits/authorizations

Other Studies

Hydrogeological Study

Spring/
Summer|
Fall

$20,000

Soil, groundwater and hedrock conditions will be
Iogged at regular intervals of depth for sach
borehole

Noise and Air Quality

Spring/
Summer

$10,000

Assessmant of potential noise and air quality
impacts and proposed mitigation and monitaring to
address air pallution through dust and machinery
and noise pollution,

Phase 1 Archaeology Survey

§b,000

A Phase 1 survey will be required to determine if a
Phase 2 survey is necessary

Marine Study

Dne Year

$200,000

Ses Section 10.1

Legal Survey

Fall

$30.000

A legal survey would need to be completed at the
final recommended location to determine property
limits.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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Stormwater Management Fall $10,000 Utilizing information gained regarding design

Plan possibilities and considerations, a praliminary
stormwater management plan will be developed.

Navigation Study $10.000 At the request of Transport Canada, a study to
determine constraints imposed by a fixed link to
local marine traffic would be undertaken. The final
result would be a recommendation on navigation
ianes for the fixed fink.

Geotechnical Survey Summer $250,000 See Saction 10.2,

Traffic Impact Study Summer $6,000 Establish current and future traffic trends relating
to the fixed link.

Socio-Ecenomic Impact Study | One Year $250,000 See Section 10.3.

Project Managament '

On-going Agency and On-Going $44,000 As part of the Environmental Review, coordination

Stakehelder Consultation and between stakeholders, consultants and Georgina

Cordination [sland First Nation will be necessary.

Consultant Managemant On-Going N/A Included in individual study costs.

Cost Estimate Spring 2009 | $6,000 Based on information obtained throughout study,
construction costs will be updated to Class ‘C'.

A time table to complete the work of the Final Feasibility Study is shown in Table 10.1.

Following completion of the above inventory work and selection of the preferred
alternative the following additional project components will be required:

e Preliminary/Detailed Designs (30%, 66%, 99%, 100%), cost estimates, drawings and
specifications

Environmental Assessment Report (CEAA Screening or Harmonized EA)
Permits/Approvals (see below)

Tender document preparation

Contract administration and construction inspection

e Warranty period/post construction monitoring.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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Key environmental authorizations, approvals and licenses that are anticipated to be
required from the Federal government before the project can proceed include:

Authorization for Works Affecting Fish Habitat, Fisheries Act, administered by the

Department of Fisheries and Oceans

Authorization for Works Affecting Navigable Waters, Navigable Waters Protection

Act, administered by Transport Canada. A formal application will need to be

submitted for Transport Canada’s approval including the following information:

—location plan

—survey plan showing adjacent property ownerships

—plan view of the proposed crossing including dimensions measured from the high
water mark and showing the average water depths

—profile view of the proposed crossing including the height, width, ordinary high
water mark (O.H.W.M.), high water mark (H.W.M.), contours, height above the
bed of the waterway, construction material etc.

Authorization under the Species at Risk Act, administered by Environment Canada

Key provincial permits should be determined during the federal co-ordination process but
may include:

Authorization for works under, Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act and Public Lands
Act administered by Ministry of Natural Resources

MOE -- Permits/C of A, depending on alternative recommended

Authorization for works under the Generic Regulation, administered by Lake Simcoe
Region Conservation Authority

MTO - Any work done on a provincial highway will require and Encroachment
Permit and any work done within MTO permit control will require a Building Land
Use Permit.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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Table 10.1

Georgina Island Proposed Fixed Link

Estimated Time/ Cost To Prepare Feasibility Study

Spring Summer Fall ~Winter Spring Summer
g 5| 5 -
T Estimated =1 E| g Bl 2| 2| § -
Description Smdycostﬁehghaﬁﬁgggéﬁehg'»g
gl 313l sldlgl2lalglelal 3213132
Terrestrial Field Studies
JEcological Land Survey
Vfa etation Inventory Wetland Survey $25,000 Timing is itermittent over the apan of 4 8 4
Bird Surveys 8ase
phibian/ Reptile Surveys
Aquatic Fieldwork
Fish and Aquatic Habitat Assessment $15,000
Assessment Studies
i:Noise and Air Quality $10,000
Phase 1 Archaeclogy Study $5,000
Traffic Impact Study $6,000
Navigation Study $10,000
Hydrogeological Study $20,000
Stormwater Management Study $10,000
Planning Studies
lLegal Survey $30,000
Marine Study $200,000
Geotechnical Survey $250,000
Socio-Econcmic Impact Study $250,000
Agency and Stakeholder Consultation
I9ngoing throughout project development process $44,000
Updated Cost Estimate $6,000
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10.1 Marine Study

As part of the feasibility study stage a Marine Study will be required. The scope of work
would include:

e investigate and determine existing flow and current patterns in Lake Simcoe between
Georgina Island and the mainland. Limits to be determined as required (i.e. as far as
the structure may affect such patterns)
model through computer 3D analysis existing patterns in the study area
provide analysis on two alternative locations and three construction configurations,
including bridge, causeway, and causeway/bridge (lengths to be determined)

e data to include, but not limited to, scour around abutments, effects on sediment
transportation and deposit, impacts of ice, ice velocities, and shoreline effects
other data to be determined would be to verify local bathymetry data
study to include recommendations for the final design configuration and include list
of potential environmental impacts and mitigation techniques for consideration in
CEAA screening document.

10.2 Geotechnical Survey Study

As part of the feasibility study, a geotechnical investigation will be necessary. The scope
of work would be expected to include:

e apreliminary investigation of two alternative routes, including a desktop review of
soil types and borehole testing, to a maximum of three in water per route, four total
on land at approach locations

o develop a preliminary recommendation report based on analysis of findings for a
preferred route, considering the possibility of utilizing a causeway or bridge

o after review of preliminary report, a recommendation on route will be determined by
Project Team. Once preferred route is determined, a sampling program will be
developed and sampling undertaken along the preferred route. It is anticipated that
investigation will be required at pier locations (50 m c/c) and be extended to an
average depth of 10 m. Sampling will be done via barge or at times when ice
thickness allows rig direct access.

* develop Final Report providing recommendations for necessary design, including
preferred design techniques, associated bearing capacities and if necessary, pile
recommendations and capacities

e provide comment on environmental impacts of sampling work and mitigate
appropriately.

Nesgan Burnside L1d.
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10.3  Socio-Economic Impact Study

The development of a fixed link between Georgina Island and the mainland will change
not only the physical appearance of the area, but will drastically change the economic and
social opportunities of residents in the area. These impacts must be investigated further
as part of the Feasibility Study. The scope of work for a Socio-Economic Impact Study
would include, but not be limited to, the following:

Determination of a social “baseline” on the First Nation and in the area, including:
e current education opportunities

current employment opportunities

current travel trends and timing considerations

health and safety concerns

recreation opportunities

It is expected this would be developed through interviews, questionnaires, public
meetings and existing document review.

e Once a baseline is determined, the study would investigate expected improvements
and possible detriments if a fixed link was installed. The investigation must be based
on data available and should be referenced appropriately.

e Determination of the economic situation on the island and in the area. This would
provide base numbers for the area.

¢ Investigation of local economic trends and application to Georgina Island and the
surrounding area with and without a fixed link in place. Trends reviewed would

include:

e Commercial Development
e Industrial Development

e Tourism Development

e Recreation Development
e Population Density.

e Once trends are determined, development of projections for use of a fixed link and
associated economic models for the fixed link. Options to investigate would be:
¢ toll or no toll and possible rates
s financing models through possible funding services, private or government

e investigation of secondary economic impacts to the area, including tourism dollars
and development spin-offs

e provide a report outlining all investigations and findings for inclusion in the
feasibility study.

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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11.0 Conclusion

There is a need for a fixed link to Georgina Island, based on our preliminary review.
Residents support it and it shows great potential to better the health, safety and
opportunity of the island residents.

At this time, two alternatives (Route 2 and Route 3) should be considered for further
analysis during completion of the Feasibility Study. The type of crossing will be a
combination of bridge and causeway, but final configuration will be determined as the
project progresses.

Our initial review shows the cost to be potentially high, but some may say ‘ambitious’.
Connecting the island to the mainland is an ambitious endeavour. Moving from this
preliminary evaluation stage to the final Feasibility Stage will show how ambitious and
rewarding for the residents this project can be.

Report Written by:

<Original signed by> % (% /o8
Signature Date ©

Fiona Christiansen, M.Sc.
Senior Environmental Assessment Specialist
Neegan Burnside Ltd.

Report Written by:

<QOriginal signed by>
Signature y o Date
Henry Centen, P.Eng.
Project Engineer
Neegan Burnside Ltd.

Draft Report Reviewed and Approved by:

Signature Date
Cory Jones, P. Eng.

Project Manager

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
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Georgina Island Preliminary Evaluation of Engineering and Environmental
Alternative for a Fixed Link
Study Photos — Nov 24, 2007

Photo 1 — Cattails and Wetland

Photo 2 — Georgina Island Marina



Photo 4 — Island Wetland, Southwest Corner Looking East



Photo 6 — Mainland Ferry Terminal/ Marina Parking



Photo 7 — Island Roadway

Photo 8 — Mainland Ferry Terminal Looking East



Photo 9 ~ Mainland Ferry Terminal — Looking West

Photo 10 — Approaching Georgina Island via Ferry



Photo 11 —- Duclos Point f/ Ferry
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Photo 12 — Mainland Ferry Terminal



Photo 13 — Ferry Docking at Mainland Terminal



Photo 14 - Fast Point Marina, Georgina Island

Photo 15 — Southwest Wetland, Georgina Island



Photo 16 — Georgina Island Marina - Island

Photo 17 ~ Sand Islands and Wetlands — SW Georgina Island



Photo 18 — SW Georgina Island Wetlands and Sand Islands looking SW

Photo 19 — SW Georgina Island Wetlands and Sand Islands looking NW
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Georgina Island Fixed Link Start Up Meeting
Georgina Island First Nation

November 9, 2006

Meeting Date  November 1, 2006

Time 10:00 a.m. to 11:45 a.m.

Location Georgina Island First Nation Administration Centre

File Number FCO 10428

Those in attendance were:

Buzzy Big Canoe Georgina Island First Nation (GIFN)
Andrew Big Canoe Georgina Island First Nation

Barb McDonald Georgina Island First Nation

Rob Porte Georgina Island First Nation

Ed McCue Georgina Island First Nation

Keith Maracle Ogemawahj Tribal Council (OTC)
Marlene Stiles Ogemawahj Tribal Council

Cory Jones Neegan Burnside Ltd. (NB)

Stephen Burnett Neegan Burnside Ltd.

Two Additional Members  Georgina Island First Nation
(After meeting had begun)
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3.3
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The following items were discussed: Action by

Meeting was called to order with introductions around the table.
Cory passed around a contact list to obtain project team names and
contact information. A copy of that list is attached.

Buzzy acknowledged that the Georgina Island member committee
formed to provide community background knowledge and support
for the study had met the week before. A copy of the minutes from
that meeting were circulated.

Buzzy asked Cory to provide a summary of the work Neegan
Burnside would be doing to begin the process for investigating the
fixed link. Cory presented a summary of the proposed document
outlining the deliverables and milestone dates.

Keith asked for further clarification of the tasks NB proposes to NB
complete. Keith further noted that an extensive amount of senior level

time was being spent on the project, without much substantiation in

the proposal. Cory explained that the summary of the proposal

provided attempted to further clarify the tasks and provide a clearer

summary of deliverables. Keith would still like to see a clearer

correlation between deliverables, and time spent on the project. Cory

noted that he would provide that as soon as possible after discussions

with the Neegan Burnside team.

Cory noted that two final documents would be produced from this
scope of work. One is “Corridor Evaluation Study’ the second is the
Final Alternatives Evaluation Report.

Keith questioned the objectives of the study, and the change in NB
terminology from a ‘Feasibility Study’ to ‘Preliminary Evaluation

of Engineering and Environmental Alternatives’. Cory explained

that the purpose of this project was to better define the scope of

work required for a Feasibility Study, which requires the

completion of work up to a pre-design phase. By completing this

Stage 1 of the Feasibility Study, Stage 2, which would entail

completion of the studies required and a CEAA Screening, would

be defined and confined to the review of a single configuration,

saving costs and time.
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Action By

Keith acknowledged that while that may be an acceptable goal, it
would be prudent to ensure INAC as the funding agency is aware of
this, to ensure there is no confusion over the requirements for Stage
2. Buzzy acknowledged that he and Marlene mentioned this fact to
Tony Tino of INAC when the second proposal was dropped off, but
it would be prudent to ensure INAC is aware of this. Cory is to
further discuss this with Tony Tino (INAC).

Keith asked about additional inclusions in the report. Keith asked
if a preliminary CEAA Screening could be included in the report.
This was agreed. In addition, a preliminary economic analysis of
the options based on a Life Cycle Costing model, as well as
preliminary estimates on usage should be reviewed. NB agreed that
this could be included in the final report. Keith explained to the
group the nuances of life cycle costing vs. initial capital cost
comparisons.

Keith noted that the overall timeline for a project of this magnitude
is potentially upward of 20 years to finish construction, starting at
the stage we are at now. It was noted that sound economic
planning could potentially reduce that timeframe.

Marlene noted that the time constraints of the funding suggested KB
that the project needs to be completed by March. Cory noted that Gl
the schedule of the project could be reduced, particularly if review

times could be reduced down from 3 weeks. However, dropping 13

weeks from the 37 week schedule may be difficult. Steve noted

that in the past, INAC has been acceptable to releasing the funding

according to their schedule with the understanding the final report

will be coming in the near future. This will need to be further

discussed with INAC for this particular situation.

Throughout the meeting, the committee members from Georgina
Island asked various questions and provided general comments.
These are summarized below.
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What is the difference between a bridge and a causeway? A
bridge is a structure built above the waterline, that allows for water
movement and flow without much additional impediment from the
original situation. A causeway is usually constructed of fill
material piled up in a dike fashion in the water and provides a
permanent barrier to water.

Why would you build a causeway instead of a bridge? In shallow
waters, where not much fill is required, a causeway can be much
cheaper and quicker to build than a bridge. As the water depth and
potential currents increase, a bridge becomes more cost effective.

Will additional methods, such as a high speed overhead tram be
considered? At this time, this study is focused on transportation
alternatives. This includes reviewing alternatives to the ferry
system or leaving the existing transportation system as is. If during
the preliminary consultation process with the community it is found
that a passenger only option is of interest, it can be recommended
to be further studied during the Feasibility Study stage.

Neegan Burnside asked what previous studies or background NB
information the committee may be aware of existing. It was noted
that at one time, Georgina Island was linked to the mainland, prior
to the introduction of the Trent Severn Waterway. There may also
have been previously approved Federal Government plans for a
fixed link, from the 60’s or 70’s. Cory noted that NB had
completed work with Georgina on many recent projects and would
bring any relevant information from those studies to the group. In
addition, it was identified that Beausoleil First Nation had
completed a Transportation Feasibility Study Update in 1999, and
that it may provide information on key factors to look for as we
work through the process. Cory also noted letters to agencies
regarding available background information would go out.
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It was noted that approximately 200 people live on the first Nation,
and approximately 400 members live elsewhere.

Concerns about potentially lost jobs associated with the existing
ferry were brought up. It was noted that there would be new jobs
associated with a fixed link, but the situation would likely need to
be reviewed further in depth in a future socio-economic study.

Concerns about safety of the existing transportation system,
requiring ice road travel in the winter, and in between times in the
fall and spring were expressed as main reasons for progressing
toward a fixed link. Secondarily, economic self reliance would also
be a benefit.

The meeting was ended at 11:45 am.

The preceding are the minutes of the meeting as observed by the undersigned.
Should there be a need for revision, please advise within seven days. In the
absence of notification to the contrary, these minutes will be deemed to be an
accurate record of the meeting.

Minutes Prepared by:

Neegan Burnside Ltd.

Cory Jones, P. Eng.
Project Manager
Cl/itk

Distribution — via fax only:
Buzzy Big Canoe, Georgina Island First Nation (for GIFN distribution)
Keith Maracle, Ogemawahj Tribal Council

Marlene Stiles, Ogemawahj Tribal Council
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The following itmes were discussed: Action by

1.0

1.1

2.0

2.1

2.2

Buzzy opened the meeting by welcoming the group and explaining
that Neegan was present to give an update on the study, as well as
ask for information from the committee.

Buzzy distributed minutes from the previous meeting and asked if
anyone had questions or comments. Buzzy did ask if Cory could
further explain the statement of the project potentially taking 20
years to complete. Cory explained that as a maximum, if things
progressed through INAC only as a funding source, a project of this
size could take that long to find funding. However, if other funding
sources, or a strong business plan is shown, the timeline could be
sped up significantly.

Cory introduced Fiona as the environmental lead for NB on the
project. Fiona presented the draft tables of Alternative Solutions
(Table 6.1) and Alternative Routes (Table 7.1). It was explained
that the tables showed the alternatives evaluated, different impact
factors they would have and the evaluation system from least
preferred to most preferred.

Rob asked why the option of a cable car had not been evaluated as
had been mentioned at the previous meeting. Cory explained that
the thrust of the study was to improve the transportation aspect
from the island to the mainland. Rob asked if it could be included
as an option for evaluation. Neegan will include it, but in
conjunction with improving the existing ferry service.

Fiona went over the constraints mapping. There were various
discussions over what was shown, and the impacts to the project.
The main items discussed were:

a) Keith asked about the “Provincially Significant” areas noted on
First Nation land. Fiona explained that while the First Nation
was not bound by provincial regulations in these areas, there
may be areas for this project, or future projects, which the first
Nation may require the province’s approval on. In this case, it
would be prudent to acknowledge their concerns or cooperation
and work with them as a potential partner and not a potential
adversary.

b) Ficna further explained that based on her research to date, and
past experiences, there did not seem to be any issues on the
environmental side which would cause the project to stop.
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Cory went over the feedback from contacted stakeholders, such as
federal and provincial government departments, etc. To date, all
feedback had been similar. Most asked to be kept up to date, some
referred us to general standards and notes which NB has taken into
consideration.

Cory noted that the Town of Georgina Planning Department had
asked for a face to face meeting for additional information. Cory
asked the committee for direction, but did suggest it would likely be
advantageous. There was concern that too much information may
be divulged that the First Nation does not currently have or does not
feel comfortable sharing at this time. Cory felt that the meeting
would serve the opposite, to better inform the Town that this is at a
very preliminary stage, and the proper planning process would be
followed. It was decided to set up a meeting with the Planner, NB
representatives and Buzzy. Keith will also be extended an
invitation as will the mayor of Georgina, Rob Grosse. Neegan will
set up.

Fiona presented a copy of the survey to the committee for review
and comment. Cory explained that the survey was currently written
to address people on the island. The following is a summary of the
discussions.

Make the survey for all Georgina members, including those off
reserve.

Add the improved passenger service (i.e. via cable car) to the
survey.

