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Response: See our recommendations in Section 5.2 of the EIS on buffers and landscape restoration,
together with those in Section 5.3 on site servicing (for ease of reference, those recommendations are
also included in the updated recommendations provided in Sections 4.1 and 4.2, respectively, in the
present correspondence).
Section 4.2 of the EIS recognizes that, while Grass Lake is not a coldwater lake, it does flow into
Kashagawigamog Lake, which is a coldwater lake trout lake. It notes that water quality protection of
lakes is important, as increased nutrient levels can adversely impact on such habitat; the protection of
water quality in Grass Lake is important to the protection of water quality in downgradient
Kashagawigamog Lake. There are two important sources of potentially nutrient-laden water that must
be considered in relation to land development on lakes: (1) sanitary effluent, which Ontario’s Lakeshore
Capacity Model considers to be the largest source; and (2) soil-laden runoff from lands under
development, together with inadequately treated runoff from lands which have been developed, and
which therefore carry more particulate matter than runoff from natural landscapes. As noted in Section
4.2 of the EIS, these potential sources of nutrients and other urban pollutants have been appropriately
considered in the development plans. The project will be on municipal sanitary services, eliminating
the largest potential source of nutrients. Further, the substantial buffers adjacent to the shoreline
wetlands, in combination with both proper construction best management practices during construction
and stormwater quality measures over the long-term, provide appropriate safeguards against the
introduction of nutrients in runoff.
The updated recommendations on the development proposal are provided in Section 4.1 of this
Addendum. Briefly, these include:


all buildings and parking lots will be set back a minimum 30 m from all wetlands and the pond;



the setback is to be managed as a natural or re-naturalized buffer over the long-term (while still
allowing pedestrian access and amenity areas);



the currently open areas of those buffers are to be restored through a combination of tree and
shrub plantings, to be managed as “no maintenance” areas which will promote the succession
of these areas towards an un-manicured forest condition.

The updated recommendations on site servicing are provided in Section 4.2 of this Addendum. Briefly,
these include:


a requirement that a sediment and erosion control program be implemented for each lot during
the construction period;



a requirement that a stormwater management plan be developed for each lot, incorporating a
treatment train approach for water quality that is to provide the equivalent of an “Enhanced”
level of treatment; that level of treatment, which is the highest standard of the Province, requires
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a minimum 80% total suspended solids removal and provides for a correspondingly high level
of nutrient removal; and


having the treated stormwater from routine events broadly discharged across the buffer areas,
providing for additional water quality polishing within these buffers.

Comment 2: Section 4.4.3 indicated that the site contained suitable habitat for Blanding’s Turtles but no
Blanding’s Turtles were observed.
Correspondence received by the Municipality from neighbours
documents the presence of Blanding’s Turtles at the site. It is recommended that this information be
provided to the consultant so they can review. It appears that protection and mitigation measures for this
species should be included.
Response: We are aware of the sighting of a Blanding’s Turtle on the property and have had direct
correspondence with MECP on this matter. Please see Section 2 of this Addendum which addresses
that matter. (Mr. Usher's letter of February 9, 2022 in Appendix B indicates no response had been
received from MECP as of that date; a response was subsequently received, as detailed in Section 2
of the present correspondence.) Additionally see Section 4.2 of this Addendum, which includes
enhanced recommendations to provide protection for Blanding’s Turtle and other Species at Risk
which could be encountered on this site.
Comment 3: The report does not provide any specific rationale for the proposed buffers to the wetland
and the pond. Discussion should be provided on how these buffers were determined and how they provide
the necessary protection for these features.
Response: The role of setbacks and buffers in protecting water quality and wildlife values has been
extensively reviewed in the literature, with one particularly useful reference in Ontario being a
document prepared by Beacon Environmental for Credit Valley Conservation, entitled Ecological
Buffer Guidelines Review (2012). That document summarizes the overall function of a buffer as
follows: “to try to insulate a protected natural area from the impacts of adjacent land use (usually land
use changes) so that this area can continue to provide the same, or a comparable range of ecological
goals and services, as it did prior to the change in land use”. There is wide variation in the literature
on buffer requirements for wetlands, ranging from 10 m to several hundred metres, with larger buffers
deemed most important in situations where the lands adjacent to a wetland serve a variety of important
functions for wetland wildlife and are seen as part of a core habitat area for wildlife protection (which
is not the case here). The Beacon review document notes that “Ontario’s Natural Heritage Reference
Manual shies away from any specific recommendations because appropriate buffer widths for buffers
can vary depending on the sensitivity and function of the features, and proposed adjacent land uses”.
The Beacon document considers the variety of functions provided by buffers, which for wetlands
includes water quantity attenuation, water quality benefits, screening of human activities, hazard
mitigation and core habitat protection. In consideration of such functions, it provides summary
comments on buffer widths, as follows:
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for all natural features types, even narrow buffers (i.e., less than 5 m) have been shown to
provide some functions related to water quality and screening against impacts associated with
adjacent land uses;



for watercourses and wetlands, the recommended ranges are the same and most “high-risk”
buffer widths fall between 1 m and 10 m; and



for most buffer function categories and most habitat types, “medium risk” buffer ranges from
11 m to 30 m.

