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Recommendation adopted by Committee as amended per Resolution
CW28-17; Endorsed by County Council February 23, 2017 per
resolution CC09-17;

Recommendation
1. That Council receives the Natural Environment System Study (Green in
Grey) and that staff use the findings to make recommendations as part of
the Recolour Grey (Official Plan Review) process.

Background
In late 2014 the County awarded Natural Resources Solutions Incorporated (NRSI) in
partnership with Macauly Shiomi Howson Limited (MSH) the Request for Proposal to
complete a Natural Heritage Systems Study for the County. The project was soon after
renamed ‘Green in Grey’. During 2015 the bulk of consultation and analysis was
completed and a draft document was provided at the end of the year for review. Out of
that review a second draft was released in July 2016 for further review and the final
document has now been completed and presented to Committee of the Whole today.

Provincial Policy Statement 2014
The 2014 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) introduced a stronger wording with respect
to NHS planning in Ontario. While the previous 2005 PPS recommended Natural
Heritage System (NHS) planning as the ecologically sound way of considering natural
heritage features, the 2014 PPS requires NHS planning. Specifically section 2.1.3 of
the PPS 2014 states;
“Natural heritage systems shall be identified in Ecoregions 6E & 7E, recognizing
that natural heritage systems will vary in size and form in settlement areas, rural
areas and prime agricultural areas.”
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All of south-western Ontario is found within Ecoregions 6E & 7E, and as such the
identification of a NHS is required for Grey County.
The PPS defines ‘natural heritage systems’ as follows:
“means a system made up of natural heritage features and areas, and linkages
intended to provide connectivity (at the regional or site level) and support natural
processes which are necessary to maintain biological and geological diversity,
natural functions, viable populations of indigenous species, and ecosystems.
These systems can include natural heritage features and areas, federal and
provincial parks and conservation reserves, other natural heritage features, lands
that have been restored or have the potential to be restored to a natural state,
areas that support hydrologic functions, and working landscapes that enable
ecological functions to continue. The Province has a recommended approach for
identifying natural heritage systems, but municipal approaches that achieve or
exceed the same objective may also be used.”
While it is clear that the PPS requires the identification of a NHS, it is also clear from the
PPS that NHS’s will vary across the Province, based on geographic differences. The
Province offers some guidance on the identification of NHS’s through their Natural
Heritage Reference Manual publication, which was most recently updated in 2010. The
Province also allows for municipal approaches which achieve the same objective.

Protection within the Current Official Plan
Currently within the County Official Plan a number of natural environmental features are
mapped including Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSW’s), significant woodlands,
Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI’s), other identified wetlands, and
watercourses. Further related mapping is also provided through the County’s Hazard
Lands mapping, conservation authority’s regulated areas mapping, and protected areas
within the Niagara Escarpment Plan (NEP). Beyond the mapped features, further
protection via the County Official Plan and the Endangered Species Act is also provided
for threatened and endangered species and their associated habitats.
Overall the County currently provides protection to large portions of its ‘natural heritage’,
and these protections have increased in recent years with Official Plan Amendment
(OPA) 80 and changes to the Endangered Species Act. In previous discussions with
Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) staff, MNR has estimated that the County is
already protecting 90+% of what we need to be protecting under the Provincial Policy
Statement (PPS). It is important to note that for most environmental features protection
does not mean a prohibition on development and resource use.
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While the County Plan maps and protects the above-noted features, the development
review process often gives little consideration to how these feature ‘fit together’ to form
a natural heritage system (NHS). In some cases the connections or linkages between
significant environmental features may be crucial to how these features ecologically
function. In other cases where a feature is isolated on the landscape it may provide
less ecological function than an otherwise connected feature would.
It is important to note here that when one considers an environmental feature, it does
not necessarily mean an ‘untouched’ old-growth forest or pristine natural watercourse,
though it could include such features. Environmental features which have been
disturbed by human habitation, or altered in otherwise ‘unnatural ways’ can still play a
role in the overall NHS. In some cases key habitat can be found within farmed areas,
hedgerows, or early regeneration forests or meadows. The key to evaluating the overall
importance of such features is determining the function they play within the NHS.
Crucial to the health of Grey County is also striking a balance between the protection of
the natural environment, and the need to permit growth and resource use. Few would
argue with the need to protect the natural environment for the health of all species and
its intrinsic value as well as the tourism benefit.
However, in considering any environmental protection, the County needs to be
cognizant of the agricultural, forestry, aggregate, tourism, and development sectors.
While the County has an abundant amount of ‘natural beauty’, for which we market
ourselves, we cannot neglect the economic development needs for existing and future
landowners. In short, we must strive to achieve a balance between a healthy natural
environment, making the County a scenic tourist destination, and providing for
economic opportunities for our residents.

