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Report Disclaimer

This report has been prepared by Hatch Ltd. for the sole and exclusive use of Canadian Solar Solutions Inc.
(the “Client”) and Axio Power Canada Inc. (“Axio” or the “Proponent”) for the purpose of assisting the
management of the Client and the Proponent in making decisions with respect to the development of a
proposed solar photovoltaic project and shall not be (a) used for any other purpose, or (b) provided to, relied
upon or used by any third party.

This report contains opinions, conclusions and recommendations made by Hatch Ltd. (Hatch), using its
professional judgment and reasonable care. Any use of or reliance upon this report by the Client and the
Proponent is subject to the following conditions:

e the report being read in the context of and subject to the terms of the agreement between Hatch, the
Client and the Proponent including any methodologies, procedures, techniques, assumptions and other
relevant terms or conditions that were specified or agreed therein;

e the report being read as a whole, with sections or parts hereof read or relied upon in context;

e the conditions of the site may change over time (or may have already changed) due to natural forces or
human intervention, and Hatch takes no responsibility for the impact that such changes may have on the
accuracy or validity of the observations, conclusions and recommendations set out in this report; and

e the report is based on information made available to Hatch by the Proponent and/or the Client or by
certain third parties; and unless stated otherwise in the Agreement, Hatch has not verified the accuracy,
completeness or validity of such information, makes no representation regarding its accuracy and hereby
disclaims any liability in connection therewith.
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Introduction

Project Description

Axio Power Canada Inc. (“Axio”) is proposing to develop a 10 megawatt (MW) solar photovoltaic
project entitled Alfred Concession Road 7 Solar Energy Project (hereinafter referred to as the
“Project”). The proposed Project is located 1.7 kilometres (km) southwest of Alfred, Ontario on

42 hectares (ha) of land. The Project is situated on Part of Lots 6 and 7, Concession 7 in the
Township of Alfred and Plantagenet (lower tier municipality), United Counties of Prescott and Russell
(upper tier municipality) and within Kemptville Ecodistrict 6E-12 (Figure 1.1).

Renewable Energy Approval Legislative Requirements

Ontario Regulation (O. Reg.) 359/09 — Renewable Energy Approvals under Part V.0.1 of the Act,
(herein referred to as the REA Regulation) made under the Environmental Protection Act identifies
the Renewable Energy Approval (REA) requirements for renewable energy projects in Ontario. As per
the REA Regulation (Part II, section 4), ground mounted solar facilities with a name plate capacity
greater than (>) 10 kilowatts (kW) are classified as Class 3 solar facilities and require an REA.

Section 25 of the REA Regulation requires proponents of Class 3 solar projects to conduct a records
review to determine whether the Project Location is:

e within 120 meters (m) of a provincial park or conservation reserve

e in a natural feature or within 120 m of a natural feature that is not an earth science Area of
Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI)

e within 50 m of earth science ANSI.

Natural features are defined in Part |, subsection 1 (1) of the REA Regulation to be all or part of the
following:

e Area of natural and scientific interest (ANSI) (earth science) — An area that has earth science
values related to protection, scientific study or education.

e ANSI (life science) — An area that has life science values related to protection, scientific study or
education.

e Coastal wetland — A wetland that is located on Lake Ontario, Lake Erie, Lake Huron, Lake
Superior, Lake St. Clair, St. Mary’s River, St. Clair River, Detroit River, Niagara River or
St. Lawrence River; or on a tributary to any of these waterbodies and, wither in whole or in part,
downstream of a line located two km upstream of the 1:100 year floodline (includes wave run-
up) of the waterbody.

¢ Northern wetland — A wetland located north of the northern limit of Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E as
shown in Figure 1 in the Provincial Policy Statement issued under section 3 of the Planning Act
and approved by the Lieutenant Governor in Council by Order in Council No. 140/2005.
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e Southern wetland — A wetland located south of the northern limit of Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E as
shown in Figure 1 in the Provincial Policy Statement issued under section 3 of the Planning Act
and approved by the Lieutenant Governor in Council by Order in Council No. 140/2005.

e Valleyland - A natural area that is south and east of the Canadian Shield as shown in Figure 1 in
the Provincial Policy Statement issued under section 3 of the Planning Act and approved by the
Lieutenant Governor in Council by Order in Council No. 140/2005; and that occurs in a valley
or other landform depression that has water flowing through or standing for some period of the
year.

o Wildlife habitat — An area where plants, animals and other organisms live or have the potential
to live and find adequate amounts of food, water, shelter and space to sustain their population,
including an area where a species concentrates at a vulnerable point in its annual or life cycle
and an area that is important to a migratory or non-migratory species.

¢  Woodland - Land that is south and east of the Canadian Shield as shown in Figure 1.1 in the
Provincial Policy Statement issued under section 3 of the Planning Act and approved by the
Lieutenant Governor in Council by Order in Council No. 140/2005; and that has per hectare (ha)
at least 1, 000 trees of any size or 750 trees that are > 5 centimetres (cm) in diameter, 500 trees
that are > 12 cm in diameter, 250 trees that are > 20 cm in diameter that have been measured
from 1.37 m from the ground.

Subsection 25 (3) of the REA Regulation requires the proponent to prepare a report “setting out a
summary of the records searched and the results of the analysis” (O. Reg. 359/09). This Natural
Heritage Assessment Records Review Report has been prepared to meet these requirements.
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Methodology and Results

A search of published records from government and non-government information sources was
completed to determine if the Project is located on or within 120 m of a natural feature (as defined in
the REA Regulation), provincial park or conservation reserve, Niagara Escarpment Commission Plan
Area or Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan Area. Records related to these features that are
maintained by the following information sources were reviewed in accordance with subsection

25 (1) of the REA Regulation and are discussed in the subsequent sections: Ontario Ministry of
Natural Resources (MNR), Federal Government, Conservation Authority, Municipal Planning
Authority or Local Planning Board, Local and Upper-tier Municipalities, Local Roads Board, Local
Services Board, Niagara Escarpment Commission and Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan.

The following information sources will not be discussed in further detail as they are not found within
the jurisdiction or within 120 m of the Project: Municipal Planning Authority, Local Planning Boards,
Local Roads Boards, Local Services Boards, Niagara Escarpment Commission Plan Area and Oak
Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan Area.

Information on species of conservation concern (i.e. global, national, provincial and regional) that
have been recorded on or have the potential to occur within the vicinity of the Project was also
reviewed. Species of conservation concern include:

e Globally Rare Species — These species are assessed by NatureServe and assigned a global
conservation status rank (G-rank) of G1 to G3.

o Nationally Rare Species — These species are designated by the Committee on the Status of
Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) as Endangered or Threatened and not protected in
regulation under the Ontario Endangered Species at Risk Act (ESA).

e Provincially Rare Species — These species are designated by the MNR and assessed under two
categories: species listed as Special Concern on the Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) list; and
species that are assigned a provincial (i.e. sub-national) conservation status rank of S1 to S3 and
are not on the SARO list. There are species that can be found in both categories.

e Regionally Rare Species — These species are not assigned a formal designation, however, have
been recognized as declining within a planning jurisdiction by government and/or non-
government authorities.

e Conservation Priority Species — These include priority species that are recognized in
government and/or non-government conservation plans and assigned a conservation objective.

Species that require greater protection and that are designated by COSEWIC and/or the Committee
on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO) may become listed as species at risk under the
Federal Species at Risk Act (SARA) and/or the Ontario Endangered Species Act (ESA). Species
identified in this report that are designated as Endangered or Threatened under the ESA on the SARO
list will be discussed in further detail in the Approval and Permitting Requirements Document for
Renewable Energy Projects.
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The reporting format follows the requirements outlined in subsection 25 (3) of the REA Regulation.
The wildlife and plant species discussed in the following sections are identified by common name
only. The common names of species are written according to the standard rule of lower-case letters
for all species excluding birds and proper nouns, in which case it is capitalized (e.g. woodland vole,
Blanding'’s turtle, Black Tern and Red-headed Woodpecker). Scientific names follow the binomial
nomenclature system which is a standard method used to formulate the scientific name of an
organism (e.g. genus name + species name). Where discrepancies in nomenclature occur for the
same species (e.g. common stinkpot vs. eastern musk turtle), the common and scientific names
adopted by the MNR (particularly species on the SARO list) will be used. A compilation of all species
identified in this report is provided in Table D1 (Appendix D) and includes the source where the
information was obtained for each species, scientific names, conservation rank (global, provincial,
regional, and priority species) and at risk status (national and provincial).

Ministry of Natural Resources Records
The following information sources from the MNR were reviewed for records related to natural
features within 1 km of the Project Location:

e Land Information Ontario Mapping — Land Information Ontario (LIO) data is maintained by the
MNR and provides key provincial geospatial data about Ontario to subscribers. The shapefiles
obtained from the LIO datasets were used to prepare a map showing the natural features on and
within 120 m of the Project Location (MNR, 2010a).

o  MNR Kemptville District — Information on natural features on and within 120 m of the Project
Location was requested from the MNR Kemptville District by way of letter, dated September 2,
2010. The MNR provided a response letter, dated October 4, 2010 (Appendix A).

e Natural Heritage Information Center Biodiversity Explorer — The Natural Heritage Information
Center (NHIC) collects and maintains data on known records of species, vegetation
communities, and other natural features within the province. This information is available
through the Element Occurrence and Natural Areas database which can be accessed using the
web-based NHIC Biodiversity Explorer Tool (NHIC, 2010). A search of the Element Occurrence
and Natural Areas database was completed for a 1 km radius surrounding the Project Location.

e Ontario Crown Land Use Policy Atlas — The Ontario Crown Land Use Policy Atlas is an
interactive web browser that shows the boundaries of crown land use areas and associated land
use policies. This interactive map was used to determine the presence of crown land within 1 km
of the Project Location (MNR, 2010b).

e Ontario Herpetofaunal Summary Atlas — The Ontario Herpetofaunal Summary Atlas (Oldham
and Weller, 2000) is a database that provides information on the distribution of amphibians and
reptiles in Ontario. This database is maintained by the NHIC and includes a compilation of
current and historic records gathered from museum and university collections in Ontario as well
as published and non-published literature. The distribution maps of amphibians and reptiles
found in Ontario were reviewed to determine those species with ranges that overlap with the
Project Location.
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o Renewable Energy Atlas — The Renewable Energy Atlas is an interactive web tool that provides
information related to wind and water renewable energy resources in the province. This map
was accessed for specific information on natural features that are provided in the land use, base
data and wildlife layers (MNR, 2010d). These layers are based on LIO geospatial datasets. The
land use layer provides the following information: provincial and national parks, conservation
reserves, ANSI’s, natural heritage values areas, enhancement management areas, wilderness
areas and crown game reserves. The base data provides information on coastal wetlands and the
wildlife layer provides information on known bat hibernacula within a 10 km grid.

LIO Mapping

The following information related to natural features was obtained from the MNR LIO data (MNR,
2010a). The MNR LIO data does not provide information on species of conservation concern. A map
showing the natural features within a broad area surrounding the Project Location is provided (Figure
1.1).

e ANSI - The MNR LIO mapping did not identify any earth science or life science ANSI’s on or
within 120 m of the Project Location. The nearest earth science ANSI (Plantagenet Caves) is
located more than 10 km northwest of the Project Location and the nearest life science ANSI
(Alfred Bog) is located 3 km southeast of the Project Location.

e  Wetlands — The MNR LIO mapping did not identify any wetlands on or within 120 m of the
Project Location. The nearest wetland is located 3 km southeast of the Project Location and is
identified as the Alfred Bog Provincially Significant Wetland. The LIO mapping shows a small
creek, a tributary of Atocas Creek, north of and within 120 m of the Project Location which may
provide riverine wetland habitat.

e Valleylands — The LIO datasets do not provide a data layer specific to valleylands. However, the
Natural Heritage Assessment Guide for Renewable Energy Projects (MNR, 2010a) recommends
using the contour, water polygon segment and water line segment data layers (which includes
virtual flow data) to assist in identifying potential valleylands on and within 120 m of the Project
Location. The contour data layer provides elevation information at 5 m intervals, and shows that
the topography is flat with a slight decrease in elevation from the north (55 metres above sea
level (msl)) to the south (>50 msl). The water polygon segment and water line segment data
layers identified water features (i.e. which appear to be isolated ponds) on and within 120 m of
the Project Location. While waterbodies are discussed in the Water Body Reports, these features
will be verified during the site investigation and assessed as candidate significant wildlife habitat.

e Wildlife Habitat — The MNR LIO mapping did not identify any wildlife habitat types on or
within 120 m of the Project Location. There are moose early wintering areas identified
approximately 1 km northwest and 3 km southeast of the Project Location.

e  Woodlands — The MNR LIO mapping identified woodlands on and within 120 m of the Project
Location. The presence and characteristics of these woodlands will be confirmed during the site
investigation.

e Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves — The MNR LIO mapping did not identify any
provincial parks or conservation reserves on or within 120 m of the Project Location. However,
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the LIO natural heritage values layer identified the Alfred Bog as a provincial park, which is
located 3 km southeast of the Project Location.

e  Other Information — The MNR LIO mapping shows five buildings within 120 m of the Project
Location (Figure 1.1). The LIO building layer data set obtained for the Project Location (Figure
1.1) does not provide a description or include information on the building type (e.g. residence,
commercial building, shed, barn, highway weigh scale, electric power station). Therefore, not all
buildings shown on the LIO mapping represent residential dwellings and may include other
structures.

