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Executive Summary

John Spaleta has proposed to construct a single residential dwelling within his land holding at;
Part Lot 29, Concession 2 WGR, geographic Township of Bentinck, Municipality of West Grey,
Grey County. Presently site disturbance is minimal, with a narrow forestry access laneway and a
small woodlot clearing. Cuesta planning consultants undertook preliminary consultation with the
Saugeen Conservation regarding the proposed site development for a new residential dwelling.
Through this preliminary application consultation process, a Natural Heritage Environmental
Impact Study (EIS) was requested by the reviewing agencies.
AWS Environmental Consulting Inc. was retained by the applicant/landowner in April 2015 to
complete the required EIS technical report within the subject Lot. Field investigations for
assessment of natural heritage features and ecological functions was carried out from late April
through to late August 2015, providing 2 seasons of field study coverage. Through inventory data
analysis, site development with no negative impacts to significant features or ecological functions
could occur within the subject Lot provided recommended mitigation measures for Endangered
Species Act application/remediation works were undertaken and site development was
constrained for Development Envelope vegetation clearing extent.
With the mitigative measures implemented, site development would be in compliance with the
Endangered Species Act, 2007, the Natural Heritage Policies of the 2014 Provincial Policy
Statement and the natural heritage policies of the 2012 Grey County Official Plan.

2

Introduction

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been undertaken to address the Endangered
Species Act 2007, 2014 Natural Heritage Provincial Policy Statement 2.1, other applicable
Provincial and Federal Acts / Legislation and the 2012 County of Grey Official Plan. Technical
reporting will follow the Provincial Natural Heritage Reference Manual of March 2010 for
natural heritage feature, ecological function identification and impact assessment format.
Reporting analysis shall address the seven Natural Heritage Features, as defined by the
Provincial Policy Statement 2.1, with a review of literature reports, data files, feature maps etc.
currently available through Municipal, Provincial and Federal agencies, augmented with field
inventory works and air photo interpretation of the surrounding landscape.
Within this technical report, the field investigation lands are referred to as the 'Study Lands',
delineated on Figure No. 2. The Study Lands represent the proposed development area plus an
additional 30m of the surrounding lands in the same landownership. A broader review of the
120m adjacent lands, referred to as the 'Site Lands' , delineated on Figure No. 3 was undertaken
through air photo interpretation and background literature reviews to identify any off-site natural
environment features for corridor/linkage functions.
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3.1

Study Works
Background Review

A literature review and data search was conducted to aid in the identification of Natural Heritage
Features (see Figure No. 4) and historical occurrence records for Flora and Fauna species of
conservation concern within 5km's to the Study Lands (see Appendix 1). This background
review was utilized to augment field data collection, with a full listing of reports / documents
reviewed or cited provided within the reference section.
 Natural Heritage Information Center (NHIC) web site of the Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources and Forestry (MNRF) for significant flora and fauna records.
 MNRF- Owen Sound Area Office; fish and wildlife records and maps and Land
Information Ontario data bank and maps.
 2012 Grey County Official Plan and schedule mapping.
 Municipality of West Grey Zoning Bylaw mapping

3.2

Field Study Methodology

Site location mapping for the subject property has been provided on Figure No. 1, with the field
inventory lands or 'Study Lands', delineated on Figure No. 2. Historical data record searches,
literature reviews and air photography interpretation encompassed the Site Lands as delineated on
Figure No. 3, with a broader landscape review extending 5km from the Study Lands (see Figure
No. 4 and Appendix 1 mapping).
Field investigations and data collection for this EIS reporting were carried out from late April
2015 through to late August 2015, with a full listing of field work dates and weather conditions
provided under Table No. 1.
 A qualified two-person team comprised of John Morton and Judith Jones from AWS
Environmental Consulting, completed natural environment field inventory and assessment
works within the Study Lands.
Vascular Plant Surveys were conducted during the growing seasons (spring and summer) of
2015, with a full species listing, ranking, status levels and Floristic Quality Scores provided
within Appendix 2. Given the small size of the Study Lands (approx. 1ha), survey works
followed a random coverage search methods over the full Study Lands.
General Fauna Surveys within the Study Lands included specific searches and/or investigation
for amphibians, breeding birds, activity for snakes, turtles and nesting habitat, general searches
for mammals and movement corridor functions. A full summary list of all recorded fauna species
over the study period has been provided under Appendix 3 with current rankings, status levels
and highest bird breeding codes observed .
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Breeding Bird Surveys for the Study Lands followed two standardized search methods:
a) Monitoring activity included a 'Point Count' methodology for breeding activity in accordance
to Bird Studies Canada for Woodland habitat. Point Count Locations were established to
cover all habitat types within the Study Lands, with no point count location closer than 100m
(limited overlapping of potential territories). Occurrences were recorded through both
sightings and calling for a total of 5-10 minutes at each point count location in the early
morning hours (dusk to 10:40am). Point Count undertaking times and location mapping have
been provided within Appendix 3.
b) Additional bird observations of feeding adults and fledglings during summer site visits were
also recorded and listed under Appendix 3 as observations outside the breeding season.
Herpetofaunal Surveys were conducted within the Study Lands but were focused within
suitable habitat areas.
a) Intensive amphibian (Anuran) calling survey works were deemed to be unnecessary as no
suitable 'breeding' habitat was identified within the Study Lands.
b) Reptiles- Turtle activity survey works were deemed to be unnecessary as no suitable
'breeding or overwintering' habitat was identified within the Study Lands.
c) Reptiles-Snake activity was actively searched for during the spring hibernation
emergence period and summer gestation period within suitable habitat areas.
Mammal sightings or observations of habitat use (tracks, scat) were recorded during all other
flora and fauna investigation work during site visits in 2015. Specific searches plus random
coverage across the Study Lands focused on habitat/vegetation community transition zones.
Fish Habitat and community survey works were deemed to be unnecessary as no surface water
features were identified within the Study Lands.
EIS field survey works and technical reporting follows recommended/standard provincial
guidelines, protocols and techniques.
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3.3

