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5 Impact Assessment

Based on the conceptual engineering design developed for the Project, potential effects were assessed,
and mitigation measures developed based on the following four step approach:

Step 1 - Identify potential effects (positive and negative) resulting from the construction and/or operation
of the Project infrastructure;

Step 2 - Establish avoidance/mitigation/compensation measures to eliminate or minimize potential
negative effects (as required);

Step 3 — Carry out consultation with stakeholders/regulatory authorities; update impact assessment
results and/or proposed avoidance/mitigation/compensation mitigation measures as appropriate; and

Step 4 — Document impact assessment results.

For the purposes of differentiating the various types of potential environmental effects related to the
Project, effects were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table 5-1.

TABLE 5-1 TYPES OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS

Footprint Impacts « Potential displacement or loss of existing/planned features within the Study Area due to
implementation of the physical project components (e.g., new tracks, new layover/storage
facilities, etc.).

Construction e Potential short-term effects (e.g., disruption/disturbance) on existing features due to

Impacts construction activities associated with the Project (e.g., construction of new tracks, layover
facilities, electrification infrastructure, bridge modifications, etc.).

Operations and e Potential displacement, permanent effects or loss of existing features due to

Maintenance implementation/long term operation of the physical project components (e.g., operation of

Impacts new layover facilities).

« Potential long-term effects on existing study area features due to maintenance activities
associated with the Project.

5.1 Refined Study Area

A preliminary conservative Study Area was previously established for purpose of baseline conditions
data as part of the TPAP. Based on the conceptual design information available, the Study Area for the
impact assessment phase was refined as follows for purposes of assessing potential impacts:

. Areas where property is required associated with new/upgraded/reconfigured track infrastructure;
. Physical footprint areas associated with new layover facilities:

o Proposed Walkers Line Layover Facility, including ancillary works;

o Proposed Unionville Storage Yard Facility, including ancillary works; and

o Proposed Don Valley Layover Facility, including ancillary works.
. Physical footprint areas associated with New GO Station Platforms as follows:

o Unionville GO Station;

o Mount Joy GO Station; and

o Oshawa GO Station.
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° Physical footprint area associated with Thickson Road Bridge Expansion; and

° Richmond Hill Rail Corridor along the Bala Subdivision (up to approximately Mile 4.4, Pottery
Road) plus a 7 m OCS/Vegetation Clearing Zone on each side of the rail right-of-way (ROW)
including bridges/rail overpasses along the corridor.

E I
Propagsed switches not shown on map. & Lake N
Map ig for illustrative purposes. % Simcoe A
SIMCOE .
COUNTY
REGIONAL ?
. . ] REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY
[Bal'l'le Corridor MUNICIPALITY OF DURHAM

OF YORK

DUFFERIN
COUNTY

REGIONAL
MUNICIPALITY
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Lake
Ontario

CITY OF
TORONTO

WELLINGTON
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Lakeshore East Corridor

Union Station Rail Corridor

REGIONAL 0 5 10 20
MUNICIPALITY L 1 I T |
OF HALTON Kilometres
Lakeshore West Corridor © GO Station @  Proposed Layover Facility / Storage Yard
GO Corridor [  Thickson Road Bridge Expansion

Proposed Track Work X Proposed GO Station Platform

CITY OF
HAMILTON

FIGURE 5-1 NEW TRACK & FACILITIES TPAP STUDY AREA

5.1.1 Study Area Segments

For the purposes of documenting potential effects, the Study Area has been further organized into
corridor segments (by rail corridor) as outlined in Table 5-2.

Proposed Limits of Electrification
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It should be noted that the starting point of each corridor map originates at Union Station Rail Corridor
and continues out to the furthest point of the corridor, with the exception of the Don Branch Subdivision
along the Richmond Hill Corridor, the Uxbridge Subdivision along the Stouffville Corridor, and the
Kingston Subdivision along the Lakeshore East Corridor.

TABLE 5-2 NEW TRACK AND FACILITY TPAP STUDY AREA SEGMENTS AND FIGURE

REFERENCES
New Track & Facilities TPAP Study Area Proposed Infrastructure Appendix Reference
Segments (and Figure Reference)
Lakeshore West Corridor (LSW)
Figure LSW-1 Mile 8.10 to Mile 8.60 Track upgrade Mile 2.45 to 2.60 (Canpa Appendix A1
subdivision)
Figure LSW-2 Mile 20.20 to Mile 20.70 Track upgrade from Mile 20.44 to 20.80
Track upgrade from Mile 20.58 to 20.88
Figure LSW-3 Mile 20.70 to Mile 21.20 Track upgrade from Mile 20.44 to 20.80
Track upgrade from Mile 20.58 to 20.88
Figure LSW-4 Mile 28.50 to Mile 29.00 | New Walkers Line Layover from Mile 28.65 to Appendix A2
2948
Figure LSW-5 Mile 29.00 to Mile 29.50 New Walkers Line Layover from Mile 28.65 to
2948
Kitchener Corridor (KT)
Figure KT-1 Mile 12.90 to Mile 13.40 Track upgrade from Mile 13.19 to Mile 13.69 Appendix A1
Track upgrade from Mile 13.19 to Mile 13.64
Track upgrade from Mile 13.35 to Mile 13.70
Figure KT-2 Mile 13.40 to Mile 13.90 Track upgrade from Mile 13.19 to Mile 13.69
Track upgrade from Mile 13.19 to Mile 13.64
Track upgrade from Mile 13.35 to Mile 13.70
Figure KT-3 Mile 16.10 to Mile 16.60 Track upgrade from Mile 16.20 to Mile 16.39
(Weston/Halton Track upgrade from Mile 11.54 to Mile 16.46
Subdivision) Track upgrade from Mile 16.52 to Mile 11.56
New track from Mile 16.50 to 11.11
Figure KT-4 Mile 16.60 to Mile 11.20 - | Track upgrade from Mile 11.54 to Mile 16.46
(SWSZFO_"{Ha'm" Track upgrade from Mile 16.52 to Mile 11.56
ubdivision) New track northside of Mile 16.50to Mile 11.11
Figure KT-5 Mile 11.20 to Mile 11.80 New track from Mile 11.39 to Mile 11.75
Barrie Corridor (BR)
Figure BR-1 Mile 12.10 to Mile 12.60 New track from Mile 12.19 to 12.53. Appendix A1
Figure BR-2 Mile 29.50 to Mile 30.00 Track upgrade from Mile 29.50 to 29.60
New track from Mile 29.54 to 34.62
Track upgrade from Mile 29.96 to 30.29
Figure BR-3 Mile 30.00 to Mile 30.50 New track from Mile 29.54 to 34.62
Track upgrade from Mile 29.96 to 30.29
Figure BR-4 Mile 30.50 to Mile 31.00. | New track from Mile 29.54 to 34.62
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New Track & Facilities TPAP Study Area
Segments (and Figure Reference)

Proposed Infrastructure

Appendix Reference

E Gannett Fleming

Figure BR-5 Mile 31.00 to Mile 31.50. | New track from Mile 29.54 to 34.62
Figure BR-6 Mile 31.50 to Mile 32.00. | New track from Mile 29.54 to 34.62
Figure BR-7 Mile 31.90 to Mile 32.50. | New track from Mile 29.54 to 34.62
Figure BR-8 Mile 32.50 to Mile 32.90 New track from Mile 29.54 to 34.62
Figure BR-9 Mile 32.90 to Mile 33.50 New track from Mile 29.54 to 34.62
Figure BR-10 Mile 33.40 to Mile 34.00 New track from Mile 29.54 to 34.62
Figure BR-11 Mile 33.90 to Mile 34.50 New track from Mile 29.54 to 34.62
Figure BR-12 Mile 34.40 to Mile 34.90 New track from Mile 29.54 to 34.62
Figure BR-13 Mile 61.30 to Mile 61.80 New track from Mile 61.40 to 63.40
Figure BR-14 Mile 61.80 to Mile 62.30 New track from Mile 61.40 to 63.40
Figure BR-15 Mile 62.30 to Mile 62.80 New track from Mile 61.40 to 63.40
Figure BR-16 Mile 62.80 to Mile 63.40 New track from Mile 61.40 to 63.40
Stouffville Corridor (ST)
Figure ST-1 Mile 51.00 to Mile 50.60 Unionville storage yard from Mile 50.61 to 50.31 Appendix A1
New Platform at Unionville GO Station
New track eastside of new platform from Mile
51.00 to 50.73
Track upgrade from Mile 52.00 to 51.01
Figure ST-2 Mile 50.60 to Mile 50.00 Unionville storage yard from Mile 50.61 to 50.31 Appendix A2
Figure ST-3 Mile 46.30 to Mile 45.80 New Platform at Mount Joy GO Station Appendix A1
New passing track for new platform from Mile
46.35 to 45.42
Figure ST-4 Mile 45.80 to Mile 45.30 New Platform at Mount Joy GO Station
New passing track for new platform from Mile
46.35 to 45.42
Lakeshore East Corridor (LSE)
Figure LSE-1 Mile 323.90 to Mile New storage/reversal pocket track northside of Appendix A1
323.40 Mile 323.36 to Mile 323.76
(Kingston Subdivision)
Figure LSE-2 Mile 10.10 to Mile 10.70 New third track from Mile 10.44 to Mile 11.76
Thickson Road Bridge expansion north side of Mile
10.67
Retaining Wall at Thickson Road
Figure LSE-3 Mile 10.70 to Mile 11.20 New track northside of new platform from Mile
11.56 to Mile 11.74
New third track from Mile 10.44 to Mile 11.76
Retaining Wall at Oshawa GO
Figure LSE-4 Mile 11.20 to Mile 11.70 New Platform at Oshawa GO Station
Retaining Wall at Oshawa GO
New track northside of new platform from Mile
11.56 to Mile 11.74
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New Track & Facilities TPAP Study Area Proposed Infrastructure Appendix Reference
Segments (and Figure Reference)

| New third track from Mile 10.44 to Mile 11.76
Richmond Hill Corridor (RH)

Figure RH-1 Mile 1.60 to Mile 2.15 Electrification of the rail corridor (Bala Subdivision) | Appendix A1
Track upgrade from Mile 1.90 to 2.86
Figure RH-2 Mile 2.15 to Mile 2.50 Electrification of the rail corridor (Bala Subdivision)

Track upgrade from Mile 1.90 to 2.86
Track upgrade from Mile 2.37 to 2.86

Figure RH-3 Mile 2.50 to Mile 3.10 Electrification of the rail corridor (Bala Subdivision) | Appendix A2
Track upgrade from Mile 1.90 to 2.86
Track upgrade from Mile 2.37 to 2.86

Track upgrade to Don Valley Layover from Mile
208.60 to Mile 209.50 (along Don Branch)

Don Valley Layover from Mile 209.00 to 207.93
(along Don Branch)

Retaining Wall at Don Valley Layover

Figure RH-4 Mile 3.10 to Mile 3.60 Electrification of the rail corridor (Bala Subdivision) | Appendix A1

Don Valley Layover from Mile 209.00 to 207.93
(along Don Branch)

Retaining Walls at Don Valley Layover

Figure RH-5 Mile 3.60 to Mile 4.10 Electrification of the rail corridor (Bala Subdivision)

Don Valley Layover from Mile 209.00 to 207.93
(along Don Branch)

Retaining Wall at Don Valley Layover
Figure RH-6 Mile 4.10 to Mile 4.65 Electrification of the rail corridor (Bala Subdivision)

It should be noted that any proposed track infrastructure located within existing Metrolinx rail corridor
ROW is not anticipated to result in any environmental impacts, with the exception of potential
construction phase effects. Therefore, the focus of the impact assessment documented within this EPR
is primarily focussed on proposed track infrastructure situated outside of MX owned ROW and/or that
may require property acquisition/easement.