MNR Kemptville District

Information regarding natural features and species of conservation concern within the vicinity of the
Project Location was provided by the MNR Kemptville District in a letter dated October 4, 2010
(Appendix A). The information and comments provided by the MNR are summarized below with
respect to the natural features identified in subsection 1 (1) of the REA Regulation.

e ANSI - The MNR did not identify any earth science or life science ANSI’s within the vicinity of
the Project Location.

e  Wetlands — The MNR did not identify any provincially significant wetlands within the vicinity of
the Project Location, but did identify an unevaluated wetland (deciduous swamp) on the Project
Location (pers. comm. Heather Zurbrigg).

e Valleylands — The MNR did not comment on the presence or absence of valleylands within the
vicinity of the Project Location.

e Wildlife Habitat — The MNR did not comment on the presence or absence of wildlife habitat
within the vicinity of the Project Location.

e Species of Conservation Concern — The MNR identified the two species of conservation concern
that have the potential to occur within the vicinity of the Project Location: i) Short-eared Owl,
listed as Special Concern by COSEWIC and is on the SARO list and ii) snapping turtle, listed as
Special Concern by COSEWIC and on the SARO list. These species will be considered during
the site investigation. The conservation rank, status and any other designations for these species
are provided in Table D1 of Appendix D.

e Woodlands — The MNR identified candidate significant woodlands on and within 120 m of the
Project Location. The presence of these woodlands will be confirmed during the site
investigation.

e Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves — The MNR did not comment on the presence or
absence of provincial parks or conservation reserves within the vicinity of the Project Location.

NHIC Biodiversity Explorer

The NHIC Biodiversity Explorer tool was accessed on August 17, 2010 and a geographic search of
the Element Occurrence and Natural Areas database was completed for a 1 km radius surrounding
the Project Location (NHIC, 2010). The Biodiversity Explorer tool provides information on the
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following natural features: ANSI, wetlands, wildlife habitat and species of conservation concern. The
NHIC Biodiversity Explorer tool provided the following information:

ANSI - The results of the query did not identify any records of earth science or life science
ANSI’s on or within 1 km of the Project Location.

Wetlands — The results of the query did not identify any records of wetlands on or within 1 km
of the Project Location.

Valleylands — The NHIC database does not provide information on valleylands.

Wildlife Habitat — The Natural Heritage Reference Manual (MNR, 2010c) identifies four main
types of significant wildlife habitat: habitats of seasonal concentrations of animals, rare
vegetation communities or specialized habitats for wildlife, habitats of species of conservation
concern and animal movement corridors. The NHIC database provides the following information
on wildlife habitat:

Habitats of Seasonal Concentrations of Animals — The NHIC database provides information on
the following types of wildlife concentration areas:

e Colonial Waterbird Nesting Area — The results of the query did not identify any records of
colonial waterbird nesting areas on or within 1 km from the Project Location.

e Freshwater Mussel Concentration Area — The results of the query did not identify any
records of freshwater mussel concentration areas on or within 1 km from the Project
Location.

e Mixed Wader Nesting Colony — The results of the query did not identify any records of
mixed wader nesting colonies on or within 1 km from the Project Location.

e Raptor Winter Concentration Area — The results of the query did not identify any records of
raptor winter concentration areas on or within 1 km from the Project Location.

e Shorebird Migratory Concentration Area — The results of the query did not identify any
records of shorebird migratory concentration areas on or within 1 km from the Project
Location.

o Waterfowl Concentration Area — The results of the query did not identify any records of
waterfowl concentration areas on or within 1 km from the Project Location.

Rare Vegetation Communities or Specialized Habitats for Wildlife — The NHIC database
provides information on globally (G-rank: G1 to G3) and provincially rare (S-rank: S1 to S3) plant
communities. The results of the query did not identify any records of rare plant communities on
or within 1 km of the Project Location.

Species of Conservation Concern — The following species of conservation concern had element
occurrences within a 1 km radius of the Project Location: i) Short-eared Owl, designated as
Special Concern by COSEWIC and on the SARQO list ii) elusive clubtail, (G3; S2) globally and
provincially rare iii) Yellow Palm Warbler, (S1B) provincially rare, iv) arrow clubtail (52)
provincially rare v) ebony boghaunter (S2) provincially rare vi) southern twayblade (S1)
provincially rare vii) Atlantic sedge (S1) provincially and regionally rare viii) twin-stemmed
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bladderwort (S3?) provincially and regionally rare. These species will be considered during the
site investigation. The conservation rank, status and any other designations for these species are
provided in Table D1 of Appendix D.

¢  Woodlands — The results of the query did not provide records of any woodlands on or within
1 km of the Project Location.

e Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves — According to the NHIC Biodiversity Explorer
Tool, the natural areas database provides information on provincial parks and conservation
reserves. A geographic query of the natural areas was completed and there were no provincial
parks or conservation reserves identified within 1 km from the Project Location.

e  Other Natural Areas — The natural areas database also provides information on national parks,
crown game preserves, first nation reserves, forest reserves, migratory bird sanctuaries, national
wildlife areas, non-government conservation easements, natural heritage properties, nature
reserves and trust lands, provincial wildlife areas, Ramsar sites', resource management areas,
wilderness areas and important bird areas. The results of the query did not identify any records of
these natural areas on or within 1 km from the Project Location.

Ontario Crown Land Use Policy Atlas

The Crown Land Use Policy Atlas interactive map (MNR, 2010b) was accessed on August 6, 2010
and reviewed to determine if there is crown land on and within 120 m of the Project Location. This
map did not identify any crown land within 1 km of the Project Location.

Ontario Herpetofaunal Summary Atlas

A review of the Ontario Herpetofaunal Summary Atlas (Oldham and Weller, 2000) was completed
to determine if there are species of conservation concern that have the potential to occur on or
within 120 m of the Project Location. The Ontario Herpetofaunal Summary Atlas (Oldham and
Weller, 2000) identified 19 reptile and amphibian species, including species of conservation concern
whose ranges overlap with the Project Location. The conservation rank, status and any other
designations for these species are provided in Table D1 of Appendix D. The species of conservation
concern identified as potentially occurring on the site include: i) Eastern ribbonsnake, listed as
Special Concern by COSEWIC and on the SARO list ii) Snapping turtle, listed as Special Concern by
COSEWIC and on the SARO list ii) Western chorus frog (Great Lakes / St. Lawrence Canadian Shield
Population), listed as Threatened by COSEWIC but not at risk on the SARO list and iv) Western
chorus frog (Great Lakes / St. Lawrence Canadian Shield Population), provincially rare based on a
conservation rank of S3.

Renewable Energy Atlas

The Renewable Energy Atlas was reviewed for information related to natural features, provincial
parks, conservation reserves and other land use information within 120 m of the Project Location
(MNR, 2010d). The following information was provided:

' A Ramsar site is a wetland of international importance as defined by the Ramsar Convention for the
conservation and sustainable utilization of wetlands, recognizing the fundamental ecological functions of
wetlands and their economic, cultural, scientific, and recreational value.
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e ANSI - The land use layer provides information on ANSI’s. This layer did not identify any earth
science or life science ANSI’s on or within 120 m of the Project Location.

e  Wetlands — The base data layer provides information on coastal wetlands only. This layer did
not identify this feature on or within 120 m of the Project Location.

e Valleylands — Information on valleylands is not included in the layers provided in the
Renewable Energy Atlas.

e Wildlife Habitat — The wildlife layer provides information on known hibernacula within a 10 km
grid. This layer did not identify this feature within 10 km of the Project Location.

¢  Woodlands — Information on woodlands is not included in the layers provided in the Renewable
Energy Atlas.

e Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves — The land use layer provides information on
provincial parks and conservation reserves. This layer did not identify these features on or within
120 m of the Project Location.

Federal Government Records
The following online information sources from the Federal government were reviewed for records
related to natural features within 1 km of the Project Location:

e Environment Canada — The Environment Canada website was searched for information on
natural features within a minimum distance of 1 km from the Project Location. The information
sources reviewed were from the Canadian Wildlife Service, Environment Canada and are
discussed further in Section 2.2.1.

¢ Natural Resources Canada — The Natural Resources Canada website was searched for
information on natural features, including species of conservation concern, within a minimum
distance of 1 km from the Project Location. The information sources reviewed from Natural
Resources Canada included the Amphibian and Reptile of Ontario Climate Domain Maps
(McKenney et al., 2007). This online resource provides the spatial distribution and habitat
requirements of amphibians and reptiles found within Ontario. The maps show the bioclimatic
domain of each species at a 1 km resolution across the entire province. Those species with
distribution ranges that overlap with the Project Location were reviewed and are discussed in
Section 2.2.2.

Environment Canada

The Environment Canada, Canadian Wildlife Service website included publications related to the
protection of bird species at the national and provincial level. The Canadian Wildlife Service has
prepared a series of conservation initiative plans that provide coordination to improve effectiveness
of conservation measures of bird species. The publications reviewed include the Canadian Shorebird
Conservation Plan, Ontario Shorebird Conservation Plan, and Wings Over Water: Canada’s
Waterbird Conservation Plan. These documents provided information on shorebird and waterbird
population sizes and trends, as well as the evaluation and identification of habitat needs, significant
sites, and conservation priorities.
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e Canadian Shorebird Conservation Plan

The Canadian Shorebird Conservation Plan (Donaldson et al., 2000) provides population sizes
and abundance status estimates for 47 species of shorebirds breeding and occurring in Canada.
Of these species, there are 29 that regularly occur in Ontario (Ross et al., 2003) and only six?
that have been recorded within 10 km of the Project Location (Bird Studies Canada, 2010). The
conservation priorities for these species have been assessed based on population trends
throughout Canada and do not necessarily reflect province-wide trends. Nonetheless, the
conservation priorities for the shorebirds recorded within the vicinity of the Project Location
included one species of Low Concern (Upland Sandpiper), three species of Moderate Concern
(Common Snipe, Killdeer, Spotted Sandpiper) and two species of High Concern (American
Woodcock and Wilson’s Phalarope). The conservation rank, status and any other designations
for these species are provided in Table D1 of Appendix D.

e Ontario Shorebird Conservation Plan

The Ontario Shorebird Conservation Plan (Ross et al., 2003) provides information on Protected
Areas Important to Shorebirds, existing and proposed Areas for Special Designation, and
Significant Areas in Southern Ontario. The closest protected area is Mer Bleue (Ramsar site and
conservation area) located more than 30 km south west of the Project Location. There are no
Areas for Special Designation or Significant Areas in the United Counties of Prescott and Russell.