Field Survey Dates

Table No. 1: Field Survey Dates and Focus of Works

Date

Survey Time &
Duration

April 29,
2015

1730 to 1800
For 0.5 hrs

May 7,
2015

1430 to 1530
For 1.0 hrs

June 1,
2015

0700 to 0730
For 0.5 hrs

June 18,
2015

1500 to 1600
2-Person Team
For 2.0 hrs

June 20,
2015

0715 to 0800
For 0.75 hr

July 21
2015

1000 to 1100
For 1.0 hr

August 19,
2015

0800 to 0900
2-person crew
For 2.0 hours

Weather Conditions
(at start time)
Wind Speed = 6-11 km/hr
Air Temp. = 10.0 C
Precipitation = 0
Cloud Cover = 30%
Wind Speed = 6-11km/hr
Air Temp. = 21.0 C
Precipitation = 0
Cloud Cover = 75%
Wind Speed = 6-11 km/hr
Air Temp. = 10.0 C
Precipitation = 0
Cloud Cover = 60%
Wind Speed = 6-11 km/hr
Air Temp. = 17.0 C
Precipitation = 0
Cloud Cover = 90%
Wind Speed = 3-6 km/hr
Air Temp. = 15.0 C
Precipitation = 0
Cloud Cover = 50%
Wind Speed = 12-19 km/hr
Air Temp. = 19.0 C
Precipitation = 0
Cloud Cover = 25%
Wind Speed = 12-19 km/hr
Air Temp. = 24.0 C
Precipitation = 0
Cloud Cover = 50%

Survey Focus
Preliminary habitat survey: Amphibian
breeding, Reptile hibernation, Stick
Nests, Hydrology.
Amphibian egg mass search, Reptile
hibernation emergence period activity,
Cavity Trees, General Fauna
First breeding Bird survey

Spring season Flora survey

Second breeding Bird survey

Vegetation community mapping,
Snake gestation activity,
General Fauna
Summer Flora inventory,
Snake gestation activity,
General Fauna

Total field survey work provided 7.75 hours of search /survey coverage over seven site visit
during the spring and summer growing seasons of 2015.
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Vegetation Community Characterization

Vegetation community boundaries within the Site Lands are depicted on Figure No.7, which
were mapped and defined in the field based upon the ‘Ecological Land Classification (ELC) for
Southern Ontario, First Approximation’. ELC types, ranking and characterization for each
vegetation community is provided in Table No. 2.

Table No. 2: Vegetation Communities Types - ELC Codes

Vegetation
Community
Number

ELC
Code

1

FOD5-1

2

FOC2-2

3

FOM7-1

4

SWC3-2

5

None

Type

Description

Dry-Fresh Sugar
Maple
Deciduous
Forest Type
Dry-Fresh
White Cedar
Coniferous
Forest Type
Fresh-Moist
White CedarHardwood
Mixed Forest
Type
White CedarConifer Organic
Swamp Type

Mature stand, closed canopy. Average
mature tree height = 23m, Average
Stand B.A. = 24m sq./ha. Groundcover
at 30% predominantly tree seedlings
Mature stand, closed canopy along
north facing slope with scattered Pines,
Balsam Fir, Poplars.

None

Mature stand, closed canopy.
Lowlands along toe of slope and
Township road allowance area.

Mature stand, closed canopy. Cedar
swamp area with shallow gradient
profile gently sloped to north
(McCormick Lake).
Disturbed developed lands for
residential dwellings.
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Ranking

S5

S5

S5

S5

None
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Significant Feature Analysis
5

Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species

A literature search for historic records of Endangered and Threatened species has been
undertaken for the surrounding landscape extending 5 km's from the Study Lands utilizing the
Species At Risk in Ontario (SARO) listings maintained by the Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources and Forestry (MNRF); and the national lists maintained by Environment Canada (i.e.
Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC), provided under
Appendix 1.
Through this literature review, the following four species are noted:
 American Badger, current status of Endangered.
o No suitable habitat for this species was identifiable within the Study Lands as
described by the province. No burrows or digging activity observed. Through air
photo review, no suitable habitat identifiable within the surrounding Site Lands.
 Eastern Meadowlark, current status of Threatened.
o No suitable habitat for this species was identifiable within the Study Lands as
described by the province. No open country grasslands. Through air photo
review, no suitable habitat identifiable within the surrounding Site Lands.
 Restricted Species ID No. 1620, current status of Endangered.
o Fauna species identification and record location confirmed with MNRF-Midhurst
District. No suitable habitat for this species was identifiable within the Study
Lands as described by the province. Through air photo review, potential suitable
habitat is identifiable off-site, within and the abutting shoreline lands to
McCormick Lake. With a separation distance of 45m and a Township road
separating the Study Lands from this potential habitat area, no negative impacts
are anticipated from site development.
 Restricted Species ID No. 35635, current status of Endangered
o Fauna species identification and record location confirmed with MNRF-Midhurst
District. Preliminary site investigation identified potential suitable habitat for
this species within the Study Lands, further assessment deemed warranted.
The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) section 2.1.7 states:
Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in habitat of endangered species
and threatened species, except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements.
MNRF documentation of historical records states:
Absence of information for a specific location does not mean there are no natural areas,
provincially tracked species, plant communities or wildlife concentration areas at that
location. It means that on the date the MNR created the dataset there was no information
for that location. These data are not a substitute for site visits.
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As such, detailed site investigations within the Study Lands was undertaken for flora and fauna
that are currently listed under the Endangered Species Act (provincial or federal). Appendix 2
and Appendix 3 provide an inventory of species listing respectively for the Study Lands. Through
intensive on-site survey works, one Flora species: Butternut having an Endangered status was
recorded during on-site investigations of 2015.
Through this analysis of historical data, potential suitable habitat was noted for one Endangered
Fauna species within the ' Study Land' and one confirmed Endangered Flora species was
observed within the Study Lands. Therefore, further impact assessment is required and provided
under reporting section 13 to demonstrate site development would be in compliance with the
Endangered Species Act 2007, the PPS 2.1.7 and the County of Grey Official Plan 2.8.6.2
6