Additionally, since the proposed new switches are located within already disturbed Metrolinx existing rail
corridor ROW, there are no anticipated environmental impacts associated with new switches and
therefore discussion of these components has generally been omitted from this section of the report’.
For a summary of operational effects related to noise, vibration and air quality please refer to EPR
Chapter 6.

5.2 Natural Environment Methodology

The following Natural Environment criteria was established for purposes of evaluating potential effects
associated with the Project. Refer to Appendix B2 for a more detailed description of the methodology
utilized for this assessment.

" The Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Report contained in Appendix M1 takes new switches
into consideration.
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. Potential effects on vegetation communities;

o Potential effects on wildlife and wildlife habitat;

. Potential effects on Species at Risk (SAR) and their habitat;

o Potential effects on wetlands;

. Potential effects on fish and fish habitat; and

° Other relevant matters of provincial interest relating to the natural environment (e.g. Areas of

Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI), core woodlands of the Oak Ridges Moraine (ORM).

Following identification of potential effects, mitigation/compensation/enhancement measures were
identified based on a combination of best management practices and development of project-specific
mitigation measures to address project-specific impacts.

For the purposes of differentiating the various types of potential environmental effects related to the
Project, effects were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table 5-1.

5.3 Hydrogeological Methodology

As noted in Chapter 4, general assumptions were made for each type of proposed infrastructure to
determine the information required for impact assessment. Refer to Appendix C2 for a more detailed
description of the methodology utilized for this assessment.

These assumptions were as follows:

. Track and/or Switch Upgrade — If the proposed infrastructure is a track and/or switch upgrade,
then minimal intrusive work will be required (i.e., less than 0.3 m depth) as existing ballasts would
be used as part of the track upgrade. As a result, there will be no water mitigation measures
required (such as dewatering or water management) as part of the proposed infrastructure
improvements. Surface water management (such as runoff) may be required if watercourses
exist within or near the construction area.

. New Track and Equipment Storage Yard — If the proposed infrastructure is new track or
equipment storage yard, then shallow intrusive work will be required (less than 1 m depth) to
construct the appropriate base for the track. Infrastructure for an equipment storage yard consists
of a 1-track layover area with no service/maintenance bays or other deeper intrusive work being
required (no greater than 1 m depth). As a result, there will be no water mitigation measures
required (such as dewatering or water management) as part of the proposed infrastructure
improvements. Surface water management (such as runoff) may be required if watercourses
exist within or near the construction area.

° Buildings Associated with Layover Facilities — At some new layover facilities, in addition to
the proposed layover infrastructure, there may be small buildings constructed. It has been
assumed that these buildings will be constructed as slab-on-grade and therefore shallow intrusive
work will be required (less than 1 m depth) to construct the appropriate footings.

. Access Roads and Parking Lots — There is associated access roads and parking lots being
constructed at layover and storage facilities. It has been assumed that the construction activities
associated with access roads and parking lots will include shallow excavation and grading (less
than 1 m depth) and placement of fill. As a result of these shallow works, no water mitigation
measures would be required (such as dewatering or water management).
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° New GO Station Platform(s) — New platforms were not considered as part of the original
baseline conditions assessment but have been included as part of this impact assessment. The
proposed infrastructure is primarily surficial structures and shallow foundations but may also
include construction of tunnels, ramps, elevators and stairs for pedestrian access to the
platforms. Intrusive works will be required for foundations, footings, and other underground
elements which could be greater than 2 m in depth. As a result, water mitigation measures may
be required during construction and potentially long-term.

. New Layover/Storage Facilities — If the proposed infrastructure includes construction of new
layover areas, intrusive works will be required for foundations, footings, service bays, utilities and
other elements which are greater than 2 m in depth. As a result, water mitigation measures may
be required during construction.

. Electrification of the Rail Corridor — Beginning at Mile 4.4, the Richmond Hill Corridor will
undergo electrification which will include the following components:

o Overhead Contact System — foundations may be installed at an estimated depth of 5 m or
greater depending on the type of overhead contact system structure.

o Grounding and Bonding — underground infrastructure may be required.
o Bridge Widenings/Modifications — bridge modifications may occur above or below ground.

Based on the assumptions above, greater hydrogeological effects may be experienced at proposed new
platform areas, layover/storage site areas and where electrification is occurring, as this is where
underground infrastructure may be constructed. This was the focus of the hydrogeological impact
assessment, which was subsequently competed using the following criteria that was established for
purposes of evaluating potential effects associated with hydrogeological components of the Project:

. Potential effects on the hydrogeological conditions within the study area;

. Potential effects on the hydrogeological conditions immediately adjacent to the study area (such
as to private and communal/municipal water supply wells);

° Potential hydrogeological effects on surface water features such as lakes, rivers, creeks and
wetlands;

o Assess the effects that the local groundwater conditions that may affect the project (e.g. high
water table in surficial sandy soils that may require dewatering for construction or long-term
operation);

. Potential effects to sensitive biota reliant on local groundwater conditions; and,

. Matters of provincial interest relating to the hydrogeological environment (e.g. contributions to

sensitive hydrologic features of the Oak Ridges Moraine (ORM)).

Following identification of potential effects, mitigation/compensation/enhancement measures were
identified based on a combination of best management practices and development of project-specific
mitigation measures, as appropriate, to address project-specific impacts.

For the purposes of differentiating the various types of potential environmental effects related to the
Project, effects were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table 5-1.
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5.4 Land Use/Socio-Economic Methodology

The following Land Use and Socio-Economic criteria was established for purposes of evaluating potential
effects associated with the Project. Refer to Appendix D2 for a more detailed description of the
methodology utilized for this assessment.

Land Use Criteria
. Potential effects on existing land uses; and
° Potential effects on approved future/planned land uses.

Where infrastructure is proposed within the existing Metrolinx railroad ROW, no land use impacts have
been identified as the use of the corridor is for transportation and utility.

Socio-Economic Criteria

. Potential effects on sensitive facilities (i.e., hospitals, schools, community landmarks, child-care
centres, and long-term care centres);

. Potential effects on active transportation routes;

. Potential effects on pedestrian trails; and

° Potential effects on parks/open spaces/natural areas.

In order to address the potential effects associated with the Project, mitigation/compensation
/enhancement measures were developed based on a combination of best management practices and
project-specific mitigation measures, as appropriate.

For the purposes of differentiating the various types of potential environmental effects related to the
Project, effects were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table 5-1.

5.5 Visual Methodology

The following Visual Impact Assessment criteria were established for purposes of evaluating potential
effects associated with the Project. Refer to Appendix E2 for a more detailed description of the
methodology utilized for this assessment.

. Potential visual effects on Residential, Commercial and Institutional uses;

o Potential visual effects on Recreational Uses, Active Transportation, Trails and Parks, and Open
Spaces; and,

° Potential visual effects on approved land uses and/or proposed developments.

Following identification of potential effects, mitigation/compensation/enhancement measures were
identified based on a combination of best management practices and development of project-specific
mitigation measures categorized as follows:

Negligible Impact Areas which are considered not visually sensitive (where no mitigation is warranted),
such as:

° Proposed layover facility /storage yard infrastructure is located within or in the vicinity of
industrial/employment/commercial areas;

° Areas where there are no residential areas or no areas where people congregate in proximity to
the rail corridors where OCS infrastructure is proposed (relevant to the Richmond Hill corridor
only for purposes of this report); and
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° Proposed track infrastructure is within the existing rail ROW.

Low Impact Areas which have minimal visual sensitivity and where there are minor impacts which may
warrant some mitigation, such as:

. Proposed layover facility /storage yard infrastructure located in residential areas where homes
are more than 20 metres away from the proposed infrastructure (20 metres was chosen because
rear yards that are longer than approximately 20 metres typically contain vegetation that helps to
screen views of the rail corridor and new OCS infrastructure placed within the corridor);

. Visual impacts due to OCS installation on the corridors where views to the corridor are not
considered of scenic value or have already been degraded by other infrastructure intruding into
views; and

o Proposed infrastructure is located in the vicinity of Mixed-Use areas.

Moderate Impact Areas where sensitive views are compromised and impacts should be
minimized/mitigated where feasible, such as:

o Areas and overpasses where there are scenic views or scenic and natural areas that will be
altered by the introduction of OCS structures;

. Areas where high-rise buildings in a natural setting are closer than 30 metres to the proposed
infrastructure (30 metres was chosen as the distance where views from low storeys, but not
necessarily the lowest storey, of buildings would be significantly altered from view of natural
vegetation to views of OCS infrastructure);

. Residential areas where homes are between 8 and 20 metres away from the proposed
infrastructure (20 metres was chosen because rear yards that are longer than approximately 20
metres typically contain vegetation that helps to screen views of the corridor and new OCS
infrastructure placed within the corridor); and

. Rural farmland.

High Impact Areas where views are considerably compromised and should be minimized/mitigated to
the extent possible, such as:

° Residential areas where homes are within 8 metres away from the proposed infrastructure (8
metres was selected as the distance where the rear of homes were so close to the rail corridor
that privacy could be compromised due to the removal of vegetation for OCS infrastructure);

° Scenic, cultural or historic features/environments directly adjacent to the proposed infrastructure;
and
. Environmental protected and natural areas directly adjacent to the proposed infrastructure.

For the purposes of differentiating the various types of potential environmental effects related to the
Project, effects were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table 5-1.

5.6  Cultural Heritage Methodology

The following section provides an overview of the criteria applied to assess potential Cultural Heritage
impacts within the Study Area. Refer to Appendix F2 for a more detailed description of the methodology
utilized for this assessment.
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5.6.1 Approach to Screening for Built Heritage Resources (BHRs) and Cultural Heritage Landscapes
(CHLs)

The Cultural Heritage Assessment Report contained in Appendix F2 addresses above-ground BHRs
and CHLs over 40 years old. Use of a 40-year-old threshold is a guiding principle when conducting a
preliminary identification of BHRs and CHLs (MHSTCI 2016). While identification of a resource that is 40
years old or older does not confer outright heritage significance, this threshold provides a means to
collect information about resources that may retain heritage value. Similarly, if a resource is slightly less
than 40 years old, this does not preclude the resource from retaining heritage value.

In the course of the cultural heritage report, all potentially affected BHRs and CHLs are subject to
inventory. Short form names are usually applied to each resource type. Examples include, but are not
limited to: barn, residence, bridge, culvert, and neighbourhood cultural heritage landscape. It should be
noted that only bridges and culverts in the rail right-of-way with potential impacts from the Project were
subject to cultural heritage assessment.