Allow the ranking of options

On the island surveys to be done by individuals, based on the voter
list, off the island to be done by household. Georgina is to provide
a mailing list to NB. All correspondence to be returned to Georgina
via SASE, then forwarded to NB.

Once results are determined, another committee meeting should be
held, with a community information meeting soon after. Buzzy and
Cory will coordinate at the appropriate time.

Fiona to revise the survey based on comments and send to Keith
and Buzzy for review prior to sending out.

Cory brought a list of elements that NB wanted feedback from the
committee on. (These are listed below).

Page 3 of §
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Traditional land uses in the study area:

Fishing grounds — it was noted that there was recreational fishing,
but no current commercial fishing.

Culturally significant/medicinal plants: it was acknowledged there
may be such on the southern shores of the island, but none that are
actively harvested.

Cemeteries or burial sites: none.
Cultural resources: none.
Sacred places: none

Cory asked for additional information on emergency services on the
island.

Medical — there is a health clinic in the community, but a doctor
only attends once per month. In the case of emergency, GIFN
transports the person to the mainland via whatever transportation is
possible at the time of year. They are met on the opposite side by
EMT’s, and continue directly on to the hospital themselves.
Helicopter is a long tedious task to request and is rarely used.

Fire — the community has their own new fire truck. There’s no
possibility at any time of the year, from off reserve back up.

Current travel trends to the mainland.

Where is the most common destination?
Most people are going to Sutton for groceries, etc. the travel is
localized due to a limited ferry schedule and running times.

How would that change if a fixed link were established?

Travel trends would change in frequency and destination. Some
parents currently board their children on the mainland for
schooling. The opportunity for joining sports teams would expand.
Time of return would not be an issue.

Buzzy informed Cory he is working on the current ferry information
as requested, re: usage, breakdowns, O & M.

The meeting was concluded at approximately 12:15 p.m.

Page 4 of 5
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The preceding are the minutes of the meeting as observed by the undersigned.
Should there be a need for revision, please advise within seven days. In the
absence of notification to the contrary, these minutes will be deemed to be an
accurate record of the meeting.

Minutes Prepared by:

Neegan Burnside Ltd.
<Original signed by>

Cory Jones, P. Eng.
Project Manager
Cl/ke

Distribution — via fax only:

Buzzy Big Canoe, Georgina Island First Nation (for GIFN distribution)
Keith Maracle, Ogemawahj Tribal Council

Marlene Stiles, Ogemawahj Tribal Council

Via Email:

Fiona Christiansen
Henry Centen
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NEECGAN BURNSIDE

Memo
DATE March 1, 2007 riene.  FCO10428
PROJECT Privileged Information - February 21, 2007 Meeting with the Town of Georgina Island

Chippewas of Georgina Island Causeway
preraren By Cory Jones, P. Eng.

mistaisution  Via Fax;

Buzzy Big Canoe, Chippewas of Georgina Island
Keith Maracle, 0TC

Henry Centen
Fiona Christiansen

Comments

Fiona Christiansen and I travelled to the Town of Georgina Municipal offices on
Wednesday, February 21, 2007. We met up with Buzzy Big Canoe, and had a meeting
with Town of Georgina representatives regarding the ongoing Georgina Island Fixed
Link Study. The meeting was at the request of Harold Lenters, Town of Georgina
Planner, in response to the original background information call Neegan Burnside sent
out to potential stakeholders for the project. Also attending on behalf of the Town were
Mayor Rob Grossi, Director of Engineering Bob Magloughlen, and Ward 4 Councillor
Ken Hackenbrook. Harold had asked for the meeting to clarify what the project was
about, and in the interest of good relationships between the First Nation and the Town
and the fact this intended to be an open process, Buzzy and Neegan Burnside agreed to
the meeting.

The meeting started with Cory introducing the Neegan members and Buzzy to the group,
and providing a quick overview of the project. The explanation of the project is that we
are completing a pre-feasibility study to identify what further studies need to be
completed to finalize a full feasibility study for a fixed link. We are doing this based on
the problem Georgina Island presented to us, namely "How do we provide a more reliable
transportation alternative to and from the island?"
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Fiona then presented what stage we were at. She explained we first took a step back and
looked at different ways that the transportation to and from the island could be improved.
Out of our preliminary analysis, a fixed link over the water would best meet
environmental and transportation criteria. From there, three alternative routes had been
identified, and a similar analysis completed. We noted that all of the mainland study
areas fall within the limits of Town of Georgina and would have some impact on traffic
analysis and potential development corridors along those transportation routes.

From there, the meeting became more of a general discussion. The main discussion
points are outlined below:

What is the EA process involved?

At our current phase of the project, this is unknown. Fiona explained that depending on
what route was advanced to further study, we would try to use a harmonized EA process
for the Municipal, Provincial and Federal concerns. This would be dependent on what
types of lands were affected by the preferred route.

What is the Town of Georgina planning for the study area?

Harold mentioned that the area identified appears to be in an area they have identified as
a low growth area. No municipal servicing and no secondary planning exist for that area.
This could change however depending on the selection of a route, and the outcome of any
financial feasibility studies.

Has the local conservation authority been consulted?

Fiona mentioned that not only the Conservation Authority had been contacted, but so had
Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR), Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO),
Region of York, and others. Their response had been formulaic in that they referred us to
current public domain plans and information. It was further explained that this was a
somewhat expected response given the preliminary nature of the project, and at the
appropriate time in the planning and design process, these agencies would be further
consulted and become more involved.

What input would the Town of Georgina have on preferred alternatives?

At the appropriate time, the Town would have an opportunity to be involved in the EA
process as required. At this time however, if they had any information that would change
our preliminary review, based on our initial call for information, it would be very
advantageous for us to review it now. We reiterated at this time that the First Nation was
willing to work with the Town.
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Is it possible to inform community members at this time of the process?

Cory explained that at this time, because everything is preliminary, they didn't feel
comfortable going to the mass public since there are currently no answers for questions.
The public would also have their opportunity at the appropriate time to be heard.

In general, the meeting went extremely well. All parties were interested in how the
development could jointly benefit both the Town and the First Nation. Bob and Harold
were {0 compose an email to Fiona with the background information the Town has, and
will keep in contact with her as necessary. The mayor thanked us for taking the time to
discuss the project and wished us well.

Cory Jones, P. Eng,
Cljh

076302_Memo-CJ.doc
2007-03-02 11:03 AM
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Minutes of Meeting

Chippewas of Georgina Island
Georgina Island Fixed Link

May 1, 2007

Meeting Date  April 30, 2007

Time 10:00 a.m. until 11:45 a.m.

Location Chippewas of Georgina Island Administration Centre

File Number FCO10428

Those in attendance were:

Buzzy Big Canoe Chippewas of Georgina Island (CGI)
Charles Warren Chippewas of Georgina Island
Elaine McCue Chippewas of Georgina Island
Marlene Stiles Ogemawahj Tribal Council (OTC)
Tony Tino Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC)
Urmas Madisso Indian and Northern Affairs Canada
Fiona Christensen Neegan Burnside Ltd. (NB)
Dan Tomlinson Neegan Burnside
Cory Jones Neegan Burnside
The following items were discussed: Action By:

The meeting was called to order by Buzzy. Cory passed around a
contact list to obtain names and contact information of attendees. A
copy of that list is attached.

Cory introduced Fiona as the environmental lead for Neegan
Burnside on the project and Dan Tomlinson as the project hand in
configuring the surveys.
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Action By:

Minutes from the previous meeting were distributed and it was
asked if anyone had any questions or concerns. Marlene mentioned
that neither she nor Keith appeared to have received the fax of the
previous meeting minutes. Cory explained that their names were on
the list and was surprised they had not received it. Cory assured
Marlene that it would not happen again.

Cory reviewed the meeting that he, Fiona and Buzzy had attended
with the Town of Georgina. In general, the Town had expressed an
interest in the process through their planner and the Project Team
had agreed at the second meeting that in the interests of good
relations, the meeting should take place. Specifics of the meeting
are attached as per Buzzy’s request (see attached Memo). Cory and
Fiona felt the meeting was well received and found the process
extremely worthwhile.

Buzzy also mentioned he had spoken to the Mayor at a later time
informally and the Mayor was supportive of both a fixed link
project and a potential wind generation project.

Cory stated that the survey was complete and that there would be
time to go over the results later in the meeting.

Cory then handed over the meeting to Fiona to address any

environmental concerns. Fiona stated the environmental review

was complete, except for the information pertaining to the

transportation review. Cory mentioned that Neegan Burnside was

well on the way to completing the transportation aspects, but was CGlI
still awaiting some information from the First Nation. Buzzy

replied by saying that information would be produced as soon as

possible.

Tony mentioned the option of considering alternate routes to place a
fixed link. Cory explained that three options had already been
considered, but option one (Duclos Point) had already been
removed due to the property issues involved.

Urmas inquired if a biological inventory would be part of the
preliminary evaluation. Fiona replied by saying it would not be
part of the preliminary study, but a Preliminary CEAA screening
would be included. Fiona also mentioned there are certain studies
which will need to be completed that are time sensitive, mainly
involved with the spring and that time may have elapsed.
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Tony mentioned the idea of possible funding through the Ministry
of Transportation (MTO). Tony explained a gas tax refund that
could be available, but still needed to contact Paul Zimmerman at
the MTO for further details.

Cory explained that the transportation review in regards to the
height of the causeway was ongoing. Charlie mentioned that usage
at Alternative No. 2 never includes sailboats due to the shallow
water depths. Cory stated at this time Neegan Burnside would
move forward utilizing the worse case scenario presented by the
Coast Guard.

Cory went over survey results mentioning that the general reply
from the survey was positive. The summary results were presented
next. A list of key statistics were highlighted and presented to the
group with the option of asking questions or stating concerns. Cory
also provided the group with the option of contacting him for
further questions on the survey.

Tony asked Cory if he could get the exact number of absentees from
the school. Cory said he would follow-up.

The issue of questioning service providers (i.e. propane, gas, etc.)
was also reviewed. Cory noted that this was a further study that
would be identified.

Marlene questioned where Neegan was at in terms of completion.
Cory explained that the Final Report would be available by the end
of June with the draft being prepared three weeks in advance
provided the transportation data was forthcoming from the First
Nation. Fiona stated that the draft would include the preliminary
screening.

Cory opened up the meeting to discussion.

Tony mentioned that currently his office would find it difficult to
provide capital dollars for a project of this magnitude. As well,
funding to complete the Final Feasibility Study would need to be
reviewed. It had been hoped that the initial outlay would have been
sufficient. Cory explained that the two step approach of defining
the project and reducing the scope of options to be carried through
to full feasibility should reduce the overall costs from a feasibility
study started from a standing start.

Page 3 of 4
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Action By:

During a break, Elaine McCue mentioned the current island landfill.
Apparently, it is reaching the end of its useful life and the option of
transporting it to the mainland would be worth reviewing further, if
a fixed link became a reality.

Fiona mentioned a stakeholder meeting to review the Draft Report

may be advantageous to ensure all potential hurdles are reviewed NB/CGI
prior to completion of this phase of the project. Neegan Burnside

and the First Nation will review further.

The preceding are the minutes of the meeting as observed by the undersigned.
Shouid there be a need for revision, please advise within seven days. In the
absence of notification to the contrary, these minutes will be deemed to be an
accurate record of the meeting.

Minutes Prepared by:

Neegan Burnside Ltd.

Cory Jones, P. Eng.
CJjh
Attach. - Contact Sheet
- Memo (dated March 1, 2007)

Distribution — via fax only:

Mr. Buzzy Big Canoe — Chippewas of Georgina Island (for distribution)

Mr. Keith Maracle, M.Eng., P.Eng. — Ogemawahj Tribal Council

Ms. Marlene Stiles -- Ogemawahj Tribal Council

Mr. Tony Tino, Economic Development Advisor — Indian and Northern Affairs Canada
Mr. Urmas Madisso, Environment Officer — Indian and Northern Affairs Canada

070501_Minutes.doc
2007-05-01 2:31 PM



f{ Fiona Christiansen/RJB To Cory Jones/RIB@RJIB, Henry Centen/RIB@RJB

29/Nov/2006 09:25 AM e

. Fw: Proposed Fixed Link Study - Chippewas of Georgina
Subject - ’
Island First Nations

FYI

Fiona Christiansen M.Sc.,
EA Specialist

R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited

292 Speedvale Ave W, Unit 7

Guelph, ON

N1H 1C4

Canada

Tel: 519 823 4995

Cell: 519 820 1396

Fax: 519 836 5477

fchristiansen@rjburnside.com

—— Forwarded by Fiona Christiansen/RJB on 11/29/2006 09:25 AM -—--

"DeMichele, Michael \(MTO\)"
<Michael.DeMichele@ontario 1o fehristiansen@rjburnside.com"
.ca> <'fehristiansen@rjburnside.com™
"Panza, Mario \(MTOV" <Mario.Panza@ontario.ca>, "Hewitt,
Tom {(MTOV" <Tom.Hewitt@ontario.ca>

; FW: Proposed Fixed Link Study - Chippewas of Georgina
Subject h :

Island First Nations

29/Nov/2006 09:18 AM -

Fiona, for any corridor management issues you may contact me, and either
myself or Maric Panza, Encroachment Officer will assist you.

Very briefly I would like to make you aware that any work done on a provincial
highway will require an Encroachment Permit and any work done within MTQ
permit control will require a Building and Land Use Permit. Ministry permit
control is identified as 45m from MTO right-of-way and a 400m radius from the
intersection point of a highway the a roadway.

Michael DeMichele

Corridor Management Engineer (Toronto/Durham & York)
Corridor Management Section

7th Floor, Building D

1201 Wilson Ave.

Downsview, Ontario, M3M 1J8B

(416) 235-5661

Email:Michael .DeMichele@ontario.ca

This message is intended only for the person{s) to whom it is addressed and
may contain confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient,
or responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are
hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication
in error, please notify the sender immediately by e-mail and delete the
original message. The sender does not accept liability for any errors,
omissicns, corruption, or wviruses in the contents of this message or any



attachments that arise as a result of e-mail transmission. Thank you.

> e Original Message—----—-—

> From: Hewitt, Tom (MTQ)

> Sent: November 29, 2006 B8:23 aAM

> To: DeMichele, Michael (MTO)

> Subject: FW: Propcsed Fixed Link Study - Chippewas of Georgina
Island First Nations

>

>

> PTAA

e Original Message——-——-—

> From: Reynolds, Pat (MTO)

> Sent: November 28, 2006 10:44 AM

> To: 'fchristiansen@rjburnside.com’

> Cc: McAusland, Linda (MTO); Jones, Bill (MTO); Hewitt, Tom (MTO);

Boot, Susan (MTO); Klowak, John (MTO); Reyneclds, Pat (MTO); Carscallen,
Charlton (MTO); Currie, Leslie (MTQ)

> Subject: Proposed Fixed Link Study - Chippewas of Georgina Island
First Nations

>

>

> Fiona:

>

> I have received ycur letter requesting input from the Ministry of
Transportation regarding the above study that your firm, Neegan Burnside Ltd.,
has been retained to carry out.

>

> Please be advised I will not be the designated contact.

>

> For external planning studies, the appropriate initial contact in the MTQ
Central Region Office is Mr. Tom Hewitt, Head Corridor Management,
(416~235-4267). Mr. Hewitt may also identify additional contacts or a
designated contact within Highway Engineering following internal consultation
regarding Central Region's interests in the project.

>

> The Head of Highway Engineering for the geographic area in which your
project is located, "York/Simcoe" is Ms. Susan Boot, (416-235-4002).

>

> I have made and attached a "pdf" of the material you provided and will be
forwarding it with this e-mail to ensure that Central Region offices
potentially effected are aware of your request.

>

> With regard to the identification of MTO Head Office interests I have copied
Ms. Linda McAusland, Manager, MTO Provincial and Environmental Planning
Office (905-704-2473).

>

> As your study involves Georgina Island First Nation I have also advised our
Regional Archaeologist, Mr. Charlton Carscallen, (416-235-5489) of your

project.

>

> Patrick Reynolds

> Planning & Environmental Office

> MTO Central Region

>

> 416-235-5542 > > <<Georgina Fixed Link Letter.pdf>>
>

4L

Bhig

Georgina Fired Link Letter. pdf



rtﬁ Fiona Christiansen/RJB To Cory Jones/RJB@RJB, Henry Centen/RIB@RJB

29/Nov/2006 12:02 PM cc

Fw: Chippewa's of Georgina Island First Nation-Preliminary
Subject Evaluati.on of Engineering and Environrr)enta!

Alternatives Study for a Proposed Fixed Link to the

Mainland-Request for Baseline Information

FYI

Fiona Christiansen M.Sc.,
EA Specialist

R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited

292 Speedvale Ave W, Unit 7

Guelph, ON

N1H 1C4

Canada

Tel: 519 823 4995

Cell: 519 820 1396

Fax: 519 836 5477

fchristiansen@rjburnside.com

—--- Forwarded by Fiona Christiansen/RJB on 11/28/2006 12:01 PM -—-

Harold Lenters

<hlenters@georgina.ca> To "fchristiansen@rjburnside.com™

20/Nov/20086 10:53 AM <fchristiansen@rjburnside.com>
Stan Armstrong <sarmstrong@georgina.ca>, Bob
cc Magloughlen <rmagloughlen@georgina.ca>, John McLean

<jmclean@georgina.ca>, Velvet Ross <vross@georgina.ca>
Chippewa's of Georgina Island First Nation-Preliminary

Subject Evaluation of Engineering and Environmental
Alternatives Study for a Proposed Fixed Link to the
Mainland-Request for Baseline Information

Good morning Ms.Christiansen, this is to acknowledge receipt of your letter
dated November 20, 2006 on the above noted matter and to formally request
that you add the Town toc your list of interested stakeholders. This is
certainly a significant project that the Town wishes to participate in and
be kept fully apprised of. In your letter, you have requested a variety of
information. I think the best approach to handle this is to arrange a
meeting with pertinent staff from the Town. In this way we can learn more
about the Study process, timetable etc.., provide you with some initial
feedback and coordinate the collection of info. you are looking for from us.
Please call me to arrange such a meeting. In the mean time, T will circulate
a copy of your letter to our CARO, Dept. Heads and manager of Planning for
their info.

Harold W. Lenters, M.C.I.P.,R.P.P.
Director of Planning and Building
Town of Georgina

905-47¢-4301 ExT. 246

Fax: 905-476-4394
hlenters@town.georgina.on.ca

This message may contain confidential information and is intended only for the



individual (s) named. If you are not a named addressee you should not
disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. If you have received this email
in error please notify the sender or system manager.