For this project, the individual lots will be developed with stormwater management facilities
addressing water quantity and quality, and there will be no private servicing impacts as the lots will
be on municipal sewers. Screening of human activities is important; a 30 m setback from the wetlands
and pond avoids all areas of potential Category 2 Blanding’s Turtle habitat, and provides more than
adequate screening for other wildlife that is potentially present. There are no steep slopes or other
hazard conditions which are being mitigated by the buffers. Further, apart from the potential for
Blanding’s Turtle habitat, there are no core habitat values requiring protection. Accordingly, a 30 m
setback, maintained/restored as a natural/re-naturalizing buffer, is fully appropriate and in fact quite
conservative to this situation.
Comment 4: Section 5.2 includes a recommendation that allows for encroachment into the buffers; this
defeats the purpose and effectiveness of the buffers and should be removed.
Response: The only reference in Section 5.2 to "encroachment" is "a 3 m encroachment into these
buffer zones . . . for the purposes of constructing buildings and maintaining a small landscaped area
adjacent to built areas". This proposal has been withdrawn, and the updated recommendations included
in Section 4 of this report have removed reference to it (see also Usher letters, February 9, 2022 and
April 20, 2022, in Appendix B).
If, however, Engage also intended to reference pedestrian paths and small amenity areas within the
buffers: We recommended a maximum 2 m wide pedestrian path, widening to up to 3 m to permit
seating areas. These paths are recommended to be surfaced with a permeable material, such as bark
chip or gravel. In one specific area where the buffer includes a peninsula of land, and is therefore
wider, it also includes a maximum 8 m x 8 m amenity area, which can be grassed, deck, patio or some
combination thereof (although any deck or patio can be no larger than 20 m2). These limited uses
within the buffer, for the purposes of allowing pedestrian access and quiet enjoyment and access
through it, are fully appropriate to the protection of its natural heritage values, including its role in
filtering runoff, providing setbacks from developed areas where there will be disturbance factors such
as noise and light, and maintaining its complementary wildlife habitat functions. It is important to
remember that one of the purposes of protecting natural areas is for the human benefits they provide,
with properly developed pedestrian trails being an appropriate means of introducing people to this area
and avoiding more indiscriminate trail creation. Such trails will not conflict with the protection of
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Blanding’s Turtle habitat or other wildlife habitat values associated with either the shoreline wetland
or pond. To the contrary, they will help promote good stewardship of the natural areas being protected
within this property. Further, the wide width of the proposed buffer easily accommodates such limited
uses with minimal impacts on the overall extent of natural and re-naturalized vegetation which will
otherwise constitute the buffer.
Comment 5: Section 5.2 includes a recommendation to allow a viewing platform to be constructed over a
portion of the pond. It does not provide any discussion for how this may impact the function of the pond
and any mitigation measures that should be in place.
Response: the permission to build such a structure is no longer being sought, with the updated
recommendations included in Section 4 of this report having removed reference to it (see also Usher
letters of February 9, 2022 and April 20, 2022 in Appendix B).
Comment 6: Similarly, the report recommends a passive dock be permitted at the shoreline of Grass Lake.
The report should include best practices or mitigation measures for the dock to reduce impact to the
shoreline and wetland.
Response: While it remains our view that a small dock along the shoreline of Grass Lake, for use only
for canoes and kayaks, was fully appropriate to that area, the applicant has made a commitment that
this will not be included as part of the application. The updated recommendations in Section 4 of
this report have removed reference to it. (see also Usher letter of April 20, 2022 in Appendix B).
Comment 7: The report does not include any recommendations or mitigation measures related to
construction activity. The report should include recommendations related to: bird/amphibian breeding
and nesting season, wildlife exclusion fencing to isolate construction area etc.
Response: It appears that the peer reviewer may have missed some of the recommendations of our
EIS, with the updated recommendations that are included in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 of this report adding
to those earlier recommendations and including:


a requirement for a sedimentation and erosion control program (bullet 4 of section 4.2);



protection of trees that are not to be removed as part of construction (bullet 10 of Section 4.1);



timing of tree removals (bullet 11 of section 4.1);



edge management of new treed edges (bullet 12 of section 4.1);



temporary and permanent exclusion fencing for wildlife (new recommendations: bullets 5 and
6 of section 4.2); and



Species at Risk training for construction personnel (new recommendation: bullet 7 of Section
4.2).
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Correspondence with MECP

2.

In response to comments/concerns raised by neighbours, MECP did reach out to the applicant on October
12, 2021, asking for more information on this project. We had earlier been made aware that neighbours
had observed a Blanding’s Turtle adjacent to the pond. The applicant provided a brief response to Mr.
Williams on October 13, 2021, with an additional detailed response provided by my office on October 27,
2021; that detailed response included a copy of the EIS report, a synopsis of same, and additional comments
and recommendations that we made in response to the Blanding’s Turtle sighting. Follow-up
correspondence was provided by Mr. Williams on March 9, 2022, and included some comments which
have further informed the updated recommendations included in this Addendum. We responded to the
further comments from Mr. Williams in an email of April 4, 2022, providing responses to all such matters.
A copy of this chain of correspondence is included in Appendix C. We have not received any further
comments from Mr. Williams or any other staff of MECP, nor would we anticipate any further comments
as the application, including our updated recommendations, appropriately addresses all potential Species at
Risk matters, including the comments of MECP.

Additional Commitments Made with Municipality

3.

Over the past year, there has been a variety of correspondence received from concerned residents, and
ongoing dialogue between Mr. Usher and the municipality. Mr. Usher has also provided updates to the
Grass Lake Residents. Copies of the most relevant correspondence from Mr. Usher to the municipality and
Grass Lake Residents are provided in Appendix B. This consultation process has resulted in some
important adjustments to the development application, some already mentioned above, with changes
relating to the development's relationship to the natural environment summarized as follows:


the proposal for a single dock on the retained lot has been withdrawn;



the extent of forest to be retained on each lot will be more than the 50% earlier recommended in
our EIS, now increased to 70% on both the retained lot and Severance 1, 50% on Severance 2 and
55% on Severance 3;



the setback to/buffer around the pond has been increased from 20 m to 30 m;



a 30 m building setback is also to be established for the small and intermittent stream within
Severance 1;



the size of a patio or deck within the wetland buffer on the retained lot will be limited to 20 m2;
and



a viewing platform is no longer being proposed over the pond.
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Updated EIS Recommendations

4.