Background historical research, which includes consultation of primary and secondary source material
and historic mapping, was undertaken to identify early settlement patterns and broad agents or themes
of change in the study area. This stage in the data collection process enables the researcher to
determine the presence of sensitive heritage areas that correspond to nineteenth- and twentieth-century
settlement and development patterns. For the purposes of this study, the following sources were
consulted: nineteenth-century mapping; nineteenth-century local historical accounts (Boulton 1805;
Robinson 1885; Smith 1846; etc.); twentieth-century mapping; and railroad-specific sources.

Historical background and historic map reviews of the Lakeshore West, Lakeshore East, Kitchener,
Barrie, Stouffville and USRC rail corridors is not presented in this CHR. This information was presented
in the GO Rail Network Electrification TPAP CHSR (ASI 2017a) and it was determined for the purposes
of this assessment, that heritage studies prepared as part of this 2017 TPAP were recent enough,
sufficient, relevant and could be relied upon for the purposes of informing baseline data collection for the
present undertaking. Historical background and historic map reviews for the Richmond Hill rail corridor
has not previously been presented in a Metrolinx TPAP and is therefore included in this CHR.

To augment data collected during this stage of the research process, federal, provincial, and municipal
databases and/or agencies were consulted to obtain information about specific properties that have been
previously identified and/or designated as retaining cultural heritage value. Typically, resources identified
during this stage of the research process are reflective of particular architectural styles, associated with
an important person, place, or event, and contribute to the contextual facets of a particular place,
neighbourhood, or intersection.

Finally, site visits were conducted to confirm the location and integrity of previously identified BHRs and
CHLs, and to identify potential BHRs and CHLSs not previously recognized.

Several investigative criteria were utilized during the data gathering phase to appropriately identify BHRs
and CHLs. These investigative criteria were derived from provincial guidelines (including the Ontario
Regulation 9/06 and Ontario Regulation 10/06 of the OHA), definitions, and past experience.

5.6.2 Approach to Screening Bridges and Overhead Structures

The bridges identified in the Cultural Heritage Assessment Report contained in Appendix F2 were
subject to assessment for potential or known cultural heritage value. To complete this assessment, each
bridge was visited to conduct photographic documentation from public rights-of-way and the following
archival and background documents were consulted:

° Municipal heritage register/mapping or heritage planner file holdings;

o System-wide Bridge Inventory (Metrolinx 2019a);
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° System-wide Culvert Inventory (Metrolinx 2019b);

° Ontario Heritage Bridge List;

o Archives of Ontario;

° Relevant websites: http://www.railmuseums.com/namerica/ONTARIO/; http://www.thbrailway.ca/;

http://historicbridges.org/; and

° Lines of Country: An atlas of railway and waterway history in Canada (Andreae 1997)

From the above information, the following data was acquired (where available) to assist in determining
which bridges had potential for cultural heritage value:

. Maintenance Responsibility/Ownership;

. Original Construction Date;

o Significant Dates (repairs, rehabilitation work);
° Builder & Engineer;

. Bridge Type;

. Materials;

° Number of Spans;

o Bridge Width; and

. Markings/Distinguishing Features.

In addition, structural condition or maintenance inspection reports were requested (Request for Bridge
Inspection Reports were made to Gannett Fleming by email, 18 September 2019).

Based on best practices and the Heritage Bridge Checklist (Municipal Engineers Association 2014), any
bridges constructed after 1956 and which were identified as a typical bridge type (rigid frame, precast
with concrete deck, culvert or simple span, steel beam with concrete deck), were not identified as a
potential BHR.

For the purposes of differentiating the various types of potential environmental effects related to the
Project, effects were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table 5-1.

Following identification of potential effects, mitigation/compensation/enhancement measures were
identified based on a combination of best management practices and development of project-specific
mitigation measures, as appropriate, to address project-specific impacts.

5.7 Archaeological Methodology

The following Stage 1 Archaeology criteria was established for purposes of evaluating potential effects
associated with the Project. Refer to Appendix G2 for a more detailed description of the methodology
utilized for this assessment.

. Archaeological resources;
. Recreational Uses, Active Transportation, Trails and Parks, and Open Spaces;
. Property and access;
. Approved land use and/or proposed developments;
. 11 Revision 02
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° Other knows projects/studies;

° Impact zone along the rail corridors based on the proposed siting of infrastructure;
. Bridges/structures requiring modifications;

o Proposed road closures; and

. Potential property requirements.

For the purposes of differentiating the various types of potential environmental effects related to the
Project, effects were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table 5-1.

Following identification of potential effects, mitigation/compensation/enhancement measures were
identified based on a combination of best management practices and development of project-specific
mitigation measures, as appropriate, to address project-specific impacts.

5.8 Stormwater Management Assessment Methodology

The following section provides an overview of the assessment criteria applied to assess potential
Stormwater Management Assessment impacts within the Project Study Area. Refer to Appendix H2 for
a more detailed description of the methodology utilized for this assessment.

5.8.1 Establish Impact Assessment Criteria

The following assessment criteria was established for purposes of evaluating potential effects associated
with the Project:

. Potential effects on existing drainage;

. Potential effects on existing outlet points (i.e. watercourses, stormwater management ponds,
etc.);

. Potential effects on environmentally sensitive areas; and

. Potential effects due to footprint impacts, operations and maintenance impacts, and construction
impacts.

Please note that this hydrologic analysis is based on conceptual design. Routing calculation for sizing
basins are not addressed, and will therefore need to be evaluated and addressees during detailed
design.

For the purposes of differentiating the various types of potential environmental effects related to the
Project, effects were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table 5-1.

Following identification of potential effects, mitigation/compensation/enhancement measures were
identified based on a combination of best management practices and development of project-specific
mitigation measures, as appropriate, to address project-specific impacts.

5.9 Traffic Impact Assessment Methodology

Refer to EPR Chapter 6, Section 6.3 for a description of the Traffic Impact Assessment methodology that
was followed. Additional details can be found in Appendix I.
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5.10 Utilities Methodology

The following section provides an overview of the criterial applied to assess potential impacts on Utilities
/ Utility conflicts within the Study Area. Refer to Appendix J for a more detailed description of the
methodology utilized for this assessment.

5.10.1 Establish Impact Assessment Criteria

The following assessment criteria was established for purposes of evaluating potential effects associated
with the Project:

. Potential effects due to track improvements and upgrades;

. Potential effects on railway assets;

. Potential effects on underground crossing assets;

. Potential effects on underground parallel assets;

. Potential effects due to layover facility structures;

. Potential effects due to installation of OCS infrastructure;

. Potential effects on overhead crossings assets;

. Potential effects on overhead parallel assets; and

o Potential effects due to OCS pole foundation locations and the utility crossing location.

For the purposes of differentiating the various types of potential environmental effects related to the
Project, effects were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table 5-1.

Following identification of potential effects, mitigation/compensation/enhancement measures were
identified based on a combination of best management practices and development of project-specific
mitigation measures, as appropriate, to address project-specific impacts.

5.11 Noise & Vibration Methodology

Refer to EPR Chapter 6.

5.12 Air Quality Methodology

Refer to EPR Chapter 6.

5.13 Climate Change Methodology

Refer to EPR Chapter 6.

5.14 EMI/EMF Methodology

The following section provides an overview of the methodology followed to assess potential EMI/EMF
impacts within the Study Area. Refer to Appendix N for a more detailed description of the methodology
utilized for this assessment. This methodology is applicable to the Richmond Hill corridor portion of the
study area only.

5.14.1 Establish Impact Assessment Criteria
As established and explained in previous EMI/EMF Baseline Assessment Reports:
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The International Committee for Non-lonizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP) places the
levels of ELF EMF warranting mitigation and/or concern at 2,000 milligauss (mG) for the
general public exposure and 10,000 mG for occupational exposure. As a conservative
level, indicating the presence of man-made ELF EMF, this report selected 10 mG. At this
level of ELF EMF it would be recommended that a location be returned to, and measured
post-electrification. As well, such locations should be measured for EMI both during
Impact Assessment, both prior to and post electrification.

This established the criteria for when a site must be resurveyed during Impact Assessment and/or when
that site should be included in any post-electrification measurements.

The primary effects assessed with regard to electromagnetic compatibility (EMC) relate to human
exposure, i.e., Extremely Low Frequency (ELF) Electromagnetic Fields (EMF). With regard to
Electromagnetic Interference (EMI), the primary concern is adverse effects on electronics. The impact
assessment presented in this report addresses each of these effects. The following additional
considerations were also used in developing criteria for evaluating potential effects associated with the
Project:

o Potential effects on Residential, Commercial and Institutional uses;

. Potential effects on Recreational Uses, Active Transportation, Trails and Parks, and Open
Spaces;

° Potential effects on property and access;

. Potential effects on approved land use and/or proposed developments; and

. Potential effects on sensitive EMI receptors, such as airports and hospitals, and other locations

where radar or x-ray devices might be used.

For the purposes of differentiating the various types of potential environmental effects related to the
Project, effects were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table 5-1.

Following identification of potential effects, mitigation/compensation/enhancement measures were
identified based on a combination of best management practices and development of project-specific
mitigation measures, as appropriate, to address project-specific impact
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5.15 Footprint Impacts - Lakeshore West Corridor

5.15.1 Natural Environment

A Natural Environment Assessment Report was undertaken for the New Track & Facilities TPAP.
Mitigation measures and commitments were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table 5-101.
Additional details can be found in Appendix B2.

5.15.1.1 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Walkers Line Layover Facility

The Walkers Line Layover occurs within the urbanized setting of the City of Burlington within Ecoregion
7E-4. Surrounding land use consists primarily of residential, commercial and institutional uses. The
features discussed below are provided on Figures LSW-4 and LSW-5 in Appendix B2.

Terrestrial Environment

Vegetation communities occurring beyond the Shoreacres Creek valley are dominated by Cultural
Thicket (CUT) to the west of Shoreacres Creek and Cultural Meadow (CUM) to the east. The majority of
the existing CUM and CUT communities will be removed to accommodate the proposed layover facility.
Staghorn Sumac (Rhus typhina), Buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), Manitoba Maple (Acer negundo), and
smaller shrubs (Raspberry (Rubus idaeus) comprise the majority of trees to be removed within the CUT
community. The approximate area of vegetation loss is 3.2 hectares (ha) consisting of predominately of
approximately 2.9 ha of CUM and CUT communities.

The Shoreacres Creek valley is comprised of woodland best characterized as a Fresh Moist Deciduous
Lowland Willow Forest community (FOD7-3). Encroachment into the Shoreacres Creek valley to
accommodate the proposed culvert extension to the north will result in approximately 0.11 ha of
permanent vegetation removal along this valley corridor including the removal of several mature willow
trees. The vegetation in this location is comprised of a mix of Crack Willow and willow species (Salix
fragilis), American EIm (Ulmus americana), Manitoba Maple with understory shrubs of Gray Dogwood
(Cornus racemose) in association with invasive Honeysuckle (Loniceria sp.) and Buckthorn. Herbaceous
vegetation was dominated by invasive Garlic Mustard (Alliaria petiolata) and Dames Rocket (Hesberis
matronalis) with evidence of native grasses along the banks and open canopy pockets.