ForwardSourcelD:NTO0O00OEEDE



: f’ . Fiona Christiansen/RJB To Cory Jones/RIB@RJB
4 01/Dec/2006 09:27 AM cc Henry Centen/RIJB@RJB

Subiect Fw: Proposed Fixed Link Study for Chippewas of Geargina
¥%€% |sland First Nation - TC EA 1465

FYl

Fiona Christiansen M.Sc.,
EA Specialist

R.J. Burmnside & Associates Limited

292 Speedvale Ave W, Unit 7

Guelph, ON

N1H 1C4

Canada

Tel: 519 823 4995

Cell; 519 820 1396

Fax: 519 836 5477

fchristiansen@rjburnside.com

—-—- Forwarded by Fiona Christiansen/RJB on 12/01/2006 09:27 AM ——--

"Earl, Rebacca"
<EARLR@1tc.gc.ca> To <fchristiansen@rjburnside.com>
01/Dec/2006 09:20 AM

o

cc

Proposed Fixed Link Study for Chippewas of Georgina Island

Subject i<t Nation - TC EA 1465

Fiona,

Thank you for your letter regarding the above referenced fixed link study
(FIle No: FCO 10428). Please in future forward correspondence on this study to
the undersigned.

We have reviewed the information, and note the fellowing:

Transport Canada is responsible for the administration of the Navigable Waters
Protection Act, which prchibits the construction or placement of any "works"
in navigable waters without first obtaining approval. If any of the related
project elements or activities may cross or affect a potentially navigable
waterway, you are requested to prepare and submit an application in accordance
with the requirements as outlined in the attached Application Guide. Any
questions about the NWPA application process should be directed to Tim Markus,
NWP Officer at (613) 925-1946.

Please note that certain approvals under the Navigable Waters Protection Act
or Railway Safety Act itrigger the requirement for a federal environmental
assessment under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act.

<<Annex A Navigable Waters Protection Act Application Addresses.doc>> <<TC
Application Form.pdf>> <<TC Application Guide.pdf>>
Please contact me should you wish to discuss this further.

Regards,



Rebecca Earl, M.A.Sc.

Environmental Officer

Environment and Engineering

Transport Canada - Ontario Region (PHE)
p: {416) 952-0486

£f:  (416) 952-0514

A (HE Ay

send e e

Annex A Navigable Waterz Protection Act Application Addressez.doc TC Application Form.pdi  TC Application Guide. pdi
ForwardSourcelD:NTO000785E



Annex A Navigable Waters Protection Act Application
Addresses

To apply for approval of works or for additional inquiries about the Navigable Waters
Protection Act or Program, please contact the appropriate office below.

NWP Regional Office - South Western Ontario
Navigable Waters Protection Program

100 Front Street South,

Sarnia, ON N7T 2M4

NWPA Prescott Office - Eastern Ontario

Navigable Waters Protection Program P.O. Box 1000
401 King St. W
Prescott, ON KOE 1T0

NWPA Parry Sound Office - North Eastern Ontario

Navigable Waters Protection Program
28 Waubeek St.
Parry Sound, ON P2A 1B9

NWPA Kenora Office - North Western Ontario

Navigable Waters Protection Program P.O. Box 649
1100 3rd Ave. S
Kenora, Ontario P9N 3X6

NWP Winnipeg Office - Manitoba

Navigable Waters Protection Program Freshwater Institute
501 University Crescent
Winnipeg, MB R3T 2N6

NWP Prince Albert Office - Saskatchewan

Navigable Waters Protection Program
125 - 32nd Street West
Prince Albert, SK S6V 7H7

NWP Edmonton Office - Alberta
Navigable Waters Protection Program
4253 - 97th Street

Edmonton, AB T6E 5Y7






APPLICATION GUIDE CHECKLIST

Before returning your application form, the following must be included
otherwise your application will not be processed:

[0 Name of property owner & description of the project site

[ Complete mailing address of the property owner

[ Plot or survey plan with project shown & adjacent landowners
[0 Map or chart with arrow to show location of project

O Plan view of the project (with dimensions)

[1 Side view of project (with dimensions)

[ Location for disposal of dredge spoils (if applicable)

[0 Name of the contractor/firm doing the work (if applicable).

Page 2 of 5 April 1, 2004



APPLICATION GUIDE

INTRODUCTION

The Navigable Waters Protection Act (INWPA) revised Statutes of Canada, 1985, is one of the oldest pieces of
federal legislation. It first became law on May 17, 1882. The principle objective is to protect the public right of
navigation by prohibiting the building or placement of any “work™ in, upon, over, under, through, or across a
navigable water without the authorization of the Minister of Transport. The jurisdiction of the legislature begins at
the high water mark. Therefore structures that are between low and high water marks will require approval under
the NWPA. The administration of the NWPA was recently transferred to Transport Canada.

Important Notice

An approval granted by the Minister is neither a general approval of construction nor an authorization in respect
of any law, excepting the Navigable Waters Protection Act. An authorization may also be required from the
Minister under the Fisheries Act; you should contact the Department of Fisheries & Oceans for such a
determination. In addition, contact should also be made with local municipal, provincial and other government
offices to determine if other approvals will be required for the proposal.

What is a Navigable Waterway?

A navigable water is any body of water capable of being navigated by floating vessels of any description for the
purpose of transportation, commerce or recreation. This includes both inland and coastal waters. The authority to
determine the navigability of a waterway and consequently the requirement for an application under the NWPA,
rests with the Minister of Transport or his/her designated representative.

Examples of Some Types of “Works” Requiring Authorization

any bridge, boom, dam, causeway, wharf, dock, boathouse, intake, cutfall, etc.;
dredging; dumping of fill, retaining wall, groyne, breakwater;

submarine or overhead cables, tunnel, pipeline;

s aquaculture facilities;

= any other device, structure, or thing whether similar in character to the above or not.

Permit Process

There are basically two types of processes followed in reviewing an application under the Act:

s Formal Approval
The formal approval process is followed when NWPA officials determine that your work or project poses a
substantial interference with navigation. Under the requirements of the Act all bridges, booms, dams, and
causeways must be processed by formal approval.

e Letter of Exemption

The exemption process is followed when NWPA officials determine that your work or project does not pose
a substantial interference with navigation.
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How to Make an Application

1. Application Form - Complete, sign and date the enclosed application form.

2. Site Location - Obtain 6 copies of a map or topographic chart of your area. Please include enough details to
simplify the location of the proposed project. If not already shown, add the following:

» Name of the waterbody in which the project is located;

®  Location of the proposed project (draw an arrow showing the exact location of the site on the map);

e Approximate latitude and longitude of the project

3. Plot Plan - One (1) copy of your plot or survey plan, showing adjacent property owners (include names), with the
location of the proposed work clearly indicated.

4. Plan View (6 copies) - The plan view shows the proposed project as if you were looking straight down on it from
above. Provide these drawings, to scale or dimensioned, containing sufficient detail to clearly show your proposed
project, including:
*  Any existing works presently on your property or adjacent properties such as docks, slipways, breakwaters etc.;
#  Existing shorelines;
* Dimensions (length, width, etc.) of the project All dimensions should be from the ordinary high water mark..
See sample sketches for further details;
Average water depth around the project;
e  Scale of drawing.
North arrow.

5. Profile View or Section View (6 copies) - The profile view is a scale drawing that shows the side, front, or rear of
the proposed structure as it would look if you were standing to the side of it; the section view is a scale drawing that
shows the proposed structure as it would look if sliced internally for display. Clearly show the following:
* Dimensions of the project, including width, height etc. See the sample sketches for further details;
The ordinary high water mark (O.H.W.M.) and high water mark (H.W.M.);
Existing and proposed ground contours;
Height above the bed of the waterway;
The type of construction material to be used;
Scale;

Other information

a) If any information is missing, your application may be delayed; therefore please ensure that your application,
plans, etc. are complete.

b) Please be advised that it is recommended that applications for approval under the NWPA be made well in advance
of the anticipated start-up date, to allow Coast Guard officials to do a complete investigation and possible
environmental assessment of your project, which may take several months.

C) Advise whether you have received or applied for a waterlot lease or permit, and if so, with whom you have
applied and when.

d) Provide a proposed construction schedule, advising when you plan on starting the project.
€) Ifyou are not the upland owner, provide the owners consent in writing.
) Provide an environmental assessment or study if one has been prepared.
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Where to Make an Application

In accordance with the map below, please submit applications for approval to the addresses listed on
Annex A “Navigable Waters Protection Act Application Addresses”.
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l*! Environment  Environnement
Canada Canada

Environmental Protection Operations Division — Ontario
Environment Canada

867 Lakeshore Road, P.O. Box 5050

Burfington, Ontarie  L7R 4A86

QurFile Noire referance
March 6, 2007 F-2008-124

Your File Votre reference
FCD10428

Fiona Christiansen

EA Specialist

Neegan Burnside Ltd.

292 Speedvale Ave, West, Unit 7
Guelph, Ontario

N1H1C4

Dear Ms. Christiansen,

Re: Georgina Island Fixed Link Study, Lake Simcoe, Ontario
Proponent: Georgina Island First Nation

This is in response to your letter dated November 20, 2006 requesting that Environment Canada
(EC) provide any comments, concemns or background information relevant to the undertaking. This
project may also be subject to an environmental assessment (EA) under the Canadian Environmental
Assessment Act (CEAA). Please be advised that based on the initial information provided by your
lefter, Environment Canada does not expect to have any obligations as a Responsible Authority
under section 5(1) of CEAA.

Based on the limited information provided in your letter we have prepared scoping comments to
assist in the assessment of the three causeway location options currently being considered, related to
our areas of interest and expertise arising from the legistation and policies within EC’s mandate

In general, EC recommends that the Study Report should include an adequate level of information
on the propased project alternatives and environmental conditions at the three locations proposed,
in order to properly assess their potential environmental effects, and identify appropriate mitigation
for the preferred alternative.

The following comments specifically pertain to the potential effects of the project alteratives during
their construction, maintenance and operation related to water quality, air quality and toxics
management, migratory birds, and, species at risk; and also include associated recommendations
for issues/measures to include in the Study Report, and to implement during these phases of the
preferred project alternative. Please note that we have a regulatory interest In these factors as
administrators of section 36 of the Fisheries Act, the Canadian Environmental Protection Act 1999,
the Migratory Birds Convention Act 1994, and Species at Risk Act, respectively. Environment
Canada’s departmental interests in these environmental factors and the background context and
requirements of relevant legislation are described in an Appendix attached to this letier, and should
be carefully referred to when reviewing our comments and recommendations.

Typically, causeway projects such as the one currently proposed (and any anclilary works)
would potentiaily result in a number of environmental effects for which we have specific
concern or mandated interest, as outlined below. Qur recommendations on how these issues
should be addressed are provided for your consideration. We have also provided some
pertinent background information, and references to guidelines, codes of practice, etc. that
may be applicable to this project.

Canadd w66, g2
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1. Surface Water (and Soils and Groundwater) Quality

EC recommends that the Study Report include an assessment of potential effects of the project on
surface water, scils and groundwater, notably effects due to erosion and sedimentation, stormwater
runoff', de-icing chemicals®, accidental spills, including spills due to improper handling and storage of
chemicals (particularly any toxic materials required for project implernentation). As a minimum, EC
recommends that the following potential adverse effects should be addressed in the Study Report;
and, appropriate mitigation be proposed for the preferred project alternative, and also incorporated
into construction specifications for project implementation:

¢+ Releases of debris and effluents from construction, fabrication and landscaping activity
potentially impacting downstream Canadian Fisheries Waters. These debris and effluents
may include (but are not limited to): toxic chemicals and associated leachate, metal debris
and comosion by-products, uncured concrete and cement leachate, contaminated
dewatering effluents and wash water, concrete cuttings/debris, sawdust, topsoil, compost
and other waste materials;

o Spills resulting from improper equipment refuelling, maintenance, etc., and
handling/storage of toxic materials (e.g., fuel, lubricants, paints, solvents, form oils,
chemicals, etc.).

» Erosion and sedimentation into Canadian Fisheries Waters during consiruction due to:

- Clearing, grubbing, excavation and grading works on land by heavy equipment and other
means,

- Construction/upgrading and use of site access roads, temporary work areas, etc.; and,
In-water works and works in the river valley downstream of the proposed weir and
powerhouse, including foundation preparation, fil placement, and concreting work
associated with the structures proposed for the project.

e Effects of chemically freated wood, if these materials are proposed for structures in or
adjacent to water bodies or wetlands, notably for construction of bridges, retaining walls, etc.

- Any project involving the aquatic use of treated wood may have adverse environmental
effects, even where proponents follow the usage recommendations provided by
manufacturers and follow published best management practices (e.q.
<hitp:/iwwpinstitute ora/pdffiles/bmpsinaquatic2.pdf>). It is often advisable not to use
treated wood in areas where preservatives could leach from wooden structures and
contaminate nearby surface waters and sediments.

o Effects of causeway on water circulation and associated water quality effects due to
impaired water circulation in area between the mainland and the Georgina Island.

Based on the foregoing concerns, EC further recommends that:

e Hydrotechnical analyses be carried out to identify potential water quality impacts associated
with each of the project alternatives, and any required mitigation be proposed for the
preferred option.

¢ A sediment and erosion control plan should be developed and implemented for the preferred
project option.

o Guidelines such as the Ontaric Ministry of Environment's Stormwater Management
Planning and Design Manual (March 2003) (MVOE SWM Manual) be utilized for the design
and operation of stormwater drainage and treatment facilities® to help reduce the potential

1 The road and bridge deck drainage systam could release stormwater contaminants, de-icing chemicals applied for winter
maintenance and toxic spilis} directly Into the lake, providing little oppertunity for emergency personnel to block off all
drainage pathways in the event of accidents (notably tanker truck spills on bridge structures),

The Synthesis of Best Practices for Road Salt Management (Transportation Assoclation of Canada, available
at <http:/www tac-atc.calenglish/pdfiiroadandbridye.ndf>) provides guidance on techniques, configurations, and design
parameders to reduce the amount of snow and ice accumulation on bridges and roads, which leads o optimization of
salt application. EC suggests the preponent will consider this guidance when designing the roadway. Further guidance
on drainage and stormwater management is also available at: <htfo./Awww. tac-atc,calenglishibdfidrainage pdf>

EC recognizes that the design of effective stormwater management for a causeway would be challenging; nevertheless,
the proponent should explore all technically feasible measures to minimize pofential water quality impacts due ta
stormwater runoff and spills.

EC's Prefiminary Scoping Comments
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water quality impacts due to stormwater runoff during operation of the project The SWM
Manual is available electronically at the MOE web site at: _
hitp://www.ene.gov.on.ca/envision/env_reg/er/documents/stormwatermanual/index.htm
» Contingency plans and measures® should be in place during implementation of the preferred

praject option to minimize risk of adverse impacis due to accidental spills to ensure timely and
effective responses to spill incidents. )

Where the use of treated wood is being considered, the Department of Fisheries and Oceans
(DFO) has developed Guidelings to protect fish and fish habitat from. treated wood used in aguafic
environments in  the Pacific Region (Samis and Hutton, 2000; <http:iwww, dfo-
mpo.ge.caflibrary/2456973. pdf>), which are designed to ensure the protection of aquatic life from
instalfation through to decommissioning of the treated-wood structure. These Guidelines contain
information® applicable to freshwater sites in Ontario. For the purposes of the EA (particularly the
federai EA), EC recommends that the proponent consider the above noted document, and
consistency of any pertinent components with the guidelines.

EC's mandate to advocate for the protection of water quality and environmental quality® stems from
the poilution prevention provisions of the Fisheries Act (which are administered by EC), the
Canadian Environmental Protection Act 1999 (CEPA)', Strategy for Action on Pollution Prevention,
the Federal Water Policy and the Department of Environment Act. In assessing the significance of
any adverse project effects and developing best prattices, reference should be made to pertinent
environmental quality objectives, guideiines and codes of practices developed under CEPA to
prevent pollution. For more information on Pollution Prevention, Preparedness, Response & Spill
Reporting Reguirements please refer to EC's web site at:

http:/Awvww. on.e¢. ge. cafpollutionfpd/cpb/3019-, htm

2. Wildiife and Wildlife Habitat, including Terrestrial, Wetland and Aquatic Ecosystems,
Migratory Birds and Species at Risk

EC récommends that an appropriate level of information on the natural environment in the study area
be provided in the study report to aliow for a proper assessment of the effects of each causeway
altemative on wildife and wildlife habitat, including terrestrial, wetland and aguatic ecosystems,
migratory birds and species at risk. A detailed discussion shiould be included if implementation of the
preferred alternative has the potential to cause the loss, and/or disturbance of vegetation and wildlife
habitat® (including habitat fragmentation}, and/or, impairment to any associated ecological functions
(particularly if wildlife species frequent the project area, notably migratory birds and species of local,
regional, provincial or. federal concern, including wildlife species listed under the federat Species at
Risk Act® (SARA)). Therefore, EC recommends that the proponent fully assess and document
impacts on vegetation, wildlife habitat and wildlife, notably migratcry birds and any species at risk
that may be identified in the project area (and their habitats), and propose measures to mitigate
adverse environmental effects (see further recommendations on this below).

- Species at Risk: The nature of species at risk (SAR) may make them particularly sensitive to
development projects including causeways and bridges. Typically, existing background
information'® should be collected to determine whether any species at risk are known or expected

? For example, ensure that: (&) refuelling, maintenance and storage of potentially toxic materals are carried out a sufficlent

distance away from waterbodies and outside of floodplain areas, implementing procedures to avoid contamination of

soils, groundwater and. surface waters; and, (b) sufficient clean-up materials are available on site to address potential
spills, workers are fully tralned on spills avoidance, and spilis management, nd reporting requirements.

5 please see he last page of the Appendix to this letter,
Regarding releases of texic substances

7 With respect to the potential for the project to release spills/emission of substances that are declared toxic under CEPA -

B For example, clearing right of ways for access roads, temporary laydowninork areas, etc., during construction and

maintenance, . ;
® please referta page § of this letter (Appendix) for more info on SARA and federal EA reguirements.

10 g might be ussful 1o consult the Natural Heritage Information Gentre database <hfipdfwww.mnr.gov,on.caMNR/nhicbic efin>
maintained by the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources in Patsrborough for known occurrences of species at risk.
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to use the site or adjacent lands if they are within the zone of influence of the project. EC's species
at risk search tool should also be consulted (http://www.speciesatrisk.qc ca/map/defauit e.cfm ) to
determine If the ranges of any COSEWIC listed species at risk overlap with the site. Our
database is showing that Butternut is a highly probable occurrence on the island, and there is also
the possibility of finding Least Bittern, Spotted Turtle, Blanding's Turtle, Milksnake, and Branched
Bartonia. Also a possibility, but unconfirmed, is a sensitive SARA listed plant species. It should be
noted that EC’s data for SAR found on Georgina Island is limited and may not be reflective of the
actual SAR species present on Georgina Island. Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFQ) may also

have some possible aquatic SAR to add to this list and should be contacted at the address provided
below. ' ' '

in order to confirm the presence of SAR a more detailed survey/inventory would need to be
compieted at the. appropriate time for the above species, and over all seasons. If bait traps are used
for wildlife surveys in the project area, incidental trapping of SAR may occur. Therefore, the
proponent shauld obtain a permit under SARA to carry out this activity.

