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Project No. 102283.00

January 10, 2010

SunEdison
595 Adelaide Street, Suite 400
Toronto, Ontario
M5A 1N8

Re: Natural Heritage Assessment
Part of Lots 13, 14, 15, 16, Concession 2

Dear Sirs:

GENIVAR Consultants Limited Partnership was retained to conduct a Natural Heritage 
Assessment for the site described as Part of Lots 13, 14, 15, 16, Concession 2 located in 

attached for your records.

Thank you for the opportunity to complete this assessment.  Please contact the 
undersigned if you have any questions.

Yours truly,
GENIVAR Consultants LP

Dan J. Reeves, B.Sc., M.Sc.
Project Biologist
Environment

DJR:lnc

Osnabruck, South Stormont Township, Ontario

South Stormont Township, formerly Osnabruck, Ontario.  Please find the document 
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Introduction

GENIVAR has been retained by the SunEdison to conduct a Natural Heritage Assessment performed in 
accordance with Ontario Regulation 359/09 made under the Environmental Protection Act (2009)
(henceforth O’Reg 359/09), for the site described as Part of Lots 13, 14, 15, 16, Concession 2 located in 

details.

The owner of the subject property is investigating the feasibility of developing solar power projects on this 
parcel, totalling approximately 175 acres (70 ha).  The property is located northeast of the town of 
Ingleside, west of Shaver Road, with the northern property boundary being defined by the existing railway 
corridor.  Beyond the railway corridor to the north lays a small tract of forested lands and Highway 401.  
The southern site boundary is demarcated by portions of Hoople Creek, and Hoople Creek Wetland.  
Please refer to Appendix A for Selected Site photographs.  The proposed disturbance area (henceforth 
‘the site’) boundaries and the associated 120 m area of influence are outlined in Figure 2.

A draft report was generated and submitted to OMNR for review on October 4, 2010.  The report was 
reviewed and minor revisions were requested, which are contained within this report.  Please refer to 
Appendix F for correspondence.  A site visit was conducted with on November 22, 2010 with OMNR staff 
members to confirm the locations and status of identified features.

1. Natural Heritage Records Review

A records review was conducted in accordance to section 25 of O’Reg 359/09.  For the purposes of the 
Natural Heritage Assessment, as defined by the regulation, a ‘natural feature’ includes all of part of:

A. A sand barrens, a savannah, a tallgrass prairie and an alvar, if the records review is being 
conducted in respect of a project location that is in the Protected Countryside; and

B. A sand barrens, a savannah and a tallgrass prairie, if the records review is being conducted in 
respect of a project location that is in the portion of the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan 
Area that is subject to the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan.

The following relevant information resources were consulted over the course of the records review stage.  
References for the documents utilized are provided in the Literature Cited Section. 

 Ontario Regulation 359/09 made under the Environmental Protection Act (2009)
 Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, Kemptville Office
 Greenbelt Plan (2005)
 Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan (2002)
 Ontario Regulation 140/02, Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan (2001)
 Provincial Policy Statement (2005)
 Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) Mapping and Databases
 Aerial Photographs
 Ontario Ministry of Northern Development and Mines - Ontario Base Mapping resources 

(CLAIMaps)
 Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources Biodiversity Explorer (2010)

Part of Lots 13, 14, 15, 16, Concession 2, Osnabruck, South Stormont

South Stormont Township, formerly Osnabruck, Ontario.  See Figure 1 and Figure 2 for site location 
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 Atlas of the Breeding Birds of Ontario (2009)
 Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) List
 Species at Risk Public Registry (SARA) (2009)
 Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs – Canada Land Inventory Agricultural 

Capability Map (2009)

The records review revealed that the project area was not located within a proposed or designation 
provincial park; was not located within a proposed or designated conservation reserve; was not located 
within a natural feature; was not located within 50 metres of an area of natural or scientific interest (ANSI) 
(Hoople Creek Wetland adjacent to site; however, no development proposed within the buffer area); and 
was not located within 120 metres of a natural feature that is not an ANSI.  Please refer to Table 1 for 
details.  Refer to Appendix B: letter from OMNR.

Table 1: Natural Feature Records search based on O’Reg 359/09 and findings.

Feature Presence and Notes 

Within a provincial park or conservation reserve, or 
within 120 metres of a provincial park or conservation 
reserve. 

The site is not located within a provincial park or 
conservation reserve, or within 120 m of a provincial park 
or conservation reserve.

Within the Protected Countryside. The site is not located within the designated Greenbelt 
area Protected Countryside.

Within the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan 
Area.

The site is not located within the Oak Ridges Moraine 
Conservation Plan Area.

In a natural feature as described in Section 25 of O’Reg 
359/09.

The site is not located within a natural feature as 
described in Section 25 of the O’Reg 359/09.

Within 50 metres of an Area of Natural or Scientific 
Interest.

The site is located within 50 metres of an Area of Natural 
or Scientific Interest – Hoople Creek Wetland.  No 
development is proposed within 120 m of this ANSI.

Within 120 metres of a natural feature other than an 
ANSI.

The site is not located within 120 metres (approximately 
117 m) of an identified Significant Woodland.  Refer to 
Section 2.6 and 2.7 for detail.s

A geographical search for significant or endangered species presence and associated habitat was 
conducted using the OMNR NHIC database.  A conservative two (2) kilometre radius centroid search 
surrounding the subject lands was completed as it is understood that NHIC information is based on 
regional reports and habitat boundaries may be variable.  The search revealed that records of Northern 
Map Turtle (Graptemys geographica), Greater Redhorse (Moxostoma valenciennesi), Slender Bulrush 
(Schoenoplectus heterochaetus), and a moss species (Astomum muehlenbergianum) were known for the 
surrounding area.  The OMNR and RRCA (Raisin Region Conservation Authority) have noted that the 
subject site may be used by a nesting colony of ‘Mixed Wader’.  Further, the OMNR suggests that the site 
and adjacent properties have potential for Butternut (Juglans cinerea).

1.1 Review Conclusions

The records review revealed that the forested areas to the north of the site have were considered
significant.  Please refer to the following sections for details.

Part of Lots 13, 14, 15, 16, Concession 2, Osnabruck, South Stormont
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2. Site Investigation

Under section 26 of O’Reg 359/09, a physical investigation of the air, land and water within 120 metres of 
the project location is required for the purpose of determining the following:

A. Whether the results of the analysis summarized in the Records Review are correct;
B. Whether additional natural features exist, other than those identified;
C. The boundaries, located within 120 metres of the project location, of any natural feature that was 

identified in the records review or site investigation; and
D. The distance from the project location to the boundaries of identified or discovered natural 

features.

Further to this, under section 31 of O’Reg 359/09, a physical investigation of the land and water within 
120 metres of the project location is required, for the purpose of determining:

A. Whether the results of the analysis summarized in the Records Review are correct;
B. Whether any additional water bodies exist, other than those identified in the records review;
C. The boundaries, located within 120 metres of the project location, of any water body that was 

identified in the records review or the site investigation; and
D. The distance from the project location to the boundaries of identified or discovered water bodies 

or water courses.

A site investigation was conducted by Dan Reeves, B.Sc., M.Sc. on June 22, and June 23, 2010.  Please 
refer to Appendix C for details on specific qualifications.  A second site visit was conducted on November 
22, 2010 with OMNR staff members to confirm the locations and status of identified features.

2.1 Natural Heritage Assessment

According to the requirements set out in O’Reg 359/09, a Natural Heritage Assessment is required for 
any person who proposes to engage in a renewable energy project.  For the purposes of this report 
sections will be broken into constituent parts based on the requirements of the regulation:

A. A records review conducted in accordance with section 25 of the regulation;
B. A site investigation conducted in accordance with section 26 of the regulation; and
C. An evaluation of the significance of provincial significant of each natural feature identified in the 

course of the records review and site investigation, conducted in accordance with section 27 of 
the regulation.

During each stage of the assessment process, evaluation criteria accepted by the Ontario Ministry of 
Natural Resources (OMNR) was used to ensure compliance with O’Reg 359/09.  The OMNR Significant 
Wildlife Technical Guide (2000) was used to identify the potential for rare vegetation communities and/or 
the habitat of species of conservation concern, and is discussed below.

2.1.1 Significant Areas of Natural or Scientific Interest (ANSI)

Significant Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI) are defined as areas of land and water 
containing natural landscapes or features that have been identified as having life science or earth science 
values related to protection, scientific study or education. 