The Shoreacres Creek valley provides a local corridor and linkages (movement) for urban tolerant
wildlife. Species observed using this corridor included Racoon (Procyon lotor) and a Coyote (Canis
latrans) and an Eastern Wood-Peewee (Contopus virens) was heard within the creek corridor in
proximity (50 m) to the existing creek crossing in June 2020 by SLR Ecologists. Wildlife passage under
the existing rail corridor appears to be possible based on the relatively large dimensions of the existing
triple chamber culvert and 2020 field observations indicating that at least one of the chambers was dry
during normal discharge events.

Potential footprint impacts include removal of nesting, foraging and general use habitats for urban
tolerant wildlife and permanent displacement of vegetation. The proposed habitat removal and
displacement are anticipated to be moderate given the disturbances observed on site including the
abundance of non-native and invasive vegetation species and the fragmentation of the terrestrial
environment due to presence of arterial roads and extensive industrial and commercial land use
surrounding the Walkers Line Layover site. Due to the relatively large dimensions of the existing triple
chamber culvert, the proposed extension is not anticipated to create a barrier to wildlife passage and
therefore the linkage function should remain intact.

Restoration of the proposed encroachment into the FOD7-3 woodland will require special attention to
ensure a robust vegetation restoration plan is provided to reintroduce instream shade with a goal to
improve wildlife habitat opportunities within the creek corridor following construction. Using this
approach, the encroachment into the FOD7-3 community is not anticipated to create long term residual
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impacts to the Shoreacres Creek valley since vegetation loss will be replaced and a native and wildlife
friendly plant community will be purposefully reintroduced into the valley lands adjacent to the existing
culvert crossing.

With the use of the recommended mitigation and adherence to Metrolinx’s Vegetation Removal and
Compensation Guideline, there are no residual adverse effects to vegetation or wildlife habitat
anticipated from the removal of the CUM and CUT communities due to the relatively low-quality habitat
present and the position of the property within a long established industrial and commercial land use
setting.

Mitigation for these removals include, but are not limited to:

. Ensuring vegetation/tree removals follow the general mitigation measures for vegetation removal
and wildlife outlined in Table 5-101 and adherence to Metrolinx’s Vegetation Management
Guidelines and Tree Removal Strategy;

. Special attention will be required to ensure a robust vegetation restoration plan is provided in
accordance with Metrolinx’s Vegetation Management Guidelines to reintroduce instream shade
wildlife habitat opportunities within the creek corridor following construction; and

° Where lighting is required for safety and security of the proposed layover facility, the design and
intensity should consider Wildlife Friendly Lighting to reduce possible harmful adverse effects.

Aquatic Environment

The Project study area segments that constitute the Walkers Line Layover (LSW-4 and LSW-5) are
positioned on the divide between the subwatersheds of Tuck Creek and Shoreacres Creek. The main
branch of Shoreacres Creek traverses through the eastern portion of the proposed Layover and passes
under the existing tracks through a triple chamber concrete structure. This valley and floodplain area of
Shoreacres Creek is located within the Conservation Halton jurisdiction and is regulated under Ontario
Regulation 162/06.

The proposed extension of the existing large triple box culvert will also displace approximately 30 linear
metres (or approximately 120 m?) of active creek and fish habitat. It should be noted that this conclusion
was based on a conceptual level of design and infield creek dimension observed during the 2020 site
investigation. The area of aquatic impact should be reassessed during future project phases, once a
more mature design is available. This structural expansion will result in removal of boulders/cobbles and
other instream cover for fish within the existing channel upstream of the central culvert chamber. Unique
or sensitive instream habitat features were not observed in the footprint of the proposed culvert
extension. While this removal of fish habitat is considered permanent, habitat improvements will be
employed within the remainder of the channel through the reach to address and compensate for the
potential harmful alteration, disruption or destruction (HADD) of fish habitat. A Request for Project
Review should be submitted to DFO during future design phases to ensure compliance with the Fisheries
Act. Similarly, Conservation Halton should be consulted to ensure required review and permitting
requirements are achieved for works within a regulated area (O. Reg.162/06).As part of the avoidance
and restoration plan for the protection of fish and fish habitat:

° Instream construction activities will be subject to warmwater timing window of July 15t to March
31s; and
. General mitigation measures for fish and fish habitat and wetlands and waterbodies outlined in

Table 5-101 will be followed.
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Species at Risk

Potential habitat for the following SAR occurs within the proposed Walkers Line Layover footprint,
including the Lowland Willow Forest community (FOD 7-3) along Shoreacres Creek: Eastern Wood-
Pewee (confirmed within the Project study area and on adjacent lands), Red-headed Woodpecker, Barn
Swallow and SAR insects including Monarch Butterfly. The Shoreacres Creek corridor may also provide
movement linkages for SAR Turtles and potential habitat for SAR bats.

The large triple chamber watercourse crossing structure provides potential habitat for Barn Shallow
however none were observed onsite during the 2020 site visits. Eastern Wood-Peewee (Special
Concern) was heard within the creek corridor in proximity (50 m) to the existing creek crossing during
both spring visits in June 2020 by SLR Ecologists and is considered a probable breeder within the
woodland valley.

Main portions of the existing CUM and CUT communities will require removal to accommodate the
layover facility while encroachment into the Lowland Willow Forest community (FOD 7-3) will also be
required. The removal of cultural vegetation and in particular, Milkweed (Asclepias syriaca) within the
cultural meadow community, will potentially create a temporary displacement of habitat for Monarch
Butterfly. Attractive habitat (Milkweed) for Monarch Butterfly can be incorporated into the vegetation
restoration plan for the proposed layover area to off-set any temporary habitat removal.

While the encroachment of the Lowland Willow Forest community (FOD 7-3) is considered a permanent
removal of potential habitat for both Eastern Wood-Pewee and Red-headed Woodpecker and SAR bats,
habitat within the proposed culvert extension footprint is similar to the riparian vegetation along much of
the remaining portion of the upstream valley corridor and does not represent unique habitat for these
species. For these reasons, none of these potential reductions in vegetation is considered a significant
disruption or loss of SAR habitat. Further consultation with MECP is recommended during subsequent
design phases to ensure compliance with ESA, 2007.

Mitigation for these removals include, but are not limited to:

. Ensuring vegetation/tree removals follow the general mitigation measures for vegetation removal
and wildlife outlined in Table 5-101 and adherence to Metrolinx’s Vegetation Management
Guidelines and Tree Removal Strategy;

° Performing vegetation removal outside the typical breeding period for birds as well as the period
of potential occupation of treed roosts (habitat) by bats and Milkweed by Monarch caterpillars
(April 15t to September 30"); and

. Where lighting is required for safety and security of the proposed layover facility, the design and
intensity should consider Wildlife Friendly Lighting to reduce possible harmful adverse effects.

Significant Wildlife Habitat

Candidate SWH may be present due to the presence of Shoreacres Creek and its riparian habitat within
the proposed layover Project study area. Candidate SWH, in addition to bat roosts, may include:
Amphibian Breeding Habitat and Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species.

While the encroachment of Lowland Willow Forest community (FOD 7-3) is considered a permanent
removal of potential habitat for both Eastern Wood-Pewee and Red-headed Woodpecker, and SAR bats,
habitat within the proposed culvert extension footprint is similar to the riparian vegetation along much of
the remaining portion of the upstream valley corridor and does not represent unique habitat for these
species. For similar reasons provided above for SAR habitat, none of the potential reductions in
vegetation is considered a significant disruption or loss of candidate SWH habitat.
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Designated Areas

No provincially designated features are present within this segment of the Project study area. The
Shoreacres Creek valley forms part of the Burlington Natural Heritage System. The proposed
encroachment within the Shoreacres Creek valley will reduce the area of the NHS by approximately
370 m2. This reduction is unavoidable due to the linear design requirement of the layover facility. Due to
the relatively large dimensions of the existing triple chamber culvert passing under the existing GO Rail
ROW, the proposed culvert extension is not anticipated to create a barrier to wildlife passage and
therefore the linkage function of the NHS should remain intact.

5.15.1.2 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment: LSW-1 — Mile 8.10 to Mile 8.60

The proposed track infrastructure in this segment is located within an actively used and managed portion
of the exiting Metrolinx rail corridor ROW. There are no ecological impacts anticipated and therefore no
mitigation measures are proposed.

5.15.1.3 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-2 — Mile 20.20 to Mile 20.70

The proposed track infrastructure in this segment is located within an actively used and managed portion
of the exiting Metrolinx rail corridor ROW. There are no ecological impacts anticipated and therefore no
mitigation measures are proposed.

5.15.1.4 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-3 — Mile 20.70 to Mile 21.20

The proposed track infrastructure in this segment is located within an actively used and managed portion
of the exiting Metrolinx rail corridor ROW. There are no ecological impacts anticipated and therefore no
mitigation measures are proposed.

5.15.1.5 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-4 — Mile 28.50 to Mile 29.00

Refer to Section 5.15.1.1 above, which describes natural environment impacts and mitigation measures
for the Walkers Line Layover and comprises Segment LSW-4.

5.15.1.6 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-5 — Mile 29.00 to Mile 29.50

Refer to Section 5.15.1.1 above, which describes natural environment impacts and mitigation measures
for the Walkers Line Layover and comprises Segment LSW-5.

5.15.2  Hydrogeological

A Hydrogeology Impact Assessment Report was undertaken for the New Track & Facilities TPAP.
Mitigation measures and commitments were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table 5-102.
Additional details can be found in Appendix C2.

5.15.2.1 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Walkers Line Layover Facility

The infrastructure for this Study Area Segment consists of a new layover facility. The surrounding area
within 500 m is highly developed with commercial/industrial operations in the immediate area, and
residential development further to the east.

The regional physiography in this area is defined as Iroquois Plain with the surficial geology described as
being predominantly classified as Paleozoic bedrock (Blue Mountain Dolostone or Shale) near surface.
Initial review of MECP well records for the area indicate little to no overburden soils in the vicinity of the
Study Area (Gannett Fleming, 2020).

There are three domestic supply wells noted in the MECP Well Record Database (IDs 2800260,
2800261 and 5719966) within 500 m of the proposed Layover facility?. The remaining records are for

2 One record (Well ID 5719966) has been mistakenly mapped (within the MECP database) near the Study Area segment
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wells used for observation/monitoring/test holes (77 wells), abandoned (3 wells) or of unknown use (11
wells). The area is serviced with municipal water supply, and based on the availability of municipal
services, it is likely that the domestic wells are no longer in use for water supply purposes. Use of these
wells should be confirmed by the contractor prior to construction activities.

There are 2 waterbodies located within 500 m of the Study Area Segment: Shoreacres Creek and Tuck
Creek. Both creeks flow in a southerly direction under the current rail line ROW towards Lake Ontario.
However, only Shoreacres Creek is located within the footprint of the proposed layover facility, passing
under the existing tracks through a triple chamber concrete structure. Preliminary design plans include
extension of the culvert for the Creek by approximately 32m.