For further information on SARA requirements and the sensitive plant species potentially found in
the project area please contact:
Ms. Tania Morais
Environment Canada
Canadian Wildlife Services, Conservation Service Delivery
4905 Dufferin Street, Downsview, Ontario M5H 5T4
Telephone: (416) 739-4100

In regard to permit requirements under SARA:
Mr. Andrew Taylor .
Conservation Service Delivery
Telephone: (905) 336-4464

In regard to aguatic species at risk potentially occurring in the project area, EC recommends that
the following contact at DFO be consulted: ‘

Ms. Lareina Rising

Aboriginal Specialist

Fisheries and Oceans Canada

Species at Risk Program

73 Meg Drive, London, Ontario N6E 2V2

Telephone: (519) 383-1276

Fax: (519) 383-0699

Migratory Birds: Adverse environmental effects on migratory birds could occur through direct
mortality or disturbance during construction (including vegetation clearing and grubbing, site
access and preparation, staging, infilling and excavation activity), particularly if work is conducted
in migratery bird habitat during the breeding season. The removal of vegetation also has the
potential to reduce habitat for birds. Additionally, construction or maintenance activities could
disturb nearby breeding.birds and disrupt breeding. -

To avoid incidental take', the project works and activities that may affect migratory bird habitat
should be timed to occur outside of the breeding season. EC can provide more specific advice on
this at a later date.

Based on our interests in migratory birds we recommend the study assessment should also include:

« Information on the proposed works and activities to ocour in migratory bird habitat, any habitats to
be altered/removed (including any sensitive or otherwise significant areas) and on birds using the
project site or vicinity during all seasons.

" For more info on this, please see Appendix (p. 8).
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¢ Mitigation to avoid disturbance or destruction of breeding or wintering migratory birds.

Habitat Restoration: Given our responsibilities under the Canadian Biodiversity Strategy, we
recommend that re-vegetation of any disturbed or restoration areas be carried out using native
plant species indigenous to the area, to the maximum extent possible, in order to preserve the
blodwersﬁy of surrounding vegetation and provide suitable migratory bird and wildlife habitat. Use of
invasive species should be avoided to the maximum extent possible.

3. Air Quality Issl;es

This project may cause local air quality impacts due to fugitive dust generation and exhaust
emissions resulting from the operation and movement of heavy equipment on site during construction
of the preferred project alternative. These air emissions may also result in cumulative reglonal air
quality impacts in the short term.

Please -note that heavy equipmentfvehicie exhaust emissions contain contaminants which include,
but are not limited to:. carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulphur dioxide (SQOs, fine
particulate matter (PM,s, PMyg), polycyciic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHS), benzene, 1,3-butadiene,
formaldehyde, acetaldehyde and volatite organic compounds (VOCs). Most of these substances are
designated as toxic under the Canadian Environmental Protection Act (1999) (CEPA). Emissions of
these and other deleterious substances may potentially oceur during the construction and operational
(maintenance} phases of the project due to operation and movement of heavy equipment and/or
wind action on loose or dusty materiais (e.g., soils, stockpiled materials, dried up mud fracked along
access routes, elc.).

EC recommends that the Study Report include an assessment of potential air quality impacts and
propose mitigation and monitoring to address air poliution through dust and machinery, including air
emissions from heavy equipment, vehicles and machinery, including any rock or concrete
crushing/batching operations.

For construction, the proponent may wish to reference "Best Practices for the Reduction of Air
Emissions from Construction and Demofition Activities {March 2008, prepared by Cheminfo Services
Inc. for Environment Canada” as one source of mitigation measures and best work practices. An
electronic copy of the document js attached for use by the proponent, however please be advisad
that a final revision may occur as a result of discussions with stakeholders.

EC recommends that all feasible measures' should be taken by the proponent to minimize air
emissions due 1o the preferred project alternative during the construction phase so that air quality

(and surface water qualnty) and any sensitive biological {including human) receptors downwind are
not unduly impacted.

EC's mandate 1o advocate for the protection of air quality stems from our responsibiiities under:

CEPA, and the Department of Environment Acf. Also, in assessing the significance of any adverse
project effects and developing best practices, reference should be made to pertinent environmental
quality oblectlves ‘guidelines and codes of practices developed under CEPA to prevent pallution. -

Therefore, EC recommends that the above potential impacts on air quality be considerad in the Study
Report and that appropriate mitigation and monitoring be proposed and impiemented to prevent
and/or minimize any adverse envircnmental effects.

12 EC expects that construction impacts can be substantially mitigated using commenty 2pplied measures; for example: dust
suppression by water spray, well maintained and up-to date- equipment - engines and exhaust systems, temporary fencing
around high intensity work areas adjacent to-sensitive receptors, ete.; and, by conforming fo any pertinent envircnmental
coades of pract:celguldelmes Alr emissions for construction equipment could be further reduced by including contract
provisions such as: raquiring motorised squipment to mest design specifications for emission controls, etc. consistent with
pravinclal Drive Clean standards, and, by Imifing idiing of any equipment on site to an absolute minimurn,
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Based on the foregoing consideratlons, EC recommends that the assessment of project
alternatives consider all valued ecosystem components (VEC’s) potentially impacted by the
project; and that appropriate mitigation measures and monitoring should be proposed and
implemented for the preferred alternative to fully address any adverse environmental
impacts identified in the project assessment, {notably.those described in our comments
above), including any cumulative impacts on the VEC's. '

EC also recommends that. environmental protection plans be prepared for the preferred
project alternative consistent with our above recommendations (e.g., plans to protect water
quality: erosion. and sediment control and spills contingency plans“; plans to facilitate
protection of wildlife/sensitive habitats and air quality; monitoring plans; and, that
construction environmental specifications incorporating these measures bhe developed and
implemented for the preferred project alternative.

If an assessment of the preferred project is initiated under CEAA, EC requests the opportunity to
participate in the federal EA review as an expert Federal Authority per section 12(3) of CEAA. EC
expects that its scoping advice would aiso be pertinent to a federal EA screening if CEAA is triggered.

This advice does not relieve the proponent from meeting the requirements of the federal Fisheries
Act, including subsection 36(3), the Migratory Birds Convention Act, the Species at Risk Act, or any
regulations made under the Canadian Environmental Protection Act that are applicable to the
project. Information and comments should not be consfrued as a fettering of the government's ability
to make decisions and/or enforce any applicable regulations.

Please note that | will be coordinating EC’s review of the environmental assessment of this project,
therefore any further correspondence should be forwarded to me,

Please contact me at the address referenced in this letter if you wish to discuss the above
comments, '

- Yours sincerely,
<Original signed by>

T —
. A. Shaw

nvironmental Assessment Officer

EA Unit

Ph. {(905) 336-4957 Fax (805) 336-8201
E-mail: michael. shaw@ee.qc.ca

cc.
8. Allan, EC, EPOD, EA Unit

T. Morais, EC, CWS -

H. Strathearn, EC, EPOD, FP Unit

D:\FY 20002008-124 {Proposed Flxed Link Study - Geongina Island FN) \20p8-124-1 {sland Fixed Link Siudy).Doc.

' A spills contingency plan should also be developed and implemented by the proponent for the operational phase of the

causeway to help minimize the risk of spill releases to Lake Simcoe and facilitate effective responses, clean-up and
monitoring .of any long term effects of any spill incidents.
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APPENDIX

Regulatory and Policy Context for Environment Canada’s Comments and Advice™

Environment Canada's mandate to protect the environment and to actively promote sustainable
development extends beyond the Department's legislated responsibilities for undertakings that trigger
the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act. Our review and comments are related, but not limited,
to our areas of interest and expertise arising from the following legiskation, policies and agreements.
More information is available on-line, as indicated in the footnote references below.

1. Legislation -

Department of Environment Act
hito:/laws.ustice.ce.ca/er/E-10Next himl

The Department of Enviranment Act provides Environment Canada (EC) with general responsibility
for environmental management and protection. Its obligations extend to and include all matters over
which Parfiament has jurisdiction, and have not by law been assigned to any other department,
board, or agency of the Government of Canada as related to: preservation and enhancement of the
quality of the natural environment (e.g. water, air, soil), renewabie resources including migratory birds
and other non-domestic flora and fauna, water, meteorology, and coordination of policy and
programs respecting preservation and enhancement of the quality of the natural environment,

The Department of Environment Act states that EC has a mandated responsibility to advise heads of
federal - departments, boards and agencies on matters pertaining to the preservation and
enhancement of the quality of the natural environment. This responsibility is reinforced as per
subsection 12(3) of CEAA, which states that federal departments must provide specialist and expert
information or knowledge to other federal departments or review panels.

Canadian Environmental Protection Act, 1999

hitv:twww.ec,. oo ca’CEPARSgIstrv/subg list/
hitp:/ .86.q¢.ca/CEPARegistny/policie

The Canadian Environmental Protection Act, 1999'(CEPA) contributes to sustainable development
through pollution prevention and protects the environment, human life and health from the risks
associated with toxic substances, Key parts of CEPA include:

public participation;

information gathering, objectives, guidelines and codes of practice;

poliution prevention;

controlling toxic substances;

animate products of biotechnaology;

controlling pollution and managing wastes including nutrients, protection of the marine

environment, disposal at sea, fuels, vehicle engine-and equipment emissions, international

air pollution and international water pollution, and hazardous and non-hazardous waste;

» environmental matters related to emergencies including requirements for environmental
emergency plans; '

* government operations - federal and aboriginal lands including regulations to close any
regulatory gap between federal and provincial requirements: and,

+ enforcement.:

The Canadian Environmental Protection Act, 1999 enables the government to manage a toxic
substance throughout its life cycle. Provisions under CEPA require Environment Canada, under
certain conditions, to develop a "regulation or preventive or control instrument” for a substance that

™ Only those most pertinent to our review advice on this project are included in this appendix.
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is found to be "toxic" under the Act. CEPA further requires the virtual elimination of anthropogenic
releases to the environment of substances that are declared toxic and that are bloaccumulative and
persistent. CEPA also establishes the requirements for the assessment of chemicals, polymers
and products of biotechnology, prior to import or manufacture of substances not on the Domestic
Substances List.

Fisheries Act
hitosfwww ec.qc.ca/ele-ale/policies/c and e fisheries act/main e.asp.

Environment Canada’s mandate to advocate for the protection of water quality stems from the
poliution prevention provisions of the Fisheries Act, which are administered by ‘EC. Please be
advised that the Compliance and Enforcement Policy for the Habitat Protection and Pollution
Prevention Provisions of the Fisheries Act states that compliance with the federal Fisheries Act is
mandatory. Subsection 36(3) of the Fisheries Act specifies that, unless authorized by federal
regulation, no person shall deposit or permit the deposit of deleterious substances of any type in
water frequented by fish, or in any place under any conditions where the deleterious substance, or
any other deleterious substance that results from the deposit of the deleterious substance, may
enter any such water. Proponents should note that only a federal regulation under the Fisheries
Act or another Act of Parliament can authorize a discharge of a deleterious substance; no federal
permit, provincial, territorial or municipal regulatory permit or approval allows for exemption from
the Fisheries Act.

In the application of the Fisheries Act, court cases have accepted that a discharge or effiuent that is
acutely lethal to fish.is deleterious. In other words, results of tests designed to determine whether
fish will die in an effluent or discharge within a spacified time period will determine one aspect of
deleteriousness. However, any substance with a potentially harmful cherhical, physical or biclogical
effect on fish or fish habitat is also deleterious. For example, substances (such as sediment) that
smother nesting areas or spawning grounds, or interfere with reproduction, feeding or respiration of
fish at any point in their life cycle are also considerad deleterious. In general, any substance with a
potentially harmful chemical, physical or biclogical effect on fish or fish habitat may be considered
deleterious.

The act of depositing a deleterious substance should be considered a violation of the Fisheries Act,
regardless of whether the water itself is made deleterious by the deposit. Subsection 36(3) of the
Fisheries Act makes no allowance for a mixing or dilution zone. Any measurements or tests to
determine whether something is.deleterious should be done where the substance is at its. highest
concentration, typically at the point of discharge to the receiving water.

Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994
hifp:/Awaw.cvws-scf ec.ac.caflegislations/flaws

The disturbance, destruction or faking of a nest, egg, nest shelter, eider duck shelter or duck box of
a migratory bird are prohibited under section 6 of the Migratory Bird Regulations (MBRs), under the
authority of the Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1894 (MBCA)". ‘Incidental take® is the kiling or
harming of migratory birds due to actions, such as economic development, which are not primarily
focused on taking migratory birds. No permit can be issued for the incidental take of migratory birds
or their nests as a result of economic activities.

Under section 5.1 of the MBCA, no person shall deposit or perriit to be deposited oll, oil wastes or
any other substance harmful to migratory birds in any waters or any area frequented by migratory
birds. '

*  Please note that amendments to the MBCA in Bill C-16 came into force on June 28, 2005, This poliution prohibition
" was previously contained in s.35(1) of the Migratory Bird Regulations, which has now baen repealed and is included as
£.5.1 of the amended MBCA, 1054, '
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Species at Risk Act
Avww. speciesalrisk. go.ca/default e, cim

SARA was proclaimed on June 5, 2003 and is intended to provide protection for individuals of wildjife
species at risk listed under Schedule 1 of the Act, their residences (dwelling places, such as a den or
nest or other similar area that is occupied or habitually occupied by one or more individual during part
or all of its life cycle) and critical habitat (that part of areas used or formerly used by the species to
carry.out their life processes that is deemed essential for survival or recovery). Critical habitat will be
identified for each listed species in Recovery Strategies or Action Plans. The prohibitions under
SARA came into force on June 1, 2004 and apply to listed (Schedule [) endangered and threatened
species for all federally protected aquatic species and migratory birds (including their residences)
found anywhere, as well as to all endangered and threatened species, when found on federal
lands. :

One of the purposes of SARA is to to manage species of special concern to prevent them from
becoming endangered or threatened. In this context, we recommend that all EAs consider
potential impacts on any species listed by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in
Canada (COSEWIC). http:/iwww.cosewic gc. caleng/sct5iindex e.cfm

The Species at Risk Act (SARA) has resulted in a consequential amendment to the Canadian
Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA) that amends the definition of “environmental effect’ to clarify
that all federal EAs'® must always consider adverse effects on listed wikllife species, and the critical
habitat or residences of individuals of that species.

2. Policies

Federal Policy on Wetland Conservation
htfpfwww. ramsar.org/wure/wure policy canada.btm

The Federal Policy on Wetland Conservation, 1991 is a shared federal responsibility that directs all
depariments to sustain wetland functions in the delivery of their programs, services or expenditures.
The goals of the Policy include: maintaining the functions and values of wetlands; ensuring no net
loss of wetland functions on all federal lands and waters; enhancing and rehabilitating wetlands in
areas prone to degradation and loss; recognizing wetland functions in resource planning and
management with- regard to federal programs, policies and activities; securing significant wetlands;
and recognizing and utilizing sustainable management practices to conserve wetlands,

The Federal Water Policy
hitpAwww. ec.gc.ca/waferen/info/pubsifedoolfe fedpol hirm

The Federal Water Policy addresses the management of water resources, balancing water uses
with the requirements of the many interrelationships within the ecosystem. The policy takes into
account the needs of all Canadians in its overall objective io encourage the use of freshwater in an
efficient and eguitable manner consistent with the social, economic and environmental needs of
present and future generations.

¥ addition, section 79(2) of SARA requires that when a federal £A is carried out on a project that may affect a listed species
or its critical habitat, adverse environmental effecis must be identified, mitigation measures must be taken to avoid or lessen
adverse effects, and environmental effects monitoring must be conducted. ; .
Pursuant to Section 79(1} of SARA, if any listed wildiifa species, its critical habitat or the residences of individuals of that
spacies may be adversely impacted by the project, the Responsible Authorities for the CEAA agsessment must notify the
competent Minister responsible for the listed species in writing. Fisheries and Ocean Canada is Tesponsibte for aguatic
species’ at risk and can provide advice regarding potential impacts on these species covered under the Fisheries Act.
Nolifications in relation to lisked terreshial species are to be sent to EC, and for this project may be sent to my attention.

EC’s Prefiminary EA Scoping Comments APPENDIX
Georgina [sland Fixed Link Study > Page 8 of 10

e



To manage Canada's water resources, the federal government has defined two main goals:
s to protect and enhance the quality of the water resource; and,
¢ o promote the wise and efficient management and use of water.

The policy stresses that government action is not enough. Canadians at large must become aware
of the true value of water in their daily lives and use it wisely. We cannot afford to continue
undervaluing and therefore wasting our water resources.

3. Agreements

Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and Canada-Ontario Agreement Respecting
the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem
-hitp:www. on.ec.ge.ca/greetiakes/defaull asp Plang=En&n=FDE5DFES-1

Other legislation, agreements and federal policies respecting environmental
matters '

The above list is not exhaustive; EC may have other interests in this project not identified at this
time based on our review of additional information provided af a later date. For further information
on EC's mandated interests, please refer to hffp:/www.ec.ge ca/EnviroRegs.

EC’s Preliminary EA Scoping Comments APPENDIX
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vy Fiona Christiansen/RJB To Cory Jones/RIB@RJB, Henry Centen/RIB@RJB

‘ 06/Mar/2007 t2:21 PM ce

Subject Fw: Georgina Island Fixed Link Study, Lake Simcoe, Ontario
{EC file# 2006-124} with Cheminfo Attachment

FYI

Fiona Christiansen M.Sc.,
Senior EA Specialist

R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited
292 Speedvale Ave W, Unit 7
Gueiph, ON
N1H 1C4
Canada
Tel: 519 823 4995
Cell: 519 820 1396
Fax: 519 836 5477
fchristiansen@trjburnside.com
-—- Forwarded by Fiona Christiansen/RJB on 03/06/2007 12:20 PM —--
s "Shaw,Michael [Burlington]"
: <Michael.Shaw@ec.gc.ca> To "Christiansen, Fiona" <fchristiansen@rjburnside.com>

06/Mar/2007 11:44 AM

cc

Georgina Istand Fixed Link Study, Lake Simeoe, Ontario {EC

Subject ¢4 2006-124} with Cheminfo Attachment

As indicated in our prior email, we have attached the reference cited in our letter: “Best Practices for the
Reduction of Air Emissions from Construction and Demolition Activities (March 2005, prepared by
Cheminfo Services Inc. for Environment Canada”

<<Final Draft -Best Practices AQ Construction & Demolition.pdf>>
Yours Sincerely,

M Shaw

Michael Shaw
Environmental Assessment Officer

EA Unit

Environmental Protection Operations Division Ontario
Envircnment Canada

867 Lakeshare Road, P.O. Box 5050

Burlington, Ontario L7R 4A6

Ph. (905)336-4957 Fax. (905)336-8901
E-mail:michael. shaw@ec.qc.ca



Note: The comments are provided in Adobe Acrobat 5.0 file format (signed copy) and MS Word (unsigned
copy).