Part of Lots 13, 14, 15, 16, Concession 2, Osnabruck, South Stormont
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No ANSI’s are present on or within 120 m of the subject site.  Portions of Hoople Creek Wetland, a 
regionally significant wetland and ANSI is located to the south of the property which is considered to be 
part of the Hoople Bay Marsh, a provincially significant wetland.  No development activities are proposed 
to be located within 120 m of the Hoople Creek wetland.  The proposed project footprint, as shown in 
Figure 4, is significantly outside the 120 m buffer area surrounding this wetland feature.

2.1.2 Significant Wetlands and Significant Coastal Wetlands

Wetlands are defined in the PPS (2005) as lands that are seasonally or permanently covered by shallow 
water, as well as lands where the water table is close to or at the surface.  There are four major wetland 
types; which are classified as swamps, marshes, bogs, and fens.  A significant wetland is defined as an 
area identified as provincially significant by the Ministry of Natural Resources using evaluation procedures 
established by the province, as amended from time to time (PPS 2005).  Accordingly, it is the 
responsibility of the OMNR to both identify and classify wetlands as significant in Ontario.

No Provincially Significant Wetlands or Significant Coastal Wetlands were noted or identified on or within 
120 m of the site.  Portions of Hoople Creek Wetland, a regionally significant wetland and ANSI is located 
to the south of the property which is considered to be part of the Hoople Bay Marsh, a provincially 
significant wetland.  No development activities are proposed to be located within 120 m of the Hoople 
Creek wetland.  The proposed project footprint, as shown in Figure 4, is significantly outside the 120 m 
buffer area surrounding this wetland feature.

2.1.3 Significant Valleylands

The PPS (2005) refers to significant valleylands as “a natural area that occurs in a valley or other 
landform depression that has water flowing through or standing for some period of the year”.  The local 
planning authority is responsible for identifying and evaluating significant valleylands.

No valleylands were noted in the consultation phase of the EIS, and no valleylands were identified during 
the site visits.

2.1.4 Significant Wildlife Habitat

Wildlife habitat is defined as areas where plants, animals, and other organisms live and find adequate 
amounts of food, water, shelter, and space needed to sustain their populations.  Specific wildlife habitats 
of concern may include areas where species concentrate at a vulnerable point in their annual life cycle; 
and areas which are important to migratory on non-migratory species (PPS 2005). 

Wildlife habitat is referred to as significant if it is ecologically important in terms of features, functions, 
representation or amount, and contributing to the quality and diversity of an identifiable geographic area 
or Natural Heritage System (PPS 2005). 

Guidelines and criteria for the identification of significant wildlife are detailed in the Significant Wildlife 
Habitat Technical Guide (2000), and the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (2010).  Significant wildlife 
habitat is described under four main categories:

Part of Lots 13, 14, 15, 16, Concession 2, Osnabruck, South Stormont
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 Seasonal concentrations of animals,
 Rare vegetation communities or specialized habitats for wildlife,
 Wildlife movement corridors, and
 Habitats of species of conservation concern.

2.1.4.1 Seasonal Concentration Areas

Areas of seasonal concentrations of animals are defined as “areas where animals occur in relatively high 
densities at specific periods in their life cycle and/or particular seasons.”  At these times, species are 
vulnerable to ecological interferences or weather impacts.  Areas of seasonal concentration are typically 
small in comparison to the larger habitat areas used by species at other times of the year.  The 
identification of habitats associated with seasonal concentrations of species is typically based on known 
occurrences (Natural Heritage Reference Manual, 2010). 

An assessment of the site potential as a wildlife concentration area was carried out.  Resources and 
protocols outlined in the MNR Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (2000) were utilized to evaluate 
the potential for species concentration area occurrence.  The project area was determined to not contain 
any areas that were classified as seasonal concentration areas.

2.1.4.2 Deer Winter Yards/Moose Late Winter Habitat, Feeding Area

Forest cover on the proposed development site is non-existent, with only a single row of trees present 
along the northern property boundary.  A portion of low quality forest habitat consisting of young (<25 
years) Trembling Aspen and Balsam Poplar exists to the extreme west of the site; however, no 
development or clearing is proposed within these areas.  

The OMNR records search has identified the small woodland to the north as having potential for deer 
wintering yards.  This woodland is approximately 117 m (Refer to Figure 4) from the proposed 
development site, and no evidence was found to indicate that it functions as a high activity or 
concentration area for deer or as moose late winter habitat or feeding areas.  Further, the forest area is 
largely deciduous, which is generally not adequate to serve as deer wintering yards.  The project site is 
devoid of vegetation and does not act as a deer wintering yard.

2.1.4.3 Waterfowl/Shorebird/Colonial Bird Stopover, Staging or Nesting Areas 

Waterfowl comprise a group of approximately 32 species in Ontario that utilize water habitats for 
migration, staging, breeding, moulting, and wintering.  Waterfowl rely on a small number of specific 
habitats which include wetlands, poorly drained landscapes, ponds and coastal marshes.  Significant 
waterfowl habitats within Ontario have been mapped by various groups including the MNR and do not 
include the subject site (Canadian Wildlife Service, Ducks Unlimited, Bird Atlas); however, the Hoople 
Creek Wetland, a Life Sciences ANSI (Area of Natural or Scientific Interest) is considered a part of 
Hoople Bay Marsh, A Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW) and identified waterfowl staging and nesting 
area.

The project area and immediate surroundings do not include predominant open wetland or other surface 
water features, and lacks large coastal marsh or shoreline areas required as necessary components for 
colonial or shorebird nesting or staging areas.  While the overall site does not contain this habitat, Hoople 
Creek Wetland located south of the site has the potential to function as a significant concentration area 

Part of Lots 13, 14, 15, 16, Concession 2, Osnabruck, South Stormont
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for waterfowl or provide habitat for colonial bird stopover, staging, nesting or staging areas.  No 
development is proposed within 120 m of Hoople Creek or the associated Hoople Creek Wetland system.

2.1.4.4 Landbird Migratory Stopover Area

Flying across large water bodies such as the Great Lakes is metabolically expensive for land birds, and 
potentially dangerous.  During regular migration routes, large numbers of birds move along Great Lakes 
shorelines and stop at traditionally used sites to feed, rest or wait out periods of poor weather (Significant 
Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide, 2000).  These stopover areas must provide a variety of high quality 
habitats ranging from open fields to large woodlands, while providing abundant food and cover 
(Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide, 2000).

The project location is not adjacent to a large open water body such as the great lakes, and is not known 
as a Landbird Migratory Stopover area.

2.1.4.5 Raptor Winter Feeding/Roosting Area, Wild Turkey Winter Range, Vulture Roosting 
Area

Habitats that typically support raptor winter feeding consist of hayfields, pastures and meadows that 
include small mammal populations such as mice and voles.  Highway corridors often are preferred 
habitats since these areas are open with low vegetation growth allowing for easier detection of prey.  
Roosting areas are provided by dispersed fence posts or by mature mixed woodlands (Significant Wildlife 
Habitat Technical Guide, 2000).  Wild turkey winter ranges include primarily agricultural fields and open 
pastures located close to dense coniferous forest stands.  The presence of seeps and mature woodland 
roosting areas increase habitat value.  Cliff features are critical for summer roosting habitat for turkey 
vultures, which utilize cliff ledges for access for preferred wind currents.  Additional roosting features 
include mature dead trees in undisturbed areas close to a water source.

The project area did contain large, open field areas required for hunting, and had several large, 
predominant mature tree features that may function as nesting or roosting areas for raptors.  A raptor 
(species unknown) was observed within a stick nests on the large tower in the northeast portion of the 
site.  Significant portions of abandoned agricultural fields will not be developed to ensure continued 
success for raptor species within the area.

Open agricultural fields which have the potential support wild turkey or raptor populations were present on 
the property; however, no turkey vultures were observed during any of the site visits.  Similarly, cliff 
features required for the support of turkey vultures or raptors were not found.  A large portion of the 
overall site will remain as undeveloped abandoned agricultural fields which will continue to have the 
potential to function as supportive habitat.

2.1.4.6 Reptile Hibernacula

Reptile winter hibernacula are selected based on meeting specific habitat criteria.  Animal burrows, rock 
crevices, or wood and rock debris at the bottom of cliffs allow for hibernation below the frost line and 
provide suitable habitat for snakes and turtles.  Additionally, mature forests with a substrate containing an 
abundance of dead plant debris function as suitable reptile habitat. 