The Project is located within the Bird Conservation Region (BCR) 13. The Ontario Shorebird
Conservation Plan (Ross et al., 2003) identified six shorebirds that have confirmed or suspected
population declines in southern Ontario. The conservation priorities for these shorebirds have
been assessed and include four Low Priority species (Common Snipe, Killdeer, Spotted
Sandpiper and Wilson’s Phalarope) and two Medium Priority species (American Woodcock and
Upland Sandpiper). The conservation rank, status and any other designations for these species
are provided in Table D1 of Appendix D. Only Medium Priority species are considered as
species of conservation concern in this report and will be considered during the site
investigation.

o  Wings Over Water: Canada’s Waterbird Conservation Plan

The Wings Over Water: Canada’s Waterbird Conservation Plan (Milko et al., 2003) addresses
seabirds that are found in marine and coastal areas, inland colonial waterbirds or wetland related
bird species. This publication provides population statistics, conservation status and conservation
priorities for waterbirds.

e Species of Conservation Concern — Only High Concern and Moderate Concern priority species
are considered as species of conservation concern for the purpose of this report and will be
considered during the site investigation. A total of seven species of conservation concern have
ranges that overlap with the Project Location. The Green Heron is designated as a Low Concern
priority species and is not considered as a species of conservation concern in this report. The
conservation rank, status and any other designations for these species are provided in Table D1
of Appendix D. The species of conservation concern identified as potentially occurring on the

2 Based on available data from information sources reviewed in this report.
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site include: i) Black Tern, a species designated as Special Concern on the SARO list ii) Black-
crowned Night Heron, considered provincially rare based on a conservation rank of S3B, S3N, is
listed as a priority species and assessed as Moderate Concern. The following species have been
identified as a priority species and assessed as Moderate Concern: American Bittern, Common
Loon, Common Moorhen, Common Tern and, Herring Gull.

2.2.2 Natural Resources Canada

2.3

Amphibians and Reptiles of Ontario Climate Domain Maps

A review of the Natural Resources Canada Amphibians and Reptiles of Ontario Climate Domain
Maps (McKenney et al., 2007) was completed to determine if there are species of conservation
concern that have the potential to occur on or within 120 m of the Project Location. Twelve
amphibian and reptile species were identified, with ranges that overlap with the Project Location
(Table D1, Appendix D). One species of conservation concern, the Milksnake, listed as Special
Concern by COSEWIC and on the SARO list was identified.

Conservation Authority Records

The Project Location is situated within the jurisdiction of the South Nation Conservation (SNC).

Information related to natural features within the vicinity of the Project Location was provided by

SNC in a letter dated October 25, 2010 (SNC, 2010). The information and comments provided by
the SNC are provided in Appendix B and are discussed below with respect to the natural features

identified in subsection 1 (1) of the REA Regulation.

ANSI — The SNC did not provide comments on the presence and/or absence of ANSI’s on or
within 120 m of the Project Location.

Wetlands — The SNC did not provide comments on the presence and/or absence of wetlands on
or within 120 m of the Project Location.

Valleylands — The SNC did not provide comments on the presence and/or absence of
valleylands on or within 120 m of the Project Location.

Wildlife Habitat — The SNC did not provide comments on the presence and/or absence of
wildlife habitat on or within 120 m of the Project Location.

Woodlands — The SNC identified the woodlands on and within 120 m of the Project Location as
significant based on Schedule B of the United Counties of Prescott & Russell Official Plan (2006).
The SNC also provided comments related to the recent removal of the woodlands on the Project
Location. The SNC recommends that an environmental assessment be completed to assess the
potential negative impacts associated with the removal of trees. The reported removal of the
woodlands on the Project Location will be confirmed in the Natural Heritage Assessment Site
Investigation Report. The effect of the removal and a planned remediation will be discussed in
the Natural Heritage Assessment Environmental Impact Study Report.

Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves — The SNC did not provide comments on the
presence and/or absence of provincial parks or conservation reserves on or within 120 m of the
Project Location.
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Municipal Records

The Project Location is located within the township of Alfred and Plantagenet (lower tier
municipality) in the United Counties of Prescott and Russell (upper tier municipality). The websites of
the Township of Alfred and Plantagenet (http://www.alfred-plantagenet.com) and the United
Counties of Prescott and Russell (http://www.prescott-russell.on.ca) were reviewed for any
information relating to natural features. The zoning by-laws of the United Counties of Prescott and
Russell were also searched for records related to natural features.

Township of Alfred and Plantagenet
The Township of Alfred and Plantagenet does not have an Official Plan and a review of the
municipal website did not provide any information on natural features.

United Counties of Prescott and Russell

The United Counties of Prescott and Russell Official Plan (2006) was reviewed for information
related to natural features within the vicinity of the Project Location. The following information was
obtained:

e ANSI — ANSI’s are shown on Schedule B (Natural Resources) of the United Counties of Prescott
and Russell Official Plan (2006). Schedule B does not show any ANSI’s on or within 120 m of
the Project Location.

e  Wetlands — Wetlands are shown on Schedule A (Land Use Designations) of the United Counties
of Prescott and Russell Official Plan (2006). Schedule A does not show any wetlands on or
within 120 m of the Project Location.

e Valleylands — Valleylands are not shown on any of the Schedules in the United Counties of
Prescott and Russell Official Plan (2006).

e Wildlife Habitat — Wildlife habitat is not shown on any of the Schedules in the United Counties
of Prescott and Russell Official Plan (2006).

e Species of Conservation Concern — Section 5.5.2 of the United Counties of Prescott and Russell
Official Plan (2006) identified 5 species of conservation concern that are located within the
Counties. Four of these species are designated as Endangered or Threatened on the SARO list
and will be discussed in further detail in the Approval and Permitting Requirements Document
for Renewable Energy Projects. The other species is the Bog Elfin, a globally and provincially
rare species with a conservation rank of G3G4 and S1, respectively.

¢  Woodlands — Schedule B of the United Counties of Prescott and Russell Official Plan (2006)
identified significant woodlands on and within 120 m of the Project Location.

e Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves — The Schedules in the United Counties of Prescott
and Russell Official Plan (2006) did not identify any provincial parks or conservation reserves
within the vicinity of the Project Location.

Non-Government Records
In addition to the sources identified previously, the following records were also reviewed:
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Atlas of the Mammals of Ontario

A review of the Atlas of the Mammals of Ontario (Dobbyn, 1994) was completed to determine those
mammal species that have the potential to occur on and within 120 m of the Project Location and
are considered species of conservation. Thirty-three species with ranges that overlap with the Project
Location were identified, including species of conservation concern. The conservation rank, status
and any other designations for these species are provided in Table D1 of Appendix D. One species
of conservation concern, Northern long-eared bat is provincially rare based on a conservation rank of
S32.

Eastern Ontario Herpetofaunal Atlas

The Eastern Ontario Herpetofaunal Atlas was initiated in 2008 as a pilot program to update the
Ontario Herpetofaunal Atlas (Oldham and Weller, 2000) with data collection beginning in the spring
of 2009. The current scope of the atlas includes five counties in eastern Ontario: Leeds/Grenville,
Stormont/Dundas/Glengarry, Prescott/Russell, Ottawa, and Lanark. Updated species range maps for
this atlas are currently available online; however, these maps are still being updated as new
information becomes available.

A review of the Fastern Ontario Herpetofaunal Atlas (Eastern Ontario Model Forest, 2009) was
completed to determine if there are species of conservation concern that have the potential to occur
on or within 120 m of the Project Location. Sixteen reptile and amphibian species with ranges that
overlap with the Project Location were identified, including species of conservation concern. The
conservation rank, status and any other designations for these species are provided in Table D1 of
Appendix D. The species of conservation concern that were identified include: i) Snapping turtle,
listed as Special Concern by COSEWIC and on the SARO list ii) Western chorus frog (Great Lakes /
St. Lawrence Canadian Shield Population), listed as Threatened under COSEWIC. This species is not
on the SARO list and iii) Western chorus frog (Great Lakes / St. Lawrence Canadian Shield
Population), a provincially rare species with a conservation rank of S3.

Great Lakes Conservation Blueprint for Terrestrial Biodiversity

The Great Lakes Conservation Blueprint for Terrestrial Biodiversity, Volume 2: Ecodistrict Summaries
(Henson and Brodribb, 2005), identifies several species of conservation concern and vegetation
communities that are rare or considered important to conservation within Kemptville Ecodistrict
6E-12.

¢ Wildlife Habitat — The following rare vegetation communities and species of conservation
concern have been recorded within Kemptville Ecodistrict 6E-12: i) Gray Birch Treed Fen Type —
Provincially rare based on a conservation rank of S2S3 ii) There are nine vegetation communities
within Kemptville Ecodistrict 6E-12 that are not provincially rare but considered high-quality and
important to conservation (Henson and Brodribb, 2005). These include: i) Cotton-grass
Graminoid Bog Type (G3G4, S5) ii) Black Spruce — Tamarack — Leatherleaf Patterned Fen Type
(G4, S5) ii) Black Spruce Coniferous Organic Swamp Type (G5, S5) iv) Black Spruce Treed Bog
Type (G5, S5) v) Cattail Organic Shallow Marsh Type (G5, S5) vi) Fresh-Sugar Maple — Beech
Deciduous Forest Type (G52, S5) vii) Leatherleaf — Forb Shrub Fen Type (G5, S5) viii) Leatherleaf
— Shrub Bog Type (G5, S5) ix) Tamarack Treed Fen Type (G4?, S5).
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e Species of Conservation Concern — Species of conservation concern have been identified in the
Great Lakes Conservation Blueprint for Terrestrial Biodiversity, Volume 2: Ecodistrict Summaries
(Henson and Brodribb, 2005). The conservation rank, status and any other designations for these
species are provided in Table D1 of Appendix D. The species of conservation concern identified
as potentially occurring on the site include: i) Black Tern, designated as Special Concern on the
SARO list ii) Bog elfin, globally and provincially rare based on a conservation rank of G3G4 and
S1, respectively iii) Elusive clubtail, globally and provincially rare based on a conservation rank
of G3 and S2, respectively iv) Ram’s-head lady’s-slipper, globally and provincially rare based on
a conservation rank of G3 and S3, respectively v) Lurking leskea, globally and provincially rare
based on a conservation rank of G3G4 and S2, respectively vi) Ebony boghaunter, provincially
rare based on a conservation rank of S2 vii) Gorgone crescentspot, provincially rare based on a
conservation rank of S2 and viii) Bog Fern, provincially rare based on a conservation rank of
S2S1 and regionally rare according to the Rare Vascular Plants of Ontario (Oldham and Brinker,
2009).

Important Bird Areas of Canada

Important Bird Areas are discrete sites that support specific groups of birds: threatened birds, large
groups of birds, and birds restricted by range or by habitat. There are no Important Bird Areas
identified in the vicinity of the Project Location (Bird Studies Canada, 2010).

Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas

The Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA) website (Bird Studies Canada et al., 2006) shows the Project
Location within map square T8WR04. The OBBA provides a list of bird species that have been
observed within the 10 x 10 km? area during the 1981-1985 and 2001-2005 surveys (Appendix C). A
total of 169 bird species, including species of conservation concern, were identified within the

10 x 10 km? OBBA map square as having the potential to occur on or within 120 m of the Project
Location. The conservation rank, status and any other designations for these species are provided in
Table D1 of Appendix D. Species of conservation concern were recorded within 10 km of the
Project Location include: Black Tern, listed as Special Concern on the SARO list ii) Canada Warbler,
listed as Threatened by COSEWIC and Special Concern on the SARO list iii) Common Nighthawk,
listed as Threatened by COSEWIC and Special Concern on the SARO list iv) Red-headed
Woodpecker, listed as Threatened by COSEWIC and Special Concern on the SARQO list v) Short-
eared Owl, listed as Special Concern by COSEWIC and on the SARO list vi) Yellow Rail, listed as
Special Concern by COSEWIC and on the SARO list vii) Redhead, provincially rare based on a
conservation rank of S2B,S4N viii) Wilson’s Phalarope, provincially rare based on a conservation
rank of S3B ix) Yellow Palm Warbler, provincially rare based on a conservation rank of S1B

The following species are regionally rare according to the Landbird Conservation Plan: Lower Great
Lakes/St. Lawrence Plain, North American Bird Conservation Region 13 (Ontario Partners in Flight,
2008): i) American Kestrel ii) Baltimore Oriole iii) Belted Kingfisher iv) Black-billed Cuckoo v)
Brown Thrasher vi) Eastern Kingbird vii) Eastern Meadowlark viii) Eastern Towhee ix) Eastern Wood-
pewee x) Field Sparrow xi) Northern Flicker xii) Northern Harrier xiii) Savannah Sparrow ivx) Wood
Thrush.
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2.5.6 Ontario Landbird Conservation Plan
The Ontario Landbird Conservation Plan: Lower Great Lakes / St. Lawrence Plain, North American
Bird Conservation Region (Ontario Partners in Flight, 2008) provides a list of priority species and
conservation objectives. This list also identifies species that are of regional concern. A total of 19
landbird species that are of regional concern and two species with conservation objectives that have
been recorded within Map Square 18WR04 which overlaps with the Project Location (Bird Studies
Canada et al., 2006). These species are discussed in Section 2.5.5 and are provided in Table D1 of
Appendix D.

