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January 15, 2020 
 
Lindsey Green, Deputy Clerk 
Township of Southgate 
185667 Grey Road 9 
RR 1 
Dundalk, ON 
N0C 1B0 
 
 
Re: Birks Natural Heritage Consultants Response to Saugeen Valley Conservation 

Authority Comments for Proposed Zoning By-law Amendment c24-19 
311796, Grey Road 8, Part Lot 37, Concession 8, Part 1 Plan 16R8745  
Geographic Township of Proton, Township of Southgate, Ontario  
BIRKS NHC #02-011-2019 

 
 
Dear Ms. Green, 
 
Birks Natural Heritage Consultants (Birks NHC) has been retained by the Trustees of the Old 
Order Mennonite Church to prepare the Environmental Impact Study (EIS) required in support 
of a zoning by-law amendment to consider a change in use from residential to community 
facility to allow for a church, meeting house, and cemetery.  We understand that the Saugeen 
Valley Conservation Authority (SVCA) has reviewed the EIS in accordance with the SVCA’s 
mandate and a memorandum of agreement between the SVCA and the Township of Southgate 
relating to plan review.  Following review, the SVCA provided review comment through a letter 
dated January 8, 2020.  The intent of this letter is to provide additional information and 
response to comments provided by the SVCA that relate to the Natural Heritage associated with 
the property and adjacent lands, specifically to those comments related to the Birks NHC 
Environmental Impact Study for a proposed meeting house dated November 23, 2019.  
Information presented in this letter should be read in conjunction with documents and 
background information submitted to date. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
For the purpose of this response specific comments have been included or summarized in the 
sections below to assist with continuity of the response.  Original comments are included as 
attachments to this document.   
 
SVCA EIS Review Comment:  
The EIS, as prepared, is not acceptable to SVCA staff at this time.  Specifically, Section 4.1.2 and 
Table A, both of the EIS state in part that the woodlands have not been mapped as Significant 
Woodlands by the County of Grey, and no further consideration of woodland impact, as it relates 
to Significant Woodland function is warranted.  It is the opinion of SVCA staff that this is not a 
satisfactory review of the woodlands as the EIS has not addressed section 7.4 of the Grey County 
OP and will need to do so.  The EIS will need to evaluate the woodlands on the property based on 
the Significant Woodlands criteria that are found in section 7.4 of the Grey County OP. 
 
Birks Response 
We agree that it was not clear within the EIS that this was considered.  As stated within 
Section 7.4 of the Grey County Official Plan;  In order to be considered significant, a woodland 
shall be either greater than or equal to forty (40) hectares in size outside of settlement areas, or 
greater than or equal to four (4) hectares in size within settlement area boundaries.  If a 
woodland fails to meet the size criteria outside a settlement area, a woodland can also be 
significant if it meets any two of the following three criteria:   

• Proximity to other woodlands i.e. if a woodland was within 30 metres of another 
significant woodland, or  

• Overlap with the boundaries of a Provincially Significant Wetland and Significant Coastal 
Wetlands, Core Area, Significant Valleylands, or a Significant Areas of Natural and 
Scientific Interest, or   

• Interior habitat of greater than or equal to eight (8) hectares, with a 100 metre interior 
buffer on all sides. 

 
For the purpose of our assessment the woodland was not considered to be significant based on 
these criteria.   

• The woodland area north of the South Saugeen River which we understand is also 
known as the Clarke Drainage Works Municipal Drain (watercourse) is not greater than 
40 hectares 

• While the woodland to the south is mapped as significant, the woodland on associated 
with the property is separated by the floodplain of the watercourse in this section.  The 
width of this break in forest cover is approximately 30 meters.  

• The woodland overlaps with the Significant Valleylands mapped by Grey County. 
• There is no interior habitat associated with the woodland to the north of the drain as 

there are no areas more than 100 metres from an edge. 
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As a result, the woodland would not be considered to meet three of the size criteria, nor would 
it meet two of the three criteria.  We believe this is the reason it was not mapped during the 
Grey County Official Plan mapping process. 
 
If the woodland was considered to be significant, the Grey County Official Plan states that no 
development or site alteration may occur within Significant Woodlands or their adjacent lands 
unless it has been demonstrated through an environmental impact study, as per Section 7.11 of 
the Official Plan, that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or their 
ecological functions.  Adjacent lands are defined in Section 7 and 9.18 of this Plan.  Section 6 of 
the Birks NHC EIS was intended to consider impacts to the woodland and associated functions 
regardless of whether it was identified as significant or not.   
 