Green in Grey
A Natural Heritage System was identified for Grey County by NRSI and MSH. All
significant natural heritage features including the new Core Areas and Linkages make
up the overall Natural Heritage System.
Identified in the study, there are 71 Core Areas and 82 Linkages with a combined total
area of 61,635 ha, making up 13.6% of the entire County. The total number of natural
features prior to identifying the Core Areas and Linkages comprise of 44.6% (202, 857
ha) of the County. There is however, significant overlap between the Core Areas and
Linkages, and those features already identified. The Core Areas, Linkages and existing
natural heritage features together comprise of 44.7.
Section 8 of the report discusses ‘Policy Recommendations,’ the approach being
recommended by NRSI is intended to balance the need for the creation and protection
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of the Core Areas and Linkages with the protection of on-going agricultural, recreational,
tourism and resource uses within Grey County. Below is a summary of the
recommendations:
1. Update the Goals and Objectives section of the County Official Plan (OP) to
recognize the importance of an interconnected Natural Heritage System that
supports the diversity and strengthens resiliency.
2. Modify the Natural Environment section (2.8) of the OP to identify the purpose
and function of a Natural Heritage System (NHS) and an explanation of what is
included within a Natural Heritage System.
3. Also recommended to be included in this section (2.8) would be a policy that
recognizes that there are natural heritage features that are outside of the
identified Core Areas and Linkages and that the identified Core Areas and
Linkages are to provide additional protection and support for restoration.
4. Policies should be included that indicate that the Natural Heritage System
focuses on the rural areas, although identification of natural heritage features on
Map 5 does include natural heritage features within the settlement areas.
Protection of Natural Heritage Systems within settlement areas will be identified
through the local Official Plans. Local municipalities will be encouraged to provide
for the extension of Core Areas and Linkages into the settlement areas where
significant natural heritage features are contiguous with the County Natural
Heritage System (Green in Grey).
5. The Core Areas and Linkages should be designated as a Schedule in the County
Official Plan. Significant Changes to these boundaries will require an Official Plan
Amendment.
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Image 1 – Excerpt from Map 6 - Cores and Linkages
6. Appendix B of the Official Plan should be amended to identify all known
significant natural heritage features that have been shown on Map 5 of Green in
Grey.