e Other Designations — Other species that are considered provincially rare but not considered a
species at risk or assigned an S-rank of S1 to S3 include the Bank Swallow (reverse decline) and
Grasshopper Sparrow (halt decline). These species have been assigned a conservation objective
and are identified as a priority species by the Ontario Partners in Flight (2008). Reverse decline
species have declined to a less desirable level and halt decline species have declined, but are
still at an acceptable level (Ontario Partners in Flight, 2008).
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Summary of Records Review

Natural Features

The presence and/or absence of natural features on and within 120 m of the Project Location are
summarized below and have been determined based on records obtained from the information
sources identified in this report.

e ANSI - There are no earth science or life science ANSI’s on or within 120 m of the Project
Location.

e  Wetlands — There are no confirmed significant wetlands on or within 120 m of the Project
Location.

e Valleylands — There are no valleylands identified on or within 120 m of the Project Location.

e Wildlife Habitat — Based on this records review there are no confirmed wildlife habitat types on
or within 120 m of the Project Location. However, this does not preclude them from occurring
on and within 120 m of the Project Location and therefore, the identification of wildlife habitat
will be considered during the site investigation.

o Wildlife Concentration Areas (NHIC database) — There are no identified wildlife
concentration areas on and within 120 m of the Project Location. However, this does not
preclude them from occurring on and within 120 m of the Project Location and therefore,
the identification of wildlife concentration areas will be considered during the site
investigation.

e Species of Conservation Concern — Several species of conservation concern whose
distribution ranges overlap with the Project Location were identified in this report. A
summary of species is provided in Section 3.2. A list of these species is also provided in
Table D1, Appendix D.

o  Woodlands — The MNR identified candidate significant woodlands on and within 120 m of the
Project Location. The SNC identified the woodlands on and within 120 m of the Project Location
as significant based on Schedule B of the United Counties of Prescott & Russell Official Plan
(2006). There are woodlands identified as significant located on and within 120 m of the Project
Location. The information sources revealed several inconsistencies in the woodland boundaries
on and within 120 m of the Project Location. To resolve the disparity in woodland boundaries,
the presence of these woodlands will be verified and existing boundaries were delineated on a
map to reflect the observations made during the site investigation.

e Provincial Parks and Conservation Reserves — There are no provincial parks or conservation
reserves on or within 120 m of the Project Location.

In accordance with subsection 25 (3) of the REA Regulation, the following table (Table 3.1) provides
a summary of the determinations made with respect to the presence / absence of a provincial park,
conservation reserve and/or natural feature on and within 120 m of the Project Location. The natural
features identified within 120 m of the Project Location are shown on Figure 1.1 and will be verified
during the site investigation.

H335467-1006-07-124-0003, Rev. G Page 17

%‘V WorkingTogether
SAFELY © Hatch 2011/06



EZ HATCH

Axio Power Canada Inc. — Alfred Concession Rd. 7 — Solar Energy Project
Draft Natural Heritage Assessment Records Review Report

Table 3.1  Summary of Records Review Determinations for Alfred Concession Rd. 7 Solar Energy Project

Determination to be Made Yes/No Description

Is the Project Location in or within 120 m of a No There are no provincial parks or conservation
provincial park or conservation reserve? reserves within 120 m of the Project Location.

There are woodlands (identified as significant
by SNC). The MNR identified an unevaluated
wetland (deciduous swamp) on the Project
Location. There are no confirmed

significant wildlife habitat types on the
Project Location, however, there is

potential wildlife habitat based on the
species identified in this report

Is the Project Location in a natural feature? Yes

Is the Project Location within 50 m of an ANSI No The nearest earth science ANSI is located more
(earth science)? than 10 km northwest of the Project Location.

There are woodlands (identified as significant
Yes by SNC) and candidate significant wildlife
habitat within 120 m of the Project Location.

Is the Project Location within 120 m of a natural
feature that is not an ANSI (earth science)?

3.2  Species of Conservation Concern
The information sources reviewed in this report identified 52 species of conservation concern
(excluding species that are designated as Endangered or Threatened on the SARO list) that have the
potential to occur on and/or within 120 m of the Project Location. A list of these species including
habitat preferences is provided in the following table (Table 3.2). The scientific names, conservation
rank, status and any other designations for these species are provided in Table D1 of Appendix D.
Those species identified in Table 3.2 will be discussed under habitat guild in the Natural Heritage
Assessment Site Investigation Report.
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Table 3.2 Species of Conservation Concern (Excluding Endangered and Threatened Species on the
SARO list) that have the Potential to Occur within 120 m of the Alfred Concession Rd. 7
Solar Energy Project Location

Habitat Guild
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Species of Conservation Concern o
AMPHIBIANS
Western Chorus Frog v v v
(Great Lakes / St. Lawrence - Canadian Shield Population)
REPTILES
Eastern Ribbonsnake v v
Milksnake v
Snapping Turtle v
BIRDS
American Bittern § v
American Kestrel v
American Woodcock v v
Baltimore Oriole v
Bank Swallow {/}
Belted Kingfisher v
Black-billed Cuckoo ) v
Black Tern § v
Black-crowned Night Heron v
Brown Thrasher v
Canada Warbler § v
Common Loon v
Common Moorhen § v
Common Nighthawk v
Common Tern v
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Habitat Guild
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Species of Conservation Concern o

Eastern Kingbird 4

Eastern Meadowlark v

Eastern Towhee 4

Eastern Wood-pewee 4

Field Sparrow 4

Grasshopper Sparrow § v

Great Black-backed Gull v

Herring Gull v

Northern Flicker v

Northern Harrier § v

Redhead § v

Red-headed Woodpecker 4

Rusty Blackbird v

Savannah Sparrow § v

Short-eared Owl § v

Upland Sandpiper §

Vesper Sparrow

Wilson's Phalarope v

Wood Thrush v

Yellow Palm Warbler (v)

Yellow Rail § v

MAMMALS

Northern Long-eared Bat v
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Habitat Guild
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Species of Conservation Concern o
INSECTS
Arrow Clubtail v
Bog Elfin v
Ebony Boghaunter v
Elusive Clubtail 4
Gorgone Crescentspot v v
NON-VASCULAR PLANTS
Lurking Leskea v
VASCULAR PLANTS
Atlantic Sedge v
Bog Fern v v
Ram’s-head Lady’s-slipper v v
Southern Twayblade v
Twin-stemmed Bladderwort v

NOTE:
§ Area-sensitive species

(v) Forest-edge habitat only
{v'} Cliff, talus, slope habitat
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Next Steps

A site investigation, as required in section 26 of the REA Regulation will be completed to:

1.

2.

confirm the features identified during this records review,
identify if any corrections to the information presented in this records review report are required,

determine whether any additional natural features exist on or within 120 m of the Project
Location,

confirm the boundaries of the natural features within 120 m of the Project Location,
determine the distance from the Project to the natural feature boundary, and

verify the potential of the species of conservation concern mentioned in section 3.2.
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r\ , Ministry of Natural Resources Ministére des Richesses naturelles

%
L~ Ontario  saee- g ot

10 Campus Drive 10 Campus Drive
Kemp'[VIHe, ON KOG 1J0 Kemptv”le, ON KOG 1J0
Tel. (613)258-8470 Tel.: (613) 258-8470
Fax: (613) 256-3920 Téléc.: (613) 258-3920

October 4, 2010

Edith Bouchard

4342 Queen St., Suite 500

Niagara Falls, Ontario L2E 7J7

905-357-0701 ext. 5228

ebouchard@hatch.ca

Attention: Ms. Bouchard

Subject: Information Request — Alfred Concession Rd. 7, Lot 6 & 7, Concession 7, Geographic

Township of Alfred and Plantagenet
Our File No. 2010_ALF_968

The Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) Kemptville District has carried out a preliminary review of the area in order to
identify any potential natural resource and natural heritage values in the area. The MNR must clearly indicate that this is an
initial records review and does not form part of the MNR review and confirmation process.

Values Information Identification

Following a review of natural heritage values and data, there are no Provincially Significant Wetlands or Areas of Natural and
Scientific Interest (ANSI) within the area; however there is a small amount of woodland area within the property. Woodlands
provide habitat for a diversity of species, including species at risk. Consideration for the evaluation of Woodlands Significance
is anticipated.

Woodlands

MNR Kemptville District undertook an effort to model criteria; based on detailed peer reviewed scientific
documentation, as identified in the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (2010) (see attached Kemptville District Criteria —
Scientific Rationale). The Kemptville District has undertaken further refinements to the attached criteria to add water
protection criteria to align further with the Natural Heritage Reference manual. This was done, by identifying wooded riparian
zones (e.g. 30 metres from a water body). The model and associated mapping have been developed using the best available
digital information and as such require ground truthing and further refinement. This information can be further used and built
upon to carry out field assessments and confirmation of significance. The modelling and mapping shows that there are
potential significant woodlands located predominantly on adjacent properties, however further assessment should be carried
out and an EIS may be required if development is to be proposed within 120 metres of these areas.

Water features

The lots in question also contain several small streams that may provide habitat for certain minnow species. If any
in-water works are to occur in relation to the project, there is a timing restriction period for which work in water can take place.
In addition, where at all possible, the bed of waterbodies should not be disturbed so as not to alter the existing rock material.
Proper sediment and erosion controls are required to be employed during this project.



If there is to be work in water and/or disturbance of the stream bed, additional and more detailed plans are requested by the
MNR for review. A work permit from the Ministry of Natural Resources may be required pending further details regarding the
proposed works. Furthermore, the local Conservation Authority should be contacted regarding possible permitting required for
these particular works at the site in question. For information pertaining to work permits, please contact Deborah Nizman,
MNR Lands Technician, at Deborah.Nizman@ontario.ca.

Endangered and Threatened Species

With the new Endangered Species Act (ESA, 2007) in effect, it is important to understand which species and habitats
exist in the area and the implications of the legislation. A review of the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) and
internal records indicate that there is a potential for Butternut (Endangered Species) on site and Short-eared Owl (Special
Concern) and a sensitive Endangered Species in proximity to the area. Aerial photographs also suggest the presence of
potential habitat for Snapping Turtle on-site. Care should be taken during the proposed work to ensure mitigation measures
are in place to ensure no impact on these species occurs. Given the proximity and scale of the proposed work, these species
may be directly affected, therefore due diligence should be taken during the work to ensure no impact on these species
occurs. If the proposed activity is known to have an impact on the species mentioned above or any other SAR, an ESA permit
is required. Suggested search and mitigation measures for the aforementioned species are listed below:

Turtles: A thorough sweep of the aquatic area should take place before any in water work occurs.
A sweep of the area will encourage any turtles possibly utilizing the site to move away before any
equipment or work which could impact the species occurs. Furthermore, extra care and precaution
should be taken during the snapping turtle species nesting season in June and early July. Turtles
may utilize the embankment to come up and nest during this time. If the proposed work will occur
during this timeline, Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) recommends fencing off the site in early
spring to prevent the turtles from nesting there and to visually inspect the embankment and
surrounding area to ensure that no turtles are present before proceeding with any work.

Butternut: If any of the proposed work will require harming or killing of Butternut trees, a Butternut
Health Assessor will have to be contacted to assess the health of the tree before proceeding with
potential permit application (prior to proposed activity). If a Butternut tree will be impacted during
the work proposed, please contact your local MNR office to enquire further about the process
dealing with Butternut trees.

Fish: Proper mitigation and care should be taken to mitigate impact on water quality and fish
habitat, including the installation of sediment and erosion control measures, avoiding removal,
alteration or covering of substrates used for fish spawning, feeding, over-wintering or nursery areas
including selecting locations with sand, silt or clay substrates and where aquatic vegetation is
scarce or absent.

A rigorous check/survey should be completed each day prior to activities commencing to ensure all species are outside the
project area to avoid harming the species. If any of these or any other species at risk are discovered throughout the course of
the work, and/or should any species at risk or their habitat be potentially impacted by on site activities, MNR should be
contacted immediately and operations be modified to avoid any negative impacts to species at risk or their habitat until further
direction is provided by MNR.

Although no other threatened or endangered species or their habitat have been documented in the area, these features may
be present and this list should not be considered complete.

Wildlife Habitat

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 hird 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
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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.