Part of Lots 13, 14, 15, 16, Concession 2, Osnabruck, South Stormont
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The Ontario Herpetofaunal Atlas was consulted for information regarding distributions of target reptiles. 
The site was not identified as a reptile hibernacula concentration area, and no areas of high quality cover 
objects were observed on the site.  During the site reconnaissance, a survey for reptile hibernacula was 
completed by flipping cover objects and searching for areas having the potential for hibernacula locations.  
No reptiles were observed during any site visit, and there was no evidence of a significant population of 
reptiles found on the site.

2.1.4.7 Amphibian Concentration Area

Concentrations of amphibians, including predominantly bullfrogs, may be identified in wetland areas.  Life 
cycle completion of most amphibians includes both terrestrial and water source components.  Breeding 
ponds typically have minimal or no flow velocity with abundant fringe vegetation and woody debris and 
may include woodland pools, swamp areas, groundwater seeps or man-made ponds.  Eggs are laid in 
spring for most species, followed by emergence of larvae from ponds as adult species.  Woodland 
corridors are required to facilitate dispersal into adjacent terrestrial environments and are characterized 
by abundant woody or other debris with a canopy composed of predominantly deciduous trees.  Canopy 
closure must be sufficiently high in order to maintain a moist substrate layer and support microclimate 
formation. 

An assessment of amphibian habitat was carried out during the site field survey.  Prior to the field 
investigation, satellite images and aerial photos were reviewed and interpreted for the presence of 
potential amphibian habitat features and associated woodland links in the general area.

The overall site is adjacent to Hoople Creek Wetland which likely supports a large population amphibians 
during each phase of their life cycle.  No development is proposed within 120 m of Hoople Creek 
Wetland.  The Hoople Creek system and associated riparian habitat also has potential to provide habitat 
for the life cycle of several amphibian species; however, no development is proposed within 120 m of the 
feature. While the area of proposed development may serve as a low-quality complimentary habitat area, 
due to the general openness and current land usage, it is unlikely that their development will directly 
negatively impact any existing amphibian populations.

2.1.4.8 Bullfrog Concentration Areas

Bullfrogs are mainly aquatic and primarily inhabit marsh ecosite types, requiring permanent waterbodies 
for survival.  Bullfrog tadpoles can overwinter in larval stage, potential taking several years to 
metamorphose into adults.  Bullfrogs will congregate in early summer and males will chorus for breeding 
purposes (Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide, 2000).

No large marsh habitat was identified on or within 120 m of the subject site, and no bullfrogs were 
identified during the site visit.  It is unlikely that the subject site acts as a bullfrog concentration area.

2.1.4.9 Bat Hibernacula

Subterranean areas including deep caves, abandoned mines and karst systems function as preferred bat 
hibernacula.  These areas must also meet specific microclimate conditions, humidity levels and air 
temperatures, and frequently include a water source to regulate humidity. 
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During the field reconnaissance, the area was assessed for the presence of potential bat hibernacula.  
There were no bedrock outcrop areas on or near the site, and remaining areas were surveyed for the 
presence of cave openings.  There was no evidence of habitats likely to support bat hibernacula identified 
on or directly adjacent to the site.  The area was also not identified as having subterranean cave networks 
or as a previous abandoned mine site.

2.1.4.10 Butterfly Stopover Areas

During the fall butterfly migration, some species of butterflies, mainly Monarchs stop to feed, rest or wait 
for more appropriate weather conditions before they cross large water bodies such as the Great Lakes.  
Preferred stopover areas provide an abundance of preferred nectar plants, as well as places for shelter 
and sunning (Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide, 2000).

The subject site was not identified as a butterfly stopover area and is not located within 5 km of a large 
open water body such as the great lakes.  It is unlikely that the site acts as a butterfly stopover area.

2.1.5 Rare Vegetation Communities or Specialized Habitats

Rare or specialized habitats include rare vegetation communities or concentrations of rare plant species.  
These specialized areas may also support rare animal species.  The overall site consisted primarily of 
open fields, with a portion of forested area on the extreme northwestern portion that was relatively 
homogeneous.  In addition to the above, the site lacked significant old growth forest features which, if 
present, might provide specialized habitats and food sources for other species dependent on these 
features.  None of the above vegetation communities are designated as rare or threatened in Ontario. 

Based on existing information and site visit, none of the specialized wildlife habitats listed in Table 2 and 
Table 3 have been identified on the site.  Overall, no rare or specialized habitats that may support rare or 
endangered species have been found based primarily on available information resources, and site 
investigation.
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Table 2: Habitats of Rare Vegetation Communities and Specialized Wildlife within 120 m of 
project site.

Habitat Observations

Alvar Habitat not present on site.

Savannahs Habitat not present on site.

Cliff Habitat not present on site.

Rare Forest Site is not forested.  Forest to the north is not identified 
as a rare forest type.

Sand Barrens Habitat not present on site.

Great Lakes Dunes Habitat not present on site.

Prairie / Savannah / Grassland Habitat not present on site.  Site is highly rutted and was 
devoid of vegetation at time of site visit.

Riparian Zone Habitat not present on site.

Lake Habitat not present on site.

Shoreline Habitat not present on site.

Rock Barrens Habitat not present on site.

Tallus Slope Habitat not present on site.

Seep / Spring Habitat not present on site.

Cave / Mine Habitat not present on site.

Mature, Natural Conifer Stands Site is not forested.  Forest to the north is not identified 
as a mature, natural conifer stand.

Mature Oak, Oak-Hickory Stands Site is not forested.  Forest to the north is not identified 
as a mature Oak, Oak-Hickory stand.

Temporary Wetlands Habitat not present on site.

Table 3: Specialized Wildlife Habitats.

Habitat Observations

Winter Deer Yard Site is not forested.

Moose Aquatic Feeding Areas Habitat not present on site.

Mineral Licks Habitat not present on site.

Calving Areas Habitat not present on site.

Mink / Otter/ Marten / Fisher Denning sites Habitat not present on site.

Foraging Areas With Abundant Mast Habitat not present on site.

Landbird Migratory Stopover Area Habitat not present on site.

Migratory Butterfly Stopover Area Habitat not present on site.

High Diversity Areas Habitat not present on site.  Site is highly rutted and was 
devoid of vegetation at time of site visit.

Specialized Raptor Nesting Area An unknown raptor species was identified as nesting on 
the human-made tower to the northeast of the project 
site.  This area will remain undisturbed.

Old Growth or Mature Forest Habitat not present on site.

Amphibian Woodland Breeding Ponds Amphibian ponds may be present within the forested 
areas to the north but are not present on site.

High Diversity Forest Habitat Habitat not present on site.

Cliffs Habitat not present on site.

Turtle Nesting Habitat Habitat not present on site.
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2.1.6 Habitat of Species of Conservation Concern

A geographical search for significant or endangered species presence and associated habitat was 
conducted using the OMNR NHIC database.  A conservative two (2) kilometre radius centroid search 
surrounding the subject lands was completed as it is understood that NHIC information is based on 
regional reports and habitat boundaries may be variable.  The search revealed that records of Northern 
Map Turtle (Graptemys geographica), Greater Redhorse (Moxostoma valenciennesi), Slender Bulrush 
(Schoenoplectus heterochaetus), and a moss species (Astomum muehlenbergianum) were known for the 
surrounding area.  The OMNR and RRCA (Raisin Region Conservation Authority) have noted that the 
subject site may be used by a nesting colony of ‘Mixed Wader’.  Further, the OMNR suggests that the site 
and adjacent properties have potential for Butternut (Juglans cinerea).

Specific searches for these species and their preferred habitat types were conducted during the site visit
using criteria described within the OMNR Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (2000), and none 
were observed.  It is important to note that the above noted species above (with the exception of 
Butternut) are generally associated with aquatic habitats.  The project area is at minimum 120 m from the 
adjacent wetland systems.

2.1.7 Animal Movement Corridors

The Natural Heritage Reference Manual (2010) describes Animal Movement Corridors as habitats that 
link two or more wildlife habitats that are critical to the maintenance of a population, species, or group of 
species, or habitats with a key ecological function to enable wildlife to move, with minimum mortality 
between areas of significant wildlife habitat or core natural areas.  The OMNR Significant Wildlife Habitat 
Technical Guide (2000) further describes animal movement corridors as elongated, naturally vegetated 
parts of the landscapes used by animals to move from one habitat to another.  Examples may include 
riparian zones and shorelines, wetland buffers, stream and river valleys, woodlands, and anthropogenic 
features including hydro and pipeline corridors, abandoned road and rail allowances, and fencerow and 
windbreaks.