The summary comments in Section 5 of our original EIS noted that the primary constraint associated with
this property was the wetland which occurs across the nearshore, which, for a variety of reasons, was
important to protect and buffer. That report also recognized that a dug pond on the subject property, despite
being a man-made feature, had naturalized over many years and also required protection and buffering.
The remainder of the property consists of manicured lawn and forest plus two small and intermittent
drainage features, with the plans that have been contemplated for these lands allowing for the majority of
currently forested areas to be preserved and much of the currently cleared areas to be re-naturalized. Our
conclusion was that the form and density of proposed development on these lands was appropriate. The
additional information arising from the peer review, public comments, and MECP correspondence does not
alter this opinion. Our updated and consolidated recommendations to guide the future development of these
lots are provided as follows.

4.1

Development Proposal

In keeping with the need to protect the wetlands and pond on the property, Michalski Nielsen Associates
Limited recommends that:


the EP designation and zoning should be modified to be consistent with the wetland
boundaries shown on the Proposed Severances and Zoning Plan, (labelled common
cattail marsh and upland wetland), as included in Appendix A to our original EIS;



all building and parking facilities are to be located more than 30 m from the boundary
of the wetlands along the shoreline of Grass Lake and more than 30 m from the
shoreline of the human-made pond, in order that lands within those areas can be
retained as buffers. All buildings are to be located more than 30 m from the
intermittent stream within Severance 1;



lands within 30 m of the boundary of the wetlands along the shoreline of Grass Lake
and of the human-made pond are to be managed as a natural or naturalized buffer
over the long-term;



in lands to be designated as a natural/naturalized buffer, uses are to be restricted to
a maximum 2 m wide pedestrian pathway, with occasional widenings of up to 3 m
width to accommodate seating/viewing areas. Pathways are preferred to be surfaced
with a permeable natural material, such as bark chip or gravel, however other
alternative surfaces which address accessibility issues could be considered, in
consultation with the Municipality of Dysart et al, at the condominium approval
stage;



on the proposed retained lot, in addition to allowing pathways within the buffer, at
the location where the manicured lawn/managed landscape extends to the edge of the
open water marsh/floating leaved community, the following should be considered at
the condominium approval stage:


a maximum 2 m wide pathway extending to this area;

7

Paul Wilson/Addendum to our EIS/Wetland Site Assessment/4519/June 7, 2022

a common shoreline amenity area of not more than 8 m x 8 m in size, for such
uses as a grassed amenity area, patio, deck or some combination thereof (deck
and patio to occupy a maximum 20 m2 area);





the currently open areas which are to be managed as buffers are to be naturalized
through a combination of introducing woody plantings, and being managed as “no
maintenance” areas. In this regard, within one year of receiving planning approvals
for this project, the owner should plant a minimum 200 shrubs and trees within the
currently open areas that have been identified as buffers. These plantings should
occur as clusters within the buffer area, not over the entirety of the area. Where they
are planted, trees should generally be placed 3 m apart, with shrubs placed 1 m apart.
Appropriate plantings include:
Trees:


White Ash



White Spruce



Balsam Fir



White Pine



Black Cherry



Red Pine



Pin Cherry



Tamarack



Sugar Maple



Balsam Poplar



Red Maple



Largetooth Aspen



Silver Maple



Trembling Aspen



Red Oak



White Birch

Shrubs


native willow species



Nannyberry



Serviceberry



Snowberry



Gray Dogwood



Bush Honeysuckle



Ninebark

Note that this list is not meant to be prescriptive, with the opportunity for a qualified
individual to substitute other native species appropriate to this locale. Further, while
some diversity in plantings is beneficial, this can be achieved by planting six or more
different native species, not all of the species listed;


given that the intent of planting is to promote natural succession, caliper-sized trees
are not necessary. Smaller bare-root or potted whips of minimum 1.5 m height for
deciduous trees, and of 0.7 m height for conifers, are fully appropriate for this
intended purpose;



once pathways have been established and tree planting has occurred, the designated
buffers are not to be mown or otherwise disturbed. Rather, the natural succession of
these lands towards an unmanicured forested condition should be promoted.

8

Paul Wilson/Addendum to our EIS/Wetland Site Assessment/4519/June 7, 2022

On the matter of protecting wildlife values associated with the woodland portions of the property, Michalski
Nielsen Associates Limited recommends the following, which would be most appropriately implemented
as conditions of condominium approval:


it be demonstrated that on each lot, the following minimum percentage of the existing
forested lands as identified in Mr. Usher's April 20, 2022 letter in Appendix B will be
retained post-development:
Retained Lot – 70%
Severance 1 – 70%
Severance 2 – 50%
Severance 3 – 55%;



areas to be developed within the wooded portions of the property be delineated in
advance of construction. Adjacent areas of trees to be protected then be clearly
marked off, with silt fence, snow fence or some other visible barrier to prevent
accidental damage to these areas during construction;



tree removals be limited to between December 1 and March 14, so as to avoid impacts
on breeding birds and potential bat roosting and maternity habitat;



in clearing along the boundaries of any new forest edges, efforts be made to stagger
the edges, through the selective removal of larger trees, and by maintaining
saplings/young trees along these new edges. This is intended to make such new edges
more resistant to windthrow and sun-scalding; and



a homeowners brochure is to be provided to all residents, describing the wildlife
species they could encounter on the property and the important role of residents in
protecting such species over the long-term.