Endangered Species Act, 2007, and Species at Risk in Ontario Background

The ESA 2007 (http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/statutes/english/elaws_statues-07e06_e.htm) protects both species and
habitat. Section 9 of the ESA “prohibits killing, harming, harassing, capturing, possessing, collecting, buying, selling, trading,
leasing or transporting species that are listed as threatened, endangered or extirpated”. Section 10 of the ESA, 2007 prohibits
damaging or destroying habitat of endangered or threatened species. Protected habitat is either based on general definition in
the Act or prescribed through a regulation. The ESA 2007 defines general habitat as an area on which the species depends,
directly or indirectly, to carry on its life processes, including reproduction, rearing, hibernation, migration or feeding.

It is important to be aware that changes may occur in both species and habitat protection. The ESA applies to listed species
on the Species at Risk in Ontario List (SARO) (www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/Business/Species/2ColumnSubPage/246809.html).
The Committee on the Status of Species in Ontario (COSSARQ) meets regularly to evaluate species for listing and/or re-
evaluate species already listed. As a result, species’ designations may change that could in turn change the level of protection
they receive under the ESA 2007. Also, habitat protection provisions for a species may change e.g. if a species-specific
habitat regulation comes into effect. The regulation would establish the area that is protected as habitat for the species.

Information with respect to SAR can be found in the online database at the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC)
(http://nhic.mnr.gov.on.ca/nhic.cfm). The NHIC compiles, maintains and distributes information on species at risk and updates
its information on a regular basis. We encourage you to routinely check the NHIC database to obtain the most up to date SAR
information for proposed work locations. However, while the NHIC database is the best available source of data, even when
there are no known occurrences documented at a site, there is a possibility that SAR may occur at a proposed work location.

Please note: The advice in this letter is valid until August 30, 2011 and may become invalid if:
1. The Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSAROQ) re-assesses the status of
the above-named species OR adds a species to the SARO List such that the section 9 and/or 10
protection provisions apply to those species.
2. Additional occurrences of species are discovered.
3. Habitat protection comes into force for one of the above-mentioned species through the creation of
a habitat regulation.

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, Emily Verhoek at emily.verhoek@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.

Information Sources

For the purposes of the required Natural Heritage Assessment report, the MNR recommends the following sources of direction
and information as areas by which to begin the desktop portion of your review:

. 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,

o, Wil

Laura Melvin

A/District Planner

Resource Management Planner
laura.melvin@ontario.ca

Encl.  Kemptville District Pilot Significant Woodlands — Mapped Area
Kemptville District Criteria — Scientific Rationale
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Table 1. Criteria and thresholds for significant woodlands in Kemptville District and rationale from the scientific literature

Criteria Threshold Rationale
Woodland If woodland coveris: e Mancke and Gavin (2000) suggest that It is important to preserve large woodlands (>5000 ha) for
Size e < 5% thenwoodlands >2 haare forest interior species.

significant;

between 5% and 15%, then
woodlands > 4 ha are significant;
between 15% and 30%, then
woodlands > 20 ha are significant;
between 30% and 60%, then
woodlands > 50 ha are significant;
and

> 60%, then consider other factors.

The largest woodland in the planning
area should also be identified as a
significant woodland.

Robbins et al. (1989) reported that the predicted probability of occurrence for most neotropical
migratory birds increases as the area of forest increases.

Robbins et al., (1989) found that woodlands > 100 ha in area (regardless of location or type) would
almost certainly support at least 1 pair of breeding area-sensitive species and that the probability of
detecting area-sensitive species in woodlands 10-30 ha in area would be 50-80%, depending on the
species.

Findlay and Houlahan (1997) reported that species richness of all surveyed birds, herptiles,
mammals, and plants in southeastern Ontario wetlands increased with wetland area.

Lindenmayer et al. (2002) found that the probability of occurrence for some forest bird species
increases with increasing forest patch size.

Askins et al. (1987) reported that density and species richness of forest-interior birds are higher in
larger forests.

Groom and Grubb (2006) studied patch colonization by Carolina Chickadees and found that bird
presence was positively associated with patch area and negatively associated with the ratio of edge
to area. They also found that Carolina Chickadees were more likely to breed in larger patches,
possibly because these patches contain the resources necessary for reproduction.

Golet et al. (2001) reported that swamp size was the most important landscape variable explaining
variation in species richness for both the entire bird community and for individual habitat-use
groups (e.g., forest interior, interior-edge, edge).

In their study of site reoccupation by Scarlet Tanagers, Hames et al. (2001) found that local
extinctions were negatively correlated with patch size.

Villard et al. (1999) reported that the presence of g of 15 forest bird species studied can be
significantly predicted by forest cover and configuration (i.e., mean nearest neighbour distance
among fragments). They found that species presence was positively related to forest cover and
negatively related to mean nearest neighbour distance among fragments.

Friesen et al. (19993a; 1999b) found that nearly all singing Wood Thrushes in forest fragments
ranging in size from 3-12 ha in Waterloo, Ontario region (14% forest cover) were successfully paired,
indicating that at least some interior-edge species are successfully paired in highly fragmented
agricultural landscapes.

Levenson (1981) reports that the beech-maple forest type can be maintained by protecting
woodlots of less than 4 ha in size (cited in Riley and Mohr, 1994).
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Table 1. Criteria and thresholds for significant woodlands in Kemptville District and rationale from the scientific literature

Criteria

Threshold

Rationale

Woodland
Size (cont’d)

Riley and Mohr (1994) suggest that small woodlands less than 4 ha play a critical role in local
diversity. Their retention may be the only means of conserving some species at risk, and non-mobile
animals, plants, insects, and soil flora and fauna. These small woodlands may act as local refugium,
corridors, or habitat types.

Woodland
Interior (core
habitat that is
100m from
woodland
edge)

If woodland cover is:

e < 15%, then all interior habitat is
significant;

e between 15% and 30%, then interior
habitats > 2 ha are significant;

e between 30% and 60%, then
interior habitats > 8 ha are
significant; and

e >60%, then interior habitats > 20
ha are significant.

Burke and Nol (2000) reported that in some bird species the vulnerability of nests to predation was
influenced by distance from nests to forest edge. They also found that effects were generally
observed within a 100 m edge zone, but the most dramatic effects of predation were observed
within the first 50 metres.

In their study of edge effects and landscape forest cover, Lee et al. (2002) found that no ovenbird
(forest interior species) territories were located within 50 m of the forest edge.

Ries et al. (2004) reviewed studies of the depth of edge influence (i.e., distance that edge effects
extend into habitat patches) and found that abiotic and plant responses generally extend up to 50
m into patches, invertebrate responses up to 100 m, and bird responses range from 50 to 200 m.
Temple (1986) reported that nest parasitism by brown-headed cowbirds decreased with distance
away from the edge, but that effects extended > 300 minto the forest.

In their study of the width of habitat edge, Gates and Mosher (1981) determined that, in terms of
effects on vegetation structure, the width of a forest edge was less than 13 m, but considering the
distribution of birds’ nests, the functional width of edge ranged from 9-64 m (cited in Bennett,
1999).

Andren and Angelstam (1988) showed that levels of predation on birds’ nests at the farmland edge
declined with increasing distance into the forest, but at distances of 100 m predation levels were
still higher than at 200-500 m into the forest (cited in Bennett, 1999).

Young and Mitchell (1994) showed that changes in microclimate in forest patches adjacent to
cleared farmland extended from 30 m to more than 100 m into the forest, depending on the aspect
of the edge (cited in Bennett, 1999).

In her review of the concepts of edge and edge effects, Murcia (1995) concluded that most studies
found edge effects to disappear within the first 50 m into the forest.
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Table 1. Criteria and thresholds for significant woodlands in Kemptville District and rationale from the scientific literature

Criteria Threshold Rationale

Proximity to If woodland cover is: e Robbins et al. (1989) suggest that proximity to other woodlands may enhance the effective area of
Other e < 5% thenwoodlands > 0.5 haand a forest for some area-sensitive species and that two, or more, smaller woodlands in close proximity
Significant within 30 m of a PSW, ANSI, may serve to attract or retain area-sensitive species, in the absence of large contiguous woodland.
Habitats significant woodland, or fish e Austen et al. (2001) reported a tendency for the loss of forest-interior species with decreasing

habitat are significant;

between 5 % and 15%, then
woodlands > 2 ha and within 30 m
of a PSW, ANSI, significant
woodland, or fish habitat are
significant;

between 15% and 30%, then
woodlands > 8 ha and within 30 m
of a PSW, ANSI, significant
woodland, or fish habitat are
significant;

between 30% and 60%, then
woodlands > 20 ha and within 30
m of a PSW, ANSI, significant
woodland, or fish habitat are
significant; and

> 60%, then woodlands > 50 ha and
within 30 m of a PSW, ANSI,
significant woodland, or fish
habitat are significant.

woodlot size to be greatest in areas with low regional forest cover.

Findlay and Houlahan (1997) found that herptile and mammal species richness in southeastern
Ontario wetlands were strongly correlated with forest cover on lands within 2 km of the wetland
edge.

Houlahan and Findlay (2003) reported that amphibian species richness was positively correlated
with wetland area, forest cover, and the amount of wetlands on adjacent lands and that the effects
peaked at 2000-3000 m from the wetland edge.

Houlahan and Findlay (2003) found that amphibian abundance was positively correlated with forest
cover, distance to wetlands > 20 ha, and amount of marsh habitat. Effects of adjacent land use
were strongest at around 200 m from the wetland edge.

Betts et al. (2007) reported that the occurrence of 10 of 15 songbirds studied was positively
correlated with the amount of habitat at the landscape scale (> 500 m). They found that the
occurrence of all 15 species was positively correlated with the amount of habitat at the local extent
(150 m).

Askins et al. (1987) suggest that the density and diversity of forest-interior birds in a patch is related
to the amount of forest cover within 2 km of the patch.

Groom and Grubb (2006) found that woodlots were recolonized sooner if they were connected to
other habitat patches by fencerows and were located in more heavily wooded landscapes.
Trzcinski et al. (1999) suggest that habitat loss is more important than fragmentation in affecting
population survival.

Golet et al. (2001) found that the abundance of forest interior birds in red maple swamps was
positively related to the amount of upland forest within 1-2 km of the wetland edge, suggesting that
regional forest abundance may be more important in determining presence and absence than the
size of the swamp where the birds breed.

In their study of site reoccupation by Scarlet Tanagers, Hames et al. (2001) found that local
extinctions were negatively correlated with the amount of forest cover in the landscape.

Haddad (2000) studied patch colonization by butterflies and suggested that interpatch distance is
the critical factor determining the relative effectiveness of corridors and stepping stones in
reducing isolation in fragmented landscapes.
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Table 1. Criteria and thresholds for significant woodlands in Kemptville District and rationale from the scientific literature

Criteria Threshold Rationale

Proximity to e Dunning et al. (1995) reported that sparrow density declined significantly with distance from
Other potential source patches. Density was relatively high in study plots within 2 km of potential source
Significant patches.

Habitats e Beschta et al. (1987) found that stream buffers that are at least 30 m wide generally provide the
(cont’d) same amount of shading as old-growth forest (cited in Castelle et al., 1994).

Moring (1982) found that the effects of sedimentation following logging with and without 30 m
buffer strips and found that increased sedimentation from logged, unbuffered stream banks
clogged gravel streambeds and interfered with salmonid egg development. Salmonid eggs and
alevins developed normally in streams with buffer strips of 30 m or greater (cited in Castelle et al.,,
1994).

Erman et al. (1977) reported that a 30 m buffer zone was successful in maintaining background
levels of benthic invertebrates in streams adjacent to logging activities in California (cited in Castelle
etal., 1994).

In their study of nutrient levels in run-off from logging operations, Lynch et al. (1985) found that a
30 m buffer reduced nutrient levels to a level which exceeded drinking water standards (cited in
Castelle et al., 1994).

Lynch et al. (1985) found that a 30 m buffer between logging activity and wetlands and streams
removed an average of 75-80 % of the suspended sediments in stormwater (cited in Castelle et al.,
1994).

Based on the results of their review of wetland and stream buffer size requirements, Castelle et al.
(1994) conclude that a 30 m buffer appears to be the minimum necessary for the maintenance of
the biological components of many wetlands and streams.