Regulating agencies were consulted during the records review stage of the study, and the site was not 
identified as containing animal movement corridors.  The site is surrounded by generally highly disturbed 
habitat types, including a busy railway and sections of a major highway, and does not contain any 
naturally vegetated areas.  The site is not considered an animal movement corridor.

2.2 Significant Woodlands

Significant Woodlands are defined as treed areas that provide environmental and economic benefits such 
as erosion prevention, water retention, and provision of habitat, recreation and the sustainable harvest of 
woodland products (PPS 2005).  Woodlands include treed areas, woodlots or forested areas and vary in 
their level of significance.  The identification and assessment of significant woodlands is the responsibility 
of the local planning body.  Woodland significance is typically determined by evaluating key criteria which 
relate to woodland size, ecological function, uncommon woodland species, and economic and social 
value.

The project area is generally devoid of vegetative cover, having recently been clear-cut.  The remaining 
wooded area, isolated to the western extreme of the site consisting of young (<25 years) Trembling 
Aspen and Balsam Poplar is not considered significant.  The records review has suggested that the 
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woodlands to the north of the subject site have been classified as Significant Woodlands by the OMNR 
based on their potential to house rare or endangered species.  The identified feature was assessed 
during the field site visit, where the location, boundaries, and woodland edges were confirmed and are 
shown on Figure 4.  It was determined that the edge of the identified feature was approximately 117 m 
from the site location, which is within the 120 m area of influence.  Please refer to Section 3 and 4 of this 
report which further discusses the Evaluation of Significance (EOS) and the Environmental Impacts of the 
proposed project on this feature.

2.3 Watercourses

It was noted during the records review portion of the study that mapping of the site shows several 
tributaries to Hoople Creek and Hoople Bay that bisect the subject site.  During the on-site visit, no 
evidence of these watercourses was noted at the locations mapped.  Specific searches for the origins and 
paths of these watercourses were conducted, and while these watercourses may have once existed, no 
evidence was found during the on-site visit.  This was confirmed with OMNR staff during an on-site visit 
on November 22, 2010.

2.4 Site Investigation Conclusion

The site investigation was conducted to satisfy the conditions noted above, and to note any additional 
natural or hydrological features on or around the site.  It was found that the results summarized in the 
records review were accurate with the exception of the location of two small streams running through the 
property to drain into Hoople Creek Wetland.  There was no evidence of running water or intermittent 
streams within the vicinity of the mapped watercourses.

No additional natural features, water bodies or water courses were identified during the site investigation.  
No rare, threatened or endangered species were observed during the site investigation.  The site 
investigation notes are attached in Appendix D.  Species noted during the site visit are listed in Appendix 
E and represent specific species searches as discussed above, and incidental observations of flora and 
fauna.
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Table 4: Site Investigation Findings.

Feature or Variable Findings

Date / Time / Duration June 22, 2010 – on site at 1:19 p.m., left site at 4:42 p.m.

June 23, 2010 – on site at 8:13 a.m., left site at 1:48 p.m.

Weather June 22, 2010 – Overcast with sunny periods, 
approximately 25 degrees Celsius.

June 23, 2010 – Overcast, with short rainy periods.  
Evidence of rain the previous evening.  Approximately 25 
degrees Celsius. 

Additional Nature Features No additional natural features were identified during the 
site visit.

Distance to Hoople Creek The site borders Hoople Creek.  No development is 
proposed within 120 m of Hoople Creek.

Distance to Hoople Creek Wetland The overall site borders Hoople Creek wetland in the 
south.  No development is proposed within 120 m of 
Hoople Creek Wetland.

Additional Water Features No additional water features were identified during the 
site visit.  Specific searches were conducted for the small 
watercourses identified on existing mapping of the area.  
No evidence was found that these watercourses exist on 
the site.  This was further confirmed by OMNR staff 
during an on-site visit on November 22, 2010.

Wildlife No rare, threatened or endangered species were 
observed during the site visit.  No Butternut, Northern 
Map Turtles, Greater Redhorse, Slender Bullrush, or 
Astomum muehlenbergianum were observed during the 
site visit.

Distance to Woodland to identified Significant Forested 
Lands to the North

The identified Significant Forested Lands to the north 
were determined to be approximately 117 m from the 
edge of the proposed development footprint.

3. Natural Heritage, Evaluation of Significance

Under O'Reg 359/09, Section 27, the natural features identified during the records review, site 
investigation, or consultation with regulating agencies phases of the project will be determined to be 
significant or otherwise if it is a woodland, a valleyland, or a wildlife habitat.  Natural features will be 
determined to be provincially significant or otherwise if it is a southern wetland, a northern wetland, a 
coastal wetland, or an ANSI.

O’Reg 359/09, Section 27, Subsection 5 states that “This section does not apply of the project location is,
A. At least 50 metres outside of all areas of natural and scientific interest (earth science); and
B. At least 120 metres outside of all natural features that are not areas of natural and scientific 

interest (earth science).”

3.1 Candidate Woodlands

As discussed above, the proposed site is within 120 m of an identified Significant Woodland.  Refer to 
Figure 4.  The woodland was determined to be significant by the MNR for its potential to house rare or 
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endangered species, and was identified during the records review portion of the study.  During the field 
site visit, the location, boundaries, and woodland edges were confirmed and are shown on Figure 4.  The 
woodland boundaries were confirmed with OMNR staff during an on-site visit on November 22, 2010.

According to the OMNR Natural Heritage Reference Manual (2010), common determinants of woodland 
significance include the following general characteristics:

 Woodland Size Criteria
 Ecological Functions Criteria

o Woodland interior
o Proximity to other woodlands or other habitats
o Linkages
o Water protection
o Woodland diversity

 Uncommon Characteristic Criteria
 Economic and Social Functional Values Criteria

3.1.1 Woodland Size

Woodland size refers to the spatial extent of the woodland irrespective of ownership (OMNR Natural 
Heritage Reference Manual (2010).  Size value is related to the scarcity of woodland in the landscape 
derived on a municipal basis.  A woodland should be considered significant:

 The woodland is 2 ha is size or greater where woodland cover is less than about 5% of the land 
cover;

 The woodland is 4 ha in size or greater where woodland cover is 5-15% of the land cover;
 The woodland is 20 ha in size or greater where woodland cover is 15-30% of the land cover;
 The woodland is 50 ha in size or greater where woodland cover is 30-60% of the land cover.

3.1.2 Ecological Functions

3.1.2.1 Woodland Interior

Woodland interior habitat is defined as being more than 100 m from the woodland edge and is important 
to the continued well being of some species (OMNR Natural Heritage Reference Manual 2010).  
Woodlands should be considered significant if they have:

 Any interior habitat where woodland cover is less than 15% of land cover;
 2 ha or more of interior habitat where woodland cover is 15-30% of land cover;
 8 ha or more of interior habitat where woodland cover is 30-60% of land cover;
 20 ha or more of interior habitat where woodland cover is more than 60% of land cover.

3.1.2.2 Proximity to other woodlands or other habitats

Woodlands should be considered significant if a portion of the woodland is located within a specified 
distance of a significant nature feature or fish habitat likely receiving ecological benefit from the woodland 
and the entire woodland meets the minimum area threshold discussed above (Natural Heritage 
Reference Manual 2010).
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3.1.2.3 Linkages

Woodlands should be considered significant if they are located within a defined nature heritage system or 
provide a connecting link between two other significant features, each of which is within a specified 
distance (e.g., 120 m) and meets the minimum area thresholds discussed above (Natural Heritage 
Reference Manual 2010).

3.1.2.4 Water protection

Woodlands should be considered significant if they are located within a sensitive or threatened watershed 
or a specified distance of a sensitive groundwater discharge, sensitive recharge, sensitive headwater 
area, watercourse or fish habitat and meets the minimum area thresholds discussed above (Natural 
Heritage Reference Manual 2010).

3.1.2.5 Woodland Diversity

Woodlands should be considered significant if they have (Natural Heritage Reference Manual 2010):
 A naturally occurring composition of native forest species that have declined significantly south 

and east of the Canadian Shield and meet the minimum area thresholds discussed above;
 A high native diversity through a combination of composition and terrain and meet the minimum 

area thresholds discussed above.