4.2

Site Servicing

Michalski Nielsen Associates Limited recommends the following, most appropriately completed as
conditions of condominium approval:


stormwater management plans be developed for each lot;



a treatment train approach, which potentially includes such design elements as lot
grading, roof and/or parking lot collection, the incorporation of open ditching to
collect and convey runoff, and possible “end-of-pipe” solutions such as vortex
separators or bioswales, be used to provide the equivalent of an “Enhanced” level of
water quality treatment, which is the highest standard in the Ministry of
Environment, Conservation and Parks’ Stormwater Management Design Guidelines;



additional consideration be given to using wetland buffers for water quality polishing,
using such features as level spreaders or rock fans to broadly disperse storm events
up to and including the five-year return storm through the buffer areas, from where
such flows will further disperse into the adjacent wetland. Such measures would
capitalize on the additional water quality benefits that will be achieved by dispersing
treated stormwater into these naturalized and natural lands;
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stormwater management plans must include a sedimentation and erosion control
program, to be implemented during the construction period, which includes such
measures as properly installed sediment fencing, other sediment and erosion control
measures as may be appropriate, monitoring and maintenance of these controls,
project phasing to minimize the extent of disturbance at any given time, and
landscape restoration measures to stabilize all disturbed areas as quickly as can be
achieved following construction;



as part of the sediment and erosion control program the installation of a sturdy, four
foot high, page-wire backed silt fence, that will additionally function as a temporary
wildlife exclusion fence, downgradient of all areas of construction;



the installation of a four foot high chain link fence around the downgradient
boundary of parking areas, to discourage any Blanding's turtles from entering areas
where there are vehicles; and



Species at Risk training is to be provided to site contractors, with specific focus on
what they should do to minimize potential conflicts with turtles and snakes and on
encounter protocols to be followed if turtles or snakes are found within work areas.

4.3

Shoreline Uses

Our previous recommendations had included that planning approvals prohibit docks which would allow for
any power boat mooring or transient docking, or the tying up of power boats along the shoreline of the lots
being created. Further to the commitments made by the applicant (see Usher letter of April 20, 2022 in
Appendix B), that recommendation has been amended as follows:


planning approvals prohibit any docks, whether for power boats or non-motorized
boats, and prohibit tying up of any power boats along the shoreline, of the lots being
created.
*

*

*

*

*

In closing, I trust that the Addendum provides an appropriate summary of the additional environmental
matters that have been raised, and our response to same, and that the updated and consolidated set of
recommendations included herein are helpful to the Municipality of Dysart et al.
Yours truly,
MICHALSKI NIELSEN ASSOCIATES LIMITED
Per:

Gord Nielsen, M.Sc.
Ecologist
President
GN/be
c.c.:

Anthony Usher
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APPENDIX A – ENGAGE ENGINEERING PEER
REVIEW OF DECEMBER 2, 2021

APPENDIX B –

ANTHONY USHER PLANNING
CONSULTANT’S RESPONSES TO
COMMENTS:
 Letter to Municipality of Dysart et al of February
9, 2022 re Engage Engineering Peer Review
 Letter to Grass Lake Residents of April 20, 2022

Anthony Usher

Planning Consultant

February 9, 2022

Mr. Jeff Iles
Director of Planning and Land Information
Municipality of Dysart et al
Box 389
Haliburton, Ontario
K0M 1S0
Dear Mr. Iles:
Re: Harburn Holdings, Grass Lake - Official Plan and Zoning Bylaw Amendments
As promised, here is our formal response to the peer review of supporting studies undertaken by
Engage Engineering. Quotes from Engage's letter of December 2, 2021 are in italic, with our
responses in roman.
General
1.
While several of the reports reference that the development will be serviced by existing sanitary
sewer, there is no supporting information provided to confirm that this sewer has capacity to accept
the proposed flows. If the rezoning will change the land use and increase allowable density, then
capacity of the existing sewer and at the treatment plant should be confirmed.
The Municipality and its sewage system operator have confirmed that more than adequate collection
and treatment capacity is available.
We have discussed with you the desirability of reserving treatment capacity given the pace of
development in Haliburton Village, and the possibility that a lift station may be needed onsite to best
utilize the existing collection capacity. We will be fully cooperating with the Municipality in this
regard.
2.
A traffic study should be prepared to determine if improvements are required to Peninsula Road
and/or the CR21/Peninsula Road intersection as a result of the development. This could occur at
the Site Plan stage but should include the impact from development of all four lots.
As a result of discussions with you and the County, it has been agreed that:
the Municipality has no concerns regarding Peninsula Road,
the County wishes a standard study of the intersection to be completed prior to public and
Council consideration.
As you know, we have obtained the County's specific directions for the traffic impact study. My
client has now retained Tatham Engineering Limited to undertake the work, and we'll provide you

Mr. Jeff Iles/February 9, 2022
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and the County with their report as soon as it's been completed to our satisfaction.
Hydrogeological Servicing Study
1.
. . . . The report is not clear that there is a viable water supply for Lot 4 [Severance 3] and
in fact recommends further investigation. We would recommend that if the severance proceeds that
a holding provision (or similar planning tool) be applied to Lot 4 until such time as a subsequent
study confirms adequate supply of potable water.
I agree. In fact, this was already recommended in section 13 of my Planning Report.
Environmental Impact Study/Wetland Site Assessment
1.
Section 4.2 discusses the need to protect water quality but does not provide any specific
recommendations or mitigation measures.
In the opinion of study author Gord Nielsen, this has been addressed by the recommendations on
buffering and renaturalization in section 5.2, and stormwater management in section 5.3.
2.
Section 4.4.3 indicated that the site contained suitable habitat for blandings turtles but no
blandings turtles [sic] were observed. Correspondence received by the Municipality from neighbours
documents the presence of blandings turtles [sic] at the site. It is recommended that this information
be provided to the consultant so they can review. It appears that protection and mitigation measures
for this species should be included.
As you know, the information neighbours provided regarding Blanding's turtles on the site was
immediately forwarded to us by the Municipality.
As you also know, in response to that information, Mr. Nielsen wrote the Ministry of Environment,
Conservation and Parks on October 27, 2021, describing mitigating measures already proposed in his
report, as well as additional mitigating measures that should now be considered. We are still
awaiting the Ministry's response.
3.
The report does not provide any specific rationale for the proposed buffers to the wetland and
the pond. Discussion should be provided on how these buffers were determined and how they
provide the necessary protection for these features.
Mr. Nielsen will provide some additional discussion in this regard. I am leaving it to Mr. Nielsen
to determine whether he wishes to provide this and other additional information referred to below,
as an addendum letter or incorporated in a revised report.
4.
Section 5.2 includes a recommendation that allows for encroachment into the buffers; this
defeats the purpose and effectiveness of the buffers and should be removed.
I assume that Engage is referring to the 3 m "encroachment . . . for the purposes of constructing
buildings and maintaining a small landscaped area adjacent to built areas", and not to pedestrian
pathways and small amenity areas, which are perfectly legitimate within buffers.