In their censuses of streamside vegetation in lowa, USA, Stauffer and Best (1980) found that the
number of breeding bird species increased from 10-15 in wooded strips approximately 15 m wide to
25-30 species in strips greater than 150 m wide (cited in Bennett, 1999).

Dickson et al. (1995) found that wider stream habitats (50-95 m) retained amongst pine plantation
supported a greater representation of forest-dependent birds than did narrow strips (15-25 m)
(cited in Bennet, 1999).
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Table 1. Criteria and thresholds for significant woodlands in Kemptville District and rationale from the scientific literature

Criteria Threshold Rationale

Linkages or If woodland coveris: e Desrochers and Hannon (1997) studied the gap crossing decisions by forest songbirds and found
Stepping e < 5% thenwoodlands > 0.5 ha that that gaps < 30 m had little overall impact on bird movements, but that birds were three times less
Stones act as links between two likely to cross 70 m gaps and about eight times less likely to cross 100 m gaps compared to similar

significant natural features/areas,
or another ‘stepping stone’, within
120 m are significant;

between 5 % and 15%, then
woodlands > 2 ha that act as links
between two significant natural
features/areas, or another
‘stepping stone’, within 120 m are
significant;

between 15% and 30%, then
woodlands > 8 ha that act as links
between two significant natural
features/areas, or another
‘stepping stone’, within 120 m are
significant;

between 30% and 60%, then
woodlands > 20 ha that act as links
between two significant natural
features/areas, or another
‘stepping stone’, within 120 m are
significant; and

> 60%, then woodlands > 50 ha
that act as links between two
significant natural features/areas,
or another ‘stepping stone’, within
120 m are significant.

distances in the forest. Though species differed greatly in their response to gaps, the authors
suggest that woodland links significantly facilitate movements of birds across fragmented
landscapes.

In a study of whether birds would cross treeless gaps, Rail et al., (1997) found that forest specialists
would cross gaps a maximum of 25-40 m in width, while habitat generalists would cross gaps up to
65-70 min width.

Haas (1995) measured dispersal distances for three migratory bird species in an agricultural
landscape and found that most movements occurred within a shelterbelt or other wooded site at
distances of less than 1 km. Movements between clusters were more likely to occur between those
linked by woody draws than between isolated clusters. Although not essential for dispersal, Haas
(1995) suggests that woody draws appear to function as stepping stones that significantly increase
the movement of birds through the landscape.

Based on their review of threshold distances to movement by birds across gaps, Harris and Reed
(2002) reported that the threshold distance for residents (e.g., blue jay, white-breasted nuthatch,
black-capped chickadee etc.) ranged from 50-600 m across clearcuts and fields; the threshold
distance for short-distance migrants(e.g., white-throated sparrow and golden-crowned kinglet)
ranged from 30-70 m across trails, dirt roads, and clearcuts; and the threshold distance for long-
distance migrants (e.g., red-eyed vireo, black-throated green warbler, ovenbird etc.) ranged from
less than 25 m to 300 m across fields, trails, dirt roads, clearcuts etc.
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Table 1. Criteria and thresholds for significant woodlands in Kemptville District and rationale from the scientific literature

Criteria

Threshold

Rationale

Uncommon
Characteristics

Minimum woodland size = 0.5 ha
Vegetation communities with a
rank of S1, S2,S3

Important habitat of a
rare/funcommon woodland species
(e.g., with an 8,9,0r 10 in southern
Ontario Coefficient of
Conservatism)

Unique composition or site
represented by less than 5% of the
woodland area in the planning
area

Species at Risk

Rare forest types (i.e., FOD2-2 Dry-
Fresh Oak-Hickory Deciduous
Forest, FOD2-3 Dry-Fresh Hickory
Deciduous Forest, FOD4-3 Dry-
Fresh Hackberry Deciduous Forest,
FOD7-5 Fresh-Moist Black Maple
Lowland Deciduous Forest, FOM1-1
Dry Oak-Pitch Pine Mixed Forest,
SWC2-1 White Pine Mineral
Coniferous Swamp, and SWD1-2
Bur Oak Mineral Deciduous
Swamp)

Riley and Mohr (1994) suggest that woodland composition and special features (such as species or
communities at risk) are ecological features and values that should be considered in setting
priorities for woodland conservation.

OMNR (2000) suggests that rare vegetation communities include areas that contain a provincially
rare vegetation community and areas that contain a vegetation community that is rare within the
planning area.

In their sourcebook for landscape analysis of high conservation value forests, Jennings and Jarvie
(2003) consider forest patches that are in, or contain, rare, threatened or endangered ecosystems
high value.

The Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) uses a ranking system that considers the provincial
rank of a vegetation community type as a tool to prioritize protection efforts. The ranks are based
on the estimated number of occurrences, estimated community areal extent, and estimated range
of the community within the province. The ranks are as follows: S1 communities are extremely rare,
S2 communities are very rare, S3 communities are rare to uncommon (OMNR, 2000).
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Table 1. Criteria and thresholds for significant woodlands in Kemptville District and rationale from the scientific literature

Criteria

Threshold

Rationale

Uncommon
Characteristics
(cont’d)

e Species of restricted distribution
or existing only on a limited
number of sites because of
disease (butternut, American elm),
edge of range (black spruce,
hackberry, white oak), rarity (red
spruce, pitch pine), uncommon
(shagbark hickory, black maple,
red elm, rock elm), and reduced
abundance (hemlock, black ash),
and maintenance of genetic
diversity (white spruce)

Older
Woodlands

e  Minimum woodland size =1 ha

e FRIlage of 100 years and older

e Assessment using old growth field
protocol similar to the one
developed by RRCA and RSC for
the UCSDG (e.g., old growth
indicator tree species, tree age,
tree diameter, tree basal area,
structural canopy layers, pit and
mound topography, down woody
debris, standing snags, wildlife
cavity trees)

e Riley and Mohr (1994) recommend that, in general, conservation priorities should be assigned to
woodlands that are old growth and mid- to late-successional naturally-occurring forest ecosystems,
and that are large enough to support forest interior habitats.

e Frelich and Reich (2003) suggest that some of the more important values of old forest include their
special features (e.g., rare species, very large trees, etc.), their tendency to act as reservoirs of the
genetic diversity of trees, and their ability to provide seed sources to regenerate new forests under
global warming scenarios.

e The remaining old growth forest patches on the landscape have a variety of values for conservation
of biological diversity, such as diverse structural habitat for vertebrates and invertebrates, mature
forest interior habitat for birds, and genetic reserves and colonization sources for plant and animal
species (Franklin et al., 1981; Crow, 1990).

e Duchesne (1994) summarized the following reasons for which old-growth forest in Canada is valued:
1) they contribute to the diversity of the natural environment; 2) they provide unique habitats for
wildlife; 3) they serve as natural heritage and wilderness areas; and 4) they are invaluable sources of
data for scientific research.

e Noss (1983) suggests that old growth forest should be protected wherever it occurs in order to
assure arich landscape. The high vertical and horizontal complexity of old growth supports a
correspondingly high diversity of flora and fauna.

e Lorimer (1989) estimates that the eastern deciduous forest region had about 80% continuous cover
by mature and old-growth forest, with 20% ‘gaps’ of successional forest or otherwise unforested
lands (cited in Riley and Mohr, 1994).
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Via Email Transmission
October 25, 2010
Hatch Ltd.
1235 North Service Rd. West
Oakville, ON L6M 2W?2

Attn:  Paul Holmes

Re: Axio Power Canada Inc.
Property Inquiry
619 Concession Road 7
Concession 7, Lots 6 & 7
Former Alfred Township
Township of Alfred and Plantagenet

Dear Mr. Holmes,
South Nation Conservation (SNC) received a property inquiry for the above location via email on October 20, 2010.

It is SNC’s understanding that the applicant wishes to be provided with any information pertaining to natural
heritage features, potential areas of concern and SNC’s Regulation mapping on the proposed site. Hatch is acting as
a consultant for Axio power, who wishes to develop a 10 megawatt solar farm on the subject site under the Feed-
In-Tariff program with Ontario Power Authority which requires a Renewable Energy Approval under the
Environmental Protection Act.

SNC has reviewed the application considering any potential environmental impacts and possible regulatory
restrictions. The review consisted of an investigation of SNC Regulatory Mapping, Municipal Drain Reports, Natural
Area Reports, MNR Base Maps, Aerial photos, and SNC inventory. We offer the following information:

Our files indicate that this property is not subject to any directive, order or other indication of breach of regulation
issued by SNC under this Authority’s mandate.

The following are brief descriptions of the Natural Heritage features and Natural Hazards involved:
Fish Habitat
The subject lot borders an unnamed watercourse on the south side adjacent to the railway tracks, which is

identified in Schedule B of the Official Plan as Fish Habitat. SNC recommends a minimum 30 metre setback from
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the top of bank of the watercourse for any new development in order to reduce the risk of property damage and to
protect fish habitat.

Ontario Regulation 170/06

It is the obligation of SNC to implement Ontario Regulation 170/06, Development Interference with Wetlands and
Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses, developed under Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act.

The landowner should be made aware that the noted watercourse is regulated by SNC under Ontario Regulation
170/06, Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses. The Regulation
controls any development or site alterations within 15 metres of the identified watercourse, in addition to any
proposed alterations to the layout of the watercourse, including crossings.

Significant Woodlands

The property is identified in Schedule B of the United Counties of Prescott & Russell (UCPR) Official Plan (OP) as
containing a vast amount of Significant Woodlands. However, through previous consultation, SNC has been
informed that a majority of the trees have been removed.

SNC recommends that prior to the development of the property that an environmental assessment be performed
on the property, as per Section 5.6 of the UCPR OP, indicating that the removal of these trees will not negatively
impact the identified natural heritage feature or their ecological functions. Should these features or functions be
negatively impacted by the previously removed trees, SNC recommends their rehabilitation.

Unstable Soils

The southern portion of the subject lot has been identified as containing unstable organic soils. SNC recommends
the preparation of a geotechnical assessment of the site, indicating that although the site is identified as having
organic soils, it is in fact suitable or can be made suitable for development using acceptable scientific and
engineering practices. In addition, the report should indicate that the proposed development will not result in
increased hazards or cause adverse environmental impacts off-site.

| trust this document meets your requirements. Should you have any further questions or concerns, please contact
our office.

Yours truly,

. it

Nathan Farrell
Watershed Planner
nfarrell@nation.on.ca
877-984-2948 ext. 302

SNC-940-2010
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Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas - Region 23 - Square 18WRO04 (page 1)

Square Summary (18WR04)

| #species (1st atlas) || #species (2nd atlas)

|| #hours || #pc done|

[s2][113](27] 5 | 21 ] 2_
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Region summary (#23: Cornwall)