3.1.3 Uncommon Characteristic

Woodlands should be considered significant if they have (Natural Heritage Reference Manual 2010):
 A unique species composition or the site is represented by less than 5% overall in woodland area 

and meets the minimum area thresholds discussed above;
 A vegetation community with a provincial ranking of S1, S2, or S3 as ranked by the NHIC and 

meets the minimum area thresholds discussed above;
 Habitat of a rare, uncommon or restricted woodland plant species and meets the minimum area 

thresholds discussed above;
 Characteristics of older woodlands or woodlands with larger tree size structure in native species 

and meets the minimum area thresholds discussed above.

3.1.4 Economic and Social Functional Values 

Woodlands should be considered significant if they have (Natural Heritage Reference Manual 2010):
 High productivity in terms of economically valuable products together with continuous native 

natural attributes and meets the minimum area thresholds discussed above;
 A high value in special services, such as air-quality improvement or recreation at a sustainable 

level that is compatible with long-term retention and meets the minimum area thresholds 
discussed above;

 Important identified appreciation, education, cultural or historical value and meets the minimum 
area thresholds discussed above.
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3.2 Woodland Evaluation of Significance Conclusions

In conducting and Evaluation of Significance, each significance criteria is examined and if the forested 
area meets the predetermined level of significance for any criteria, it is considered significant.   The forest 
to the north of the proposed development site was calculated to be approximately 32.9 ha in size with 
approximately 7.0 ha of interior habitat.  While little information is currently available regarding the forest 
cover area within the immediate vicinity, the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (2010) suggests that in 
the absence of area forestry data, the size thresholds should be reduced to ensure proper protection of 
the candidate feature.  This suggests that the forest can be considered significant in both the Woodland 
size criteria and Ecological functions criteria based on size alone.  The background review of the site and 
site reconnaissance did not reveal any uncommon woodland characteristics or any known significant 
economic or social functions associated with the woodland in question.  Please refer to Table 5 below for 
an overview of significance findings.

Table 5: Woodland Significance Criteria

Variable Findings

Woodland Size Criteria Significant.

Ecological Functions Criteria

Woodland interior Significant.

Proximity to other woodlands or other habitats Unknown.

Linkages Unknown.

Water protection Likely Significant.

Woodland diversity Not Significant.

Uncommon Characteristic Criteria Not Significant.

Economic and Social Functional Values Criteria Not Signficant.

Based upon the criteria outlined within the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (2010), the woodland to 
the north of the proposed development site is considered significant, and an Environmental Impact Study 
needs to be completed to address any potential negative impacts the proposed development will have on 
the feature.  Please refer to the next section for details.

4. Environmental Impact Study

According to the requirements outlined within O’Reg 359/09, Section 38, an Environmental Impact Study 
(EIS) is required prior to approval of the project.  The purpose of an EIS is to identify the presence of 
Natural Heritage Features on or adjacent to proposed development, and to identify potential impacts 
relating to the loss of ecological form or function.  Mitigative measures to eliminate or reduce impacts on 
identified Natural Heritage Features or functions must then be developed.

The proposed development site is located within 120 m of an identified Significant Woodland.  The site is 
separated from the significant woodland feature by a very busy two-track railway corridor and an 
agricultural road.  Due to the nature of the proposed works, and the distance to the identified feature 
(approximately 117 m), it is not anticipated that the proposed development will have any negative impact 
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on the woodland.  No mitigative measures are necessary to protect this feature from the proposed 
development, and no on-going monitoring is recommended.

While no rare or endangered species were identified within the project area, as a precaution, the workers 
present on site should be instructed on the identification of rare or endangered species with the potential 
to be encountered on site.  If any rare or endangered species are encountered, workers will be instructed 
to contact the local OMNR office to ensure that the species is dealt with appropriately.

5. Confirmation from Ministry of Natural Resources

O’Reg 359/09 requires that the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources is consulted with to provide 
confirmation regarding the location of the project site in relation to natural features, the significance of 
these natural features, ANSI’s, and provincial parks or conservation reserves.  The OMNR was consulted 
and issued a letter dating August 11, 2010 regarding the project site.  Refer to Appendix B.  This report 
will be submitted to the OMNR for review, as required by the regulation.

6. Closure

We trust that this evaluation is satisfactory for your current needs.  Please contact us if you have any 
questions.

Yours truly,
GENIVAR Consultants LP

Prepared by:

Dan Reeves, B.Sc., M.Sc.
Project Biologist
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Appendix A

Selected Site Pictures



Picture 1:  At the site entrance looking west towards project area.  The existing communications tower in 
the foreground.

Picture 2:  The existing communications tower with the unknown raptor species stick nest.  An individual 
was seen using the stick nest several times during the site visit.



Picture 3:  Along the northern edge of the project area looking west.  Evidence of recent deforestation 
practices using heavy machinery is present.

Picture 4:  Along the northern edge of the project area looking north towards the railway corridor.



Picture 5:  The extreme western edge of the project area looking west towards the existing small 
woodland area.

Picture 6:  At the southern extreme of the project area looking south towards the southern extreme of the 
site.  Vegetation present is typical of the abandoned agricultural field and hedgerow comprising the 
majority of the site.



Picture 7:  At the southeastern extreme of the project area looking north.  The majority of the project area 
is comprised of abandoned agricultural field habitat (foreground) or recently deforested area 
(background). 



Appendix B

OMNR Confirmation Letter



 
 
 

Ministry of Natural Resources 
 
Kemptville District 
P.O. Box 2002 
10 Campus Drive 
Kemptville, ON   K0G 1J0 
 
Tel.:   (613) 258-8470 
Fax.:  (613) 258-3920 
 

 
Ministère des Richesses naturelles 
 
 District de Kemptville 
CP 2002 
10 Campus Drive 
Kemptville, ON  K0G 1J0 
 
Tél.: (613) 258-8470 
Téléc.: (613) 258-3920 
 

August 11, 2010 
 
Genivar 
600 Cochrane Drive, 5th Floor 
Markham, ON 
L3R 5K3 
 
Attention: Terry Rasmussen 
 
 RE: Information Request – Solar Development – SunE Rutley Solar Farm 
 Our File No.:  2010_OSN-901 
 
Dear Terry Rasmussen; 
 
The Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) Kemptville District has carried out a review of the area in order to identify any 
potential natural resource and natural heritage values in the area of the identified sites.  The MNR must clearly indicate 
that this is an initial records review and does not form part of the MNR review and confirmation process.  
 
 A review of our records indicates that there are some wooded areas found on site, indicating that Butternut 
(Endangered Tree Species) could be present.  Coupled with wooded areas found within 120 metres of the site, the MNR 
requires that the evaluation of woodland Significance be carried out for those wooded areas within the proposed 
development area or within 120 metres of the development area.  The site is also immediately adjacent to the Regional 
Hoople Creek Candidate Life Science Area of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI) as well as the Hoople Creek non-
provincially significant wetland.   The various natural features located on and adjacent to this site provide habitat for a 
diversity of species.  This is further emphasized by the Deer Wintering Area (Stratum 1) identified on parts of both Lot 13 
and Lot 14.   
 
The site also has watercourses and waterbodies on or immediately adjacent to the site.  Such environments can provide 
for both fish habitat and fisheries values, along with wildlife habitat suitability.  Our records show that Hoople Creek 
contains spawning areas for walleye, as well as Fish Nursery areas for: pumpkinseed, walleye, centrarchidae, small 
mouth bass, large mouth bass, common carp and brown bullhead.  Furthermore, the open water of Hoople Creek is also 
Fish Nursery area for walleye.    
 
The various natural factors coupled with the watercourses and waterbodies can provide suitable habitat for a range of 
species, and as such the MNR recommends that evaluation of wildlife habitat significance be carried out.    MNR’s 
records show no information pertaining to wildlife staging areas, however, the MNR continues to strongly encourage the 
review for such values when carrying out the Site Investigation and Natural Heritage Assessment to ensure due 
diligence, and as these values can effectively contribute to the assessment of Significant wildlife habitat (see additional 
comments below). 
 