Image 2 – Excerpt from Map 5 – Significant Natural Heritage Features
7. Core Areas:
a. Include a definition
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b. Policy that they need to be identified in local Official Plans
c. Gaps in Core Areas are preferred sites for restoration and inclusion into
the Core area is current, non-natural uses discontinue
d. Development and site alteration should be prohibited except for:
i. Agricultural uses
ii. Conservation and flood control projects
iii. Forest, fish and wildlife management
iv. Essential infrastructure (definition to be included)
v. Passive recreation
vi. Sustainable forestry
vii. Existing uses, buildings and structures
viii. Existing or expanded mineral aggregate extraction
ix. Development on existing lots of record subject to a suitable building
envelope being identified through a scoped EIS and/or in
consultation with the applicable Conservation Authority, and
x. Accessory uses, buildings and structures
e. Minor expansion of legally existing uses, buildings, or structures may be
permitted outside of a Provincially Significant Wetland if demonstrated by
an EIS
f. Should have a 120 metre adjacent land zone that will require an EIS for
proposed development.
8. Linkages:
a. Include a definition
b. Policy that the boundaries of the Linkages can be refined in the local
Official Plan, but must meet the definition and criteria
c. Development and site alteration should be prohibited, except for:
i. Conservation and flood control projects
ii. Forest, fish and wildlife management
iii. Essential infrastructure (definition to be included)
iv. Passive recreation
v. Sustainable forestry
vi. Agricultural uses including new buildings and structures
vii. New, existing or expanded mineral aggregate extraction
viii. Development on existing lots of record subject to suitable building
envelope being identified through a scoped EIS and/or in
consultation with the applicable Conservation Authority, and
ix. Accessory uses, buildings and structures.
d. Expansion of legally existing uses, buildings, or structures may be
permitted outside of a Provincially Significant Wetland if demonstrated by
an EIS
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e. Policy that indicates that with respect to the natural heritage features
nothing in the policies is intended to limit the ability of existing agricultural
uses to continue.
f. Development outside of the list above would be required to undertake and
EIS
9. Hazard Lands and Wetlands designations identified on Schedule A should
remain with a note that Provincially Significant Wetlands may also be a
component of the Natural Heritage System.
10. Rename the existing Natural Function policies to Natural Heritage Features
11. Natural Function policy should be modified to indicate that the scope of the study
was too broad to definitively establish the boundaries of the natural heritage
features shown on Appendix B. Therefore, development proposed in these areas
should be determined through the completion of an EIS
12. Policy that indicates local municipalities may carry out more detailed municipal
wide or area specific natural heritage studies and refine the boundaries of the
natural heritage features. It may be more restrictive but should not be less
restrictive, with minor exemptions (i.e. where a building exists).
13. General buffer widths from all natural heritage features within the Natural
Heritage System should be 30 m, unless identified in an EIS as differently.
14. Areas identified as Core Areas be placed in a Natural Heritage System zone with
a Holding provision by the local municipality. If conditional zoning becomes
available it is recommended that it be used instead of a Holding provision. The
County will work with local municipalities on an appropriate approach for
implementation of the natural heritage system at a zoning level.
15. A Terms of Reference is to be written to clearly identify the work to be included in
a scoped EIS.

Staff Comments
Extensive consultation was completed for this study and numerous comments were
received throughout the process. There was a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
that consisted of the consultant team, staff members from the County, 3 Conservation
Authorities, the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, the Niagara Escarpment
Commission and some municipalities within the County. The TAC met on three
separate occasions and discussed approaches and reviewed the different drafts of the
report.
There were two rounds of open houses that occurred in spring and late fall in 2015.
Notification of these meetings was done through an email mailing list, advertisement on
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the County website as well as some of the local websites, through local papers and, in
some cases, within the local tax bills. Staff also attended local organization meetings
when requested. In addition to the public participation we also had comments from each
member municipality and many consultants and professionals throughout the process
on the different drafts. As a result of the increased engagement efforts staff saw an
increased level of participation in the process.
The comments received were considered and in some cases incorporated, in other
cases the comments were not able to be used, they were either outside of the scope of
the study, or they were not consistent with the chosen approach.
The consultant summarized the comments received at the end of the report in Appendix
8. A number of these comments noted that they would be discussed in this staff report
which will be covered below.
It is important to note that the Natural Heritage Study is a background document, it is a
study to provide direction for policies related to Natural Heritage, the study itself is not
policy. Staff intend on incorporating any proposed updates or changes through the Grey
County Official Plan review update, Recolour Grey. All changes will be under the
direction of Council. Further reports for proposed implementation will be brought forward
as part of Recolour Grey.