#sq with data||#species

#squares l—\1st l—\2nd @I

#pc done

target #pc

Target number of point counts in this square: 21 road side, 4 off road (2 in deciduous forest, 1 in coniferous forest, 1 in mixed forest). Please try to ensure that each off-

road station is located such that the entire 100m radius circle is within the prescribed habitat.
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Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas - Region 23 - Square 18WRO04 (page 2) Page 1 of 1
Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas - Summary Sheet for Square 18WR04 (page 2 of 3)
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Yellow-throated Vireo £ z Z Hermit Thrush E E 28|| 53|| [ Clay-colored Sparrow E T 17 E
Blue-headed Vireo S_|[_o][ 20]| | Wood Thrush s 1is ][ 89][ 92]| | Field Sparrow [FY] 58|[_35]
Warbling Vireo 100{| | American Robin 100 Vesper Sparrow
Red-eyed Vireo S ||T @ Gray Catbird E E 97||100|| [ Savannah Sparrow E T 94 E
Gray Jay t E Northern Mockingbird 1 : : 0|| 15|| | Grasshopper Sparrow E 10 E
Blue Jay Brown Thrasher m Henslow's Sparrow 1 Ell:l
American Crow H ||AE @ European Starling E E 100|(100|| | Song Sparrow E CF [|100 @
Common Raven NY E Cedar Waxwing E i 94((100|| | Lincoln's Sparrow : 7 E
Horned Lark E Tennessee Warbler Ell:llzl Swamp Sparrow
Purple Martin H_][NY ][ 74][_38]| | Nashville Warbler [FY ][ 56][ 74]| | white-throat Sparrow [CF]INE ][ o4][ 97]
Tree Swallow NY |[NY @ @ Yellow Warbler E E 97(|100|| | Dark-eyed Junco } : FY 5 E
North Rgh-wing Swallow HIL ] Chestn-sided Warbler Scarlet Tanager
Bank Swallow § NU][NY ][ 82][_69]| | Magnolia Warbler [s_][FY ][ 35][ 48]| | Northern Gardinal [ 1is 135l 7]
Cliff Swallow § AE|NY ][ 76][_79]| | Black-thr Blue Warbler [ 1is_I[_7I[ 23]| | Rose-breast Grosbeak P_1P_[e4][100)
Barn Swallow Yellow-rumped Warbler |:| Indigo Bunting n
Black-capped Chickadee FY][FY ][ 94][100]| | Black-thr Green Warbler [T [ 15][ 56]| | Bobolink [FY][CF [1oo][ 94
Red-breast Nuthatch FYJ[FY ][ 25][ 61]| | Blackburnian Warbler [s 1[5 ][ 28] 17]| | Red-wing Blackbird [FY][NE ][100][100]
White-breast Nuthatch FY |[87][100]| | Pine Warbler s 1is [ 10][ 20]| | Eastern Meadowlark [s_]T_J[roo][ 97
Brown Creeper S |[|S E E Palm Warbler : : 0|| 5]|| | Rusty Blackbird } : 5 E
House Wren NY (IS E @ Black-white Warbler E z 66| 89| | Common Grackle E CF |[100 @
Winter Wren S_|[12][_30]| | American Redstart [s [ 79][82]| | Brown-head Cowbird [FY][FY [100][100]
Sedge Wren T |[|IT E E Ovenbird E E 87|| 94|| | Baltimore Oriole E CF || 97 @
Marsh Wren E E North Waterthrush E : 46|| 56|| [ Purple Finch E S 58 E
Golden-crown Kinglet S E E Mourning Warbler E i 69|| 61|[ | House Finch : T 7 E
Ruby-crown Kinglet FY E z Common Yellowthroat E E 97||100|| [ White-winged Crossbill £ : 2 E
Blue-gr Gnatcatcher 1 j Z Wilson's Warbler £ |: |: 5| 0]| | Pine Siskin : 5 E

<< previous page next page >>
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Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas - Region 23 - Square 18WRO04 (page 3) Page 1 of 1

Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas - Summary Sheet for Square 18WR04 (page 3 of 3)

SPECIES [Code ][ % ]

[1st][2na][1st][2nd]
American Goldfinch P D
Evening Grosbeak
House Sparrow

This list includes all species found during the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (1st atlas: 1981-1985, 2nd atlas: 2001-2005) in the region #23 (Cornwall). Underlined species are those
that you should try to add to this square. They have not yet been reported during the 2nd atlas, but were found during the 1st atlas in this square or have been reported in more
than 50% of the squares in this region during the 2nd atlas so far. In the species table, "BE 2nd" and "BE 1st" are the codes for the highest breeding evidence for that species in
square 18WRO04 during the 2nd and 1st atlas respectively. The % columns give the percentage of squares in that region where that species was reported during the 2nd and 1st
atlas (this gives an idea of the expected chance of finding that species in region #23). Rare/Colonial Species Report Forms should be completed for species marked:

§ (Colonial), f (regionally rare), or t (provincially rare). Current as of 18/08/2010. An up-to-date version of this sheet is available from
http://www.birdsontario.org/atlas/summaryform.jsp?squarelD=18WR04

<< previous page
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Table D1: Species that Have the Potential to Occur on and Within 120 m of the Alfred Concession Rd. 7 Solar Energy Project Location

Source
Species Conservation Rank At Risk Status Other Designations Provincial Federal Other
— _ 3 s | e
Elelegle |z |iols |l | B £E |2 | .=
=2 |g|sa| e N RN = = T2 |Og =9
. S~ | S 1 ET| €2 cto|lw2| @ = < 2 ® c = o2
Global | Provincial National Provincial | Regionally | provincial Conservation | National Conservation | o g— sle |22 250 |28|¢E A EEIFE § 28 | g3 3|52z
Common Name Scientific Name (G-rank) | (Srank) | (COSEWIC) | (SARO list) | Rare'” Priorities Priorities 32|12 |3 s|esc8|2=(8=[58]|88] & =3 |8328|5&2
AMPHIBIANS
American Bullfrog § Rana catesbeiana G5 S4 X X
American Toad Bufo americanus G5 S5 X X
Blue-spotted Salamander Ambystoma laterale G5 S4 X X
Eastern Red-backed Salamander Plethodon cinereus G5 S5 X X
Four-toed Salamander Hemidactylium scutatum G5 S4 X
Gray Treefrog Hyla versicolor G5 S5 X X
Green Frog Rana clamitans G5 S5 X X
Mudpuppy Necturus maculosus G5 S4 X
Northern Leopard Frog Rana pipiens G5 S5 X X
Northern Two-lined Salamander Eurycea bislineata G5 S4 X
Pickerel Frog Rana palustris G5 S4 X
Red-spotted Newt Notophthalmus viridescens G5T5 S5 X X X
Spotted Salamander Ambystoma maculatum G5 S4 X
Spring Peeper Pseudacris crucifer G5 S5 X X
Western Chorus Frog
(Great Lakes / St. Lawrence - Canadian G5TNR S3 THR NAR X X
Shield Population) Pseudacris triseriata
Wood Frog Rana sylvatica G5 S5 X X
REPTILES
Eastern Gartersnake Thamnophis sirtalis G5T5 S5 X X
Eastern Ribbonsnake Thamnophis sauritus G5 S3 SC SC X
Midland Painted Turtle Chrysemys picta marginata G5T5 S5 X X
Milksnake Lampropeltis triangulum G5 S3 SC SC X
Northern Redbelly Snake Storeria occipitomaculata G5T5 S5 X X
Northern Ringneck Snake Diadophis punctatus G5 S4 X X
Northern Watersnake Nerodia sipedon sipedon G5T5 S5 X
Smooth Greensnake Opheodrys vernalis G5 S4 X
Snapping Turtle Chelydra serpentina G5 S5 SC SC X X X
MAMMALS
American Black Bear Ursus americanus G5 S5 X
Beaver Castor canadensis G5 S5 X
Big Brown Bat Eptesicus fuscus G5 S5 X
Coyote Canis latrans G5 S5 X
Deer Mouse Peromyscus maniculatus G5 S5 X
Eastern Chipmunk Tamias striatus G5 S5 X
Eastern Cottontail Sylvilagus floridanus G5 S5 X
Eastern Gray Squirrel Sciurus carolinensis G5 S5 X
House Mouse Mus musculus G5 SNA X
Little Brown Bat Mpyotis lucifugus G5 S5 X
Masked Shrew Sorex cinereus G5 S5 X
Meadow Jumping Mouse Zapus hudsonicus G5 S5 X
Meadow Vole Microtus pennsylvanicus G5 S5 X
Mink Mustela vison G5 S5 X
Moose § Alces alces G5 S5 X
Muskrat Ondatra zibethicus G5 S5 X
North American River Otter Lontra canadensis G5 S5 X
Northern Flying Squirrel § Glaucomys sabrinus G5 S5 X




Table D1: Species that Have the Potential to Occur on and Within 120 m of the Alfred Concession Rd. 7 Solar Energy Project Location

Species Conservation Rank At Risk Status Other Designations Provincial Other
S| o S - = § ) 2 = _
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Common Name Scientific Name (G-rank) | (S-rank) | (COSEWIC) | (SARO list) | Rare'? Priorities Priorities £345|2 8 E‘” 2221£=18 2|88l 8 = 5 822|585
Northern Long-eared Bat Myotis septentrionalis G4 $32 X
Northern Short-tailed Shrew Blarina brevicauda G5 S5 X
Norway Rat Rattus norvegicus G5 SNA X
Pygmy Shrew Sorex hoyi G5 S4 X
Raccoon Procyon lotor G5 S5 X
Red Fox Vulpes vulpes G5 S5 X
Red Squirrel Tamiasciurus hudsonicus G5 S5 X
Snowshoe Hare Lepus americanus G5 S5 X
Star-nosed Mole Condylura cristata G5 S5 X
Striped Skunk Mephitis mephitis G5 S5 X
White-footed Mouse Peromyscus leucopus G5 S5 X
White-tailed Deer Odocoileus virginianus G5 S5 X
Woodchuck Marmota monax G5 S5 X
Woodland Jumping Mouse Napaeozapus insignis G5 S5 X
BIRDS
Alder Flycatcher Empidonax alnorum G5 S5B X
American Bittern § Botaurus lentiginosus G4 S4B Moderate Concern3 X
American Black Duck Anas rubripes G5 S4 X
American Coot § Fulica americana G5 S4B NAR NAR Not Currently At Risk3 X
American Crow Corvus brachyrhynchos G5 SB5 X
American Goldfinch Carduelis tristis G5 SB5 X
American Kestrel + % Falco sparverius G5 S4 X Halt Decline! X
American Redstart § Setophaga ruticilla G5 S5B X
American Robin Turdus migratorius G5 S5B X
American Wigeon Anas americana G5 S4 X
American Woodcock # Scolopax minor G5 S4B Medium Priority?2 High Concern” X
Baltimore Oriole + # Icterus galbula G5 S4B X Reverse Decline! X
Bank Swallow # Riparia riparia G5 S4B Reverse Decline! X
Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica G5 S4B X
Barred Owl § Strix varia G5 S5 X
Belted Kingfisher + * Ceryle alcyon G5 S4B X Reverse Decline! X
Black-billed Cuckoo + # Coccyzus erythropthalmus G5 S4B X Halt Decline! X
Blackburnian Warbler § Dendroica fusca G5 S5B X
Black-capped Chickadee Poecile atricapilla G5 S5 X
Black-crowned Night Heron + Nycticorax nycticorax G5 S3B,S3N Moderate Concern3 X
Black Tern § + Chlidonias niger G4 S3B NAR SC High Concern3 X
Black-throated Blue Warbler § Dendroica caerulescens G5 S5B X
Black-throated Green Warbler § Dendroica virens G5 S5B X
Black-and-white Warbler § Mniotilta varia G5 S5B X
Blue Jay Cyanocitta cristata G5 S5 X
Blue-gray Gnatcatcher § Polioptila caerulea G5 S4B X
Blue-headed Vireo § Vireo solitarius G5 S5B X
Blue-winged Teal Anas discors G5 S4 X
Broad-winged Hawk § Buteo platypterus G5 S5B X
Brown Creeper § Certhia americana G5 S5B X
Brown Thrasher + # Toxostoma rufum G5 S4B X Halt Decline’ X
Brown-headed Cowbird Molothrus ater G5 S4B X
Canada Goose Branta canadensis G5 S5 X




Table D1: Species that Have the Potential to Occur on and Within 120 m of the Alfred Concession Rd. 7 Solar Energy Project Location