Shoreacres Creek is a permanent warmwater watercourse with a hardbottom shale bed with very little
silt/sand and no organics. The creek appears to be predominantly runoff fed, with little groundwater
baseflow, although this should be confirmed during detailed design. The infrastructure is not expected to
have an impact on groundwater baseflow into the Creeks due to the limited extant of the proposed new
culvert (in comparison to the overall length of the creek) and the low anticipated groundwater contribution
to streamflow under existing conditions.

The recharge of groundwater from infiltrating precipitation has potential to be reduced due to the
increased impermeable surfaces from paving of road and parking areas. However, as the area is
already highly developed, and the general low permeable of near surface soils across the general area, it
is anticipated that infiltration is limited under current conditions.

Based on the above information, there it is not anticipated that there will be any adverse impacts due to
the footprint of the infrastructure to the groundwater supply wells or Shoreacres Creek and Tuck Creek.
Therefore, no mitigation measures are recommended.

5.15.2.2 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment: LSW-1 — Mile 8.10 to Mile 8.60

There are no anticipated footprint impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.15.2.3 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-2 — Mile 20.20 to Mile 20.70

There are no anticipated footprint impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.15.2.4 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-3 — Mile 20.70 to Mile 21.20

There are no anticipated footprint impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.15.2.5 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-4 — Mile 28.50 to Mile 29.00

Refer to Section 5.15.2.1 above, which describes hydrogeological impacts and mitigation measures for
the Walkers Line Layover and comprises Segment LSW-4.

5.15.2.6 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-5 — Mile 29.00 to Mile 29.50

Refer to Section 5.15.2.1 above, which describes hydrogeological impacts and mitigation measures for
the Walkers Line Layover and comprises Segment LSW-5.

515.3 Land Use/Socio-Economic

A Land Use and Socio-Economic Impact Assessment Report was undertaken for the New Track &
Facilities TPAP. Mitigation measures and commitments were characterized and grouped as outlined in
Table 5-103. Additional details can be found in Appendix D2.
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5.15.3.1 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Walkers Line Layover Facility
Land Use

The site of the proposed Walkers Line Layover is currently located in the City of Burlington in an area
largely designated as employment/industrial and mixed-use, and is surrounded by Halton Honda, Sector
Technology, JP Motors, and a small strip mall. There will be a footprint impact on employment/industrial
land uses (i.e., the adjacent Attridge Transportation Inc. lands) due to the placement of layover facility
components, such as staff parking, access road and facility structures (see Figure 5-2).

Under the City of Burlington Zoning By-law 2020, the rail corridor is zoned as Utility Services.

The proposed Walkers Lines Layover site, however, is zoned General Employment (GE2-220), which
permits various types of manufacturing uses, including public transportation; General Employment
(GE1), which permits transportation, communication and utilities, transportation equipment industries,
waste transfer station, office uses, construction and trade contractors, and machinery and equipment
storage; and Utility Services (S), which permits any transportation, communication or utility use.

Based on this understanding, the proposed track infrastructure is not expected to conflict with the current
zoning given existing land uses in the vicinity of the site.

Socio-Economic

There are no sensitive features within 100 metres of the proposed layover facility; therefore, there are no
anticipated footprint impacts to sensitive features.

A pedestrian walkway traverses under the rail corridor at Walkers Line and along Harvester Road;
however, this feature will not be impacted by the proposed works and there are no anticipated footprint
impacts to recreational amenities as a result of the project.

Currently, the proposed Walkers Line Layover site is partially within the Metrolinx ROW and patrtially
located on adjacent lands. Attridge Transportation Inc. operates an existing school bus depot on the
proposed Walkers Line Layover site. There are anticipated footprint impacts to this business and the
proposed works may result in a reduction in bus storage capacity. However, there is an opportunity for
Metrolinx to work with the business owner to minimize impacts to the extent feasible.

For further detail related to socio-economic effects such as visual/aesthetics, noise & vibration,
electromagnetic interference/electromagnetic fields, and air quality, please refer to the respective reports
contained in the New Track & Facilities EPR and the GO Rail Network Electrification EPR Addendum.

There are no anticipated adverse effects on recreational amenities resulting from the implementation of
layover infrastructure that were identified on the basis of the available conceptual design.
Notwithstanding this, potential conflicts with recreational amenities and businesses will be re-examined
during the detailed design phase, and if required the City of Burlington will be consulted to determine
appropriate design solutions to minimize/mitigate effects to recreational amenities and/or businesses.

Mitigation Measures

The Walkers Line Layover is proposed in an area that is compatible with existing uses in and adjacent to
the site and therefore no impacts to land use are expected.

A range of municipal permits and approvals may be required for the project, particularly as pertaining to
municipally owned lands and infrastructure. All required permits and approvals shall be obtained.
However, Metrolinx as a Crown Agency of the Province of Ontario is exempt from certain municipal
processes and requirements. In these instances, Metrolinx will engage with the municipalities to
incorporate municipal requirements as a best practice, where practical, and may obtain associated
permits and approvals.
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It is assumed that following municipal discussions and a review of the detailed design, it will be deemed
consistent with adjacent uses due to the proximity to the rail corridor and the proposed location in a
highly developed area characterized by industrial/utility uses. Additionally, Metrolinx will continue to work
with the business owner of the adjacent Attridge Transportation Inc. lands to find integrated solutions to
accommaodate both the proposed development and existing uses of the site.

If an agreement cannot be met, Metrolinx will further work with the business owner to identify
compensation and ensure that successful relocation can be achieved, if required. Property acquisition
required for this Project will be undertaken by Metrolinx, with the objective being to provide fair market
value compensation to affected property owners in accordance with applicable laws.

5.15.3.2 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-1 — Mile 8.10 to Mile 8.60
Land Use

The track infrastructure is proposed within the rail ROW in this segment, although there is the potential
for property acquisition to accommodate the upgraded track alignment. As a result of this activity, there is
a footprint impact on the adjacent employment/industrial land uses.

Socio-Economic

There are no sensitive facilities within 100 metres of the proposed track work and therefore, there are no
anticipated footprint impacts to sensitive facilities.

Two parks are located in close proximity to the rail corridor; however, there are no expected footprint
impacts on these parks as a result of this activity.

Mitigation Measures

The proposed track infrastructure is compatible with existing land uses and zoning.

A range of municipal permits and approvals may be required for the project, particularly as pertaining to
municipally owned lands and infrastructure. All required permits and approvals shall be obtained.
However, Metrolinx as a Crown Agency of the Province of Ontario is exempt from certain municipal
processes and requirements. In these instances, Metrolinx will engage with the municipalities to
incorporate municipal requirements as a best practice, where practical, and may obtain associated
permits and approvals.

5.15.3.3 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-2 — Mile 20.20 to Mile 20.70
Land Use

The track infrastructure is proposed within the rail ROW in this segment; therefore, there are no
anticipated adverse effects on land use due to the new tracks.

Socio-Economic

There are no sensitive facilities within 100 meters of the proposed track work, however a cycling route
traverses the rail corridor at the Chartwell Road rail crossing. There are no anticipated footprint impacts
to sensitive facilities or recreational amenities.

For further detail related to socio-economic effects such as visual/aesthetics, noise & vibration,
electromagnetic interference/electromagnetic fields, and air quality refer to the respective sections in this
Chapter.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation recommendations outlined in their respective reports listed above for the Lakeshore West
Corridor will be adhered to and implemented during detailed design and construction.
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It is acknowledged that this segment is partially within Conservation Halton’s regulated area, and
traverse tributaries of the Lower Morrison Creek. As a result, there is the potential for flooding and
erosion hazards. If there are any proposed modifications to the existing culverts or an expansion of
development (i.e., structures, fill, grading, etc.) beyond the existing developed track area, further details
will be provided to Conservation Halton staff to advise of any typical requirements under Ontario
Regulation 162/06.

5.15.3.4 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-3 — Mile 20.70 to Mile 21.20
Land Use

The track infrastructure is proposed within the rail ROW in this segment; therefore, there are no
anticipated adverse effects on land use due to the new tracks.

Socio-Economic

There are no sensitive facilities within 100 meters of the proposed track work. Cornwall Road Sports
Park is in close proximity to the rail corridor, however there are no anticipated footprint impacts to
sensitive facilities or recreational amenities.

Mitigation Measures

There are no anticipated impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

It is acknowledged that this segment is partially within Conservation Halton’s regulated area, and
traverse tributaries of the Lower Morrison Creek. As a result, there is the potential for flooding and
erosion hazards. If there are any proposed modifications to the existing culverts or an expansion of
development (i.e., structures, fill, grading, etc.) beyond the existing developed track area, further details
will be provided to Conservation Halton staff to advise of any typical requirements under Ontario
Regulation 162/06.

5.15.3.5 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-4 — Mile 28.50 to Mile 29.00

Refer to Section 5.15.3.1 above, which describes land sue and socio-economic impacts and mitigation
measures for the Walkers Line Layover and comprises Segment LSW-4.

5.15.3.6 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-5 — Mile 29.00 to Mile 29.50

Refer to Section 5.15.3.1 above, which describes land use and socio-economic impacts and mitigation
measures for the Walkers Line Layover and comprises Segment LSW-5.

5154 Visual/Aesthetics

A Visual/Aesthetics Impact Assessment Report was undertaken for the New Track & Facilities TPAP.
Mitigation measures and commitments were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table 5-104.
Additional details can be found in Appendix E2.

5.15.4.1 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Walkers Line Layover Facility

The Walkers Line Layover site is proposed east of Appleby GO Station, near Walkers Line and Harvester
Road in the City of Burlington. The surrounding properties are primarily commercial and employment
lands, with the exception of Shoreacres Creek, a natural area that is regulated by Conservation Halton.
The proposed use of this layover facility is to reduce congestion on the rail corridor, minimize non-
revenue travel by being near major GO Stations (including Appleby GO and Burlington GO Stations), and
service the Lakeshore West corridor by utilizing this facility to park trains during off-peak hours.
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The Walkers Line Layover Facility is anticipated to consist of storage for nine (9) trains within the existing
rail ROW, which is to be electrified. The facility components (staff building, parking, access road, sanitary
storage, lighting) are proposed on adjacent lands, which are currently being used as a school bus depot.
The visual impact due to the proposed facility on commercial/employment lands is considered Negligible
as the proposed storage tracks are contained within Metrolinx’s existing ROW and industrial buildings
are likely to block views from surrounding roadways. Therefore, views of the Walkers Line Layover
Facility are largely limited to parking lots located behind commercial buildings (see Figure 5-3).

There is, however, anticipated impacts due to the construction of the Walkers Line Layover facility (i.e.,
facility will impact the composition and character of current views experienced by visual receptors along
Shoreacres Creek resulting in High visual impacts). It is anticipated that views will be highly altered due
to the proposed facility, specifically, due to stored trains obstructing views to and from the creek below.

A Design Excellence process will be followed during detailed design to integrate new infrastructure into
the existing environment and reduce the extent of visual impacts, where possible. This may be
accomplished (if feasible) through visual screening measures such as fencing, use of locally-sourced or
significant building materials (e.g., clay brick cladding), and/or vegetative buffers where suitable with
surrounding land uses. An outdoor construction Light Pollution Plan will be developed that complies with
local applicable municipal by-laws and Ministry of Transportation (MTO) practices for lighting will be
followed and incorporate industry best practices provided in ANSI/IES RP-8-18. Local municipalities
and key stakeholders will be consulted during detailed design, as required. Mitigation measures related
to potential nuisance effects are outlined in the Air Quality and Noise and Vibration commitment tables in
Chapter 6.