The impact assessment within the Birks NHC 2019 EIS considers potential impacts to the 
wooded natural area and considers the functions intrinsic to that feature including wildlife 
habitat function, habitat for Threatened or Endangered species, wetland habitat, and protection 
of the adjacent watercourse and Significant Valleylands mapped by Grey County.  The 
conclusions of the report will not change if the woodland was identified as a significant 
woodland.  Potential impacts to the natural features and functions associated with the property 
and adjacent lands including woodland habitat and the intrinsic functions can be mitigated 
through the implementation of the recommendations within the Birks NHC 2019 EIS and 
additional mitigation recommended in this letter. 
 
SVCA EIS Review Comment 
The EIS also states that Significant Valleylands are identified, though the EIS does not address 
the impact of development on this feature.  Proposed development would be located within the 
adjacent lands to significant valleylands and in accordance with section 7.7.1 of the Grey County 
OP, no development or site alteration may occur within significant valleylands or their adjacent 
lands unless it has been demonstrated through an EIS, that there will be no negative impacts on 
the natural features or their ecological functions. 
 
Birks Response 
For the purpose of the assessment within the Birks NHC 2019 EIS, the mapped valleylands were 
considered to directly associated with the riparian corridor for the South Saugeen River.  This 
area included mapped wetland, potential fish habitat and the mapped valley corridor which 
were all considered as a single natural heritage feature with multiple functions.  As outlined in 
the initial assessment for fish habitat, the area was separated from the property boundary by 
more than 50 meters and sufficiently offset to ensure that there was no potential for direct 
impacts.  Similarly, any potential indirect impacts would be buffered by a large retained natural 
area.  There is no expectation that the mapped valley corridor would be negatively impacted by 
the proposed development.     
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SVCA EIS Review Comment 
SVCA staff’s site inspection to the property identified wetlands along the southern portion of the 
property.  Wetlands were also confirmed on the property as well as on the adjacent lands to the 
property as noted in the EIS. It is the opinion of SVCA staff that section 7.3.2 of the Grey County 
OP has not been adequately addressed and will need to be as development as proposed (clearing 
for ‘horse tie-up space’) would be within the 30 metre adjacent lands from wetlands.  
 
Birks Response 
As noted above, the Birks NHC 2019 EIS considers potential impacts to Natural Heritage 
Features directly adjacent to the property.  For simplicity, this assessment was focused on the 
remaining woodland area and the functions associated with that area.  The Birks NHC 2019 EIS 
was intended to indicate that the remaining treed area including wildlife habitat function, 
wetland function, and potential habitat for Endangered species.  The proposed development 
envelope was modified, based on recommendations made through the evaluation process, to 
exclude areas identified as wetland present within the wooded portion of the property.  
Because the change was made prior to completion of the EIS there will be no direct loss of 
wetland within the wooded area.  The biggest threats to the remaining wetland resulting from 
the proposed change would be changes in surface water flow through the area and increased 
potential for deposition of waste into the area. 
 
As noted in the wetland, the horse tie-up area will be maintained as a grass area with very 
limited hard surface associated with the creation of posts to secure horses.  Thus, from the 
ecologist perspective, while surface flow patterns may change, the volume of water entering the 
wetland should not be expected to change significantly.  When considering the increased 
potential for deposition of waste into the retained natural area our evaluation considered the 
use to be limited.  It seems unlikely that litter or other waste would increase significantly.  As a 
result, beyond the potential for erodible soils, waste was not directly spoken to in the Birks NHC 
2019 EIS.  Recognizing that the horse tie-up area will be directly adjacent to the wetland, 
mitigation measures were recommended to ensure that any water surface contribution will 
remain post development.  Two additional mitigation measures could be included to further 
mitigate potential for impacts to the adjacent retained wetland feature as follows: 

• When grading is being undertaken for the horse tie-up area a swale should be 
considered to direct surface flows into the wooded area to the south.  Sediment and 
erosion control measures should be implemented in the swale to ensure that soils are 
not conveyed to the retained natural areas.   

• A row of White Cedar trees would provide an added buffer to the edge of the retained 
natural area.  This could be planted along the edge of the horse tie-up area to 
discourage deposition of waste into the retained natural areas.  
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CLOSURE 
We trust that information included in this response to comments will sufficiently address 
concerns identified by the SVCA to date.  During consideration of the information presented 
within this letter please ensure that the referenced reports submitted to date are considered.  If 
you require clarification regarding the contents of this letter, the details of the planting plan, or 
if have any further questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact our firm.   
 

Yours truly, 
Birks Natural Heritage Consultants, Inc. 
 
 
 
Brad Baker, H.B.Sc.  
Ecologist  
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