If you do not have a copy of the Adobe Acrobat reader to open the attached "pdf* file, this software is
available free at.

http://www. adobe.com/products/acrobat/readstep2. html

If you are unable to open and print the Adobe Acrobat file, please contact me and | will fax the document
to you.

Please contact me at your earliest convenience and delete this message if it was sent to you in error,
fro )
i
Final Diraft -Bext Practice: AQ Conctruction & Demolition. pdf
ForwardSourcelD:NTQ000B8C2



' Fiona Christiansen/RJB "Cory Jones" <Cory_Jones@rjburnside.com>, "Henry
- o T Centen" <henry_centen@rjburnside.com>
- 04/Apr/2007 01:55 PM Y J .

cc

Fw: Chippewa's of Georgina Island First Nation-Preliminary
Subiect Evalua tion of Engineering and Environmental
! Alternatives Study for a Proposed Fixed Link to the

Mainland-Request for Baseline Information

Fyi
Fiona Christiansen, M.Sc
Senior Environmental Assessment Specialist

R.J Burnside and Associates Limited

----- Original Message -----

From: Harold Lenters [hlenters@georgina.ca]
Sent: 04/04/2007 11:18 AM AST

To: Fiona Christiansen

Cec: Stan Armstrong <sarmstrong@georgina.ca>; Bob Magloughlen <rmagloughlen@georgina.ca>
Subject: RE: Chippewa's of Georgina Island First Nation-Preliminary Evalua tion of Engineering and
Environmental Alternatives Study for a Proposed  Fixed Link to the Mainland-Request for Baseline Information

Hi Fiona, further to our meeting earlier this year { Feb. 21) on the above noted subject, it was agreed that
staff would provide you with some preliminary comments. In this regard, the most significant aspect of a
causeway/bridge to Georgina Istand would be the impact on municipal roads. Both Black River Road and
Hadden Road are local roads under the jurisdiction of the Town. We request that a traffic study be
provided based on the ultimate use of the Island to enable us to determine the impact on our roads. We
would not expect much change from existing conditions if traffic volumes were similar to what presently
occurs with the ferry service. A significant increase in traffic volume will require road improvements and
may trigger a Municipal Class EA. The new road on the mainiand with route option 2 would probably not
be a municipal road but if that were to be the case a Schedule B or C Class EA would be required. It was
stated at the meeting that the Island would continue to have its own stand alone water and sewage
system.

Another potential concern we have is if and how the bridge/causeway and the ultimate use or uses on the
Island and on any Federally owned mainland may serve to influence or affect land use planning in the
local area. For example, if the island served by a bridge/causeway was to support a major tourist
attraction, there may be pressure to locate ancillary or other types of uses on the main tand. While this is
highly speculative at this point, | trust this planning land use issue will be kept in mind as the process
unfolds.

We look forward to receiving further information, particularly with respect to the road and traffic issues, as
the evaluation study continues. Thanks,

Harold.

-----Original Message-----
From: Fiona Christiansen [mailto:Fiona_Christiansen@rjburnside.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 08, 2007 12:27 PM



To: Harold Lenters
Subject: Re: Chippewa's of Georgina Island First Nation-Preliminary Evaluation of Engineering and

Environmental Alternatives Study for a Proposed Fixed Link to the Mainland-Request for Baseline
Information

Harold

With regard to your e-mail (below), we believe that we are now in a position to meet with the
Town of Georgina to provide you with some additional details regarding our study. We would
like to hold our meeting with interested individuals at the Georgina Island First Nation
Administration Center. Representatives from the First Nation, the Ogemawahj Tribal Council
and Neegan Burnside will be present.

We would be grateful if you could confirm your availability to meet with us during the week of
February 19th 2007. We would also be grateful if you could circulate this e-mail to others at the
Town, such as the Mayor, who may be interested in our project.

We look forward to hearing from you.
Kind regards

Fiona Christiansen M.Sc.,
Senior EA Specialist

R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited
292 Speedvale Ave W, Unit 7
Guelph, ON

NIH 1C4

Canada

Tel: 519 823 4995

Cell: 519 820 1396

Fax: 519 836 5477
fchnistiansen@rjburnside.com
Inactive hide details for Harold Lenters <hlenters@georgina.ca>Harold Lenters
<hlenters@georgina.ca>

Harold Lenters

<hlenters@georgina.ca> [IMAG UMAC‘_:E]_ ] )
E] “'"fchristiansen@rjburnside.com™
29/Nov/2006 10-53 AM To <fehristiansen@rjburnside.com>
[IMAG [IMAGE]

E] Stan Armstrong <sarmstrong@georgina.ca>, Bob
¢¢ Magloughlen <rmagloughlen@georgina.ca>, John McLean
<jmclean@georgina.ca>, Velvet Ross
<vross(@georgina ca>
[IMAG [IMAGE]



E] Chippewa's of Georgina Island First Nation-Preliminary
Subje Evaluation of Engineering and Environmental Alternatives
¢t Study for a Proposed Fixed Link to the Mainland Request
for Baseline Information

[IMAGE] [IMAGE]

Good morning Ms.Christiansen, this is to acknowledge receipt of
your letter

dated November 20, 2006 on the above noted matter and to formally
reguest

that you add the Town to your list of interested stakeholders.
This 1is

certainly a significant project that the Town wishes to
participate in and

be kept fully apprised of. In your letter, you have requested a
variety of

information. I think the best approach to handle this is to
arrange a

meeting with pertinent staff from the Town. In this way we can
learn more

about the Study process, timetable etc.., provide you with some
initial

feedback and coordinate the collection of info. you are looking
for from us.

Please call me to arrange such a meeting. In the mean time, T
will circulate

a copy of your letter to our CAO, Dept. Heads and manager of
Planning for

their info.

Harold W. Lenters, M.C.I.P.,R.P.P.
Director of Planning and Building
Town of Georgina

905-476-4301 Ext. 246

Fax: 905-476-4394
hlenters@town.georgina.on.ca

This message may contain confidential information and is
intended only for the individual(s) named. If you are not a
named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy
this e-mail. If you have received this email in error please
notify the sender or system manager.

ForwardSourceID:NT0O0006EDE
This message may contain confidential information and is intended only for the individual(s)
named. If you are not a named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this

e-mail. If you have received this email in error please notify the sender or system manager.
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Appendix C
Preliminary CEAA Screening






l*l Indian and Notthem Affpizes indiennes

R —— Canadé

Indian and Northern Affairs Canada - Ontario Region - 2005/2006
Environmental Screening Report

CANADIAN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ACT

This form, when compieted in full, constitutes an environmental screening report intended to meet
the requirements of s. 16 of the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA). It contains the
following sections:

1) PROJECT IDENTIFICATION

2) LOCATION OF RESERVE & PROJECT

3) PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

4) PROJECT DESCRIPTION

5) CONSULTATION

6) EXISTING ENVIRONMENT

7) ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
8) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ASSESSMENT

9) SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
10) CEAA SCREENING DECISION

11) KEY REFERENCES & SOURCES

12) LIST OF ATTACHMENTS

The table below will be completed by INAC Ontario Region staff. The proponent should complete the
sections that follow, starting with “1. PROJECT IDENTIFICATION” on page 2.

For INAC Use On}

Project Reference #

Section 5 Triggers | Funding

FEAC (Lead RA) INAC

Other RAs Unknown

Other Expert FAs Unknown

Project also Subject | No
to Provincial EA:
Yes/NO

CEAR Reference #

Env Officer Umas Madisso

RCM & Directorate | Joan Parrell

CEAA Screening Report - INAC Ontario Region - 2005/2006 Page 1 of 45



1)

PROJECT IDENTIFICATION

First Nation:

Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation

Project Title:
Project proponent({s}):

LOCATION
RESERVE Location:

2)

Relative fo the nearest town,
highway, lake, etc.

Definition of Project Area:

The geographical extent of
the project, and those areas
affected during construction

and operation. For example:

- key transportation routes
for equipment and materials

- staging & refueling areas

- main activity/construction

site, traffic routes, efc.

Adjacent Land:

Land use and description to
the North, East, South, and
West of project.

Fixed Link Study (Preliminary Evaluation)

Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation

Georgina Island First Nation is located in the southern portion of Lake
Simcoe, in the Township of Georgina, Region of York, Ontario. The
community is comprised of three islands: Georgina, Snake, and Fox
(Snake and Fox island are located to the south west of the project study
area). The First Nation community also owns a portion of land on the
mainland at Virginia Beach (Figure 1.1, Preliminary Evaluation Report,
NBL 2007).

Yei All or part of the project is ON Reserve land (YES/NO)

The proposed study limits are defined by Highway 48 to the south,
Sibbald Point Provincial Park to the west, the north shore of Georgina
Island and Duclos Point to the east (Figure 1.1, Preliminary Evaluation
Report, NBL 2007).

Georgina Island and Lake Simcoe

Lake Simcoe and Duclos Point

Lake Simcoe and Mainiand

Lake Simcoe and Snake/Fox Islands

CEAA Screening Report - INAC Ontario Region - 2005/2008

Page 2 of 45



3)

Need for the

Project:

Rationale: e.g. what problem
is the project going to solve
or what opportunily is the
project going to provide?

Purpose of the Project:
What is going to be achieved
by canrying out the project?

Alternatives Considered:
Different ways fo meet the
project need and achieve the
project purpose.

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION

The long-term goal of the Fixed Link is to address safety concerns for
residents, create potential economic and development benefits and
provide positive social impacts to the community.

The fixed link will proved a reliable all-weather transportation (vehicle
and passenger) link from Georgina Island to the mainland. This project
will affect not only the lifestyle of the community and its members but
also cottagers and other visitors to the island.

A detailed evaluation of the aiternatives considered for this project is
provided in the Preliminary Evaluation of Engineering and
Environmental Alternatives Report (NBL, June 2007).

The following alternative solutions have been considered:

¢ Do Nothing;

* Improve existing ferry and ice road operations (larger ferry,
ferry schedule, ice breakers, bubble system etc);

Existing Ferry and/or Hovercraft;

Existing Ferry and/or Helicopter;

Existing Ferry and Cable Car;

Fixed Link - Road link (tunnel);

Fixed Link - Road link (bridge and/or causeway combination).

The ‘Road Link (bridge and/or causeway combination)’ was
considered the preferred alternative which has been carried forward.
The provision of a Fixed Link through a bridge/causeway combination
fully addresses the technical needs of the First Nation and would be
financially viable. With the implementation of appropriate mitigation
measures this alternative will have limited impacts on the natural and
socio-economic/cultural environment.

The following alternative fixed link routes/corridors have been
considered:

¢ Alternative 1 — South east Georgina Island to Duclos point;

e Alternative 2 — South west Georgian Island to Doyle
Beach/Virginia; and

* Alternative 3 — South west Georgina Island to Virginia Beach
(existing ferry route).

CEAA Screening Report - INAC Ontario Region - 2005/2006

Page 3 of 45




Alternative 2 was considered a preferred alternative which has been
carried forward for further assessment. This alternative fixed link
route/corridor fully addresses the technical needs of the First Nation
and would be financially viable.

Alternative 3 was also considered a preferred alternative which has
been carried forward for further assessment. This alternative fixed link
route/corridor fully addresses the technical needs of the First Nation
and would be financially viable. No land acquisition would be required
for this alternative. This route is also already relatively disturbed due to
existing ferry activities/infrastructure, therefore this alternative would
result in relatively limited effects to the natural environment. Based on
DFO’s “no net loss” policy for fish habitat Alternative 3 would have
the lowest potential loss to fish habitat based on existing access on both
mainland and island access point to the existing ferry.

With the implementation of appropriate mitigation measures
Alternative 2 or 3 should have limited impacts on the natural and socio-
economic/cultural environment; however additional studies/inventories
are required to accurately determine potential effects and mitigation
measures.

The following alternative designs for the fixed link have been
considered:

e Bridge structure (pontoon);
e Bridge structure (piered); and
¢ Bridge/causeway combination.

The Bridge/Causeway Alternative was considered a preferred
alternative which has been carried forward for further assessment. This
alternative fully addresses the technical needs of the First Nation and
would be financially viable. With the implementation of appropriate
mitigation measures this alternative should have limited impacts on the
natural and socio-economic/cultural environment.

CEAA Screening Report - INAC Ontario Region - 2005/2008 Page 4 of 45



4) PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Proposed
Start Date:
{year-month-day, if known)

Estimated Total Cost:

Description/Scope of
Project:

(attach/reference supporting
material as required)

Estimated
Un-Known Completion Date: | Un-Known

Un-Known

Georgina Island is located approximately 3km from the mainland.
During the months of April to December, when there is open water on
Lake Simcoe, the Georgina Island First Nation relies on a passenger
and vehicle ferry to transport community members between the island
and the mainland. There are also approximately 330 cottagers located
on Georgina Island and island visitors who rely on the ferry service.
The ferry is operated by the First Nation and has a capacity of 99
passengers and 15 vehicles. The weight capacity is 70 tons. The ferry
has a regular daily schedule consisting of 10 trips per weekday and
seven trips per weekend day. Community members travel on a daily
basis to the mainland for access to schools, shopping and employment.
Access to the Island is required for construction vehicles, residents,
cottagers and tourists. Docks for the Virginia and Georgian Island dock
terminals have been reconstructed to accommodate the ferry.
Construction involved additional sheet piling and channel dredging of
Lake Simcoe to accommodate the draft of the ferry.

The existing ferry became operational in 2001. During 2001 there were
some unexpected operational problems that caused the ferry to be out
of operation for one week in April and two weeks in July. Passenger
traffic numbers did not recover following the July operational
problems.

During the freeze and thaw months of January to March, the ferry is
winterized. Transportation is limited during this time to using a scoot,
a 12 passenger air-cushioned vehicle, snowmobile, or car across the
ice. Vehicles cross on an ice road once the ice thickness is sufficient to
accommodate their loading (i.e. about 30 cm minimum ice thickness is
recommended for car travel). The scoot is considered a somewhat
dangerous vehicle given its size. The Ferry Operation Business Plan
(NBL, 2002) recommended that, as this time of year island/mainland
transit is considered quite dangerous for the community given the
uncertain weather conditions and ice structure of the lake, a secure
winter transportation method should be investigated.

The proposed fixed link will provide a reliable all-weather
transportation (vehicle and passenger) link from Georgina Island to the
mainland. This project will affect not only the lifestyle of the
community and its members but also cottagers and other visitors to the
island.

CEAA Screening Report - INAC Ontario Region - 2005/2006 Page 5 of 45




Design Criteria

For the purposes of this study, we have assumed that a minimum bridge
clearance of about 7 m and span of 50 m would be required to
accommodate the marine traffic in this area. Considering the annual
average high water mark in Lake Simcoe as being 219.15 m asl, a fixed
link structure would require a clearance elevation of approximately
226.15 m. These assumptions are subject to verification during the
next stages of study.

Operational and Transportation Criteria

Preliminary cross sections for the causeway, marine navigation bridge
and water flow bridge are shown in Figure 8.1 (Preliminary Evaluation
Report, NBL, 2007). The cross sections will accommodate single lane
closures (while permitting one way traffic) for emergency or
maintenance road closures. A design speed of 90 km/h has been
assumed, corresponding to a 70 km/h posted speed. Accordingly the
fixed link options have been based on the following criteria:

Road classification — RAU 90;

Minimum Stopping Sight Distance — 160 metres;
Equivalent Minimum “K” Factor (crest/sag) — 50/40;
Maximum Grade — 6%;

Minimum Radius — 340 metres;

Pavement Width (For Two Lanes) — 7.5 metres (3.75 m per
lane); and

e Qutside shoulder width — 1.25 m.

Water Levels and Wave Climate

The fixed crossing will be exposed to waves approaching from the
northeast and from the west, and designs must take into account the
extreme wave conditions to which the structure will be subjected. No
wind or wave analysis has been carried out as part of this assignment,
but this work is required as part of the preliminary and final design
phases for this crossing. However the following general observations
can be made with respect to the wave climate in this area:

® The prevailing winds are from the west in this area and the
greatest reach of adjacent open water in Lake Simcoe also lies
to the west. These factors dictate that wave impacts would be
greater for Alternatives No. 2 and 3, than they would for
Alternative No. 1, which is relatively shielded by the island.

e The wave heights will be limited by the relatively shallow
nature of the crossing sites, with the shallow water inducing
breaking of the waves. Waves that experience breaking
conditions may be in the order of 3.0 m in height, while waves
near to the breaking conditions may be in the order of 5.0
metres high.

CEAA Screening Report - INAC Ontario Region - 2005/2006 Page 6 of 45



Scope of Assessment

For the purposes of this study, a preliminary causeway elevation has
been assumed to be 224.15 m, based on the following:

e Annual High Water Mark — 219.15 m; and
¢  Allowance for waves, seiching etc. — 5.0 m.

Since it is possible that waves may still overtop the structure during
extreme high water levels, the causeway design should accommodate
this potential. A cost/benefit assessment should be included with the
detailed designs to assess the elevation requirements and the impacts
on the structural designs.

As shown in Figure 8.2 (Preliminary Evaluation Report, NBL, 2007), a
preliminary causeway design may include the following:

* A two lane, paved roadway built on interior fill of sand and
gravel, which is contained between stone fill dykes.

» Maximum dyke sideslopes of 1.5:1.0, protected with armour
stone (10 tonnes average). Type 1 armour stone erosion
protection should be placed on the west side (i.e. side of
prevailing winds) and type 2 armour stone erosion protection
placed on the east side slopes.

As shown in Figure 8.2 (Preliminary Evaluation Report, NBL, 2007), a
preliminary bridge design may include the following:

* A concrete slab deck on steel plate girders with a total width of
10.96 m, with spans of approximately 50 metres. The
structural depth (vertical thickness of the concrete deck slab
and steel plate girders) will be about 2.4 metres.

The above noted designs are preliminary only, and for comparative
purposes in this present study. Geotechnical and hydrotechnical
assessments will be required to confirm the required final design as part
of the detailed design work.

Environmental Components

The scope of assessment includes the environmental effects of the
project as defined in Section 2 Paragraph 16 (1)(a) of the CEAA,
including the environmental effects likely to result from the project in
combination with other projects that have, or will be carried out.
Table 1 provides a matrix, which facilitates the identification of the
environmental components to be included in the scope of assessment.
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Project Management Team
Members & Affiliation:

Temporal and Spatial Boundaries

The temporal boundary of this EA is defined by the construction and
maintenance of the fixed link.

The spatial boundaries are defined by the construction envelope
directly associated with the fixed link, including associated approaches,
storage areas and related works, access or other undertakings directly
associated with the repair.

Marlene Stiles, Georgina Island First Nation.

Keith Maracle, Engineer, Ogemawahj Tribal Council.

Urmas Madisso, Environmental Officer, INAC.