Mitigation measures related to the Walkers Line Layover are further described in Table 5-104.
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FIGURE 5-3 PROPOSED WALKERS LINE LAYOVER FACILITY — BIRD’S EYE VIEW
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5.15.4.2 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-1 — Mile 8.10 to Mile 8.60

Segment LSW-1 consists mostly of employment/industrial land uses along the railroad.; these areas
have been classified as a Negligible visual impact. Two large parks and a residential neighbourhood are
adjacent to the railroad to the south, but since the proposed track is within the existing rail ROW, these
areas have also been classified as a Negligible visual impact.

There are no anticipated impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment; therefore, no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.15.4.3 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-2 — Mile 20.20 to Mile 20.70

Segment LSW-2 consists mostly of commercial and employment/industrial land uses along the ralil
tracks. These areas are classified as having Negligible visual impacts and require no mitigation, since
the proposed track is within the existing rail ROW.

There are no anticipated impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment; therefore, no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.15.4.4 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-3 — Mile 20.70 to Mile 21.20

Segment LSW-3 consists mostly of commercial and employment/industrial land uses along the rail track.
These areas are classified as having Negligible visual impacts and require no mitigation. The Cornell
Road Sports Park is adjacent to the tracks on the south, but since the proposed track is within the
existing rail ROW, this area has also been classified as a Negligible visual impact.

There are no anticipated impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment; therefore, no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.15.4.5 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-4 — Mile 28.50 to Mile 29.00

Refer to Section 5.15.4.1 above, which describes visual impacts and mitigation measures for the Walkers
Line Layover and comprises Segment LSW-4.

5.15.4.6 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-5 — Mile 29.00 to Mile 29.50

Refer to Section 5.15.4.1 above, which describes visual impacts and mitigation measures for the Walkers
Line Layover and comprises Segment LSW-5.

5.15.5  Cultural Heritage

A Cultural Heritage Report: Impact Assessment was undertaken for the New Track & Facilities TPAP.
Mitigation measures and commitments were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table 5-105.
Additional details can be found in Appendix F2.

5.15.5.1 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Walkers Line Layover Facility

As no BHRs and CHLs were identified at in this segment, there will be no potential effects to BHRs and
CHLs and associated mitigation measures are not required.

5.15.5.2 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-1 — Mile 8.10 to Mile 8.60

There are no anticipated impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.15.5.3 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-2 — Mile 20.20 to Mile 20.70

There are no anticipated impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.
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5.15.5.4 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-3 — Mile 20.70 to Mile 21.20

There are no anticipated impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.15.5.5 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-4 — Mile 28.50 to Mile 29.00

Refer to Section 5.15.5.1 above, which describes cultural heritage impacts and mitigation measures for
the Walkers Line Layover and comprises Segment LSW-4.

5.15.5.6 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-5 — Mile 29.00 to Mile 29.50

Refer to Section 5.15.5.1 above, which describes cultural heritage impacts and mitigation measures for
the Walkers Line Layover and comprises Segment LSW-5.

5.15.6 Archaeology

A Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment was undertaken for the New Track & Facilities TPAP. A summary
of the findings and recommendations for the Lakeshore West Corridor can be found in the sections
below. Mitigation measures and commitments were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table
5-106. Additional details can be found in Appendix G2.

5.15.6.1 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Walkers Line Layover Facility

The Walkers Line Layover Location study area is located in Borden block AiGw. According to the OASD
(MHSTCI 2020) eight previously registered archaeological sites are located within 1 km of the study
area, none of which are located within 50m. Site details are presented below in Table 5-3.

TABLE 5-3 WALKERS LINE LAYOVER LOCATION — PREVIOUSLY REGISTERED
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES WITHIN ONE KILOMETRE

Borden # Site Name Cultural Affiliation Site Type Researcher
AiGw-82 George Alton Archaic Unknown Arthur Roberts 1976
. Pre-Contact .
AiGw-83 Ross Segsworth Indigenous Findspot Arthur Roberts 1976
AiGw-87 George Richardson Archaic Unknown Arthur Roberts 1976
. Paleo-Indian; Archaic;

AiGW-88 Appleby Line Woodland Arthur Roberts 1976
AiGw-90 Baseball Diamond Archaic Unknown Arthur Roberts 1976
AiGw-91 Misfit Creek Valley Archaic Camp/campsite | Arthur Roberts 1976
AiGw-92 Misfit Creek Valley 2 Archaic Unknown Arthur Roberts 1976
AiGw-93 West Misfit Bank Archaic Unknown Arthur Roberts 1976

There is potential for the disturbance of unassessed or documented archaeological resources within the
Walkers Line Layover site (see Appendix G2 for more information). For areas determined to have
archaeological potential or contain archaeological resources that will be impacted by project activities, a
Stage 2 Archaeological Assessment conducted by test pit survey at five metre intervals will be conducted
by a professionally licensed archaeologist prior to disturbance.

According to the S & G Section 2.1.2, test pit survey is required on terrain where ploughing is not viable,
such as wooded areas, properties where existing landscaping or infrastructure would be damaged,
overgrown farmland with heavy brush or rocky pasture, and narrow linear corridors up to 10 metres wide.
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No archaeological resources were encountered during the course of the Stage 2 Archaeological
Assessment for the New Track and Facilities TPAP Walkers Line Layover, therefore no further
archaeological assessment is required.

5.15.6.2 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment: LSW-1 — Mile 8.10 to Mile 8.60

The Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment confirmed that there is no potential for the disturbance of
unassessed or documented archaeological resources due to deep soil disturbance events and according
to the S & G Section 1.3.2 do not retain archaeological potential. No further archaeological assessment
is required.

5.15.6.3 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-2 — Mile 20.20 to Mile 20.70

According to the OASD, no previously registered archaeological sites are located within one kilometre of
the study area. Background research confirmed two previous reports, which detail fieldwork within 50
metres of the Segment LSW-2 study area. The Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment confirmed that there
are no anticipated impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation measures have
been proposed.

5.15.6.4 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-3 — Mile 20.70 to Mile 21.20

According to the OASD, no previously registered archaeological sites are located within one kilometer of
the study area. Therefore, there are no anticipated impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment and
no mitigation measures are required.

5.15.6.5 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-4 — Mile 28.50 to Mile 29.00

Refer to Section 5.15.6.1 above, which describes archaeological impacts for the Walkers Line Layover
and comprises Segment LSW-4.

5.15.6.6 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-5 — Mile 29.00 to Mile 29.50

Refer to Section 5.15.6.1 above, which describes archaeological impacts for the Walkers Line Layover
and comprises Segment LSW-5.

5157 Stormwater Management

A Stormwater Management Impact Assessment Report was undertaken for the New Track & Facilities
TPAP. Mitigation measures and commitments for the Walkers Line Layover Facility are outlined in Table
5-107. Additional details can be found in Appendix H.

5.15.7.1 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Walkers Line Layover Facility
Hydrologic Analysis

Drainage Areas

The proposed Walkers Line Layover site development will include a staff and storage building, parking
lot, electrical substation and four (4) railroad car storage tracks enclosed by a chain link fence. The site
will drain through two (2) distinct catchments with a mix of industrial impervious surfaces, track and
ballast areas and open space. The drainage areas and runoff coefficients for the d two catchments are
shown in Table 5-4. Runoff coefficients for track and ballast areas were taken from the Colorado DOT
report titled, "Modeling Ballasted Tracks for Runoff Coefficient C" (August 2012). It should be noted that
the existing and proposed catchment areas are based on preliminary assumptions and need to be
reconfirmed during detailed design.

The proposed development areas and their locations are based on conceptual design and may be
refined as the design progresses. Therefore, reassessment of the drainage areas will be required at
subsequent design stages, as necessary.
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The existing and the proposed drainage areas and runoff coefficients are summarized below in Table
5-4. Runoff coefficient for open space will be verified after soil type is determined during detailed design

investigation.

TABLE 5-4 WALKERS LINE LAYOVER - EXISTING AND PROPOSED DRAINAGE AREAS

Existing Condition - Catchment 1 Proposed Condition - Catchment 1
Area Type Drainage Runoff Area Type Drainage Runoff
Area (ha) Coefficient Area (ha) Coefficient
Industrial 3.40 0.85 Industrial 3.40 0.85
Impervious Impervious
Track/Ballast 0.84 0.84 Track and 3.08 0.84
Ballast
Open Space 4.10 0.30 Open Space 1.86 0.30
Total/Composite 8.34 0.58 (0.50) 8.34 0.72
Existing Condition - Catchment 2 Proposed Condition - Catchment 2
Area Type Drainage Runoff Area Type Drainage Runoff
Area (ha) Coefficient Area (ha) Coefficient
Industrial 0.00 0.85 Industrial 0.00 085
Impervious Impervious
Track/Ballast 0.94 0.84 Track and 2.60 0.84
Ballast
Open Space 2.31 0.30 Open Space 0.65 0.30
Total/Composite 3.25 0.46 3.25 0.73

Flow Analysis

A preliminary analysis of runoff from the site area was completed to assess the requirement of proposed
measures and to mitigate the impact of the development on stormwater drainage. The Rational Formula
was used to determine flows for the existing and the proposed development conditions. Two (2)
catchment areas were used for the analysis to highlight the differences between existing and proposed
conditions.

As discussed, the new development will increase the impervious area and, therefore, the stormwater
runoff. Flows were computed for the 2-year to 100-year storm events using City of Burlington IDF curves
(S-IDF, June 1998). The runoff for the 25mm storm was computed using equation 4.8 and 4.9 presented
in the Stormwater Management Planning and Design Manual by MOE (March 2003) to assess the
requirements for the runoff quality control. An estimated time of concentration (Tc¢) of 10 minutes was
used in the flow computations.