Fish Habitat

No watercourse or surface water features are identifiable within the Study Lands through
available mapping and air photo interpretation. This was confirmed through on-site
investigations.
Within the Site Lands, a small inland lake known as 'McCormick Lake' is identifiable 45m north
of the Study Lands. This lake is documented to support a small resident population of cool-water
fish community (MNRF). The Township side road 12 is situated between the Study Lands and
McCormick Lake, with no surface water linkage between the study lands or the inland lake
feature, as such there is no direct hydrology linkage impact concerns.
Through this review it has been demonstrated that Fish Habitat, as defined under the Federal
Fisheries Act, does not occur within the Study Lands but does occur within 120m to the Study
Lands.
With confirmation of no Fish Habitat within the Study Lands, site development would be in
compliance with the Federal Fisheries Act.
The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) Natural Heritage section 2.1.6 states:
Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in fish habitat except in
accordance with provincial and federal requirements.
Similarly the Grey County Official Plan policy 2.8.6 (1) in part states:
Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in fish habitat except in
accordance with provincial and federal requirements.
Thus, site development would also be in compliance with the PPS 2.1.6 and the Grey County
policy 2.8.6 (1), for Fish Habitat.
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The PPS Natural Heritage section 2.1.8 states:
Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the natural
heritage features and areas identified in policies 2.1.4, 2.1.5, and 2.1.6 unless the
ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been
demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or on their
ecological functions.
The Provincial Natural Heritage Reference Manual (NHRM) 2010 under section 11.4 of
adjacent lands for Fish Habitat in part states:
Adjacent Lands Width.... for all other fish habitat is 120m.
With Fish Habitat identified within the Site Lands, further policy review is warranted and
provided below to demonstrate site development compliance.
The Grey County Official Plan policy 2.8.6 (5) in part states:
No development shall be permitted within 30 metres of the banks of a stream, river, lake
or Georgian Bay.
The Study Lands have a minimum separation distance of 45m for Fish Habitat within
McCormick Lake, thus site development within the Study Lands would be in compliance with the
Grey County Official Plan policy 2.8.6 (5). Additionally with no hydrological connection
between the Study Lands and McCormick Lake and with the noted separation distance and
existing township road between the two location, no identifiable ecological functions can be
attributed from the Study Lands to McCormick Lake. Thus site development within the Study
Lands would also be in compliance with the PPS 2.1.8.
Through this review and on-site investigations it has been demonstrated and concluded that site
development within the Study Lands would be in compliance with the Federal Fisheries Act and
applicable policies of the PPS and County of Grey Official Plan. Therefore, no impact
assessment review is deemed required for Fish Habitat.

7

Significant Valleylands

Grey County or its associated Conservation Authorities have not identified potential Significant
Valleylands within the Official Plan mapping or supporting documentation to-date; as such this
technical report has reviewed recommended Provincial criteria as listed in the 2010 Natural
Heritage Reference Manual (NHRM) section 8.0, for determining said designations.
A valleyland, as defined by the Province states:
A natural area that occurs in a valley or other landform depression that has water
flowing through or standing for some period of time
Through a preliminary review of provincial criteria assessment listed under section 8 of the
NHRM and provincial elevation contour mapping in Appendix 4, the following have been
determined for the Site Lands: no watercourse features occur within the Study Lands.
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Groundwater functions and landform prominence are not identifiable within the Site Lands, no
unique or high degree of naturalness to the Site Lands are noted. Through this brief analysis, it
could be concluded that no significant Valleyland Feature occurs within the Site Lands.
The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) section 2.1.5 (c) states:
Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in significant valleylands in
Ecoregions 6E and 7E unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative
impacts on the natural features or their ecological functions.
With the Study Lands are located within Ecoregion 6E, this policy is applicable.
The Provincial NHRM, 2010 under section 8.4 for Significant Valleylands states that the
Adjacent Land width to said features is 120m.
The PPS section 2.1.8 for the adjacent lands to Significant Valleylands states:
Development and Site Alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the natural
heritage features and areas identified in policies 2.1.4, 2.1.5 and 2.1.6 unless the
ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been
demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or on their
ecological functions.
With no confirmed or candidate Significant Valleyland feature occurring within the Study or Site
Lands, proposed site development would be in compliance with the PPS section 2.1.5 (c) and
2.1.8 for adjacent lands, and the County Official Plan policy 2.8.6 (1) for Significant Valleylands.
Therefore it can be concluded that site development would be in compliance with these applicable
policies and no further impact assessment for this feature is deemed warranted.

8

Significant Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (A.N.S.I.)

A review of Provincially Significant ANSI's was undertaken and provided on Figure No. 4,
sourced through the MNRF web site mapping. This provincial mapping demonstrates that no
significant ANSI features, earth science or life science, occurs within the Site Lands.
The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) section 2.1.5 (e) states:
Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in significant areas of natural and
scientific interest unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts
on the natural features or their ecological functions.
With no ANSI feature confirmed within the Study Lands, it can be concluded that site
development would be in compliance with the PPS 2.1.5 (e).
The Provincial NHRM, 2010 under section 10.4 for Significant ANSI's states that the Adjacent
Land Width to earth science ANSI's is 50m while the Adjacent Lands Width to life science
ANSI's is 120m.
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The PPS Natural Heritage section 2.1.8 states:
Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands (120m) to the
natural heritage features and areas identified in policies 2.1.4, 2.1.5, and 2.1.6 unless the
ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been
demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or on their
ecological functions.
With no ANSI features confirmed within the Site Lands, it has been demonstrated and can be
concluded that site development would be in compliance with the: PPS 2.1.5 (e) and PPS 2.1.8,
the County of Grey Official Plan 2.8.6 (3). Therefore, no further review or impact assessment is
warranted for this feature.