Tony Tino, Economic Development Program Advisor, INAC.
Neegan Burnside Ltd — Engineering Design and Environmental
Consultant.
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Table 1: Project-Environment Interaction Matrix

Component - s >
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Construction Activities
Fixed link - causeway X|P | X P X X | X | X X X P P P P X{ X | X | X
Fixed link - bridge X|[P[ X P X | X | X X ] X | X | P P P P X1 X | X ]| X
Road upgrades Pl X X [ X[ X[ X | X | x|P P P P X [ X T X1 x
Operation Activities
Increase in traffic volume P P P | P | P
Route maintenance and | P P P P P| P P P P P P P|P|P
repairs
Decommissioning/Abandonment
N/A | [ 1 | L [ T 1T ] [ ]
X = Presence of project-environment interaction
P = Potential project-environment interaction
Blank = Absence of project-environment interaction
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5) CONSULTATION

(a) Government departments, agencies, non-governmental organizations, Tribal Counclis, etc.

A request for baseline information was sent to the following agencies on November 20% 2006. A
summary of any responses received are provided below.

Department/Agency Response

Ministry of Environment, No response received to date.

Central Region Office

Ministry of Environment, York | Requested that they receive a copy of future correspondence.

- Durham District Office

Ministry of Natural Resources - | Invited NBL to their office/library to make copies of relevant

Aurora District Office information. Provided wetland and greenbelt mapping.
Stated that project may trigger reviews and/or approval
requirements pursuant to provincial legislation such as the
Public Lands Act, Environmental Assessment Act and the
Planning Act. Stated that they would welcome the opportunity
to participate in a meeting.

Lake Simcoe Region Forwarded information request to DFO. Stated MNR could
Conservation Authority provide information. Other issues will be dealt with as part of
the LSRCA Permit process.

Ministry of Transportation, No response received to date.

Transportation Planning and
EA Unit

Minjstry of Transportation, No response received to date.

Provincial and Environmental

Planning Office -
Ministry of Transportation Any work done on a provincial highway will require an

Corridor Management Section

Encroachment Permit and any work done within MTO permit
control will require a Building Land Use Permit. Ministry
permit control is identified as 45 m from the MTO ROW and a
400 m radius from the intersection point of a highway.

Ontario Realty Corporation

No response received to date.

Environment Canada

Does not expect to have any obligations as an RA under
CEAA. Provided recommendations with respect to surface
water quality, wildtife and wildlife habitat and air quality
issues. Would like to be kept informed about the project.

Department of Fisheries and
Oceans

Confirmed that they would like to be kept informed about the
project and would be available to participate in project
meetings. Stated that they may be an RA within the federal EA
process. DFQ require additional information with regard to the
type of crossing structure before they can provide additional
comments. DFO stated that LSRCA and MNR have fisheries
data for the study area.
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Transport Canada - Marine

Provided Navigable Waters Protect Act INWPA) guidelines.

Transport Canada - Ontario
Region, Canadian Coast Guard

Confirmed that Transport Canada is responsible for the
administration of the Navigable Waters Protection Act. If any

Central & Arctic Region HQ of the related project elements or activities cross or affecta
potentially navigable waterway we are requested to prepare
and submit an application.

Health Canada No response received to date.

Town of Georgina

Confirmed that the Town would like to participate in the
project. Requested a meeting to provide information and learn
about the study process.

Provided follow-up preliminary comments from meeting.
Concerned with regard to impact on municipal roads. Both
Black River Road and Hadden Road are under the jurisdiction
of the Town. Requested that a traffic study be provided based
on the ultimate use of the Island to enable the Town to
determine the impact on roads. A significant increase in traffic
volume may require road improvements and may trigger a
Municipal Class EA. If the Island was to support a major
tourist attraction as a result of the bridge/causeway, concerned
with regard to potential pressure to locate ancillary or other
types of uses on the main land. Would like to ensure that
planning land use issues will be kept in mind.

York Region Referred to maps 2-4 of the Official Plan. Stated that potential
‘landing locations’ are located within the Rural Policy Area.
Also listed Shoreline Area Policy/Greenbelt Plan.

Ministry of Culture Identified that the project may have the potential to impact
archaeological sites.
Recommended that a cultural resource assessment (land and
marine) is undertaken once the preferred alternative has been
determined. The assessment should included the ROW,
construction impacts, detours, access roads, storage and
staging areas etc.

Ministry of Tourism and No response received to date.

Recreation — Central Area

Canada Coast Guard, Central No response received to date.

Region

(b) Public Consultation, including First Nation Communi

Meetings were held with The Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation Committee Members on the

following dates:

= November 1% 2006;
e January 25" 2007; and
e April 30" 2007.
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A meeting was held with the Town of Georgina on February 21* 2007. A copy of the meeting minutes is
provided in Appendix B.

A questionnaire was sent to First Nation community members, questionnaires were returned on March 9%
2007. A summary of the main comments received are presented below. Copies of the completed comment
forms can be provided on request.

A total of 80 questionnaires were returned (54 from on-reserve residents and 26 from off-reserve
residents).

Respondents identified that the main reason they travel to the mainland is for shopping and going to the
doctor or dentists (50% or respondents). When asked how many times they use the ferry and ice road
when it is operational, 44% of on-reserve respondents confirmed they use the ferry daily, while 78% use
the ice road daily. This difference is potentially related to the convenience of using the ice road at any
time and the cost of using the ferry. Alternative forms of transportation include private boat, ATV and
snowmobile. Respondents noted average lost school days of 10 per year and 11 lost work days due to
transport downtime or inaccessible periods for the current transportation.

Respondents were asked to rank their three most preferred alternative solutions (listed in Section 6.3).
The most preferred alternative was road link through bridge followed by road link through tunnel,
followed by improvements to the existing ferry and ice road.

Respondents were asked to indicate if they had a preference for alternative crossing route locations 1
(Duclos point), 2 (Doyle Beach), or 3 (Existing ferry route). The majority of on-reserve respondents
preferred location 2, followed by location 3. Off-reserve respondents preferred location 3, followed by
location 1.

Respondents were asked on a scale of 1 (none) and 10 (strong) how much they supported the idea of a
fixed link, 67% on-reserve and 66% off-reserve strongly supported a fixed link (with a rank of 10).

The main advantages to a fixed link were identified as convenience, safety, medical/emergencies and
economic development. Disadvantages identified included none, unwelcome guests, traffic and crime
rate. When asked about potential use of the fixed link 78% on-reserve and 100% off-reserve responded
that they would go to the mainland more if a fixed link was available. 87% of on-reserve respondents see
the fixed link as increasing employment opportunities for local residents due to convenience and reduced
costs. 84% of on-reserve respondents see the fixed link as increasing education opportunities. 77% of on-
reserve respondents and 80% of off-reserve respondents thought that people would move back to the
island if a fixed link was provided.
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6) EXISTING ENVIRONMENT

Photographs of the existing environment are provided in Appendix C.

COMPONENT DESCRIPTION (describe features; indicate sensitivity to disturbance)

6.1 PHYSICAL FEATURES - VALUED ECOSYSTEM COMF’ONENTE
Topography/Terrain: | Terrain within the study area is predominantly flat.

(hilly, flat)

Soil and Geology: | Georgina Island First Nations Reserve is underlain by limestone bedrock

(soil type, quality and use; | Which rises 8-10 metres above the lake on its northwestern and
bedrock geology) | northeastern points. On these points the bedrock is covered by only 10 to

15 cm of sandy or clay loams. The bedrock is exposed as a cliff along the
steep slopes of the north shore. Two former embayments along this shore
have a series of post-glacial cobble beach ridges. To the south, the island
slopes down into the lake with much of the land only 0.5 to 3 meters
above the lake. A former embayment along the southeast side has
accumulated thick organic deposits in excess of 40 cm deep. Off the south
shore, there are shallow silts over clay and, off the island's southwest
corner; currents have deposited a series of small islands and spits known
as the Sand Islands (Varga et al., 1998).

Georgina Island is part of the Drumlinized Till Plain Physiographic Unit.
The surface soil cover consists of Otonabee sandy loam occupying gentle
sloping areas and the King clay series found in more steeply sloping
areas, which cover approximately 90% of the island. The soils are
predominantly loam-textured with clays in the northern portion. The main
soil type developed from loamy glacial till, is well drained, and occurs on
moderately sloping topography. Because of these slopes, the soil is
susceptible to sheet erosion. The clay soils were derived from till deposits
intermixed with glaciolacustrine sediments and are well drained occurring
on smooth, moderately sloping topography. This soil type is also
susceptible to erosion. The remainder of Georgina Island is composed
primarily of loam-textured soils similar to those described above.

Additional soils surveys will be undertaken during the next phase of the
study.

Surface Water & | L-ake Simcoe is in the Severn River watershed and is part of the Trent-

Bathymetry: | Severn waterway. Water levels and flows are managed by Parks Canada.

(presence & quality) | Dam settings are based on the establishment of trends, extremes and
averages from level recording stations and from streamflow and
precipitation gauges. Lake Simcoe has been managed using a rule curve,
in effect since 1918, which serves as a target or guide for water levels
throughout the year. Due to its large size, Lake Simcoe reacts relatively
slowly to climatic conditions and stop-log changes. Flows are also
coordinated on the Black River to reduce the threat of flooding
downstream on the Severn River and Sparrow Lake.
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COMPONENT

DESCRIPTION (describe features; indicate sensitivity to disturbance)

The minimum depth is 1.8 metres in the Trent-Severn waterway, between
the locks in Peterborough and the outfall to Georgian Bay at Port Severn.
The minimum overhead fixed bridge clearance is 6.7 m (22 ft.) in the
main Trent-Severn waterway channel. The locks along the waterway
open in mid May. The entrance of the waterway into Lake Simcoe is
located about 13 km to the north and east of Georgina Island. The exit of
the waterway from Lake Simcoe is at the north end of the lake, crossing
under the Atherley Narrows Bridge (clearance 7.0 m) and into Lake
Couchiching.

Due to the significant area of shoals to the south of Georgina Island in the
study area, most cruising boats would travel to the north of Blackbird
Point on the northern tip of Georgina Island, rather than following a route
to the south of the island. However there are a number of marinas located
in Beaverton, Pefferlaw and Virginia Beach that service recreational
boats, as well as cottages, homes and a Provincial Park along the
shoreline that have docking facilities.

The chart datum for Lake Simcoe is 218.7 m, and is defined as a level
below which the water level will seldom fall. The average annual high
water mark (AAHW) for Lake Simcoe has been determined by the Lake
Simcoe Region Conservation Authority (LSRCA) to be 219.15 m asl
(Watershed Development Policies, LSRCA, April 2006). Over the past
100 year period, records show that the highest level in the lake was
219.47 m, while the lowest level in the lake was 218.37 m.

Annual variation in the water level in Lake Simcoe is about 0.5 m, with
higher lake levels occurring in the summer and lower levels in the winter
months. In addition seiching (i.e. sloshing of water within the lake
following an initial storm surge or setup on one part of the lake) may
provide a short term increase in lake levels by as much as 0.15 m. Also
waves will increase the depths in localized areas, depending upon the
prevailing winds (i.e. prevailing winds from the northwest in the summer
and from the southwest in the Fall). The depths from the chart level, as
well as marine navigation constraints, are summarized as follows:

e Eastern Area (i.e. between Duclos Point and Georgina Island) —
Shoals are shown to extend out from both the mainland point and the
island in this area, with depths of less than 1.0 m. A marked shoal
(Bald Shoal) also exists in the central area of the channel (although
not shown on the bathymetry map). Boats can navigate through this
area by staying to the north of the central shoal, where the depths are
assumed to be in the order of 2.5 m within a relatively narrow
channel.
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COMPONENT

Distance to Water:

Aquatic
Sediment/Substrate:
(type & quality)

Groundwater:
(local use & quality)

DESCRIPTION (describe features; indicate sensitivity to disturbance)

Existing Ferry Crossing Route — The bathymetric information shown
pre-dates the dredging work completed in 2001 to accommodate the
new ferry, and therefore it is recommended that updated soundings be
obtained to confirm depths in this area. However based on the
bathymetric information available, the depths along this route were in
the order of 1.5 m.

Western Area (i.e. between the southwest corner of the island and
Doyle Beach) — A major shoal formation extends over a significant
part of this area, in places extending above the surface as the Sand
Islands. The Sand Island Shoals have depths of less than 1.0 metre,
Nearer to the mainland the depths are also very shallow, in the order
of 0.6 m, extending to the area adjacent to Sibbald’s Point Provincial
Park. An area of deeper channel exists in the central area between the
Sand Island shoals and the mainland, and is thought to have depths of
about 1.8 m.

Om

Based on the information collected in a 1996 littoral zone study, the south
shore of Georgina Island is predominately characterized by gently sloping
shorelines of sand and gravel with occasional rubble and muck.
Shorelines on the mainland in the study area between Duclos and Sibbald
points are characterized as low to moderately sloped foreshore consisting
of sandy substrate and occasional muck with mixed gravel to boulder
depending on location.

Groundwater studies will be undertaken during the next phase of the
project.
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COMPONENT

Climate/Air
Quality/Noise:
(focal air quality)

DESCRIPTION (describe features; indicate sensitivity to disturbance)

Within Lake Simcoe, precipitation is heaviest from June to January
ranging from 79 to 95 mm, with lower amounts of precipitation from
February to May ranging from 59 to 70 mm. Total average precipitation is
approximately 932 mm annually. The mean average temperature for
Lake Simcoe is 5.6°C, with cooler temperatures occurring between
October and April ranging from -12°C to 7.4°C, and warmer temperatures
occurring between May and September ranging from 13°C to 20.4°C.

Air quality within the study area can be characterized by the Ministry of
Environment (MOE) Air Quality Index (AQI) reports based on
monitoring results from MOE Air Quality Monitoring Stations. The
closest air quality monitoring station to Georgina Island is the Barrie
Station. The general trend for the AQI in this area, based on 2005 and
2006 data, tends to range from good to very good in January and
February, good from March to October with a few poor days in early June
and moderate days throughout the summer months. October and
November range from good to very good with a few moderate days near
the beginning of October.

There is a gradual warming in the climate affecting Lake Simcoe that has
impacted the ice cover and freeze-up/break-up trends for the Lake.
Historical data shows that the lake currently freezes 1.3 days later and
breaks up four days earlier than it did 149 years ago (Canadian Council of
Ministers of the Environment, 2003). Environment Canada has stated
that climate change could reduce water levels in the Great Lakes to lower
than they have been in recorded history. These changes will impact
shipping, power generation, and wildlife. Even though most climate
scenarios predict increased precipitation for the region around the Great
Lakes, higher temperatures will mean greater evaporation of water into
the atmosphere. This will also mean less snow in winter, so less spring
run-off and snow melt entering the lakes. According to researchers, the
average temperature in the Great Lakes basin could go up by about 4.5°C
by 2055, with slightly larger increases in winter than in summer. Higher
rates of evaporation and drier soils would reduce runoff, and water levels
in the Great Lakes could fall by an average of between 0.5 m and 1.0 m,
according to typical scenarios.

Site specific noise and air quality surveys will be undertaken during the
next phase of the study.

CEAA Screening Report - INAC Ontario Region - 2005/2006 Page 16 of 45




COMPONENT

DESCRIPTION (describe features; indicate sensitivity to disturbance)

6.2 BIOLOGICAL FEATURES - VALUED ECOSYSTEM COMPONENTS

Vegetation:
(e.g. forest, ground cover,
aquatic plants)

Wetlands:
(e.qg. fens, swamp)

Fish & Fish Habitat:
(types of habitat and
commaon species found)

Ecological Land Classification {ELC) and floristic inventories will be
undertaken during the next phase of the study.

A site reconnaissance was undertaken within the study area on November
24" 2006. During the site reconnaissance numerous ducks, predominately
Mallards, were observed in the wetland located in the south west corner
of the study area.

Additional surveys will be undertaken within the wetland during the next
phase of the study. The proposed project will aim to have no net loss of
wetland functions on federal lands and waters.

Fish

According to MNR data, a total of 58 fish species have been captured and
recorded in the Lake Simcoe watershed, of which approximately 20
species have been captured in near shore environments south of Georgina
Island by the MNR Lake Simcoe Fisheries Assessment Unit (LSFAU).
The LSFAU has conducted numerous sampling programs from 1965 to
present in the study area. A summer index netting program was initiated
that concentrated mainly on the species composition of the near shore
community. Coldwater fish species of Lake Simcoe (Lake trout, Lake
whitefish, Lake herring, Rainbow smelt) are frequently captured north of
Georgina Island and are not typically observed in areas along the southern
shoreline of Georgina Island. Based on previous catch efforts by LSFAU,
coldwater species have been captured on the north east corner of the
island, and on spawning shoals that encompass the north side of the
island. Based on the average depths and fish species captured north of the
mainland shoreline between Duclos point, south-west to Sibbald point
and south of Georgina Island (southern portion of the Study area), a
warmwater to coolwater fishery exists.

A review of the NHIC database for the study area did not reveal any fish
species listed as endangered, threatened, or vulnerable. The Lake Simcoe
whitefish (Coregonus clupeaformis) has been listed as threatened under
Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC)
status for Lake Simcoe. Based on verbal communication with the MNR
(pers comm., Jason Borwick, 2007), Lake whitefish and Lake trout use an
area near the northeast corer of Georgina Island for spawning,.

The species listed in Table 3.3 have either been captured or observed in
the southern part (southern shore of Georgina Island to the mainland) of
the Study area based on reviewed records from the MNR Aurora District
Library. Capture methods in near shore environments consisted of 15m
seine netting and deeper areas sampled with trapnets and gill nets. A full
fish species list for the Lake Simcoe watershed is presented in Appendix
B.
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COMPONENT

DESCRIPTION (describe features; indicate sensitivity fo disturbance)

Table 3.3 — Fish Species Observed in the Study Area

Common Name Scientific Name
Banded Killifish Fundulus diaphanus
Towa Darter Etheostoma exile
Johnny Darter Etheostoma nigrum
Spottail Shiner Notropis hudsonius
_Spotfin Shiner Notropis spilopterus
Emerald Shiner Notropis atherinoides
Longnose Dace Rhinichthys cataractea
Bluntnose Minnow Pimephales notatus
Brook Stickleback Culaea inconstans
Yellow Perch Perca flavescens
Log Perch Percina caprodes
Rock Bass Ambloplites rupestris
Largemouth Bass Micropterus salmoides
Smallmouth Bass Micropterus dolomieui
Pumpkinseed Lepomis gibbosus
Mottled Sculpin Cottus bairdi
‘White sucker Catostomus commersoni
Rainbow Smelt Osmerus mordax
Northern Pike* Esox Lucius
Muskellunge* Esox masquinongy

*Species knowr to exist in the study area but were not captured during sampling efforts by LSFAU.

The main game species of fish encountered in both nearshore and shatlow
to mid-depth habitats consisted of White sucker, Brown bullhead, Rock
bass, Pumpkinseed, Smallmouth bass, Yellow perch. Numerous non-
game species (cyprinids) were captured in shoreline seine netting efforts
along the southern shore of Georgina Island and the north shore of the
mainland between Duclos and Sibbald point. A total of 17 non game
species were observed with minnow species being most predominant and
possibly a key forage species for local game fish.