Mr. Jeff Iles/February 9, 2022
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We have considered this point further, and have decided to withdraw the encroachment proposal.
5.
Section 5.2 includes a recommendation to allow a viewing platform to be constructed over a
portion of the pond. It does not provide any discussion for how this may impact the function of the
pond and any mitigation measures that should be in place.
I have further reviewed the zoning bylaw and now realize that given the proposed zoning for the
pond, a platform over the pond would not be permitted. However, a dock may be permitted.
6.
Similarly, the report recommends a passive dock be permitted at the shoreline of Grass Lake.
The report should include best practices or mitigation measures for the dock to reduce impact to the
shoreline and wetland.
Mr. Nielsen will provide some additional discussion in this regard.
7.
The report does not include any recommendations or mitigation measures related to
construction activity. The report should include recommendations related to: erosion and sediment
control, mitigation measures if site activity is occurring during bird/amphibian breeding and nesting
season, wildlife exclusion fencing to isolate construction area etc.
In Mr. Nielsen's opinion, this has been largely addressed by the recommendations on erosion and
sediment control in section 5.3, construction timing in section 5.2, and exclusion fencing in his
October 27, 2021 letter to MECP. His report also notes that the recommendations would most
appropriately be implemented as conditions of condominium approval. My Planning Report further
notes that in some circumstances, this may instead be done through the site plan agreements that will
be required for each lot regardless of whether they are developed as condominiums. That said, Mr.
Nielsen will provide some additional information and clarification in this regard.
***
I hope this response is helpful. Please let me know if you require any additional information or
clarification.
Yours sincerely,

[original signed by]
Anthony Usher, RPP

Anthony Usher

Planning Consultant

April 20, 2022

Dear Grass Lake Resident:
Re: Harburn Holdings Development Proposal
I'm the planner and agent for Harburn Holdings Ltd., which is proposing development on its lands
on Peninsula Road. On June 1, 2021, I wrote the property owners described in that letter,
introducing the planning process and enclosing a project description. Today, I'm writing the same
owners, as well as everyone else who has submitted comments on our Official Plan amendment
(OPA) and zoning bylaw amendment (ZBA) applications to the Municipality of Dysart et al.
Grass Lake and other Peninsula Road residents have expressed much interest in and concern about
our proposal. We have responded to some of these concerns in letters to Dysart of September 8,
December 7, and December 8, 2021, and April 20, 2022. All of these, along with the application
materials, are posted on the Municipal website at
https://www.dysartetal.ca/en/build-and-invest/current-development-applications.aspx#HarburnHoldings-Ltd-Official-Plan-File-No-D10-OPA-2021-001---Zoning-By-law-Amendment-File-NoD14-ZB-2021-006.
We can now tell you about several improvements to our proposal, mostly in response to comments
from the public, Dysart staff, and the consulting firm retained by Dysart to peer-review the
proposal, as well as some other new developments. These are outlined on the following pages.
We are expecting the applications to proceed to a public meeting in the next couple of months.
As required by the Planning Act, Dysart will be sending most of you notice for that meeting.
As well, my June 1, 2021 letter indicated we were applying to Haliburton County for three
severances. The County subsequently decided it would only accept our applications if and when
the OPA is approved. However, Dysart's and our consultation with you remains fully open to any
and all comments on the proposed severances.
As I wrote last year, you are welcome to contact me anytime, if you want more information or
have any questions. But discussion with us is not a substitute for expressing your opinions to the
Municipality. If you want your views to be heard by Dysart Council and be on the public record,
you must write the Municipality and/or appear before Council. And if you have questions more
appropriately directed to staff than to us, please get in touch with the Municipality. Please
contact Senior Planner Kris Orsan at korsan@dysartetal.ca or (705) 457-1740, ext. 626.
Yours sincerely,

Anthony Usher, RPP

HARBURN HOLDINGS GRASS LAKE PROPERTY
PROJECT CHANGES
April 20, 2022
1.

Blanding's turtle protection

A Blanding's turtle was seen on the property in August 2021, confirming that the property
consists of what the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks categorizes as
Categories 2 and 3 habitat for this threatened turtle.
Project biologists Michalski Nielsen and Associates Limited recommended several
additional mitigation measures to further protect this species:
temporary fencing on the lakeward side of all construction,
species at risk training for all construction contractors,
permanent fencing on the lakeward side of all parking lots,
a stewardship brochure for all future residential owners.
These recommended measures were reviewed with MECP.
concerns, so they will be implemented.
2.

The Ministry raised no

Forest clearing

The dry land area of the property is 8.33 ha. At present, this consists of 5.5 ha of forest,
0.4 ha of forested swamp, and 2.5 ha of cleared lands (does not add due to rounding).
Our original proposal was to require that at least 50% of the present forested area on each
lot be retained. All of the forested wetland would be retained in any case, as would much
of the other forest as it is located within shoreline and wetland buffers.
Concerns were raised about how much clearing we proposed. My September 8, 2021
letter to Dysart provided more detail on what was intended. As that letter noted, ". . .
potentially, up to about 3 ha could be cleared, leaving about 3 ha forested, but it is most
unlikely that all four lots would be cleared to the 50% maximum. The exact nature of
future development has yet to be determined, and site plans for each lot have not been
developed." The letter also noted that those parts of the buffer areas currently cleared
would be renaturalized. "As a result, even if 50% of the existing forest were cleared on
each lot, there would also be substantial new forest regeneration on the two northern lots,
as most of the lake and pond buffer areas are currently clear on those lots (the two
southern lots are currently almost entirely forested)."
We have now taken a closer look at future development. We have prepared a concept for
the clearing actually required on each lot, large enough to accommodate buildings, roads,
parking, and minimal landscaping consistent with the unit numbers proposed - please see
the attached Clearing Concept Sketch. While this concept would not be binding at this
stage of approval, it can provide greater comfort to Harburn Holdings and potential lot
buyers about how much forest could be protected on each lot without unduly constraining
development potential.
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Based on the sketch, the lots break down this way (figures may not add exactly due to
rounding):
Buffer, forest
to be retained,
ha