9

Significant Wetlands

A review of Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSW) was undertaken and provided on Figure
No. 4, sourced through the MNRF web site mapping. This provincial mapping demonstrates that
no evaluated significant wetland features occur within the Study or Site Lands.
The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) section 2.1.4 (a and b) states:
Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in significant wetlands in
Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E and significant coastal wetlands.
With the Study Lands being within Ecoregion 6E, this policy is applicable.
The Provincial NHRM, 2010 under section 6.4 for Significant Wetlands states that the Adjacent
Land width to significant wetlands is 120m. Figure No. 4 demonstrates that no designated
Significant Wetland feature occurs within 120m to the Study Lands.
The PPS Natural Heritage section 2.1.8 states:
Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the natural
heritage features and areas identified in policies 2.1.4, 2.1.5, and 2.1.6 unless the
ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been
demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or on their
ecological functions.
With no Significant Wetland feature within the Site Lands, it has been demonstrated and can be
concluded that site development would be in compliance with the PPS 2.1.4 (a and b) and PPS
2.1.8.
Figure No. 5A does show Hazard Land (unevaluated wetland ) east and north of the Study
Lands but not within the Study Lands. This hazard land is further defined as a forested swamp
environment and delineated as vegetation community No. 4 within this EIS reporting. Similarly
the Municipality of West Grey Zoning Bylaws shown on Figure No. 6 has this Hazard or
Vegetation Community No. 4, zoned as 'Natural Environment'. With the Hazard Land or
Natural Environment zoned lands having a separation distance of 40m at its closest point to the
Study Lands, with no anticipated negative impacts from site development within the Study Lands

John Spaleta Residential Development: EIS December 2015
Part Lot 29, Concession 2 WGR, Geographic Township of Bentinck

11

anticipated on this forested wetland community, no additional impact assessment review is
deemed warranted. Therefore, it can be concluded that site development within the Study Lands
will be in compliance with the County of Grey Official Plan policies for 'Hazard Lands' and the
Municipality of West Grey Zoning By-laws for Natural Environment.

10 Significant Woodlands

The County of Grey has undertaken countywide mapping for Significant Woodlands within its
Official Plan, as per policy 2.8.4. In review of the County Official Plan- Constraint mapping,
provided on Figure No. 5B, the forest cover within the Site Lands, delineated as Vegetation
community numbers 1,2,3 and 4 on Figure No. 7, has been deemed 'Significant Woodland' under
the Grey County Official Plan.
Natural Heritage Provincial Policy 2.1.5 (b) regarding Significant Woodlands states:
Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in significant woodlands in
Ecoregions 6E and 7E unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative
impacts on the natural features or their ecological functions.
The Study Lands are located with Ecoregion 6E, thus this policy is applicable. Thus, further
review and impact assessment is required and provided under section 14, to demonstrate
compliance with the PPS 2.1.5 (b) and the adjacent lands policy (120m) for the PPS 2.1.8.
The Grey County Official Plan policy 2.8.4.1 in part states:
No development or site alteration may occur within Significant Woodlands or their
adjacent lands (50m) unless it has been demonstrated through an Environmental Impact
Study, as per section 2.8.7 of this Plan, that there will be no negative impacts on the
natural features or their ecological functions.
With confirmed Significant Woodland within the Study Lands, further review and impact
assessment is required and provided in section 14, to demonstrate compliance with the County
Official Plan 2.8.4.1.

11 Significant Wildlife Habitat

Currently no mapping has been undertaken within Grey County to identify Significant Wildlife
Habitat (SWH) due to its complexity and sub-component aspects requiring on-site survey works.
Some historical Provincial MNRF inventory and wildlife assessment works within Grey County
has been sourced to aid in determination of confirmed SWH within these Study Lands.
Additionally EIS field inventory works carried out over the Study Lands will augment this
historical data to aid in the determination of significance for each wildlife habitat sub-component.
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The Province of Ontario is currently implementing a Draft 2012 "Significant Wildlife Habitat
Eco-regional Criteria Schedules", posted on the Environmental Registry in March 2012, as a
supplement document to the 2000 Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (SWHTG). This
draft document provides a listing of candidate and criteria or threshold levels to confirm the
presence of significant wildlife habitat within the four principal Ecoregions of central and
southern Ontario.
The Study Lands are within the provincial ecoregion 6E, following is a review of the Provincial
Ecoregion 6E Criterion Schedule and provincial threshold levels for the identification of
'confirmed' significant wildlife habitat based on detailed site inventory works of 2015.

11.1 Seasonal Concentration Areas of Animals
A summary review of Table 1.1 Criterion is provided below:


Waterfowl Stopover and staging (Terrestrial)
o No criteria waterfowl species were observed in 2015.
o No ELC criteria code are present.
o Criteria threshold for species and aggregate numbers not met.
o No confirmed SWH.



Waterfowl Stopover and staging (Aquatic)
o No criteria waterfowl species were observed in 2015.
o No ELC criteria codes are present.
o Criteria threshold for species and aggregate numbers not met, with site survey
works undertaken during the spring migration period.
o No Confirmed SWH.



Shorebird Migratory Stopover
o No criteria shorebird species were observed in 2015.
o No ELC criteria codes are present
o Criteria threshold for species and aggregate numbers not met.
o No confirmed SWH.



Raptor Wintering Area
o No criteria raptor species were observed in 2015.
o ELC forest criteria code: FOD, FOM and FOC are present, however no upland
meadows or cultural lands present. No historical documentation of habitat use
during winter period.
o No confirmed SWH.



Bat Hibernacula
o No criteria bat species were observed in 2015.
o No ELC criteria codes present.
o No historical documentation of bat hibernation activity, no ecological functioning
habitat was identifiable.
o No confirmed SWH.
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Bat Maternity Colonies
o No criteria bat species were observed in 2015.
o ELC criteria codes: FOD and FOM are present.
o However, due to past site activities (site clearings and logging activity) very few
snags/wildlife trees, dead top trees or cavity trees are present within the forest
communities. Past fuel wood and stand improvement cuts have harvested many
of these suitable tree types, with were very few trees >25cm dbh (provincial
threshold level) identified which could support large canopies and had cavities
present.
o Tree snag/cavity inventory data and coverage area calculations for the Study
Lands are in accordance to the provincial document " Bats and Bat Habitats,
Guidelines for Wind Power Projects" with the following findings:
 Habitat size = 0.49ha (Vegetation community No. 1) + 0.04ha
(Vegetation community No. 3) = 0.53ha of suitable habitat.
 Trees >=25cm dbh with Snags/Cavity present = 3 observed trees for the
suitable habitat area.
 Thus Snag/Cavity Tree Density within suitable habitat with a calculated
density of 5.7 snag/cavity trees per ha.
 Provincial threshold criteria states: If snag/cavity tree density is > = 10
snags per hectare of trees >=25cm dbh, then the site is a candidate for
maternity colony roosts.
 Based on detailed inventory works, the woodlands suitable habitat areas
within the Study Lands do not meet the provincial threshold criteria for
candidate habitat.
o No confirmed SWH.



Bat Migratory Stopover Area
o No historical documentation or observed activity during 2015 site investigations.
o No confirmed SWH.