Furthermore, the MNR has reviewed information obtained from the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) and a 
search of internal records, and can advise that there is potential for Butternut (Endangered) on or immediately adjacent 
to the property, as well as records for Northern Map Turtle (Special Concern), Slender Bulrush (S3), Greater 
Redhorse (S3) and A Moss (S2).  Furthermore, records indicate that a Mixed Wader (Colonial Bird) Nesting Colony may 
be located on site.  While species of special concern and provincially rare tracked species are not protected by the 
Endangered Species Act, information pertaining to their location and habitat requirements should be considered when 

 



 

evaluating the Significant Wildlife Habitat of the project site and immediate area, this can further be coupled with 
additional wildlife information including nesting colonies, wintering areas and waterfowl staging areas.      
 
The MNR notes that the boundary of the study area is located in part around Shaver Road.  The MNR would note that 
there is identified crown land located on Lot 12, Concession 2, adjacent to and falling within the ‘Shaver Road Section’ of 
the study area.  
 
Although this data represents the MNR’s best current available information, it is important to note that a lack of 
information for a site does not mean that additional features and values are not present.  As such, the MNR continues to 
strongly encourage detailed site assessments for all features and values.  Furthermore, the same applies for Species at 
Risk occurrences; MNR does not have records of all occurrences and as such if MNR does not have the information it 
does not mean that there are no Species at Risk (SAR) at the location.  MNR must note further, that there may not be 
any records currently held for newly listed Endangered and Threatened species and therefore for both above mentioned 
reasons, the MNR continues to encourage ecological site assessments to determine the potential for other SAR 
occurrences. When a SAR does occur on a proposed site, it is recommended that the proponent contact the MNR for 
technical advice and to discuss what activities can occur without contravention of the Act. If an activity is proposed that 
will contravene the Act (such as Section 9 or 10), the proponent must contact the MNR to discuss the potential for 
application of certain permits (Section 17) or agreement (Regulation 242/08).  For specific questions regarding the 
Endangered Species Act (2007) or species at risk, please contact Species at Risk Biologist, Paula Norlock at 
paula.norlock@ontario.ca .   Not only is the ecological site assessment vital for assessing those Species at Risk on and 
adjacent to the site, however, it can also serve as the foundation for evaluating Significant Habitat of Endangered and 
Threatened species within the identified study area. 
 
As many of the sites do have watercourses associated with them, if works pertaining to such watercourses are require 
(e.g. watercrossing for access road, etc.) in water works timing windows as well as  permitting may be required from the 
Ministry of Natural Resources and/or the local Conservation Authority in this regard.  For information pertaining to work 
permits, please contact Deborah Nizman, MNR Lands Technician, at Deborah.Nizman@ontario.ca.   
 
During the records review stage, the proponent should be collecting all available wildlife and wildlife habitat related 
information for the proposed project location, including information on bird and bat species, candidate and confirmed 
Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) (including bird and bat SWH) and other related data.   To do this we recommend 
proponents begin by classifying all lands at or within 120 metres of the project site using ELC system to community 
series (using aerial photography and other information sources) and then identifying candidate SWH using the definitions 
in the Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide and the draft criteria for Ecoregion 6E (link in Appendix B.5 of the new 
Natural Heritage Reference Manual, 2010).    
 
A 120 metre setback applies to any confirmed SWH.  For unevaluated or candidate habitats, the proponent may 
consider those habitats as significant and apply the setback.  If the proponent proposes to develop within the candidate 
habitat or setback, the significance of the habitat must be evaluated (using the SWHTG and ecoregional criteria listed 
above).  If the habitat is confirmed significant, and the proposal still calls for development within the habitat or the 
setback, an EIS is required.   This same rationale also applies to other natural features including Significant Woodlands, 
and Significant Valleylands. 

mailto:paula.norlock@ontario.ca
mailto:Deborah.Nizman@ontario.ca


 
 
For the purposes of the required Natural Heritage Assessment report, there are a diversity of documents, guidelines and 
products available at the MNR website, however some key documents that are recommended for your review, include:   

• Natural Heritage Reference Manual (2010) – the newly published NHRM is a key document for understanding 
the importance of and the criteria for evaluating the various Natural Heritage Values on the landscape (including 
Significant Woodlands).  This document can be accessed via: 
http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/Business/LUEPS/Publication/249081.html  

• Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (1999) – this document provides further technical direction and 
information as it relates to Significant Wildlife Habitat:  
http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/Business/FW/Publication/MNR_E001285P.html  

• Ontario Wetland Evaluation System: 
http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/Business/Biodiversity/2ColumnSubPage/STEL02_176756.html  

 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 

 
 
Laura Melvin 
A/ District Planner 
Resource Management Planner 
laura.melvin@ontario.ca  
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http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/Business/FW/Publication/MNR_E001285P.html
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ENVIRONMENT

const ruct ive people

DAN J. REEVES, B.Sc., M.Sc.
BIOLOGIST

P R O F I L E

Mr. Reeves, B.Sc., M.Sc. is a biologist with GENIVAR who has a diverse 
background in environmental sciences, ecology, and biology gained through 
experience in academia, and work experience in both the private and public 
sectors.  He has conducted multi-scale vegetation assessments and worked 
on a variety of long-term abundance and diversity indices. Dan has extensive 
experience collecting, analyzing, and reporting publication quality scientific 
data through experiences at several institutions. Work history paired with 
educational background has given him a well rounded knowledge of scientific 
methods, an understanding of the scientific process from concept to 
publication, and solid scientific communication skills. 

E D U C A T I O N

M.Sc., Biology, Laurentian University 2007

B.Sc., Biology, Nipissing University 2004

A D D I T I O N A L  T R A I N I N G

Level 1 and Level 2 WSIB Training 2010

MTO/DFO/OMNR Fisheries Protocol Training Course, 
Ministry of Transportation

2009

Managed Forest Plan Approver 2008

Ontario Benthos Biomonitoring Network Course 2008

Ontario Stream Assessment Protocol Course 2008

Hazwoper 24 Hour Training Course 2008

Class 2 Backpack Crew Leader Electrofishing Course 2008

P R O F E S S I O N A L  A F F I L I A T I O N S

Environmental Protection and Compliance Program Advisory 
Committee Board Member, Canadore College

Managed Forest Plan Approver MFPA

Ontario Benthos Biomonitoring Network OBBN

Ontario Stream Assessment Network OSAP

Society for the Study of Amphibians and Reptiles SSAR

Canadian Association of Herpetologists CAH

American Society of Ichyologists and Herpetologists ASIH

AREAS OF PRACTICE

Natural Sciences

Biology / Ecology

Aggregates and Industrial 
Minerals

Waste Management
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C A R E E R

Biologist, GENIVAR 2009 - Present

Biologist, Jagger Hims Limited (GENIVAR acquisition) 2008 - 2009

Lab Instructor, Laurentian University 2005 - 2007

Wildlife Technician (Level 2), Ontario Ministry of Natural 
Resources

2003 - 2004

Lab Assistant, Ontario Clean Water Agency 2002

P R O F E S S I O N A L  E X P E R I E N C E

Natural Sciences

 Phytoremediation Planning, Installation, and Monitoring, Burlington, 
Ontario (2008 - Present): An Industrial producer of plastics had contaminated 
lands on and adjacent to their production site.  A phytoremediation plan was 
submitted as an alternative containment and remediation on the site.  The 
project was approved by the MOE, constructed and is monitored on an on-
going basis to ensure efficacy.  Client: Confidential.

 Ravenshoe Road Residential Development, Udora, Ontario (2010).  An 
Environmental Impact Study was required for the approval of a proposed 
residential development within the Greenbelt.  GENIVAR was retained to 
conduct surveys of sensitive wildlife and habitat and to develop measures to 
eliminate or mitigate environmental impacts.  Client : iPLANcorp.

 Solar Project Natural Heritage Assessments, Various Locations (2010).  
Ontario Regulation 359/09 requires proposed alternative energy projects to 
complete Natural Heritage Assessments investigating Significant Wildlife and 
their habitats, and the potential for project impacts.  Along with GENIVAR’s 
Energy Group, Natural Heritage Assessments have been prepared for a variety 
of sites throughout Ontario.  Client: Various.

 23196 Warden Avenue, Environmental Impact Study, East Gwillimbury, 
Ontario (2008): An Environmental Impact Study with an emphasis on a 
Provincially Significant Wetland was conducted for the client in order to 
determine what portion of the property could potentially be developed and to 
identify environmental concerns for the proposed uses.  Client: Anne McKeown.