Environmental Impact Study
A number of concerns were raised with regard to the requirement of an Environmental
Impact Study (EIS), it’s too cumbersome, it’s cost prohibitive, site visits would suffice,
etc. In most cases, the requirement for an EIS is not new, many natural heritage
features comprise the Core Areas and Linkages and those features already require
further study when development is proposed in these areas (i.e. significant woodlands,
Provincially Significant Wetlands, Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest, etc.). Staff do
not have the expertise to make a site visit and determine whether or not an EIS is
needed, this can only be accomplished by a professional with qualifications in
biology/ecology. The consultant has also provided draft policy that may assist in
determining the need for an EIS.
The second item raised regarding Environmental Impact Studies (EIS) was the need for
a Terms of Reference for a scoped EIS, some wording has been provided for in the
recommendations of the report that will be considered as part of recommendations put
forward with Recolour Grey. The policies regarding an EIS will be further reviewed with
local municipalities and Conservation Authorities as part of the Recolour Grey process.
Policy options will be considered as to when EIS requirements can be waived or
scoped.
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Aggregates
The comments received related to aggregates were mainly that they should not be
permitted in the Core Areas or Linkages, existing licensed areas should not be
permitted to expand beyond what currently exists and the establishment of new pits and
quarries should not be considered. There was also a comment that Green in Grey
should take a position where the identification of aggregates exist overlapping with the
Natural Heritage System.
Green in Grey recommends that existing and expanded aggregate operations be
permitted within the Core Areas and that new operations be permitted within linkages.
This was partly attributed to the comments received from the Ministry of Natural
Resources and Forestry (MNRF) which indicated that aggregate operations be
permitted within the Core Areas and Linkages. Staff will bring forward options regarding
this matter in a future report during the Recolour Grey process.

Settlement Areas
The City of Owen Sound spoke about the identification of the Natural Heritage System
within the boundaries of the settlement areas. The policy needs to clearly state that
Core Areas would not apply within settlement areas. An amendment of a linkage
location needs to be adjusted to follow the Escarpment Natural and Escarpment
Protection areas. Staff met with City staff to discuss these items and agrees that these
matters can be addressed through policy introduced in Recolour Grey.

Other Comments
The Township of Southgate provided the comment that instead of implementing the
Holding symbol through the local Zoning By-law that the uses listed under the core
areas be further restricted. When implementing the policies of Green in Grey as part of
the Recolour Grey process staff will explore this policy option with local municipalities,
and seek Council direction on the most appropriate approach for Grey County.
The Natural Heritage System stops at the County boundary there needs to be policy
direction to direct the County to work with its neighbours to ensure that there is a
functioning system, irrespective of jurisdictional boundaries. The consultant has
recommended some wording to include in the Official Plan that would address this and
it will be discussed in a forthcoming report related to Recolour Grey.
Gaps in the Core Areas should be identified as restoration areas was noted by Saugeen
Field Naturalists (SFN). SFN also recommended that Green in Grey should be included
as a Schedule in the Official Plan. These are both recommended policy approaches
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included in the Green in Grey study and the policy options will be reviewed as part of
Recolour Grey.
Mapping inaccuracies should not be carried forward in Green in Grey. As noted, Green
in Grey is a background document with recommendations for policy direction. Any
mapping inaccuracies can be considered as part of the Recolour Grey process.
Council should not consider Green in Grey in its current form. Staff note that the report
has gone through extensive consultation and revisions to ensure that they are adhering
to the necessary policies while balancing the needs of the County. Staff are
recommending that Council receive the report and that staff are directed to bring
forward a future report regarding implementation option as part of the Recolour Grey
process.

Financial/Staffing/Legal/Information Technology
Considerations
This project was budgeted and has been completed within the budgeted amount. There
are no other anticipated financial considerations related to this project. Staff will be
utilizing Green in Grey to formulate recommendations to update the Official Plan
through the Recolour Grey process. A separate budget exists for Recolour Grey.

Link to Strategic Goals/Priorities
3.5 Protect and conserve natural and cultural heritage resources and landscapes,
including those that offer scenic value and habitat preservation.

Attachments
All documents related to the study including the final report and associated maps please
use the link below:
https://www.grey.ca/planning-development/green-in-grey

Respectfully submitted by,
Sarah Morrison, MCIP, RPP
Intermediate Planner
Director Sign Off: Randy Scherzer
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