Lot

Buffer,
cleared, to be
reforested, ha

Nonbuffer,
forest to be
retained, ha

Nonbuffer,
forest to be
cleared, ha

Nonbuffer,
may remain
cleared, ha

Total dryland
area, ha

Severance 1

0.19

0.47

0.62

0.22

0.60

2.09

Retained

1.08

1.30

0.66

0.53

0.08

3.64

Severance 2

0.38

nil

0.32

0.66

0.02

1.38

Severance 3

0.53

nil

0.20

0.47

0.02

1.22

Total

2.18

1.76

1.80

1.87

0.72

8.33

From these figures the following can be summarized for the whole property. The upland
wetland (forested swamp) is included in all forest and buffer totals. All percentages are of
the total dryland area (8.33 ha).


Currently forested lands total 5.85 ha (70%) and break down as follows: buffer,
26%; nonbuffer to be cleared, 22%; nonbuffer to be retained as forest, 22%.



Currently cleared lands total 2.48 ha (30%) and break down as follows: buffer to be
reforested, 21%; nonbuffer that may remain cleared, 9%.



Therefore, it is estimated that clearing for development will reduce currently forested
lands to 3.98 ha (48%, considerably higher than the estimate provided in my
September 8, 2021 letter). However, over time, currently cleared buffer lands will be
renaturalized, increasing forested lands to 5.74 ha (69%, almost as much as at
present).

This information also allows us to establish more accurate (and higher) figures for how
much forest will be required to be retained, on each lot. The required percentages should
be somewhat lower than the percentages estimated above, to allow some future flexibility.
Therefore, we are now proposing forested area retention requirements specific to the
circumstances of each lot, in place of the original 50% minimum for all lots.


Severance 1, above table estimates 79% of existing forest to be retained. Proposed
requirement, at least 70% to be retained.



Retained, estimated 77% of existing forest to be retained. Proposed requirement, at
least 70% to be retained.
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Severance 2, estimated 51% of existing forest to be retained. Proposed requirement,
at least 50% to be retained.



Severance 3, estimated 61% of existing forest to be retained. Proposed requirement,
at least 55% to be retained.

3.

Setbacks and buffers

Based on comments from Dysart, we are now proposing the following increased or new
water setbacks and buffers:


Pond, increase setback and buffer from 20 m to 30 m



Stream crossing Severance 1, new 30 m setback.

4.

Buffer encroachment

We proposed that while buildings would be required to be set back 30 m from the lake
shoreline and all wetlands, and 20 m (now 30 m as discussed above) from the pond,
clearings of up to 3 m around buildings for construction, maintenance, and accessibility
purposes would be allowed to encroach into the forested or naturalized buffers within
those setbacks.
We are now proposing that no clearing be allowed to encroach into the buffers. The
required setbacks would remain unchanged, with the future developers responsible for
locating buildings to ensure no encroachment (this would be addressed through site plan
control and/or condominium description).
5.

Shoreline dock and deck

We proposed a floating dock at the end of the dry land point in the Retained lot. We are
no longer proposing any dock on Grass Lake.
We also proposed a shoreline amenity area within the 30 m buffer behind the proposed
dock. As described in the Environmental Impact Study/Wetland Site Assessment, that
could consist of a patio or deck up to 64 m² in area. We have realized that this size would
not comply with the zoning bylaw, so therefore any such patio or deck would now be
limited to 20 m².
6.

Pond viewing platform

We proposed a viewing platform that would extend over the pond. We have realized that
this would not comply with the proposed zoning for the pond, so we are no longer
proposing that the platform extend over the pond.
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7.

Traffic study

During preconsultation prior to our application, neither Dysart nor Haliburton County
indicated any requirement for a traffic study.
Dysart still has no concerns about Peninsula Road, which is under its jurisdiction. County
Road 21 is under County jurisdiction, and the County has since decided there should be a
standard study of the CR 21-Peninsula Road intersection.
We have retained Tatham Engineering of Barrie to do this work. The study will specifically
assess the present and post-development performance of the intersection, advise whether
improvements are required, and if they are, recommend what those improvements should
be.
We expect the completed study shortly. It will be made available for public review along
with the other materials already posted, before the public meeting.
8.

Impacts on well, Haliburton Veterinary Services

Concerns have been raised about possible impacts on a neighbouring well, at Haliburton
Veterinary Services, 1014 Peninsula Road. Harburn Holdings will make good any
continuing adverse impacts on this property's water supply. This is discussed in detail in
my December 8, 2021 letter to Dysart.
9.

Exterior lighting

Concerns have been raised about possible exterior lighting impacts. As indicated in my
December 8, 2021 letter to Dysart, Harburn Holdings supports the exterior lighting
objectives set out in the Official Plan, and will not object to the Municipality requiring they
be implemented as a condition of approval.
10. Places for People and Severance 1
Harburn Holdings is pleased to announce that it has offered to donate Severance 1, if
approved, to Places for People. This locally based charity has agreed to accept this gift,
on the basis of the planning permissions we are currently proposing.
Places for People's mission is to "exist to transform lives by creating homes and
supporting tenants. Places for People creates and manages secure, quality housing in
Haliburton County for low and moderate-income renters and creates the conditions in
which they can thrive." More information is available at https://www.placesforpeople.ca/.