 243 Rhodes Circle, Newmarket, Ontario (2008):  Through consultation with the 
client and the local Conservation Authority, it was found that while within the 
boundaries of the Oak Ridges Moraine, the development proposed by the 
landowner did not need a full Natural Heritage Evaluation.  A scoped Natural
Heritage Report was created based on the specific requirements of the site, 
saving the client time and money. Client: John Charbonneau.

 Part Lot 24, Concession 8, Muskoka Lakes, Ontario (2008):  A 20 year 
managed forest plan was created for inclusion into the Managed Forest Tax 
Incentive Program, saving the landowner 75% on their taxes for the eligible 
areas for a period of 10 years.  The plan was created using good forestry 
practices with an emphasis on the short and long-term goals of the landowner. 
Client: Patrick Mann.
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 4233 10th Sideroad, Bradford West Gwillimbury, Ontario (2008):  A 20 year 
managed forest plan was created for inclusion into the Managed Forest Tax 
Incentive Program, saving the landowner 75% on their taxes for the eligible 
areas for a period of 10 years.  The plan was created using good forestry 
practices with emphasis on the short and long-term goals of the landowner.  
Client: Lillian Montgomery.

 16255 Keele St., King City, Ontario, (2009): Through consultation with the 
client and the local Conservation Authority, a Natural Heritage Evaluation was 
prepared to satisfy the requirements of the Oak Ridge's Moraine Act. Client:  
Yong Seung Kim & Yun Hwa Kim.

 Foxbridge Residential Development, Uxbridge, Ontario (2009):  The owner of 
a golf course required an Environmental Impact Study on the proposed 
severance of a piece of their property to develop a small community of single-
family dwellings.  Emphasis was on the potential impacts to the nearby 
Provincially Significant Wetland and how to incorporate the community and the 
associated stormwater retention pond into the existing golf course.  Client: 
Miller Golf Design Group.

 206 Churchill Avenue, King City, Ontario, (2009): Through consultation with 
the client and the local Conservation Authority, a Natural Heritage Evaluation 
was prepared to satisfy the requirements of the Oak Ridges Moraine
Conservation Act. Client:  Catrina Jankowski.

 17165 Jane Street, King City, Ontario (2009):  A scoped Natural Heritage 
Report was created based on the specific requirements of the site. Client: Ted 
Barron.

 625 Wagg Street, Uxbridge, Ontario (2009):  A scoped Natural Heritage Report 
was created based on the specific requirements of the site.  Client: Josh 
Henderson.

 Closed Ancaster Landfill Site, Hamilton, Ontario (2009):  The City of Hamilton 
was concerned that a closed landfill site was leaking leachate and negatively 
impacting an off-site pond.  Through field examinations, benthic communities 
were collected to determine if the landfill site was affecting the pond and to what 
degree.  Client: City of Hamilton.

 Sporting Clay Club, Kawartha Lakes, Ontario (2009):  The Municipality 
approached us to Peer Review another firm's Environmental Impact Statement 
to ensure that it conformed to local and Provincial legislation.  Client: City of 
Kawartha Lakes.

 Durham Pit, Durham Region, Ontario (2008): Conducted a field sampling 
protocol to capture and identify benthic invertebrates.  The identified benthos 
were used to determine the degree to which the water body was impacted by 
the existing rock quarry and to develop a baseline for future operations.  Client: 
Regional Municipality of Durham.

 Ministry of Transportation

 Natural Environment Study – Aggregates, Parry Sound, Sudbury, North 
Bay, Kirkland Lake, and Renfrew Districts, Ontario (2008): Conducted 
Level 1 and 2 Natural Environmental Study to determine the impacts of the 
proposed granite quarries at 17 different locations.  Emphasis was taken to 
determine if any rare or threatened species existed on or within 120 m of 
the sites, and to map their locations.  It was found that a river system 
adjacent to one property would be affected by the proposed works, and 
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specific mitigative measures were developed to ensure that the negative 
effects on the site and the surrounding areas were minimized.

Geotechnical

 Minthorn Park, Richmond Hill, Ontario (2009):  On site testing of concrete was 
performed to determine if the concrete being poured was of adequate quality for 
the application.  Client:  Town of Richmond Hill.  

Aggregates and Industrial Minerals

 Quarry Application and Agricultural Irrigation Investigation, Melancthon 
Township, Ontario (2008-2009): Groundwater and surface water sampling as 
part of a protocol to ensure conformity with the Certificate of Approval.

Waste Management

 County of Simcoe

 Various Landfills, Elmvale, Oro, Bradford West Gwillimbury, and Medonte, 
Ontario (2009):  Water sampling as part of a sampling protocol to ensure 
conformity with the Certificate of Approval.

P U B L I C A T I O N S A N D  P R E S E N T A T I O N S

Publications and Presentations

 Reeves, D. J.  “Spotted Turtles (Clemmys guttata) at the northern extreme of 
their range: Habitat Quantification, General Ecology, and Population 
Dynamics”.  Guest Speaker, Nipissing Naturalists, North Bay, Ontario (1 hour 
oral presentation), 2009.

 Reeves. D. J. “Careers in the Environmental Services”.  Presented to 
Environmental Success and Environmental Business Management first and 
second year Technician/Technologist students.  Canadore College, North 
Bay, Ontario (2 hour oral presentation), 2008 and 2009.

 Reeves, D.J. and Litzgus, J.D. “Demography of an island population of 
spotted turtles (Clemmys guttata) at the species’ northern range limit”.
Northeastern Naturalist, 2008, 15(3): 417-430.

 Reeves, D.J. and Litzgus, J. D.  “Modelling the critical habitat use of 
spotted turtles (Clemmys guttata) at the northern extreme of the species 
range”.  Laurentian University, 2007.

 Reeves, D.J. and Litgus, J.D.  “Using morphometrics to investigate sexual
size dimorphism in spotted turtles (Clemmys guttata)”.  Laurentian University, 
2007.

 Reeves. D. J. and J. D. Litzgus.  “Demography of an island population of 
spotted turtles (Clemmys guttata) at the species’ northern range limit”. The 
Canadian Amphibian and Reptile Conservation Network, Kingston, Ontario 
(poster presentation in absentia), 2007.

 Reeves, D. J. and J. D. Litzgus. “Using morphometrics to investigate body 
size dimorphism in spotted turtles (Clemmys guttata)”. Joint meeting of 
Ichthyologists and Herpetologists, St. Louis, MO (oral presentation), 2007.

 Reeves, D. J. and J. D. Litzgus. “Demography of an island population of 
spotted turtles (Clemmys guttata) at the species’ northern range limit”. Joint 
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meeting of Ichthyologists and Herpetologists, St. Louis, MO (poster 
presentation), 2007.

 Reeves, D. J. and J. D. Litzgus.  “Using morphometrics to investigate body 
size dimorphism in spotted turtles (Clemmys guttata”). First annual Canadian 
Society for Ecology and Evolution, University of Toronto, Toronto, Ontario 
(oral presentation), 2007.

 Reeves, D. J. and J. D. Litzgus. “Using morphometrics to investigate body 
size dimorphism in spotted turtles (Clemmys guttata)”. Biology symposium, 
Laurentian University, Sudbury, Ontario (oral presentation), 2007.

 Reeves, D. J. and J. D. Litzgus. “Modeling the critical habitat use of spotted 
turtles (Clemmys guttata) at the northern extreme of the species range”.
Joint Meeting of Ichthyologists and Herpetologists, New Orleans, LA (poster 
presentation), 2006.

 Reeves, D. J. and J. D. Litzgus. 2006. “Modelling the critical habitat use of 
spotted turtles (Clemmys guttata) at the northern extreme of the species 
range”. Biology symposium, Laurentian University, Sudbury, Ontario (oral 
presentation), 2006.

 Reeves, D. J., J. D. Litzgus and D. Hackett. “Effect of temperature on 
physiology and behavior in two colour morphs of the red-backed salamander 
(Plethodon cinereus”. The Canadian Amphibian and Reptile Conservation 
Network, Kingston, Ontario (oral presentation), 2005.
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Appendix E:  Species noted during site visit on and around subject site.  Species present represent 
specific species searches and incidental flora and fauna contact and is not exhaustive.