Runoff computations are presented in Appendix C. Parameters used for the computations were
determined from the City of Burlington IDF curves (S-IDF, June 1988). Results are summarized below in
Table 5-5. A factor of 25% is applied to the post-development flows as per the Metrolinx Climate Change
Initiative.
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TABLE 5-5 WALKERS LINE LAYOVER - EXISTING AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT FLOWS
Catchment 1

Metrolinx Climate Change Initiative (+25%)
Storm Exist. Flow Po:ltot‘:’ev. Inz:z:’se
Event Post Dev. Flow Flow Increase
% Increase
md/s m®/s m®/s m®/s m®/s
25mm 0.317 0.621 0.304 0.776 0.459 144.62%
2yr 0.790 1.143 0.353 1.429 0.639 80.92%
Syr 1.021 1.477 0.456 1.847 0.826 80.92%
10yr 1.172 1.696 0.524 2.120 0.948 80.92%
25yr 1.364 1.974 0.610 2.468 1.104 80.92%
50yr 1.504 2177 0.673 2.721 1.217 80.92%
100yr 1.644 2.380 0.736 2.974 1.330 80.92%
Catchment 2
— Post Dev. Flow Metrolinx Climate Change Initiative (+25%)
Storm Event Flow Increase Post Dev. Flow Flow Increase
% Increase
m®/s m®/s m®/s m®/s m®/s
25mm 0.105 0.247 0.142 0.309 0.204 194.43%
2yr 0.281 0.451 0.170 0.564 0.283 100.73%
Syr 0.363 0.583 0.220 0.728 0.365 100.73%
10yr 0.417 0.669 0.252 0.836 0.420 100.73%
25yr 0.485 0.779 0.294 0.973 0.488 100.73%
50yr 0.535 0.859 0.324 1.073 0.539 100.73%
100yr 0.584 0.938 0.354 1.173 0.589 100.73%

Development Impact on Drainage & Proposed Measures (Footprint Impacts)

The proposed Walkers Line Layover development will increase the track impervious area of the site by
3.90ha resulting in increased discharges of approximately 81% and 101% for Catchments 1 and 2
respectively for the 2yr to 100yr storm events. From Table 5-5, the theoretical increase in flows resulting
from the Walkers Line Layover development is significant when considering the climate change initiative,
therefore, measures for the quantity, quality and water balance will be required. Additionally, given the
potential extension or replacement of existing 3-cell precast concrete box culvert and realignment of
Shoreacres Creek, 2-D HEC-RAS modelling, cut-and-fill analysis for flood control, Geotechnical
investigation for toe erosion allowance and stable slope allowance, and Fluvial Geomorphology
investigation will be required for this site. Further investigation and analysis will be required to verify and
mitigate these post-development conditions during detailed design.

Catchment 1 runoff from the layover facility infrastructure (including parking lot, access roads, and
building area) will be collected in a series of catch basins and routed to a rip-rap spillway, ultimately
discharging to the east into Shoreacres Creek. Refer to Appendix H for additional details.
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The existing swale north of the tracks will be replaced by the proposed tracks (i.e. rail corridor widening
to the north). Runoff from the layover tracks within Catchments 1 and 2 will drain through a series of
catch basins and routed through an oil-grit separator (OGS) to the proposed drainage culvert, ultimately
discharging to the east into Shoreacres Creek. The proposed drainage culvert will be sized to convey the
layover track and facility runoff as well as any external drainage from adjacent properties to the existing
outlet at Shoreacres Creek.

A separate drainage system is required for the track runoff. In accordance with Metrolinx standards,
storm sewer system for all new facilities shall include provisions for spill capture and containment.
Automated oil shutoff valves and oil/water separators from all drainage lines from all drip trays will be
installed prior to drainage entering the existing storm system, for all new facilities. Drip trays and track
drainage layouts will be confirmed and evaluated during detailed design.

Surface runoff for facilities and impervious surfaces shall be conveyed in a treatment train system (e.g.
bio-swales, oil-grit separators, enhanced treatment swales, etc.) prior to discharging into the municipal
storm sewer system(s) and conservation authority lands. Should poor infiltration rate (as determined
through future hydrogeological investigations) be identified, innovative LID measures, which are not
dependent on infiltration should be further investigated. Further analysis is needed at the detailed design
stage to develop a treatment train, review downstream municipal infrastructure capacity and develop
detailed solutions.

A potential impact of the proposed Walkers Line Layover development on existing drainage is to the
existing 3-cell precast concrete box culvert carrying existing tracks at the Shoreacres Creek crossing.
The addition of four (4) additional layover tracks and associated paved access road will result in
widening, rehabilitation, and extension or replacement of the culvert. Depending on the type of works
required, realignment of Shoreacres Creek will need to be reviewed. Any disturbances or modifications to
the existing creek will be developed and reviewed during detailed design in consultation with
Conservation Halton.

Safe access for operations and maintenance will be reviewed following this investigation and to be
confirmed by the Constructor during detailed design.

A detailed analysis for the quantity, quality, erosion control and water balance will be required at the
detailed design stage. The analysis shall include details for a treatment train approach which prioritizes
minimizing footprint impacts while satisfying quantity and quality criteria.
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Recommendations

From the hydrological analysis and the subsequent discussion presented in this section of the report, it is
concluded that the construction of the Walkers Line Layover will result in an increase to the runoff rate
and quantity compared to existing conditions. A treatment train system is recommended consisting of oil-
grit separators, swales, and low impact development features providing quality control. Extensive
analysis during detailed design stage will need to be completed to determine the capacity of the existing
municipal infrastructure.

Erosion control and water balance targets will be achieved by infiltrating 5 mm of runoff.

The flow contribution to existing swales, culverts and storm sewers and their capacities are not known at
this stage. A firm design must be presented at detailed design stage, utilizing information from the survey
and the municipal data to determine the capacity of the existing structures and the site runoff outfalls.

Some other considerations include the following:

. To avoid/minimize excavation and dewatering requirement, shallow foundations are
recommended;
° Analyze and recommend Low Impact Development (LID) measures to effectively address Water

Quantity and Erosion, while taking flooding risks and space constraints into account. Specifically,
consider usage of large undeveloped areas (i.e. “Open Space”) located at the east and west
limits of the site for treating run-off through bio-retention or infiltration;

° Should poor infiltration rate (as determined through future hydrogeological investigations) be
identified, innovative LID measures which do not depend on infiltration should be further
investigated. It is especially critical at this location for LID design to address both the ultimate
condition and the interim (during construction);

. The stormwater servicing of the site to align with the recommendations of the Area Specific
Servicing Plans prepared for Burlington Mobility Hub and the Downtown Lands;

. In accordance with Metrolinx standards, storm sewer system for all new facilities shall include
provisions for spill capture and containment. Automated oil shutoff valves and oil/water
separators from all drainage lines from all drip trays will be installed prior to drainage entering the
existing storm system. Additionally, a very robust and fail-proof treatment system will be required
that removes oil contamination from the runoff of the layover tracks in accordance with City of
Burlington’s storm sewer discharge by-law;

o Safe access and egress to the site to be provided considerate of the Regulatory Storm's
floodplain and/or associated spills;

° The City of Burlington has developed new Stormwater Management Design Guidelines (2020) at
the time of finalising this report. Recalculation of run-off flows is required at subsequent design
stages to confirm the findings of this report;

. For establishing quantity controls, Conservation Halton noted preference for using the City of
Burlington's proposed SWM criteria for re-development sites, which applies a maximum runoff
coefficient C of 0.50 (i.e. 36% imperviousness) for establishing pre-development conditions;

. A computer-based model will be developed to assess the site’s hydrology and hydraulics; and
. In order to meet Provincial Water Quality Objective (PWQOQO) and the Canadian Water Quality
Guidelines for the Protection of Aquatic Life, mitigation measures to enhance water quality will be
considered.
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5.15.8 Traffic

A Traffic Impact Assessment Report was completed for the New Track & Facilities TPAP. Additional
details can be found in Appendix I.

5.15.8.1 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Walkers Line Layover Facility
Refer to EPR Chapter 6 for a summary of potential effects and mitigation.

5.15.9  Utilities

A Utilities Impact Assessment Report was undertaken for the New Track & Facilities TPAP. Mitigation
measures and commitments were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table 5-110. Additional
details can be found in Appendix J.

5.15.9.1 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Walkers Line Layover Facility

The following potential conflicts have been identified in Table 5-6. All conflicts identified below are to be
confirmed pending further investigations. All assets within the Metrolinx layover site development area
may need to be protected in place, removed, relocated and/or locally lowered with a casing pipe across
all tracks. Reservicing of the site will be required.

TABLE 5-6 SEGMENT LSW-4 AND LSW-5 POTENTIALLY IMPACTED UTILITIES

Owner Name Utility Class Description Size Material Nearest Street
Communication Fiber Lower Jarvis St
Telus UG - Parallel Cable 144F to Waterdown Rd
Communication Plastic Lyons Lane to
Bell UG - Parallel Cable Unknown Waterdown Rd
City of Burlington UG - Parallel Storm Sewer 450mm Concrete Fairview St
City of Burlington UG - Parallel Storm Sewer 600mm Concrete Fairview St
City of Burlington UG - Parallel Storm Sewer 900mm Concrete Fairview St
City of Burlington UG - Parallel Storm Sewer 825mm Concrete Fairview St
Cogeco . Communication Fiber .
Connexion UG - Crossing Cable 12F Appleby Line
. . . 1370mm casing, Concrete in Steel .
Halton Region UG - Crossing Sanitary Sewer 825mm pipe Casing Walkers Line
City of Burlington UG - Crossing Culvert 1200x3200mm Concrete Griffith Ct

5.15.9.2 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-1 — Mile 8.10 to Mile 8.60

There are no anticipated utility impacts in Segment LSW-1. Track upgrades in Segment LSW-1 are
occurring within the same footprint of the existing tracks. Excavations required for track upgrades do not
typically exceed 0.4m and therefore there are no anticipated utility impacts in Segment LSW-1.

5.15.9.3 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-2 — Mile 20.20 to Mile 20.70

There are no anticipated utility impacts in Segment LSW-2 Track upgrades in Segment LSW-2 are
occurring within the same footprint of the existing tracks. Excavations required for track upgrades do not
typically exceed 0.4m and therefore there are no anticipated utility impacts in Segment LSW-2.
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5.15.9.4 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-3 — Mile 20.70 to Mile 21.20

There are no anticipated utility impacts in Segment LSW-3. Track upgrades in Segment LSW-3 are
occurring within the same footprint of the existing tracks. Excavations required for track upgrades do not
typically exceed 0.4m and therefore there are no anticipated utility impacts in Segment LSW-3.

5.15.9.5 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-4 — Mile 28.50 to Mile 29.00

Refer to Section 5.15.9.1 above, which describes utilities impacts and mitigation measures for the
Walkers Line Layover and comprises Segment LSW-4.

5.15.9.6 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment LSW-5 — Mile 29.00 to Mile 29.50

Refer to Section 5.15.9.1 above, which describes utilities impacts and mitigation measures for the
Walkers Line Layover and comprises Segment LSW-5.

5.15.10 Phase | ESA

A Phase | Environment Site Assessment (ESA) was completed for the proposed Walkers Line Layover.
The purpose of the Phase | ESA was to identify potential or actual environmental contamination as a
result of current or past activities at the proposed site, or in the immediate vicinity. The Phase | ESA was
generally completed based on the requirements of the Canadian Standards Association (CSA) Phase |
ESA document, Z768-01 (R2016), November 2001, reaffirmed in 2016 (CSA Standard).

5.15.10.1 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Walkers Line Layover Facility

The proposed Walkers Line Layover is bounded by Harvester Road to the north, Appleby Line to the
east, a segment of rail corridor to the south, as part of Canadian National Railway (CNR) — Oakville
Subdivision (current Metrolinx GO Transit — Lakeshore West corridor), and Walkers Line to the west in
Burlington, Ontario.

A 100 m study area was applied from the boundary of the layover site for the purposes of determining
whether Potentially Contaminating Activities (PCAs) or Areas of Potential Environmental Concern
(APEC) could lead to significant environmental contaminant impacts at the layover. The following Table
presents a general description of PCAs identified through the Phase | ESA and presents
recommendations from this study.