Turtle Wintering Areas
o No criteria turtle species were observed in 2015.
o No ELC criteria codes are present and no suitable habitat for overwintering was
identifiable.
o No confirmed SWH.



Reptile Hibernaculum
o No criteria snake species were observed in 2015 (activity period).
o No ELC criteria codes present.
o No confirmed SWH.



Colonially-Nesting Bird Breeding Habitat: Bank and Cliff
o No criteria bird species were observed in 2015.
o No ELC criteria codes present.
o No confirmed SWH.



Colonially-Nesting Bird Breeding Habitat: Tree/Shrub
o No criteria bird species were observed in 2015.
o No ELC criteria codes present.
o No confirmed SWH.
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Colonially-Nesting Bird Breeding Habitat: Ground
o No criteria bird species were observed in 2015.
o No ELC criteria codes present.
o No confirmed SWH.



Migratory Butterfly Stopover Areas
o No criteria butterfly species were observed in 2015.
o Forest ELC criteria codes: FOD, FOM and FOC are present but no adjacent
cultivated field habitat. Study Lands are not located within 5km of Lake Ontario
(criteria site location).
o No confirmed SWH.



Landbird Migratory Stopover Areas
o Several migratory songbird species present within the Study Lands.
o ELC criteria codes: FOD, FOM ,FOC and SWC are present however, Study
lands are not located within 5km of Lake Ontario, thus confirmed not a SWH
candidate area.
o No confirmed SWH.



Deer Yarding Areas
o MNR to determine this habitat. Midhurst District has identified and mapped
wintering deer yards within Grey County, with no such habitat identified within
the Study Lands or its 120m adjacent lands. No suitable habitat identified
through field survey works.
o No confirmed SWH through MNRF map search.



Deer Winter Congregation Areas
o Within Grey County, deer are typically constrained by snow depths thus 'yarding
habitat used', congregation areas are typically associated with Carolina habitat
regions, as such not a SWH function in Grey County.

11.2 Rare Vegetation Communities
A summary review of Table 1.2.1 Criterion is provided below:


Cliffs and Talus Slopes
o No ELC criteria code types present within the Study Lands or 120m adjacent
lands.
o No confirmed SWH.



Sand Barren
o No ELC criteria code types present within the Study Lands or 120m adjacent
lands.
o No confirmed SWH.



Alvar
o No ELC criteria code types present within the Study Lands or 120m adjacent
lands.
o No confirmed SWH.
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Old Growth Forest
o ELC criteria code type FOD, FOC and FOM are present.
o Provincial Habitat description criteria for 'Old Growth Forest' community is not
present (tree sizes, density, etc) within the Study Lands or 120m adjacent lands.
o No confirmed SWH.



Savannah
o No ELC criteria code types present within the Study Lands or 120m adjacent
lands.
o No confirmed SWH.



Tallgrass Prairie
o No ELC criteria code types present within the Study Lands or 120m adjacent
lands.
o No confirmed SWH.



Other Rare Vegetation Communities
o No ELC types having a provincial rank of S1, S2 or S3 identified within the Site
Lands.
o No confirmed SWH.

11.3 Specialized Habitat for Wildlife
A summary review of Table 1.2.2 Criterion is provided below:


Waterfowl Nesting Area
o No criteria waterfowl species were observed in 2015.
o No ELC criteria codes are present.
o Criteria thresholds not met for species diversity, numbers or suitable habitat.
o No confirmed SWH.



Bald Eagle and Osprey Nesting, Foraging and Perching Habitat
o No criteria species were observed in 2015.
o ELC criteria codes: FOD, FOM and FOC are present and an inland lake is in
close proximity however, no evidence of current or historical nesting activity
within the Site Lands.
o Criteria thresholds not met for active use of habitat.
o No confirmed SWH.



Woodland Raptor Nesting Habitat
o No criteria species were observed in 2015.
o ELC criteria codes: FOD, FOM, FOC and SWC are present however, no forest
interior habitat within the Study Lands and no evidence of current or past nesting
activity was observed.
o Criteria thresholds for species, numbers and habitat size plus use, not met.
o No confirmed SWH.
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Turtle Nesting Areas
o No criteria species were observed in 2015.
o No ELC criteria codes present.
o Criteria thresholds for species, numbers and habitat size plus use, not met.
o No Confirmed SWH



Seeps and Springs
o Criteria fauna species were identified within the Study Lands in 2015.
o No groundwater upwelling features identified within the Study Lands.
o Criteria thresholds for numbers or presence, not met.
o No confirmed SWH.



Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Woodland)
o No criteria species identified within the Study Lands in 2015.
o ELC criteria codes: FOD, FOM, FOC and SWC are present but suitable breeding
habitat (ephemeral pools or vernal ponds) identified within the Study Lands.
o Criteria thresholds for species or numbers not met.
o No confirmed SWH.



Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Wetlands)
o One criteria species: American Toad identified within the Study Lands in 2015.
o One ELC criteria code: SW is present within the Site Lands..
o Site investigations recorded 1 adult American Toad within the Study Lands
however, no suitable breeding habitat identified. Criteria thresholds for species
diversity or numbers not met.
o No confirmed SWH.

11.4 Habitat for Species of Conservation Concern
(Not including Endangered or Threatened Species)

A summary review of the Table 1.3 Criterion is provided below:


Marsh Breeding Bird Habitat
o No criteria bird species were observed in 2015.
o No ELC criteria codes are present and no suitable habitat identified.
o Criteria thresholds not met for species diversity, numbers or active habitat use.
o No confirmed SWH.



Woodland Area-Sensitive Bird Breeding Habitat
o Two criteria bird species: Veery and Ovenbird were observed in 2015.
o ELC criteria codes: FOD, FOM, FOC and SWC are present however, no forest
interior habitat identified within the woodlands for the Site Lands.
o Criteria thresholds for 3 or more criteria species not met, numbers or suitable
forest interior habitat, not met
o No confirmed SWH.
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Open Country Bird Breeding Habitat
o No criteria bird species were observed in 2015.
o No ELC criteria codes present.
o Criteria thresholds for species diversity, numbers or active habitat use, not met.
o No confirmed SWH.