Group Common Name Scientific Name
Trees Balsam Fir Abies balsamea

Balsam Poplar Populus balsamifera
Basswood Tilia americana
Black Walnut Juglans nigra
Bur Oak Quercus macrocarpa
Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis
Manitoba Maple Acer negundo
Red Pine Pinus resinosa
Trembling Aspen Populus tremuloides
White Ash Fraxinus americana
White Birch Betula papyrifera
White Elm Ulmus americana
White Oak Quercus alba
White Pine Pinus strobus
White Spruce Picea glauca

Shrubs Alder spp. Alnus spp.
Alternate-leaved Dogwood Cornus alternifolia
Beaked Hazel Corylus cornuta
Choke Cherry Prunus virginiana
Dog-Strangling Vine Cynanchum rossicum
Raspberry Rubus pubescens
Striped Maple Acer pensylvanicum
Wild Grape Vitis sp.
Wild Red Raspberry Rubus idaeus
Willow spp. Salix spp.

Herbacious, Ferns and Allies, Aster sp. Aster spp.
and Grasses Bracken Fern Pteridium aquilinum

Brome Grass Bromus sp.
Canada Blue-joint Calamagrostis canadensis
Canada Mayflower Maianthemum canadense
Common Milkweed Asclepias syriaca
Common Timothy Phleum pratense
Goldenrod spp. Solidago sp.
Large-leaved Aster Aster macrophyllus
Meadow Horsetail Equisetum pratense
Milkvetch Astragalus sp.
Royal Fern Osmunda regalis
Sensitive Fern Onoclea sensibilis
Spinulose Wood Fern Dryopteris carthusiana
Sweetgrass Savastana odorata
Thistle sp. Silybum sp.
Wild Sarasparilla Aralia nudicaulis

Herptiles Northern Green Frog Rana clamitans
Northern Leopard Frog Rana pipiens
Northern Spring Peeper Pseudacris crucifer

Birds American Crow Corvus brachyrhynchos
American Robin Turdus migratorius



Black-capped Chickadee Poecile atricapillus
Common Raven Corvus corax
Common Starling Sturnus vulgaris
Red-Winged Blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus
Unknown Raptor Likely Buteo sp.

Mammals Eastern Chipmunk Tamias striatus
White-Tailed Deer Odocoileus virginianus
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Hi Dan,

Thank you for providing us with a revised copy of the natural heritage assessment report for the 
SunEdison Osnabruck solar project, and for addressing the comments that we made in our 
preliminary review. We have had a chance to review this revised copy and have a few 
additional comments to provide.

We would be interested in meeting with you to discuss these comments and our requirements 
for the Natural Heritage Assessment report as we know that the next step once all of our 
concerns are addressed properly is the issuance of a confirmation letter. We want to make sure 
everything is being addressed and have found in the past, a face to face meeting to be very 
beneficial to both parties in being able to understand the others needs. 

Overall we think the format of the report is quite good and most issues and features have been 
broadly considered and categorized well. We do need to see a bit more detail in some of the 
areas however and will need to see an evaluation of significance for some of these features.

Significant woodlands – we have attached a map of the significant woodlands data from the 
Kemptville District. We apologize we did not have this information available to you when the 
inforequest response went out. It appears that there is a significant woodland to the north of the 
project site (within 120m) that will need to be considered in an evaluation of significance for this 
project. And as well, significant wildlife habitat within the 120m buffer from the project edge 
within this woodland.

Watercourses – there appear to be 3 watercourses running through the project area. (see map) 
Including the area where the project panels are to be constructed. It is indicated in the body of 
the report (page 10 table 5) that these areas do not exist. There is confirmation in your report 
from the RRCA that these watercourses exist on the project area at present. We’d like you to 
specifically address information regarding these three drainage features. This would include 
details from site investigation regarding presence or absence, including photographs.

Mapping – it appears in the mapping that you show that the panel footprint is not within any 
significant features. We will need to see more detailed maps with respect to the features on site 
– including specific significant wildlife habitat areas including candidate areas in the mapping for 
the site investigation and the evaluation of significance (EOS) and if necessary, for the 
environmental impact study (EIS). Details such as:

-distances of buffers and from features labeled explicitly on the map
-all features and categories of features present indicated on map
-label transmission line
-label fences and roads

The 120 buffer should be from the edge of the project site (and this includes all disturbances 
such as panels, roads, fences, vegetation maintenance etc.) rather than the edge of the feature.
The maps at this link 
http://www.gileadpower.com/pdf/Natural_Heritage_Assessment_Environmental_Impact_Study/Appendix
%20A%20Figures.pdf
are good maps showing an acceptable level of detail for your perusal. Mapping needs to be 
completed in accordance with paragraph 3 of subsection 26(3) (Site Investigation) and 
subsection 27(4) paragraph 1 (EOS), we would also like to see a map of the same level of detail 
for the EIS.



Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (SWHTG) categories have for the most part 
been addressed in sufficient detail. We would like to see a complete list and noticed that 
landbird migratory stopover area and migratory butterfly stopover area have not been 
mentioned. As per some of your tables we would like to see these listed even if they are not 
present on site, and reasons as to why they are or are not present.

There needs to be Significant Wildlife Habitat(SWH) considered in an EOS for 
           -woodlands supporting amphibian breeding– a look at our mapping shows some wet 
areas, vernal pools and diverse wooded area, peepers, chorus frogs, breeding area, and 
corridors could be present.
           -animal movement corridors
           -bullfrog concentration area (in section 2.2.1.5, you have mentioned amphibian 
concentration area and this will need to be addressed separately as bullfrog concentration area 
and woodlands supporting amphibian breeding)
           -considered in the woodland within 120m (only the habitat within the 120m of the project 
site)
           -raptor occurance during site investigation will have to be looked at further during an 
EOS
           -if there are watercourses on site or within 120m, you will also need to consider habitat 
and nesting areas for turtles for example the snapping turtle which is listed under the 
Endangered Species Act as Special Concern 

Also SWH: In tables 1 and 2 on pages 4 and 5 considering habitats for rare vegetation and 
specialized wildlife habitats, we’ll need to see detail for each and why in each case they are 
present or not. These tables are a great summary, but we’d just like to see a higher level of 
detail.
Table 1: please speak toward the presence of grasslands and the fact that field areas might act 
as grassland habitat. We want to know specifically that harrier, bobolink and short eared owl 
were searched for. And address ‘temporary wetlands’ as necessary. 
Table 2: high diversity areas, specialized raptor nesting area, amphibian woodland breeding 
ponds (within 120m), need further discussion.

Staging areas will need to be considered in the EOS only if they are within 120m of the project 
site, and if there is mitigation (such as leaving staging area on part of the project site) they will 
need to be addressed in the EIS.

Hedgerows… are they on the site? Are they within 120m? are they significant? We need full 
explanation of this feature. If any of the above are true, they will need to be addressed in an 
EOS.

Deeryards – our records show that there are deeryards on site and to the northeast of the site, 
but any forest cover that would have provided shelter for the deer on site is gone, and the forest 
to the NE of the site is questionable as deeryard due to its deciduous nature. So you do not 
have to consider deeryard. Please make sure the section that speaks to this states this 
explicitly, mentions that MNR does have records but is not concerned about this area as deer 
yard for the preceding reasons.

The Water Assessment needs to be taken out of the report. This report needs to go to the 
Ministry of Environment for approval.



Section 2.2.1.3 - Page 3 – we need more clarity as to whether you are taking about wild turkeys 
or turkey vultures. Or both?

Snake hibernacula: you indicate that you searched for snake hibernacula in June, this is not an 
ideal time to search. However, it could be acceptable if we are aware of what features you were 
searching for (high quality cover objects etc). We will need to have further detail.

Records Review: OMNR Kemptville? Not Dryden?

Broadly throughout the report, we will need distances of features etc. from the edge of the 
project location. This would be the perimeter where any disturbances would be taking place.
Fence line? Or perhaps a vegetation management zone? We need to see consistency 
thoroughout the report, instead of referring to bothe site location and project location. Only the 
area where the disturbance will be taking place.

Appendix D site investigation notes from June 23rd visit indicate that there is a small creek just 
east of the main river at extreme western edge of property. If this creek is within 120m, it will 
need to be considered in an EOS.

Thanks for your patience in waiting for this second round of comments from our review of the 
NHA report. We hope this helps with your revisions to this report. We do think a face to face 
meeting would be helpful for us to get a bigger picture understanding of this project and for you 
to understand exactly what it is we are looking for in our requests. Let us know if this would be 
something that you would be interested in.

Let me know if you need further clarification or have any further questions.

Looking forward to hearing from you,

Heather 

Heather Zurbrigg
Renewable Energy Planning Ecologist
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources
(613)-258-8366 

gx Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.
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