Fish Habitat

Georgina Island - Southern Shoreline

In 1996 a littoral zone study was initiated for the shoreline of Georgina
Island. Site specific information was collected from Bald point southwest
to the southern tip of the island. Information collected during the
sampling included: location, water depth, substrate type, vegetation, fish
species, number of fish captured or observed and collection methods
used. Based on the information collected, the south shore of Georgina
Island is predominately characterized by gently sloping shorelines of sand
and gravel with occasional rubble and muck. Near shore macrophytes
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COMPONENT

DESCRIPTION (describe featurss; indicate sensitivity to disturbance)

were not observed but reed beds were noted in some sampling locations.
Shallow water environments were more predominant near the south west
corner of the island. Young of the year (YOY) perch, rock bass,
smallmouth and largemouth bass were captured in near shore seine nets.
YOY capture could indicate nearby spawning areas and based on the
information from LSFAU, the southern shoreline of Georgina Island is
used by pike and bass for spawning during spring months (See Spawning
Map for Georgina Island - Appendix B).

Communication with the LSFAU indicated that the southeast shoreline of
Georgina Island is one of the best muskellunge nursery habitats in the
lake and is used as a stocking site for the Lake Simcoe Muskellunge
Restoration Program (pers. Comm. Jason Borwick, MNR Aurora). The
restoration program was initiated in 2000 to bring back the native
Muskellunge population after years of over-harvest in the early 1900’s.

Mainland Shoreline - Duclos Point to Sibbald Point

A littoral zone study (Lake Simcoe Littoral Zone Study) was conducted
from 1986 to 1996 to characterize littoral zone and shoreline habitat
conditions on Lake Simcoe to determine spawning and nursery habitats
critical to the sustainable future of fish populations in Lake Simcoe.

Habitat information was collected during fish sampling efforts by LSFAU
during spring and summer site visits. Shorelines in the study area
between Duclos and Sibbald points are characterized as low to
moderately sloped foreshore consisting of sandy substrate and occasional
muck with mixed gravel to boulder depending on location. Aquatic
macrophytes were observed freely floating and could have originated
from wind and wave action dislodging plants from the root base. Areas
of detritus at creek mouths and beaches were observed and provided
micro habitat for invertebrates and small fish. Species of macrophytes
observed included: coontail, wild celery, common elodea, water milfoil,
clasping leaf pondweed, sago pondweed, ranunculus species and bushy
pondweed.

A Summer Index Netting Program was conducted by the LSFAU from
1965 to 1981 to provide trend trough time data on relative abundance,
distribution, size and age composition, growth, diet, sexual composition
and age of maturity for species comprising the near shore community
(MNR Aurora, LSFAU 1982). Trapnets and gill nets were set to sample
depths ranging from 2.5 to 18m from May 13 to September 3 from 1965
to 1981. Based on the catch records for areas south of Georgina Island it
appeared that Brown bullhead, Rock bass, Pumpkinseed, and Yellow
perch were to most common species captured and consist of mainly
warm-water species.
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COMPONENT

Migratory Birds:
(e.g. waterfowl, songbirds)

Other Fauna:
{(mammals/amphibians
repliles/insects; game &
protected species)

Designated Species/
Habhitat Areas:
{specially designated or
protected)

DESCRIPTION (describe features; indicate sensitivity to disturbance)

Additional aquatic surveys (fish and fish habitat) will be undertaken
during the next phase of the study to determine any potential Harmful
Alteration Disruption or Destruction (HADD) as a result of the proposed
project.

A review of the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA) identified 110 bird
species recorded in a 10 km square (17PK31) covering the project study
area. The OBBA does not identify any species which are listed on
Schedule 1 of the Species At Risk Act (SARA) in the study area. 106
species have a provincial (S-Rank) of S4-S5 (Apparently Secure-Secure).
The Caspian Turn (Sterna caspia) is ranked as S3 (Vulnerable) and the
Great Egret (Casmerodius albus), Trampeter Swan (Cygnus buccinators)
and Great Black-backed Gull (Zarus marinus) are ranked as S2
(Imperiled).

Additional bird surveys will be undertaken during the next phase of the
study to determine any potential effects on breeding/migratory birds as a
result of the proposed project.

The preliminary CEAA Screening prepared for the Capital Planning
Study (NBL, 2005) lists the following fauna present on the Island; moles,
rabbits, hare, chipmunk, squirrel, beaver, coyote, fox, racoon, deer and
mice. Hepetofauna include newts, salamanders, toads, frogs, turtles and
snakes.

Surveys for amphibians will be undertaken during the next phase of the
study to determine any potential effects as a result of the proposed
project.

Designated Sites

Georgina Island
* One Area of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI) — Georgina
Island (Earth Science);
e Two Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) — Georgina Island
and Big Shoal;
¢ One Provincially Significant Wetland (PSWs) — Georgina Island
Wetlands; and

* Vulnerable, Threatened or Endangered (VTE) species
(COSSARO, listed as ‘unidentified’ on the NHIC website).

Mainland

¢ One Area of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI) — Duclos
Point Park Reserve (Life Science);

s Two Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESAs) — Duclos Point and
Morning Glory Swamp;

e One Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW) —Morning Glory
Swamp;

e  One Nature Reserve - Duclos Point Provincial Nature Reserve;
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COMPONENT

DESCRIPTION (describe features; indicate sensitivily fo disturbance)

e One old growth forest (>100 years) — near Doyle Beach;
e Mid-to-Late successional forest (> 4 ha) — near Doyle Beach;
e Butternut (SARA, Schedule 1 species); and
e Red-Shouldered Hawk (COSEWIC, Special Concern).
The following designated sites are located on the mainland in close
proximity to the study area:

e Two Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) - Virginia Beach
and Mossington Park;

o Two Non-Provincially Significant Wetlands (NPSWs) -
Mossington Park and Riverview Beach Wetlands; and

¢ One Provincial Park - Sibbald Point Provincial Park.

In accordance with Environment Canada’s letter of March 6™ 2007, there
are also records of the following federally designated species located

i within the study area (mainland and island). There are no federally

designated aquatic species within the study area.

Designated Species
Potential to
Species Designation Habitat Preference B I‘ncated
within study
area
Birds
Least SARA Schedule | Nest in freshwater marshes, where | Yes
Bittern 1 dense tall aquatic vegetation is
Threatened interspersed with clumps of woody
vegetation and open water. They
are most regular in marshes that
exceed 5 ha in area.
Reptiles and Amphibians
Spotted SARA Schedule | Found in ponds, ditches, streams, Yes
Turtle 1 swamps, bogs and marshes. They
Endangered generally prefer soft (muddy)
substrate and some aquatic
vegetation.
Blanding’s SARA Schedule | Found in a variety of habitats, Yes
Turtle 1 including lakes, ponds, marshes,
Threatened low fields, ditches, creeks, river
sloughs, and bogs. Within these
habitats, the species is associated
with shallow water where
submergent or emergent plants
oceur.
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DESCRIPTION (describe features; indicate sensitivity to disturbance)

Plants
American SARA Schedule | Grows in rich, moist, undisturbed Yes
Ginseng 1 and relatively mature deciduous
Endangered woods in areas of neutral soil
(such as over limestone or marble
bedrock). The forest canopy is
usually dominated by Sugar
Maple, White Ash, Bitternut
Hickory, and Basswood.
Butternut SARA Schedule | Grows best in rich, moist, and Yes
1 well-drained seils often found
Endangered along streams. It may also be
found on well-drained gravel sites,
especially those made up of
limestone.
Branched SARA Schedule | Occurs in open graminoid (grass- Yes
Bartonia 1 like vegetation) or low shrub
Threatened sphagnum bog or fen habitat. Itis
usually found growing on a peat
substrate, and is associated with
Larch and Black Spruce
Surveys for designated species, particularly SARA Schedule 1 species, will be
undertaken during the next phase of the study to determine any potential effects as a
result of the proposed project.
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6.3 SOCIO-CULTURAL FEA

Sensitive Areas:
(e.g. residential zones,
parkland, hospitals, schools)

DESCRIPTION (describe features; indicate sensitivity to disturbance)

TURES - VALUED ECOSYSTEM COMPONENT!

Georgina Istand

The Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation includes Georgina
Island (1295 ha), Snake Island (133 ha), Fox Island (19 ha), Sand Island
(4 ha) and Gravel Island (0.4 ha). The First Nation residents reside on
Georgina Island, while Snake, Fox and Sand Islands are “surrendered
lands” and are currently leased to cottagers (according to the First
Nation web site there area about 227 cottage lots on Snake Island, about
64 lots on Fox Island).

In addition, the First Nation territory includes the parcel of land (Part of
Lot 24 and 25 and road allowance between Concessions 7 and 8) in
Georgina Township that is occupied by the Virginia Beach Marina and
the Ferry Dock. The Virginia Beach Marina includes a restaurant, boat
storage and maintenance area and a boat refueling area.

The majority of the community’s homes and community buildings are
located on the west side of the island, along Chief Joseph Snake Road.
Approximately 92 homes were identified on the island based on
information from 2002. Cottages occupy lots along the northwest,
south and eastern portions of the island. There are approximately 330
cottagers on Georgina Island. FN community buildings are
concentrated in the area of Root Road. The community centre,
administration office, school, medical clinic, and water treatment plant
are located along Bear Road. The ferry dock, located in the southwest
corner of the island, is the main access point for residents, cottagers and
visitors.

The Virginia Beach (Marina Parcel) is located approximately 7 km east
of the community of Sutton. Virginia Beach is the main access point
via the ferry to Georgina Island and includes a restaurant operated by
the First Nation. This area is approximately 0.4 ha not including the
boat marina.

A Phase 1 and 2 environmental audit was undertaken in the study area
by NBL in 1998 and 2000. Three inactive landfills were identified on
Georgina Island. An active landfill is located adjacent to the sewage
lagoon. The sewage treatment system on Georgina Island consists of a
two cell lagoon and raised tile bed. The system has been in operation
since 1993. The sewage system is used to treat effluent pumped from
septic tanks and holding tanks. A water treatment plant is also located
on the island.
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COMPONENT

DESCRIPTION (describe features; indicate sensitivity to disturbance)

6.3 SOCIO-CULTURAL FEATURES - VALUED ECOSYSTEM COMPONENT!

Human Health and Safety:
(any persons whose health
and safety may be affected

by the construction and
operation of the project)

Mainland

The study area on the mainland is located within the Greenbelt Plan
(November, 2005). The Greenbelt Plan identifies where urbanization
should not occur in order to provide permanent protection to the
agricultural land base and the ecological features and functions
occurring on this landscape. The Greenbelt Plan includes lands within,
and builds upon the ecological protections provided by, the Niagara
Escarpment Plan (NEP) and the Oak Ridges Corridor Park Management
Plan (ORMCP). Lands within the study area are designated as Protected
Countryside/Shoreline Areas Policy (4.1.3). The Protected Countryside
lands identified in the Greenbelt Plan are intended to enhance the
spatial extent of agriculturally and environmentally protected lands
currently covered by the NEP and the ORMCP while at the same time
improving linkages between these areas and the surrounding major lake
systems and watersheds. The Greenbelt Plan builds upon the existing
policy framework established in the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS),
issued under section 3 of the Planning Act, and its implementation
through municipal official plan policies and maps (Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2006).

Land use within the study area is characterised in The York Region

Official Plan (November 2005) and the Town of Georgina Official
Plan.

The Region of York Official Plan (OP) identifies Significant Natural
Features, Significant Forest Resources and the Regional Greenland
System (particularly around Georgina Island and Duclos Point) and
Rural Policy Areas within the study area. The objectives of the
Significant Natural Features and Forest Resources policies are to ensure
that the features and functions are preserved, to ensure no loss of
wetland function and to protect forested areas. The objective of the
Rural Policy Areas is to retain the rural character of the lands and the
viability of existing agricultural operations.

The Town of Georgina Official Plan identifies Environmental
Protection Areas (1, 2 & 3), Core Conservation Lands and Waters, Lake
Simcoe Shoreline and forest resources within the study area. The

purpose of these policies is to identify and protect components of the
Greenlands System,

The long-term goal of the Fixed Link is to address safety concerns for
residents, create potential economic and development benefits and
provide positive social impacts to the community.
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COMPONENT

Traditional Land Use
Activities:

(e.qg. frapping, fishing,
medicinal plant colfection,
ceremonial grounds)

Aesthetics:

(general character of the
surrounding area; and if the
project is compatible)

Archaeological Resources:
{recorded, or potential)

Special Designations:
(parks, protected areas)

6.2 SOCIO-CULTURAL FEATURES - VALUED ECOSYSTEM COMPONENTE‘;

DESCRIPTION (describe features; indicate sensitivity to disturbance)

Discussion with the First Nation (meeting of January 25 2007)
revealed that recreational fishing occurs within the study area. There are
also some culturally significant/medicinal plants which are located
along the southern shore of the island. These include Sweet Flag (heart
remedy) and Pepper Weed (colds/congestion), however these are not
actively harvested. The First Nation has a community forest strategy for
developing the trails on the island, with a program to teach traditions
and historic activities of the Chippewa community.

Route 2 - more disturbed, therefore potentially less aesthetic impacts or
Route 3 - more natural, therefore potentially more aesthetic impacts

The First Nation confirmed that there are no cultural resources/sacred
places/burial sites within the study area.

A Stage 1 archaeological study will be undertaken during the next
phase of the project.

Refer to Designated sites.
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7) ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES - SUMMARY

The next table summarizes the following:
{A) Valued Ecosystem Components (VECs) within the study area

The environmental attributes or elements that are identified as having scientific, social,
cultural, economic, historical, archaeological or aesthetic significance, (refer to Table 1)

(B) Potential Environmental Effect(s) on the VECs associated with project activities.

An Environmental Effect is defined as;

)] any change that the project may cause in the environment, including any effect of
any such change on health and socio-economic conditions, on physical and

cultural heritage, on the current use of lands and resources for traditional purposes
by aboriginal persons, or on any structure, site, or thing that is of historical,
archaeological, paleontological or architectural significance; and

i} any change fo the project that may be caused by the environment.
(Example: ice break-up damaging a bridge or dock; freezing and bursting of
unprotected water lines.)

(C) Mitigation Measures

A Mitigation Measure is:

i) an action or provision made that will eliminate, reduce or control the adverse

environmental effects of the project, and may include restoration, compensation or
replacement of any damages or impacts.

(D) Determination of Significance

A determination of the significance of the environmental effects, taking into account
appropriate mitigation measures if applicable. Mitigation measures are intended to prevent
or reduce any potentially negative effects. The abbreviations used are:

N/S - effect not significant, or rendered insignificant with mitigation
SP - significant positive effect

SN - significant negative effect

U - outcome unknown or cannot be predicted, even with mitigation.

(E) Residual Effect and Significance (if applicable)

The following tabie has been completed with the assumption that Route 2 or 3 has been chosen for
the proposed fixed link.
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CONSTRUCTION - ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

(A) (B) () (D) (E)
Environmental Component Description of Effect Mitigation Measures Significance Residual
(VEC) Effect
1 Surface Water/Hydrology | a) Potential for sediments to a} The footprint of disturbed area will be N/S — small No residual
& Soils and enter watercourse as a result | minimized as much as possible, for example, magnitude, limited | permanent
Sedimentation of the following project vegetated buffers will be left in place adjacent geographical extent | adverse
activities: to watercourses to the maximum extent and duration. environmental

s site clearing;

stockpiling;
» excavation; and,

construction.

b) Potential to encounter
contaminated materials
during excavation.

¢) Potential for localized water
quality impacts as a result of
spills.

d) Disruption of water
course/creek beds and water
flow during crossing.

possible.

An erosion and sediment control plan will be
developed. Implementation of the erosion and
sediment control measures will conform to
recognized standard specifications such as
Ontario Provincial Standards Sgecification
(OPSS) 182, 518 and 577.

Stockpiled material will be stored a safe
distance from the waterway to ensure that no
deleterious substances enter the water.

Sediment and erosion control measures (silt
curtains, silt fence) will be installed and will be
maintained during the work phasie and until
the site has been stabilized. Control
measures should be inspected daily to ensure
they are functioning and are maintained as
required. If control measures ara not
functioning properly, no further work will occur
until the problem is resolved.

Any temporary mitigation measures will be
installed prior to the commencement of any
site clearing, grubbing, excavation, filling or
grading works and will be maintained on a
regular basis, prior to and after runoff events.

b) Should contaminated materials be identified
during construction, all activity in the vicinity of
the contamination will be suspended and
Chief, Council and INAC’s Environmental

effect.
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(A)

(€)

(D)

(E)

Environmental Component Descri pti(c;Bn) of Effect Mitigation Measures Significance Residual
{(VEC) Effect
Officer will be notified.
¢) All equipment fueliing and maintenance will
be done at a safe distance from the water to
ensure that no deleterious substances enter
the waterway.
d) Watercourse will be crossed using
environmentally appropriate crossing
methodology. Siltation fencing will be used
where required. The original drainage pattern
within the study area will be restored upon
completion of work to the extent possible.
Groundwater a) Potential for focalized a) Refuelling of equipment and fuel storage N/S - smail No residual
groundwater quality impacts should be conducted in designated areas with magnitude, limited | permanent
as a resduilt of spills. spill protection. geographical extent | adverse
Dewatering of the work area ) and duration. environmental
may be required. If applicable, work area to be dewatered as offoct.
per OPSS 577.
Air Quality/Climate a) Increased dust in air from a) Vehicles/machinery and equipment should N/S - smalll No residual
construction activities. be in good repair, equipped with emission magnitude, limited | permanent
controls, as applicable, and operated within geographical extent | adverse
regulatory requirements. A water truck will be and duration. envircnmental
available to control dust on roads. effect.
Noise/Vibration a) Temporary nuisance noise | a) Noise control measures, such as restricted N/S - small No residual
during construction hours of operation, the use of appropriate magnitude, limited | permanent
activities. machinery/mufflers, will be implemented geographical extent | adverse
where required. and duration. environmental
effect.
Terrain/Topography & a) Change in topography as a | a) Project area will be restored to pre- N/S - small No residual
Land Use result of construction construction conditions to the extent possible. magnitude, limited | permanent
activities. geographical extent | adverse
and duration. environmental
effect.
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(A)

Environmental Component

(VEC)

(B)
Description of Effect

(C)
Mitigation Measures

(D)
Significance

(E)
Residual
Effect

Vegetation, Wetlands,

Wildlife/Habitat

a) Loss of vegetation/Habitat
loss.

b) Alteration of wetland
function as a resuit cf
installation of the
bridge/causeway.

a) Minimize disturbance to existing vegetation.
Disturbed areas should be stabilized and
revegetated upon project completion and
restored to a pre-disturbed state. Topsoil
should be stockpiled separately and used for
restoration to facilitate natural regeneration of

N/S — small
magnitude, limited
geographical extent
and duration.