Shrub/Early Successional Bird Breeding Habitat
o No criteria indicator species were observed in 2015
o No ELC criteria codes present.
o Criteria thresholds for species diversity, numbers or active habitat use, not met.
o No confirmed SWH.



Terrestrial Crayfish
o No criteria species (no crayfish chimney's observed) observed in 2015.
o No ELC criteria codes are present.
o Criteria threshold for species diversity, numbers or active habitat use, not met.
o No confirmed SWH.



Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species
o No flora species were identified in 2015 which have a Provincial Special
Concern or Rarity status, see Appendix 2 .
o One fauna species: Eastern Wood-Pewee was recorded in 2015 which has a
Provincial Status of Special Concern, see Appendix 3.

o



One single male was heard calling at Point Count No. 3 on June 1, with
no reoccurrence on June 20, 2015.



With only one single record and no confirmed nesting activity or
reoccurrence of calling or sightings, and no forest interior habitat, it can
be concluded that no significant habitat for this species occurs within the
Study Lands. Site development is anticipated to have no negative impact
on the breeding population for this bird species.

Historical Records (Appendix 1) search identified 4 Fauna species and 2 Flora
species within the surrounding landscape. None of these species were recorded
within the Study Lands during the 2015 site investigations. A further review for
potential habitat identification or impacts is provided below:
Fauna
 Eastern Milksnake: Some minor forage habitat along the hardwoodconifer transitional edge, habitat is considered to be marginal with no
anticipated functional use. Intensive investigations during the
hibernation emergence and gestation activity periods did not record any
habitat use. Concluded no significant habitat for this species within the
Study Lands.


Eastern Ribbonsnake: No identifiable habitat within the Study Lands
which meets provincial description. Concluded no significant habitat for
this species within the Study Lands.
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Snapping Turtle: No identifiable habitat within the Study Lands which
meets provincial description. Concluded no significant habitat for this
species within the Study Lands.



Harlequin Darner: Potential suitable habitat within vegetation
community No. 4, no identifiable habitat within the Study Lands which
meets provincial description. Concluded no significant habitat for this
species within the Study Lands

Flora




o

Scarlet Beebalm: No suitable habitat identified within the Study Lands
which meets provincial description. Concluded no significant habitat for
this species within the Study Lands.
Hart`s-tongue Fern: Suitable but marginal habitat observed within
vegetation community No. 1 however, intensive flora inventory works
for 2015 did not identify this species within the Study Lands.

No confirmed SWH.

11.5 Animal Movement Corridors
A summary review of the Table 1.4.1 Criterion is provided below:


Amphibian Movement Corridors
o No confirmed significant breeding habitat through Table 1.1 review, thus no
corridor assessment required.
o No confirmed SWH.



Deer Movement Corridors
o No deer wintering habitat was confirmed through Table 1.1 analysis, thus no
delineation or threshold levels for deer movement corridor is required.

11.6 Exceptions for Ecoregion 6E
A summary review of the Criterion Table 1.5.1 is provided below:


Mast Producing Areas
o Candidate areas are only within for EcoDistrict 6E-14, the Upper Bruce
Peninsula.
o No confirmed SWH.



Sharp-tailed Grouse
o Candidate areas are only within for EcoDistrict 6E-17, for Manitoulin Island.
o No confirmed SWH.
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In summary for this review of Ecoregion 6E criterion schedule, no Significant Wildlife Habitat
has been confirmed which meet provincial description or criteria.
The Natural Heritage Provincial Policy 2.1.5 (d) states:
Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in significant wildlife habitat
unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural
features or their ecological functions.
Natural Heritage Provincial Policy 2.1.8 regarding the adjacent lands (120m) for significant
wildlife habitat states:
Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the natural
heritage features and areas identified in policies 2.1.4, 2.1.5 and 2.1.6 unless the
ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been
demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or on their
ecological functions.
The Grey County Official Plan policy 2.8.6 (1) in part states:
....Development and site alterations shall not be permitted within...wildlife habitat,...and
their adjacent lands, unless it has been demonstrated through an acceptable
Environmental Impact Study is completed in accordance with section 2.8.6 (4) of the
Plan that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or their ecological
functions..
With no confirmed Significant Wildlife Habitat within the Study Lands, site development within
the Study Lands would be in compliance with the applicable Provincial and Official Plan policies.
Therefore no further review or impact assessment is warranted for this feature.

12 Significant Feature Analysis Summary

Through the significant feature analysis two natural heritage features of provincial and one
additional local land use designation concern have been confirmed within the Study Lands:


Endangered Species : Butternut



Significant Woodlands: Vegetation community numbers 1, 2, 3 and 4.

Further review of these three identified features and their ecological functions has been provided
within the 'Impact Assessment' component of the EIS. Site development with recommended
mitigation measures in relation to the proposed development activity has also been provided to
maintain compliance with applicable Acts, Legislation and Planning Policies.
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Impact Assessment

13 Endangered Species: Butternut
13.1

Characterization

Three Butternut seedlings (all less than 1m in height) were identified within the Study Lands and
one additional Butternut seedling was observed off-site on the adjacent property being in close
proximity to the eastern boundary of the Study Lands.
All four Butternut seedlings were in good health, exhibited no signs or symptoms of butternut
canker at this time, however being of young age (estimated at 3-4 years) canker signs may not yet
be evident. No mature or `parent` seed producing butternuts were observed within the Study
Lands. A Butternut Health Assessment was undertaken for the tree seedlings within the Study
Lands in accordance to Provincial and ESA requirements (see Appendix 5). No health
assessment was undertaken on the off-site butternut seedling, as its location is on other private
lands and ownership. However, for this off-site butternut seedling which is situated within 25m to
the property line, for the applicant to proceed with potential site development, this off-site
butternut seedling will be considered a Category 3 (retainable) tree as a precautionary approach
and at a minimum remediation works will be in compliance with ESA.
Butternut are a regulated species under the Provincial Endangered Species Act, 2007, with no
development or site alterations permissible within 25m to a Category 3 (retainable) butternut tree,
see Figure No. 9 with this current 25m Buffer Zone portrayed.