Species Conservation Rank At Risk Status Other Designations Provincial Other
~ . F = 2
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Canada Warbler § + # Wilsonia canadensis G5 S4B THR SC X Reverse Decline! | | B B | . T X
Cedar Waxwing Bombycilla cedrorum G5 S5B X
Chestnut-sided Warbler Dendroica pensylvanica G5 S5B X
Chipping Sparrow Spizella passerina G5 S5B X
Clay-colored Sparrow Spizella pallida G5 S4B X
Cliff Swallow Petrochelidon pyrrhonota G5 S4B X
Common Goldeneye § Bucephala clangula G5 S5 X
Common Grackle Quiscalus quiscula G5 S5B X
Common Loon t Cavia immer G5 S5B NAR NAR Moderate Concern3 X
Common Merganser § Mergus merganser G5 S5B,S5N X
Common Moorhen t Gallinula chloropus G5 S4B Moderate Concern? X
Common Nighthawk Chordeiles minor G5 S4B THR SC X
Common Raven Corvus corax G5 S5 X
Common Snipe Gallinago gallinago G6 S5B Low Priority? Moderate Concern® X
Common Tern Sterna hirundo G5 S4B Moderate Concern3
Common Yellowthroat Geothlypis trichas G5 S5B X
Cooper's Hawk § Accipiter cooperii G5 S4 X
Dark-eyed Junco Junco hyemalis G5 S5B X
Double-crest Cormorant Phalacrocorax auritus G5 S5B Not Currently At Risk3 X
Downy Woodpecker Picoides pubescens G5 S5 X
Eastern Bluebird Sialia sialis G5 S5B X
Eastern Kingbird + # Tyrannus tyrannus G5 S4B X Halt Decline’ X
Eastern Meadowlark + % Sturnella magna G5 S4B X Halt Decline’ X
Eastern Phoebe Sayornis phoebe G5 S5B X
Eastern Screech Owl Megascops asio G5 S4 NAR NAR X
Eastern Towhee + % Pipilo erythrophthalmus G5 S4B X Halt Decline’ X
Eastern Wood-pewee + # Contopus virens G5 S4B X Reverse Decline! X
European Starling Sturnus vulgaris G5 SNA X
Evening Grosbeak Coccothraustes vespertinus G5 S4B X
Field Sparrow + % Spizella pusilla G5 S4B X Halt Decline’ X
Gadwall Anas strepera G5 S4 X
Golden-crowned Kinglet Regulus satrapa G5 S5B X
Grasshopper Sparrow § # Ammodramus savannarum G5 S4B Halt Decline? X
Gray Catbird Dumetella carolinensis G5 S4B X
Gray Jay Perisoreus canadensis G5 S5 X
Gray Partridge Perdix perdix G5 SNA X
Great Blue Heron Ardea herodias G5 S4 Not Currently At Risk3 X
Great Black-backed Gull Larus marinus G5 S2B X
Great Crested Flycatcher Myiarchus crinitus G5 S4B X
Great Horned Owl Bubo virginianus G5 S5 X
Green Heron Butorides virescens G5 S4B Low Concern? X
Green-winged Teal Anas crecca G5 S4 X
Hairy Woodpecker § Picoides villosus G5 S5 X
Hermit Thrush § Catharus guttatus G5 S5B X
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Species Conservation Rank At Risk Status Other Designations Provincial Other
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Herring Gull + Larus argentatus G5 S5B,S5N Moderate Concern3 | B ~ X_ T —

Hooded Merganser Lophodytes cucullatus G5 S5B,S5N X
Horned Lark Eremophila alpestris G5 S5B X
House Finch Carpodacus mexicanus G5 SNA X
House Sparrow Passer domesticus G5 SNA X
House Wren Troglodytes aedon G5 S5B X
Indigo Bunting Passerina cyanea G5 S4B X
Killdeer Charadrius vociferus G5 S5B, S5N Low Priority? Moderate Concern® X
Least Flycatcher § Empidonax minimus G5 S4B X
Lincoln's Sparrow Melospiza lincolnii G5 S5B X
Long-eared Owl Asio otus G5 S4 X
Magnolia Warbler § Dendroica magnolia G5 S5B X
Mallard Anas platyrhynchos G5 S5 X
Marsh Wren Cistothorus palustris G5 S4B X
Merlin Falco columbarius G5 S5B X
Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura G5 S5 X
Mourning Warbler Oporornis philadelphia G5 S4B X
Nashville Warbler Vermivora ruficapilla G5 S5B X
Northern Cardinal Cardinalis cardinalis G5 S5 X
Northern Flicker + # Colaptes auratus G5 S4B X Reverse Decline! X
Northern Goshawk § Accipiter gentilis G5 S4 NAR NAR X
Northern Harrier § + Circus cyaneus G5 S4B X Maintain Current? X
Northern Hawk Owl Surnia ulula G5 S4 NAR NAR X
Northern Mockingbird Mimus polyglottos G5 S4 X
Northern Pintail § Anas acuta G5 S5 X
Northern Rough-winged Swallow Stelgidopteryx serripennis G5 S4B X
Northern Saw-whet Owl Aegolius acadicus G5 S4 X
Northern Shoveler Anas clypeata G5 S4 X
Northern Waterthrush Seiurus noveboracensis G5 S5B X
Osprey Pandion haliaetus G5 S5B X
Ovenbird § Seiurus aurocapilla G5 S4B X
Pied-billed Grebe Podilymbus podiceps G4 S4B S4N Not Currently At Risk3 X
Pileated Woodpecker § Dryocopus pileatus G5 S5 X
Pine Siskin Carduelis pinus G5 S4B X
Pine Warbler § Dendroica pinus G5 S5B X
Purple Finch Carpodacus purpureus G5 S5 X
Purple Martin Progne subis G5 S4B X
Red-breasted Nuthatch § Sitta canadensis G5 S5 X
Red-eyed Vireo Vireo olivaceus G5 S5B X
Redhead § Aythya americana G5 S2B,S4N X
Red-headed Woodpecker + # Melanerpes erythrocephalus G5 S4B THR SC X Reverse Decline! X
Red-shouldered Hawk § Buteo lineatus G5 S4B X
Red-tailed Hawk Buteo jamaicensis G5 S5 X
Red-winged Blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus G5 S4 X
Ring-billed Gull Larus delawarensis G5 S5B, S4N Not Currently At Risk3 X
Ring-necked Duck Aythya collaris G5 S5 X
Ring-necked Pheasant Phasianus colchicus G5 SNA X
Rock Dove Columba livia G5 SNA X
Rose-breasted Grosbeak Pheucticus ludovicianus G5 S4B X
Ruby-crowned Kinglet Regulus calendula G5 S4B X
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Ruby-throated Hummingbird Archilochus colubris G5 S5B - || B B | B T
Ruddy Duck Oxyura jamaicensis G5 S4B, S4N X
Ruffed Grouse Bonasa umbellus G5 S4 X
Rusty Blackbird Euphagus carolinus G4 S4B SC NAR X
Sandhill Crane § Grus canadensis G5 S5B X
Savannah Sparrow § F + Passerculus sandwichensis G5 S4B X Halt Decline? X
Scarlet Tanager § Piranga olivacea G5 S4B X
Sedge Wren Cistothorus platensis G5 S4B X
Sharp-shinned Hawk § Accipiter striatus G5 S5 X
Short-eared Owl §  + Asio flammeus G5 S2N,S4B SC SC X Assess Status! X X
Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia G5 S5B X
Sora Porzana carolina G5 S4B X
Spotted Sandpiper Actitis macularia G5 S5 Low Priority? Moderate Concern® X
Swainson's Thrush Catharus ustulatus G5 S4B X
Swamp Sparrow Melospiza georgiana G5 S5B X
Tenessee Warbler Vermivora peregrina G5 S5B X
Tree Swallow Tachycineta bicolor G5 S4B X
Turkey Vulture Cathartes aura G5 S5B X
Upland Sandpiper § % Bartramia longicauda G5 S4B Medium Priority? Low Concern* X
Veery § Catharus fuscescens G5 S4B X
Vesper Sparrow Pooecetes gramineus G5 S4B Halt Decline? X
Virginia Rail Rallus limicola G5 S5B X
Warbling Vireo Vireo gilvus G5 S5B X
Western Palm Warbler Dendroica palmarum palmarum G5T5 S5B X
White-breasted Nuthatch § Sitta carolinensis G5 S5 X
White-throated Sparrow Zonotrichia albicollis G5 S5B X
White-winged Crossbill Loxia leucoptera G5 S5B X
Wild Turkey Meleagris gallopava G5 S5 X
Willow Flycatcher Empidonax traillii G5 S5B Maintain Current? X
Wilson's Phalarope Phalaropus tricolor G5 S3B Low Priority? High Concern® X
Wilson's Warbler Wilsonia pusilla G5 S4B X
Winter Wren § Troglodytes troglodytes G5 S5B X
Wood Duck Aix sponsa G5 S5 X
Wood Thrush + Hylocichla mustelina G5 S4B X Maintain Current? X
Yellow-bellied Sapsucker Sphyrapicus varius G5 S5B X
Yellow-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus americanus G5 S4B X
Yellow Palm Warbler Dendroica palmarum hypochrysea G5TU S1B X
Yellow Rail § Coturnicops noveboracensis G4 S4B SC SC X
Yellow-rumped Warbler Dendroica coronata G5 S5B X
Yellow-throated Vireo § reo flavifrons G5 S4B X
Yellow Warbler Dendroica petechia G5 S5B X
INSECTS
Arrow Clubtail Stylurus spiniceps G5 S2 X
Bog Elfin Callophrys lanoraieensis G3G4 S1 X
Ebony Boghaunter Williamsonia fletcheri G4 S2 X X
Elusive Clubtail Stylurus notatus G3 S2 X X
Gorgone Crescentspot Chlosyne gorgone G5 S2 X
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PLANTS (NON-VASCULAR)
Lurking Leskea |Plagiothecium latebricola | G3G4 | S2 | | X | |
PLANTS (VASCULAR)
Atlantic Sedge + Carex atlantica G5 S1 X
Bog Fern + Thelypteris simulata G4G5 S1
Golden Hedge-hyssop Gratiola aurea G5 S42¢ X
Ram’s-head Lady’s-slipper Cypripedium arietinum G3 S3
Southern Twayblade Listera australis G4 S1 X
Twin-stemmed Bladderwort + Utricularia geminiscapa G4G5 S32 X

Definitions, Acronyms and Symbols

Global G-rank

G1: Critically Imperiled (at very high risk of extinction)

G2: Imperiled (at high risk of extinction)

G3: Vulnerable (at moderate risk of extinction)

G4: Apparently Secure (Uncommon but not rare)

G5: Secure (common, widespread and abundant)

G#G#: Range Rank (range of uncertainty about the status of a taxon or ecosystem type)
GU: Unrankable (currently unrankable due to lack of information)

GNR: Unranked (global rank not yet assessed)

GNA: Not Applicable (species is not a suitable target for conservation activities)
T: Denotes that the rank applies to a subspecies or variety

B: Breeding

N: Non-breeding

Provincial S-rank

S1: Critically Imperiled (i.e. fewer than 5 occurrences in the nation and/or province)
S2: Imperiled (i.e. fewer than 20 occurrences in the nation and/or province)

$3: Vulnerable (i.e. 20-80 occurrences in the nation and/or province)

S4: Apparently Secure (uncommon, but not rare in the nation and/or province)

S5: Secure (common, widespread and abundant in the nation and/or province)
SNA: Not Applicable (species is not a suitable target for conservation activities)
SHB: Breeding is not confirmed in Ontario

S#S#: Range Rank (range of uncertainty about the status of the species or community)
S#2: Rank is Uncertain

$2: Not Ranked Yet

B: Breeding migrants/vagrants

N: Non-breeding migrants/vagrants

National and Provincial At Risk Status
END - Endangered

THR - Threatened

SC - Special Concern

NAR - Not at Risk

SARO: Species at Risk in Ontario
COSEWIC: Committee on the Status of Endangered Species in Canada

Provincial Conservation Priorities

Recovery! - Species that are designated as Endangered or Threatened under federal or provincial Species At Risk legislation.
Assess Status! - Species is poorly monitored and status is unknown

Reverse Decline! - Species has declined to a less desirable level

Halt Decline! - Species has declined but is still at an acceptable level

Maintain Current! - Appears to be stable or increasing
Medium Priority? - definition not provided
Low Priority? - definition not provided

National Conservation Priorities

High Concern® * - Species population is known or thought to be declining
Moderate Concern® * - Species population is either a) declining with moderate threats or disturbance; b) stable with known potential

threats and moderate to restricted distributions; or ¢) relatively small with relatively restricted distributions

Low Concern® * - Species population is either a) stable with moderate threats and distributions; b) increasing but with known or potential threats and
moderate to restricted distributions; or ¢) moderate size with nown or potential threats and moderate to restricted distributions

Not Currently At Risk> * - All other species for which information was available

Species of Conservation Concern
Bold - Global, National and Provincial Species of Conservation Concern

+ Regionally Rare Species of Conservation Concern

¥ Provincial conservation priority waterbird and landbird species - Assess Status, Reverse Decline, Halt Decline and Medium Priority conservation objectives
t National conservation priority waterbird species only - High Concern and Moderate Concern conservation objectives

*Species of Conservation Concern

Footnotes
T Ontario Landbird Conservation Plan: Lower Great Lakes/St. Lawrence Plain, North America Bird Conservation Region 13 (Ontario Partners in Flight, 2008)

2 Ontario Shorebird Conservation Plan (Ross et al, 2003)

3 Wings over Water: Canada's Waterbird Conservation Plan (Miko et al., 2003)
* Canadian Shorebird Conservation Plan (Donaldson et al., 2000)
> Rare Vascular Plants of Ontario, Fourth Edition (Oldham and Brinker, 2009)

Other

§ Area-sensitive Species:

Note: Species that are designated as Endangered or Threatened on the SARO list will be discussed in further detail in the Approval and Permitting Requirements
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