APPENDIX C – CORRESPONDENCE WITH MECP:






Email of October 12, 2021 from Daniel Williams of
MECP to Paul Wilson (Applicant);
Email Response of Paul Wilson (Applicant) of
October 13, 2021;
Further Email Response plus Letter from Gord
Nielsen of MNAL, Dated October 27, 2021;
Additional Email from Daniel Williams of MECP,
Dated March 9, 2022; and
Email Response to those Additional Remarks from
Gord Nielsen of MNAL, Dated April 4, 2022

Daniel Williams/Grass Lake/4519/October 27, 2021
physical development, whether by Harburn or future owners of the severed lots, is a long way off. When
that time comes, I can assure you that Harburn is well aware, and future owners will be made aware, of
their obligations under the Endangered Species Act, 2007.
As the proposed development involves multi-unit residential development on a popular recreational lake,
it has attracted a considerable amount of neighbour interest, with many of those neighbours having
expressed their concerns to the Municipality and, based on your recent correspondence, your Ministry.
While we are not aware of the full scope of comments your Ministry may have received, we have
received from neighbours photographs they took on August 8, 2021 of what was clearly a Blanding’s
turtle on the subject property. Although this would have required their trespassing on private property,
the photographs show a Blanding’s Turtle in the vicinity of a dug pond on these lands. I note that our
team of biologists had previously undertaken several seasonal surveys specifically timed to allow
searches for this species under appropriate conditions and did not identify any, however the wetlands that
occur along the shoreline of this property can support this species and, by its association with these
wetlands, so could the dug pond.
In reviewing our attached report, I would like to draw your attention to the following:


Section 2.1 (page 4) includes a summary of our field investigations, with surveys for basking
turtles having been completed on May 5 and 18 and June 8, 21 and 24, 2020;



Section 2.4.1 (page 6) provides a description of our survey methods for turtles, together with
those for other Species at Risk;



Section 3.3 (page 13) recognizes the applicability of the Endangered Species Act to any
development being proposed;



Figure 2 (following page 18) provides vegetation mapping for the subject property, illustrating
shoreline wetlands along Grass Lake and the pond; all of these features have been accurately
mapped and are to be protected and buffered;



Section 4.3.2 (beginning on page 24) provides a description of the wetland communities
associated with this property and includes some relevant photographs. The pond within the
property is described in Section 4.2 (page 21), with the fringe of wetland along its edge described
at the end of Section 4.3.2 (page 26);



Section 4.4.2 (beginning on page 27) describes breeding bird survey results, including those for
Eastern Whip-poor-will;



Section 4.4.3 (page 29) discusses reptiles, with a specific focus on Blanding’s Turtle;



Section 4.5 (beginning on page 30) describes the results of our Species at Risk review, with a
detailed tabular summary provided in Appendix E. You will note that a single Eastern Woodpewee (Special Concern) was heard within the woodlands on the property during the breeding
bird surveys. On the matter of Blanding’s Turtle, we concluded that, based on the results of our
survey work, the pond and shoreline wetlands associated with this property were not considered
to be Blanding’s Turtle habitat. Nevertheless, as you will see from the subsequent
recommendations of our report, we recognized that these wetlands and the pond have many other
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values which warrant their protection and buffering. Given the recent reporting of a Blanding’s
Turtle on the property, we are now of the opinion that the shoreline wetlands and pond should be
considered habitat for Blanding’s Turtle;


Section 4.7 (page 37) discusses the importance of protecting shoreline wetlands associated with
this property;



Section 5.1 (page 39) provides summary comments on environmental constraints. This
recognizes the importance of both the shoreline wetlands and dug pond, including their functions
as turtle habitat, and discusses the need to both protect and buffer these features;



Section 5.2 (beginning on page 40) provides some insight into the development being proposed
on these lands, with the associated severance plan included in Appendix A. Key takeaways are as
follows:





the property is located within the urban settlement area of the community of Haliburton,
and does have sanitary services to it; the local and County Official Plans promote more
intensive residential development within the urban settlement area;



development on each lot will occur well back from Grass Lake;



this is not a traditional shoreline development, with no plans for the creation of docking for
power boats;



the recommendations of this section of our report include that all building and parking
facilities be located more than 30 m from the boundary of the wetlands along the shoreline
of Grass Lake and more than 20 m from the human-made pond. These buffers are
recommended to be retained as natural/naturalized areas over the long-term, with the
exception of a 3 m allowance for the purposes of constructing buildings and maintaining a
small landscaped area adjacent to built areas;



there is also a provision for a maximum 2 m wide pedestrian pathway within the buffers, as
well as for a small shoreline amenity area adjacent to the specific portion of the shoreline
that extends out to the area of open marsh. Further there is an allowance for a small dock
for canoes/kayaks, also serving as a viewing/seating area, along that same portion of the
shoreline;



there are large portions of the intended buffers which are presently open, with our report’s
recommendations including re-naturalizing these areas with native woody plantings;



there is a recommendation that a minimum 50% of the forested cover (which would include
all the forest within 30 m of the lake shoreline) on each lot be retained post-development,
with restrictions on the timing of tree removals to protect breeding birds and roosting bats;
and

Section 5.4 (page 44) recommends that municipal planning approvals prohibit docks for power
boating or the tying up of power boats along the shoreline.

In consideration of the recent reporting of a Blanding’s Turtle on this property, it is recognized that the
wetlands along the shoreline of Grass Lake, and presumably also the dug pond, together with lands within
30 m of these features, would be considered Category 2 habitat under the Province’s General Habitat
Description for Blanding’s Turtle. The remainder of the property would be considered Category 3
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habitat. While I believe the mitigation strategy that is described in our report provides robust protection
for Category 2 habitat, there are some additional mitigation measures that I think are also worth
incorporating into the final plans and implementation details of this project, including:


the installation of a sturdy, four foot high, page-wire backed silt fence, that will additionally
function as a temporary exclusion fence, downgradient of all areas of construction;



the installation of a four foot high chain link fence around the downgradient boundary of parking
areas, to discourage any turtles from entering areas where there are vehicles;



Species at Risk training to be provided to site contractors, with specific focus on what they should
do to minimize potential conflicts with turtles and on encounter protocols to be followed if turtles
are found within work areas; and



the creation of a homeowners brochure which is provided to all residents, describing the wildlife
species they could encounter on the property and the important role of residents in protecting
such species over the long-term.