13.2 Impact Assessment

Under the Act the province of Ontario has established regulations through an application process
to permit the removal of up to 10 butternuts and their associated buffer zones by an applicant at a
single location (See Appendix 6). Given the location of these four butternut seedlings and their
associated 25m Buffer Zones, as shown on Figure No. 9, there is no accessible development
lands within the Study Lands. That is, though there could be 'developable lands' further south
within the property limits, the required laneway upgrades and construction off of side road 12 to
access this south property lands for development is considered a 'site alteration' and would bisect
through the identified Buffer Zones, which is not permissible without ESA application and
approval. Thus, regardless of the potential site development lands orientation/size within the
property limits, an ESA application for Butternut and Buffer Zone removal will be required (and
applied for) for any site development or site alterations to proceed within the Study Lands.
As such, the applicant has submitted (December 8/15) the required ESA forms under Ontario
Regulation 242/08 (see Appendix 6) following the Butternut Health Assessment reporting (see
Appendix 5) submitted to the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF). By making
application under ESA, the applicant has made a binding commitment to the Province of Ontario
to undertake the remedial works (planting of genetically certified butternut seedlings and
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maintenance plan) in accordance to Ontario Regulation 242/08. Pending the mandated 30 day
MNRF review period which commenced on Dec 8/15 , the identified four butternut buffer zones
and the three butternut seedlings will no longer be applicable as a site development limitation.
Thus, potential site development and/or site alterations within the Study Lands would be in
compliance with ESA.
With Ontario Regulation 282/08 clearance, any proposed site development would be in
compliance with ESA for Butternuts within the Study Lands. Based on this pending clearance
(ESA registration number from the province) approval, delineation of a potential 'Development
Envelope' has proceeded, to permit a timely review of this EIS technical report from the
Conservation Authority and the Municipality of West Grey.

14 Significant Woodland
14.1

Characterization

14.2 Floristic Quality Scoring

Section 4 provides a description of the woodland vegetation communities found on and adjacent
to the Study Lands. The following analysis provides more detail regarding the provincial floristic
quality analysis for the Study Lands native flora. The full flora listing of species identification,
significances status and values to the ‘Floristic Quality Assessment for Southern Ontario’ has
been provided within Appendix 3.
A total of 57 vascular plant species were identified within the Study Lands, with 52 being native
and 5 considered non-native (introduced), this reflects a non-native flora composition of 9%.
Within Southern Ontario, the average non-native composition ranges between 20 to 30%, as per
M. Oldham of OMNR Natural Heritage Information Center. The Study Lands non-native flora
percentage composition is well below the provincial range, reflecting a level of botanical species
composition that is considered stable and overall generally undisturbed.
Floristic Quality Assessment values for the 'coefficient of conservatism' (FQA-CC) scoring ranks
for native flora are based on a plants degree of fidelity to a range of synecological parameters
established by the province and can represent a flora species tolerance to site disturbances. An
analysis of this scoring for native species within the Study lands is provided in Table 3 below.
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Table No. 3: Native Flora Coefficient of Conservatism breakdown
Scoring

Provincial Description

Study Lands
Plant Numbers

0 to 3

Plants found in a wide variety of plant
communities including disturbed sites

11 species or 21%

4 to 6

Plants typically associated with a specific plant
community, but tolerate moderate disturbances

33 species or 64%

7 to 8

Plants associated with a plant community in an advanced
successional stage that has undergone minor disturbance

7 species or 13%

9 to 10

Those plants with high degrees of fidelity to a narrow
range of synecological parameters

1 species or 2%

The above table demonstrates that 85 % of the native plant species within the Study Lands
occupy a wide range of habitat types, which tolerate high to moderate degrees of disturbances.
The mature woodland environment supports some vascular flora species suited to dense closed
canopy forest cover, intolerant to significant sunlight/shade changes. One vascular plant: Showy
Orchid, which has a high degree of habitat sensitivity was located within vegetation community
No. 3, the lowland/seasonally wet environment.

14.3 Impact Assessment

The analysis review of section 10 identified the Study Lands woodlands were designated
'significant' by Grey County through its GIS mapping exercise, based on meeting the criteria for
woodland size. The Provincial Policy Statement 2.1.5 (b) and the Grey County Official Plan
policy 2.8.4.1 both permit development and site alteration within Significant Woodlands provided
that it is demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or their
ecological functions.
The significant woodland environment has been identified to support Habitat for Endangered
Species: Butternut. Through application under the Ontario Regulation 242/08, as discussed under
reporting section 13.2, site development would be in compliance with the Endangered Species
Act, 2007.
Through the Table No. 3 analysis of the Study Lands-vascular plants, one flora species was
recorded that has a high sensitivity to site alterations, located within vegetation community No. 3
(see Figure No. 7). This vegetation community is a mixed woodland strip situated between the
north facing slope toe from the mature hardwood woodland to the abutting township road edge
along its the north perimeter. Though no seeps or groundwater discharge functions were
identified along this slope toe, the organic soils were wet to moist year round with pockets of
surface water ponding in the early spring. This vegetation community type and vascular flora
species growing within vegetation community No. 3 are in response to this area being seasonally
wet with a high composition of organic soils. Given the topography, soils and hydrology aspects
observed in this immediate area, no residential dwelling or septic treatment development should
occur within vegetation community No. 3.
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Vegetation community No. 2 occurs along an intermittent and narrow (6m to 7m width) ridge
having a north facing slope within the Study Lands. Slopes grades here ranged from 20 to 35
degree inclines averaging 4m-5m in higher elevation change from vegetation community No. 3.
Site alteration within this slope feature may negatively impact hydrology functions or flow
patterns along the toe slope or to the unevaluated wetland feature (vegetation community No. 4)
or to McCormick Lake. Thus without further review by a qualified engineer, it is recommended
that no development occur within vegetation community No. 2 and a minimum separation
distance of 15m from the ridge crest for a dwelling or septic treatment setback area be
maintained. Minor site alterations through thus vegetation community for laneway width
upgrades is anticipated to have no negative impact on the hydrology or slope stability functions.
Vegetation community No. 1 is situated on a gradual north oriented slope with pockets of
undulating terrain with well compacted and stable soils which exhibited no evidence or sign of
erosion concern. Constrained Site Development within vegetation community No. 1 could occur
within this significant woodland with no measurable negative impacts anticipated. To discourage
negative impacts which could occur from large site clearings creating wind throw on the
remaining mature woodlands, it is recommended that the Development Envelope Lands should
not to exceed 1ha in area within vegetation community No. 1 and maintain a minimum separation
distance of 15m from adjacent large clearings/dwellings. This constrained tree canopy opening
area size is consistent with provincial forestry stands to address wind throw, invasive species,
soil moisture regime changes within mature deciduous forest stands and aids in maintaining flora
germination for woodland genetic diversity.
With the 'Development Envelope' focused within vegetation community No. 1, development
setbacks from the steeper sloped lands and other adjacent clearings and with a constrained tree
canopy opening area limit, no negative impacts to the overall Significant Woodland feature or its
identified ecological functions are anticipated. Therefore, it has been demonstrated through this
impact assessment and can be concluded, focused site development would be in compliance with
the PPS 2.1.5 (b), 2.1.8 and the Grey County Official Plan 2.8.4.1.