No residual
permanent
adverse
environmental
effect.

native species,

b) The project will result in no net loss of
wetland functions on federal lands and waters.
The location of the bridge/causeway has been
selected to effect as little wetland habitat as
possible. Sediments will be prevented from
entering the wetland by sediment fencing, etc.
The original substrate in the wetland will be
returned to its original grade, along with the
water levels and the wetland will be returned
to its original state.

a) If any work is undertaken within natural
undisturbed areas compliance with the
Migratory Birds Act guidelines is required.
This relates fo activities to be undertaken
within migratory bird habitat with the potential
to disturb or destroy nests or result in
incidental take. Vegetation clearing
(undertaken during project construction,
operation or maintenance) will be undertaken
outside the breeding seasoen (ideally late
autumn/ winter) where possible.

If this is not possible then a qualified bioclogist
should determine if nesting is occurring prior
to construction. If a nesting survey needs to
be conducted and identifies nesting migratory
birds, Environment Canada should be
consulted to discuss next steps.

No residual
permanent
adverse
environmental
effect.

N/S — small
magnitude, limited
geographical extent
and duration.

a) Loss of vegetation/Habitat

7 Migratory Birds
may impact migratory birds.
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(A)

(C)

(D)

(E)

effects on fish/fish habitat to
be determined during next
phase of the study. LOI to be
provided to DFO.

daily to ensure they are functioning and are
maintained as required. If control measures
are not functioning properly, no further work
will occur until the problem is resolved.

All temporary erosion and sediment control
measures will be installed in accordance with
QPSS 577. Where required, silt fence to be
installed along watercourse banks within work
area as per OPSS 219.110. Extra silt
fencefturbidity curtain will be on site, should
additional sediment control be required.

If applicable, work area to be dewatered as
per OPSS 577, and pumped into an
acceptable dewatering trap as per OPSS
219.240.

Prevent if possible, and minimize otherwise,
any in-water operation of heavy equipment
and minimize operation of the same on the
banks of the watercourse. All equipment
fueling and maintenance will be done a safe
distance from the edge of the water to ensure
that no deleterious substances enter the
water.

Environmental Component Des cripti(an) of Effect Mitigation Measures Significance Residual
(VEC) Effect

Species at Risk/Habitat of | a) Potential effect on SARA a) Should the proponent encounter a species N/S — small No residual

Special Concemn Schedule 1 Species during at risk at any time during the project they magnitude, limited permanent
construction activities. should contact Environment Canada — Ontario | geographical extent | adverse

Region, for advice on how to proceed. and duration. environmental
Construction workers and others working in effect.

the study area will be provided with

information that will allow them to identify a

protected species that they may encounter.

Fish and Fish Habitat a) Potential water quality a) Sediment and erosion control measures N/S — small No residual
impairments (sediment (such as silt fence barriers, turbidity curtains magnitude, limited permanent
loading; fuels and lubricants etc) will be installed and maintained during the | geographical extent | adverse
from machinery. Potential work phase and until the site has been and duration. environmental

stabilized. Control measures will be inspected effect.
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(A) (©) (D) (E)

Environmental Component . .(B) Mitigation Measures Signifi Residual

Description of Effect igniticance
(VEC) Effect
Any stockpiled material will be stored and
stabilized away from the watercourse.
In-water works timing restriction windows will
need to be confimned with MNR (July 15" to
September 15M).
Any part of equipment entering the water
should be free of fluid leaks and externally
cleaned/degreased to prevent any deleterious
substance from entering the water.
All disturbed areas of the work site should be
stabilized immediately and re-vegetated as
soon as conditions allow.
Sediment and erosion control measures
should be left in place until all areas of the
work site have been stabilized.

10 | Socio-economic a) Potential safety hazard @) The contactor will be required to prepare N/S — small No residual
Conditions/fhuman health { from construction activities, and implement a Heaith and Safety Plan magnitude, limited | permanent
and safety heavy equipment and (OHSA 1990) and a Traffic Management Plan. | geographical extent | adverse

increased traffic. and duration. environmental
b) The project is expected to affect:

have a positive impact on the

socio-economic condition of

Georgina Island
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(A) ®) (€) (D) (E)
Environmental Component _— Mitigation Measures Significance Residual
Description of Effect g
(VEC) P Effect
11 Heritage/Archaeoclogy a) Potential to expose items a) Should human remains be identified during N/S — small No residual
of archaeological interest. operation, all works in the vicinity of the magnifude, limited | permanent
discovery will be suspended immediately. geographical extent | adverse
Notification will be made to the Ontario and duration. environmenial
Provincial Police or local police, who will effect.

conduct a site investigation.

Should other cultural heritage values be
identified during operations, all activity in the
vicinity of the recovery will be suspended and
the Ministry of Culture Archaeologist and
Georgina Island First Nations will be
contacted.
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(A) B) (€) (D) (E)
Environmental Component _ Mitigation Measures Significan Residual
Description of Effect g e
(VEC) P Effect
12 | Transportation/Navigation | a) Navigation impacts as a a) The bridge project will be designed to N/S - small No residual
result of installation of the maintain navigation within the study area. magnitude, limited permanent
Navigation will be maintained throughout the geographical extent | adverse

causeway/bridge.

project. The following mitigation measures will
be implemented in accordance with Transport
Canada's requirements.

No person shall permit any tools,
equipment, vehicles, temporary
structures or parts thereof used or
maintained for the purpose of
building or placing a work in
navigable water to remain in such
water after the completion of the
project.

Where a work or a portion of a work
that is being constructed or
maintained in a navigable water
causes debris or other material to
accumulate on the bed or on the
surface of such water, the owner of
that work or portion of that work shall
cause the debris or other matarial to
be removed to the satisfaction of the
Minister.

The proponent must notify Coast
Guard Traffic Centre af least 24
hours in advance of commencement
and upon completion of the
causeway/bridge.

Silt curtains installed during the
navigation season, are to be marked
with yellow bouys and/or yellow lights
during hours of darkness.

and duration.

environmental
effect.
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE - ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

(A) (B) () (D) (E)
Environmental Component e Mitigation Measures Significance Residual
(VEC) Description of Effect Effect

Surface Water/Hydrology | a) Effect of a) All chemicals used during N/S - small No residual

& Soils and operation/maintenance operation/maintenance will be analyzed and magnitude, limited permanent

Sedimentation (sand/salt etc) activities on neutralized prior to discharge. If high winds geographical extent | adverse

; ; ; water quality. and waves occur, all project activities should and duration. environmental

Fish and Fish Habitat cease until conditions become favorable. effect.

Disturbance to the lake bottom should be
minimized. No debris or other deleterious
substances should be allowed to enter the
waterway during maintenance. Equipment will
not be cleaned in the watercourse or where the
wash-water can enter the watercourse.

Noise/Vibration a) Potential noise generated | a) Best management practices wili be used. N/S - small No residual
from operation and Local residents will be informed of potential magnitude, limited permanent
maintenance activities. disruption from maintenance and repair work. geographical extent | adverse

and duration. environmental
effect.

Vegetation, Wetlands, a) Effect of . . . N/S - small No residual

Wildlife/Habitat operation/maintenance a?}anarltgt:nantce and repalr ‘:'otr.k el fbe t magnitude, limited permanent

: : activities on existing dngerake at an AppIopRats Bme Of yedr 10 geographical extent | adverse

Migratory Birds vegetation avmc_l dlsturban_ce. Shadov!.r effects. il and duration environmental

. , ; ’ considered during the detailed design process. '

Species at Risk/Habitat of b) Potential habitat . _ effect.

Special Concern disturbance and charge b) Ecosystem friendly land maintenance
(such as shadow effects). should be encouraged.
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(A) ) (€) (D) (E}
Environmental Component Description of Effect Mitigation Measures Significance Residual
(VEC) Effect
4 Socio-economic a) Increased traffic volumes. | b) Road will be designed in accordance with N/S - small No residual
Conditionsfhuman health applicable safety requirements. magnitude, limited permanent
and safety geographical extent | adverse
and duration. environmental
effect.
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ACCIDENTS AND MALFUNCTIONS - ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

and safety

Health and Safety Plan (OHSA 1990).

duration and
frequency.

(A} ®) (€) (D) (E)
Environmental Component Description of Effect Mitigation Measures Significance Residual
(VEC) Effect
Surface Water/Hydrology | a) Leak or spill of petroleum | a) The contractor will be required to develop N/S - small No residual
& Soils and and/or other deleterious spill prevention and contingency plans for magnitude, limited permanent
Sedimentation substance from vehicles and | construction and operational phases of the geographical extent, | adverse
Veaetation Wetland equipment. project. Personnel will be trained in how to duration and environmental
V\?I%?fael‘l(-)lni)'ta? anos; apply the plans and the plans will be reviewed { frequency. effect.
Ll g el to strengthen their effectiveness and ensure
Species at Risk/Habitat of continuous improvement.
Special Concem Spills will be immediately contained and
Fish and Fish Habitat cleaned up in accordance with provincial
. L regulatory requirements and a contingency
Transportation/Navigation plan.
A hydrocarbon spill response kit will be on site
at all times during the work.
Spills will be reported to the Ontario Spills
Action Center at 1-800-268-6060.
Socio-economic a) Accident that could harm a) Adequate safety barriers and signs will be N/S - small No residual
Conditions/human health | workers. installed for safety of works and public. The magnitude, limited permanent
contractor will be required to implement a geographical extent, | adverse

environmental
effect.
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EFECTS OF THE ENVIORNMENT ON THE PROJECT - ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E)
Environmental Component Description of Effect Mitigation Measures Significance Residual
(VEC) Effect
1 Surface water/hydrology, | a) Environmental a) Project will be designed in accordance N/S - small No residual
soils and sediments, Air hazard/change such as with appropriate specifications. magnitude, limited permanent
quality and climate flooding, ice damage geographical extent, adverse
change, terrain/ {freezing), erosion, which will duration and environmental
topography, vegetation, effect VECs and project frequency. effect.

wetlands, fish and fish
habitat, wildlife/habitat,
species at risk/habitats of
special concern, land
use, human heath and
safety, socio-economic
conditions, transportation
and navigation

construction activities.
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8) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ASSESSMENT

The natural environment is interconnected, and does not recognize project boundaries or lines on maps.
The impacts caused by one project, which may be considered minor and insignificant on their own, can
combine with other environmental impacts from other projects or developments planned or already
underway in the area. Together, these impacts may combine to become significant, and adverse. The
consideration and assessment of these "cumulative” effects is therefore an important part of the
environmental assessment process.

None of the effects from this project were determined to be significant and all are localized in nature. No
adverse residual on or off site effects are anticipated. There are no known plans for other projects to
occur in the immediate vicinity that when combined with this project would result in significant adverse
environmental effects.
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9) SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Assuming that ali mitigation measures are implemented as proposed in Sections 7 and 8, the following
effects are predicted for the Valued Ecosystem Components identified in Section 6:

(N/S not significant; SP significant positive effect; SN significant negative effect; U unknown; N/A not applicabie)

Specially-designated areas

VALl(.I:I(E)I:’I Egg::ﬁTEM Summary of Effects (check box) ——
N/S | SP SN U | NVA
Topography/terrain v
Soil/geology 2
Aquatic sediment/substrate v
Surface water i
Groundwater v
Air quality v
Vegetation K
Wetlands v
Fish & fish habitat i
Migratory birds v
Other fauna v
Special habitat E)
Sensitive areas \f
Human health and safety v
Traditional land use activities v
Aesthetics v
Archaeological resources v
7

10) FOLLOW-UP PROGRAM & MONITORING

No environmental follow-up & monitoring programs have been identified.
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Screening Report Completed by:

<Origiﬁa| sigh"éﬂd by>

Fiona Christiansen, M.Sc., Senior Environmental Assessment Specialist June 2007
Neegan Burnside Ltd.

10) CEAA SCREENING DECISION

RECOMMENDED SCREENING DECISION (mark appropriate box}:

[00] DECISION PENDING. Assessment not final.

N [01] PROJECT MAY PROCEED. All potentially adverse effects are mitigable with known
technology, and therefore will be rendered insignificant (CEAA s. 20(1)(a)).

[02] PROJECT MAY NOT PROCEED. The project is likely to cause significant adverse
environmental effects that cannot be justified in the circumstances (CEAA s.20(1)(b)).

[03] ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT IS TO BE REFERRED TO THE MINISTER FOR
MEDIATION OR A REVIEW PANEL, since it is uncertain whether the project is likely to
cause significant adverse environmental effects (CEAA s. 20(1)(c)(1)); significant public
concern has been raised, warranting a referral to a mediator or a review panel (CEAA s.
20(1)(c)(i)); and/or public concerns warrant a reference to a mediator or a review panel
(CEAA s. 20(1)}{(c)(iii).

Reviewed and Recommended by:

Buzzy Big Canoe, Georgina Island First Nation Date
Urmas Madisso, INAC Environmental Officer Date
Other Federal RA(s) (specify details) Date
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INAC USE ONLY

SCREENING DECISION by LEAD RESPONSIBLE AUTHORITY (enter code):

Approved by:

INAC Responsibility Centre Manager (hame + signature) Date
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Neegan Burnside Ltd, 2007, Proposed Fixed Link Study - Preliminary Evaluation of Engineering and
Environmental Alternatives

10428_CEAA Screening Report.doc
2008-01-18 9:29 AM

CEAA Screening Report - INAC Ontario Region - 2005/2006 Page 42 of 45



APPENDIX A

FIGURES

(Refer to Preliminary Evaluation of Engineering and Environmental Alternatives Report,
NBL 2007)



APPENDIX B

CORRESPONDENCE

(Refer to Preliminary Evaluation of Engineering and Environmental Alternatives Report,
NBL 2007)



APPENDIX C

PHOTOGRAPHS

(Refer to Preliminary Evaluation of Engineering and Environmental Alternatives Report,
NBL 2007)
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Georgina Island Fixed Link Study Survey Results
Surveys Administered From February 25 to March 9

|Data Complied March 23, 2007 by Neegan Burnside & Associates
The information below is provided as received; no interpretation of results has taken place

|82 Surveys distributed on the island to adults in the community
114 mailed to off reserve households, 24 returned as undeliverable

Question 1
Do you live on or off reserve?
On Reserve 54
Off Reserve 26
Question 2
How many people live in your household?
Number of people on reserve off reserve
1 10 2
2 11 12
3 13 4
4 10 5
5 5 3
6 2 1
WQuestion 3
Why do members of your household travel to the mainiand/isfand?
eccurrence
27
27
20
Sports/Recreational activities 17
ork 17
Entertainment 9
School 7
1\Iisit relatives 5
Bank 4
Building Materials 4
iGas 2
IMail 2
off reserve reasons occurrence
Visit relatives 14
ork 11
Funeral

Community Functions
eddings/Anniversaries
acation

Shopping

Doctor/Dentist
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Question 4
How often does your family use the existing ferry service when it is operational?
on reserve off reserve

24 8
25 7
1 3
1 8
o 0

on reserve off reserve

42 10
7 6
0 2
0 3
0 6

Do you use any other mode of transportation to access the mainland/isiand?
on reserve transportation occurrence

Private boat 25
4 Wheeler 22
Scoot 15
Snowmobile 13
No 10
Foot 3
Barge 3
Truck 1
IBike 1
Sled 1
off reserve transportation aceurrence
IPrivate boat 10
Scoot 7
4 Wheeler 6
No 6
Snowmaobile 3
FFoot 1
Question 7
Does your household currently own a vehicle?
on reserve off reserve
yes 40 23
fno 4 3
Jlf no, would you consider buying a vehicle if there was a reliable all weather connection to the mainland,
on reserve off reserve
yes 1 2

r___




lauestion 8
Please rank your 3 most preferred alternatives.
onreserve Rank

1 2 3
leprove existing ferry and ice road 5 9 13
Adding hovercraft 1 5 2
dding helicopter 0 2 4
Passenger cable car 1 2 5
Road link through a tunnel 0 13 1
Road link through bridge 36 2 1
Do nothing 2 0 5
off reserve
Improve existing ferry and ice road 0 5 9
dding hovercraft 0 4 3
dding helicopter 0 0 1
Passenger cable car 0 1 3
Road link through a tunnef 0 13 1
Road link through bridge 25 0 o
Do nothing 1 0 3
Question 9

Please identify any other alternatives that you feel should be considered.
Buying land on the mainiand so people don't need to live on the Island
Another ferry
Road link with toll gates for non-island residents
Extend ferry service hours

ater taxi service

Question 10
What would you consider to be the main advantages of having a fixed link?
on reserve occurrence off reserve

ccess/Convenience 23 Accessibility/Convenience
Safety 19 Medical/Emergencies
Medical/Emergencies 15 Safety

'ork 13 Economic development
School 9 Jobs
Economic Development 8 Schedule conflicts
Eliminate isolation 6 Traffic
Cost savings 5 Scheol
None 2 Visit
Policing 1 Avoid long weekend lineups
isiting 1 Not governed by weather
Control who enters island 1 Would save money in long run
Traffic 1 Control who's on island through toll boath
Remove waste/recycle 1 Remove isolation

occurrence
10
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fquestion 11

What would you consider to be the main disadvantages of having a fixed link?

on reserve occurrence off reserve occurrence
INone 11 None 8
LUnwelcome guests 1" Loss of privacy 4
Traffic 6 More traffic 4
ICrime rate 6 Unwelcome guests 4
Security 4 Increased police presence 2
Overpopulation 2 Loss of jobs 1
Loss of isolation/seclusion 2 Financial 1
Over development 2 Overpopulation i
Environmental concerns 1 Possible harm to fish/water fowl habitat 1
Loss of way of life 1 No excuse for being late 1
Palice Presence 1

Loss of jobs 1

Cost 1

Noise 1

Question 12

Would you access the Mainland/ island more often if a fixed link was provided?
on reserve off reserve

yes 42 26
Ino 6 0
Question 13

Do you think people would move back to Georgina Island if a fixed link was provided?
on reserve off reserve

yes 38 21

Ino 4 1
not sure 7 4
Question 14

On a scale of 1 (none) to 10 (strong) do you support the idea of a Fixed Link?
Rating on reserve off reserve
B
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fQuestion 15
Please indicate if you have a preference for location 1, 2 or 3 and let us know your reasons.
on reserve off reserve

Location 1 10 6 Duclos Point
Location 2 17 4
Location 3 13 1 Virginia Beach/ Ferry route

ecause of marina
shortest route
less construction

closer to island
most economical
shortest distance
incorporates sand islands
Shallow

less traffic interference

mostly populated by non members
more accessible

close to business

environmentally accessed
infrastructure is already in place

Question 16

Please identify any other alternative locations that you feel should be considered.
Route 2

Route 3

Question 17
Do you feel a permanent link would improve the employment opportunities for Georgina Island residents?

on reserve off reserve

es 47 25
no 5 1
Why?

no set schedule

don’t have to stay over

encourage growth

more tourism

Safe

allows residents to accept outside positions
no weather delays

financial

cost of ferry consumes to much o<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>