TABLE 5-7 GENERAL PCAS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE PROPOSED WALKERS LINE
LAYOVER FACILITY

Site General PCA Descriptions within the 100m Study Media Recommendations
Area Potentially
Impacted
Walkers e Storage, maintenance, fueling and repair of Soil and e  Prior to construction, a
Line equipment, vehicles, and material used to groundwater Phase Il ESA (a preliminary
Layover maintain transportation systems sampling plan) is
» Gasoline and associated products storage in recommended at the
fixed tanks proposed Walkers Line
. . . Layover site to assess the
e Importation of fill material of unknown quality quality of the soils and
e Pulp, paper and paperboard manufacturing groundwater in accordance
and processing with the current applicable
 Plastics (including fiberglass) manufacturing MECP Standards.
and processing e If contamination is
» Salvage yard, including automobile wrecking confirmed from previous
. . . . sampling, further
* Registrable waste generation associated with subsurface investigation
current land use, including light fuel (i.e. delineation — a detailed
A . .
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Site General PCA Descriptions within the 100m Study Media Recommendations
Area Potentially
Impacted

e Industrial manufacturing activities since at sampling plan) will be
least mid-1980s; Registrable waste generation conducted to determine the
associated with industrial manufacturing extent of contamination and
activities, including halogenated solvents develt_:p a remes:liql action

e Textile manufacturing and Processing pian (i.e. remediation

program).

e Glass manufacturing

e Metal treatment, coating, plating and finishing

e Presence of rail yards, tracks and spurs

« Registrable waste generation associated with
industrial manufacturing activities, including
halogenated solvents

e Industrial land use historically and/or current;
presence of storage tanks

Conclusions

It is recommended that a Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) be completed on the Walkers
Line Layover to assess soil and groundwater quality in accordance with the current applicable MECP

Standards.

Refer to Table 5-112 for a summary of mitigation and monitoring measures related to excavated
materials, contaminated soil, groundwater management.
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5.16 Footprint Impacts - Kitchener Corridor

5.16.1 Natural Environment

A Natural Environment Impact Assessment Report was undertaken for the New Track & Facilities TPAP.
Mitigation measures and commitments were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table 5-101.
Additional details can be found in Appendix B2.

5.16.1.1 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-1 — Mile 12.90 to Mile 13.40

The track infrastructure is proposed within an actively used and managed portion of the existing
Metrolinx rail corridor ROW. There are no ecological impacts anticipated and therefore no mitigation
measures are proposed.

5.16.1.2 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-2 — Mile 13.40 to Mile 13.90

The track infrastructure is proposed within an actively used and managed portion of the existing
Metrolinx rail corridor ROW. There are no ecological impacts anticipated and therefore no mitigation
measures are proposed.

5.16.1.3 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-3 — Mile 16.10 to Mile 16.60

The proposed track infrastructure in this segment is located within an actively used and managed portion
of the existing Metrolinx rail corridor ROW. While a portion of this Project study area segment is
positioned in a TRCA regulated area (floodplain / hazard lands) no impacts to the Mimico Creek tributary
or its habitat are anticipated provided standard sediment and erosion control measures are used during
construction. There are no ecological impacts anticipated and therefore no additional mitigation
measures are proposed.

5.16.1.4 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-4 — Mile 16.60 to Mile 11.20

The proposed track infrastructure in this segment is located within an actively used and managed portion
of the existing Metrolinx rail corridor ROW. A Meadow Marsh (MAM) community occurs along the
northwest border of this segment within the broad corridor of a small Mimico Creek tributary. A short
section of this watercourse meanders into the Metrolinx rail corridor property within this Project study
area segment. Proposed works include track upgrades and installing new track on existing ballast.
Provided standard sediment and erosion control measures are used during construction, no impacts to
the Mimico Creek tributary or its habitat are anticipated. There are no ecological impacts anticipated and
therefore no additional mitigation measures are proposed.

5.16.1.5 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-5 — Mile 11.20 to Mile 11.80

No potential impacts to the natural environment are anticipated as a result of the proposed track up-
grade and new island platform at the Bramalea GO Station. The proposed footprint for these
improvements is primarily contained within the existing active rail corridor while the proposed property
boundary expansion to the south contemplates works on an existing loading access road utilized by
transport trucks. A short section of this watercourse meanders into the Metrolinx rail corridor property
within this Project study area segment. Proposed works include track upgrades and installing new track
and an island platform. Provided standard sediment and erosion control measures are used during
construction, no impacts to the Mimico Creek tributary or its habitat are anticipated. There are no
ecological impacts anticipated and therefore no additional mitigation measures are proposed.

5.16.2 Hydrogeological

A Hydrogeology Impact Assessment Report was undertaken for the New Track & Facilities TPAP.
Mitigation measures and commitments were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table 5-102.
Additional details can be found in Appendix C2.
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5.16.2.1 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-1 — Mile 12.90 to Mile 13.40

There are no anticipated footprint impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.16.2.2 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-2 — Mile 13.40 to Mile 13.90

There are no anticipated footprint impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.16.2.3 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-3 — Mile 16.10 to Mile 16.60

There are no anticipated footprint impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.16.2.4 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-4 — Mile 16.60 to Mile 11.20

There are no anticipated footprint impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.16.2.5 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-5 — Mile 11.20 to Mile 11.80

There are no anticipated footprint impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.16.3 Land Use/Socio-Economic

A Land Use and Socio-Economic Impact Assessment Report was undertaken for the New Track &
Facilities TPAP. Mitigation measures and commitments were characterized and grouped as outlined in
Table 5-103. Additional details can be found in Appendix D2.

5.16.3.1 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-1 — Mile 12.90 to Mile 13.40
Land Use

The track infrastructure is proposed within the rail ROW in this segment; therefore, there are no
anticipated adverse effects on land use due to the new tracks.

Socio-Economic

There are no sensitive facilities or recreational amenities within 100 meters of the proposed track work
and therefore, there will be no footprint impacts.

Mitigation Measures

There are no anticipated impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.16.3.2 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-2 — Mile 13.40 to Mile 13.90
Land Use

The track infrastructure is proposed within the rail ROW in this segment; therefore, there are no
anticipated adverse effects on land use due to the new tracks.

Socio-Economic

There are no sensitive facilities or recreational amenities within 100 meters of the proposed track work
and therefore, there will be no footprint impacts.
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Mitigation Measures

There are no anticipated impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.16.3.3 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-3 — Mile 16.10 to Mile 16.60
Land Use

The track infrastructure is proposed within the rail ROW in this segment; therefore, there are no
anticipated adverse effects on land use due to the new tracks.

Socio-Economic

There are no sensitive facilities or recreational amenities within 100 meters of the proposed track work
and therefore, there will be no footprint impacts.

Mitigation Measures

There are no anticipated impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.16.3.4 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-4 — Mile 16.60 to Mile 11.20
Land Use

The track infrastructure is proposed within the rail ROW in this segment; therefore, there are no
anticipated adverse effects on land use due to the new tracks.

Socio-Economic

No effects to sensitive facilities and recreational amenities along KT-4 are anticipated.

Mitigation Measures

There are no anticipated impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.16.3.5 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-5 — Mile 11.20 to Mile 11.80
Land Use

The track infrastructure is proposed within the rail ROW in this segment, although there is the potential
for property acquisition to accommodate the proposed new track. As a result of this activity, there is a
footprint impact on the adjacent employment/industrial land uses (see Figure 5-5).
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FIGURE 5-5 EXCERPT OF APPENDIX D2, SEGMENT KT-5 MAP
Socio-Economic

There are no sensitive facilities within 100 meters of the proposed track work and therefore, there will be
no footprint impacts to sensitive facilities.

One park is located in close proximity to the south of the rail corridor; however, there are no expected
footprint impacts on these parks as a result of this activity. The pedestrian and cyclist pathway north of
Steeles Avenue within this segment should be maintained during construction to the extent feasible and,
that if impacts to this feature are required, they will be implemented in such a way as to not jeopardize
pedestrian safety.

Mitigation Measures
The proposed track infrastructure is compatible with existing land uses and zoning.

Although Metrolinx is not subject to municipal permits and approvals, Metrolinx’s policy is to adhere to
the intent of the relevant permits/approvals requirements to the extent possible. Additional coordination
with the City of Brampton will be undertaken during detailed design to finalize design details and
minimize conflicts on adjacent uses where possible.

5.16.4 Visual/Aesthetics

A Visual Impact Assessment Report was undertaken for the New Track & Facilities TPAP. Mitigation
measures and commitments were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table 5-104. Additional
details can be found in Appendix E2.

5.16.4.1 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-1 — Mile 12.90 to Mile 13.40

Segment KT-1 is comprised of employment/industrial uses; therefore, this segment is classified as
having Negligible visual impacts. Additionally, the proposed track upgrades are to occur within the
existing Metrolinx rail ROW, therefore, there are no anticipated impacts of the proposed tracks in and no
mitigation measures have been proposed.
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5.16.4.2 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-2 — Mile 13.40 to Mile 13.90

The track infrastructure is proposed within the rail ROW in this segment; therefore, there are no visible
impacts anticipated. The surrounding area is classified as a Negligible visual impact, requiring no
mitigation measures.

5.16.4.3 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-3 — Mile 16.10 to Mile 16.60

Segment KT-3 is comprised primarily of employment/industrial uses; therefore, according to the visual
impact criteria, this section is classified as having Negligible visual impacts. There are no anticipated
impacts of the proposed tracks; therefore, no mitigation measures have been proposed.

5.16.4.4 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-4 — Mile 16.60 to Mile 11.20

In Segment KT-4, the surrounding area is classified as a Negligible visual impact as the proposed track
upgrades are to occur within the existing Metrolinx rail ROW. There are no anticipated impacts of the
proposed tracks in this segment; therefore, no mitigation measures have been proposed.

5.16.4.5 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-5 — Mile 11.20 to Mile 11.80

Segment KT-5 comprises the Bramalea GO Station and is entirely designated as an
employment/industrial area. Bramalea GO Station passengers are not expected to experience visual
impacts, as the station is within an industrial area where track infrastructure exists as part of the general
visual environment. Therefore, this section is classified as having Negligible visual impacts due to
existing industrial uses surrounding the area. There are no anticipated impacts of the proposed tracks in
this segment; therefore, no mitigation measures have been proposed.

5.16.5 Cultural Heritage

A Cultural Heritage Report: Impact Assessment was undertaken for the New Track & Facilities TPAP.
Mitigation measures and commitments were characterized and grouped as outlined in Table 5-105.
Additional details can be found in Appendix F2.

5.16.5.1 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-1 — Mile 12.90 to Mile 13.40

There are no anticipated impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.16.5.2 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-2 — Mile 13.40 to Mile 13.90

There are no anticipated impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.16.5.3 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-3 — Mile 16.10 to Mile 16.60

There are no anticipated impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.16.5.4 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-4 — Mile 16.60 to Mile 11.20

There are no anticipated impacts of the proposed tracks in this segment therefore no mitigation
measures have been proposed.

5.16.5.5 Potential Effects & Mitigation Measures: Segment KT-5 — Mile 11.20 to Mile 11.80

As no BHRs or CHLs were identified in this segment, there will be no potential effects to BHRs or CHLs
and associated mitigation measures are not required.
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