John Spaleta Residential Development: EIS December 2015
Part Lot 29, Concession 2 WGR, Geographic Township of Bentinck

24

15 Mitigation
The following mitigative measures should be implemented through Site Plan Control,
Development Agreement and/or Development permits/approvals. These measures are
recommended to maintain the ecological functioning role and natural heritage features that have
been identified within the Study Lands and are in compliance with applicable Acts, Legislation,
and Natural Heritage Planning Policies of the Provincial Policy Statement, County Official Plans
and environmental guidelines.

15.1 No Development or Site Alterations shall occur within the identified Butternut
Buffer Zones until such time that the proponent has received confirmation and
registration number under ESA, that the application is in compliance to Ontario
Regulation 242/08 section 23.7. Said confirmation/registry number shall be
forwarded on to applicable reviewing planning agencies for 'file retention' purposes
to demonstrate that the site development is in compliance with ESA and
associated planning policies.
15.2 The 'Development Envelope' shall be focused within the EIS delineated vegetation
community No. 1 and shall :
i.

Maintain a minimum separation distance of 15m from the EIS delineated vegetation
community No. 2, without additional supporting engineering impact assessment
review on hydrogeology, slope stability and further natural heritage review.

ii.

Maintain a minimum separation distance of 15m from adjacent tree canopy clearings
that exceed 0.1ha in area size and/or adjacent dwelling clearings.

iii.

Not to exceed 0.4ha in site clearing area size.

15.3 Tree clearing for site development activity shall not occur between April 15 to July
15, during the active nesting period for birds.
15.4 Site alterations for laneway upgrading bisecting through vegetation community No.
2 and No. 3 should be kept to a minimum to limit the extent of cut/fill/grading
requirements and to a laneway corridor maximum width of 5m.
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16 Conclusions
Through the Impact Assessment component, this EIS has demonstrated that with compliance
under Ontario Regulation242/08 section 23.7 for Butternut, the recommended mitigative
measures of Development Setbacks, focused Development Envelope lands, constrained
development envelope size and tree cutting activity period, the proposed site development will
have no anticipated negative impacts or loss of ecological function to the Natural Heritage
features assessed within the Study Lands or surrounding natural environment.
Therefore it has been demonstrated and concluded that site development within the Study Lands
following recommended Natural Heritage EIS mitigation measures would be in compliance with
the Natural Heritage policies of the 2014 Provincial policy Statement, the 2012 Grey County
Official Plan, the Regulatory requirements of the Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority and the
Zoning policies of the Municipality of West Grey.
All comments contained within this report ‘italicized’ are quotes pertaining to available
literature, technical reports, manuals and documents relevant to the features and/or functions
observed within these Study Lands. All natural feature locations are estimates based on current
Grey County air photo imagery and plotting by hand held GPS unit of significant features and
through site topographic mapping on Ontario Base Maps. The maps contained within this report
should not be considered ‘a legal survey’ but are deemed adequate for this planning/application
review process.

Respectfully Submitted

DRAFT FOR INTERNAL REVIEW
____________________________________________________________

John Morton
President, AWS Environmental Consulting Inc.
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18 Figures

Mapping Note For Clarification:

All Below Figures Are A Very Close Approximation For The Property Boundary But Given
Various Mapping Scales, Boundary Anomalies etc., Figures May Not Match The Survey Plan
Dimensions Etc. To Its Entirety.

Figure No. 1…………….…….………………………………………………………Site Location
Figure No. 2..…………….………....……………………… ..Study Lands, Air Photo, April 2010
Figure No. 3....…........................... ..............................................Site Lands, Air Photo, April 2010
Figure No. 4……………………..............................................Provincial Natural Heritage Features
Figure No. 5A…...................….….….….…...Grey County Official Plan - Land Use Designations
Figure No. 5B…......................................…..............….….Grey County Official Plan - Constraints
Figure No. 6…….….….…..…......................................... Municipality of West Grey Zoning Map
Figure No. 7……………………................................................................Vegetation Communities
Figure No. 8……………………............................................Natural Heritage Significant Features
Figure No. 9.....................................................................Present Butternut Buffer Zone under ESA
Figure No. 10..........................................................................Development Envelope with Setback
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Figure No. 1: Property Location



Base map source map: Grey County web site, Municipality of West Grey



Subject property situated at: Part Lot 29, Concession 2 WGR in the Geographic
Township of Bentinck, Grey County. Property fronts on to the Township 12tyh
Sideroad WGR, just south of McCormick Lake, in the Municipality of West Grey.
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APPENDIX 1
 MNRF- Natural Heritage Center data search for historical records of significant Flora and
Fauna, with search coverage map of surrounding 5km area
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APPENDIX 2
 Flora Listing: Rankings, Status and Floristic Quality Scoring

John Spaleta Residential Development: EIS December 2015
Part Lot 29, Concession 2 WGR, Geographic Township of Bentinck

30

APPENDIX 3
 Fauna Listing: Ranking and Status
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APPENDIX 4
 Provincial Topographic Site Mapping
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APPENDIX 5
 Butternut Health Assessment Report, November 6, 2015
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APPENDIX 6
 ESA: Ontario Regulation 242/08-section 23.7
 Proponent ESA Application for Butternut + Buffer Zone removal for identified
Butternuts within the Study Lands-Development Envelope and
Laneway Access Corridor.
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APPENDIX 7
 Site Photographs
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APPENDIX 8
 AWS Qualifications & EIS Experience
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