In closing, we appreciate your interest in this project and look forward to any comments you may have on
our Environmental Impact Study/Wetland Site Assessment and the additional measures included herein to
mitigate impacts on Species at Risk. We welcome any advice or recommendations you may have in
addition to these. Finally, we hope there is an opportunity to discuss the proposal with you following
your review of these materials. Should you have questions about other aspects of the project, you should
also feel free to get in touch with our planning consultant Tony Usher (contact information on the
enclosed), or the Municipality's planning director Jeff Iles. We will be sharing this correspondence with
Mr. Iles.
Yours truly,
MICHALSKI NIELSEN ASSOCIATES LIMITED
Per:

Gord Nielsen, M.Sc.
Ecologist
President
GN/be
c.c.:

Paul Wilson
Anthony Usher
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Michalski Nielsen Associates
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Gord Nielsen
April 4, 2022 6:40 PM
Williams, Daniel (MECP)
Anthony Usher; Paul Wilson
RE: Proposed Development along Peninsula Road, Haliburton

Hi Daniel
Thank you for your comments of March 9, 2022 regarding MECP'S review of the Species at Risk information contained in
both the Environmental Impact Study report that had been in support of OPA/ZBA/severance applications for the
above-noted property, as well as my subsequent comments and additional commitments to mitigate potential impacts
on Species at Risk, as laid out in my letter to you of October 27, 2021. Your comments will be included in, and will help
to inform, an addendum that is to be prepared to our EIS and which will in turn inform the Municipality of Dysart et al
and County of Haliburton staff and Council decisions regarding the presently proposed applications.

It must be noted that development of the subject lands will be subject to a two stage planning process which, in
addition to the current applications, will then require that purchasers of the individual lots enter into a condominium
description and/or site plan approval process once specific development applications for each lot are advanced. The
purpose of our input to this first stage of the process is first, to determine the feasibility of the proposed severances and
their development and second, to provide initial guidance, or an environmental blueprint if you will, on restrictions and
mitigation measures that must be incorporated into the subsequent condo descriptions/Site Plans.
Our addendum will incorporate the additional recommendations of our letter to you of October 27, 2021 that had been
prepared subsequent to a recent Blanding’s Turtle sighting on the subject lands, which are as follows:


the installation of a sturdy, four foot high, page-wire backed silt fence, that will additionally function as a
temporary exclusion fence, downgradient of all areas of construction;



the installation of a four foot high chain link fence around the downgradient boundary of parking areas, to
discourage any turtles from entering areas where there are vehicles;



Species at Risk training to be provided to site contractors, with specific focus on what they should do to minimize
potential conflicts with turtles and on encounter protocols to be followed if turtles are found within work areas;
and



the creation of a homeowners brochure which is provided to all residents, describing the wildlife species they
could encounter on the property and the important role of residents in protecting such species over the longterm.

Further, as a result of our discussions between the owner’s representatives and the Township, the setback/buffer
around the human-made pond is being increased from 20 m to 30 m; as a consequence, there will be no development
within areas contributing to Category 2 (and potential Category 1) Blanding’s Turtle habitat.
The addendum will also include the addition of Eastern Hog-nosed to the Species at Risk training that is to be provided
to contractors, and a change in the timing restrictions on tree clearing in response to your current advice relating to
Eastern Small-footed Myotis.
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All of the comments in your email are noted. In very brief reply:


we acknowledge there is a possibility that protective policies will apply to Black Ash in the future; however, all
Black Ash within the subject property are located within wetland areas that are to be protected and buffered;



regarding Blanding's Turtle, we acknowledge that the wetlands and pond provide Category 2 habitat and that
portions of these areas could also potentially serve as Category 1 habitat. In either case, both these features
and all lands within 30 m of them are considered to have a low to moderate tolerance to disturbance, and are
therefore to be protected (while the EIS says that protection will apply to lands within 20 m of the pond, by
agreement with Dysart this is being extended to 30 m). Because we accept the 2021 sighting and the presence
of Category 2 habitat, as well as possible Category 1 habitat, as per the General Habitat description, we don’t
see any purpose in doing further basking surveys;



as Eastern Hog-nosed Snake are a habitat generalist, it is acknowledged that they could utilize the subject
property. However, there are no microhabitat features, such as areas of sandy soils that could be used as
gestational sites or rock barrens features that could be used for basking, within the subject property. The
recommended mitigation strategy, including wetland protection and buffering, exclusion fencing and targeted
Species at Risk training for construction personnel, is appropriate to this species;



MECP’s recommendations regarding timing windows are acknowledged and, as noted, are being incorporated in
the updated mitigation strategy.

Thank you again for the time you have taken in reviewing the information provided to you.
Regards,

Gord Nielsen, M.Sc.
Ecologist
President

From: Williams, Daniel (MECP)
>
Sent: March 9, 2022 12:10 PM
To: Gord Nielsen <gord@mnal.ca>
Cc: Anthony Usher <auplan@bellnet.ca>; Paul Wilson <paulwilsonconsulting@bellnet.ca>
Subject: RE: Proposed Development along Peninsula Road, Haliburton
Hi Gord,
I have completed my review of the materials provided, thank you for your patience. Based on the information provided,
MECP has the following comments to provide:
 Black Ash
o Protections for Black Ash under the Endangered Species Act, 2007 have been temporarily paused and
currently no authorization under the ESA is necessary;
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Given that the presence of Black Ash has been noted at the project location, depending on project
timelines, it is advised that impacts to Black Ash be considered should future authorization
requirements apply.
Blanding’s Turtle
o There are known occurrences of Blanding’s Turtle on and adjacent to the project location;
o Basking surveys should be completed again following the approved Ministry guidelines
(https://www.ontario.ca/page/survey-protocol-blandings-turtle-ontario), with attention given to the
pond on site after ice-off to determine if overwintering habitat is present; two of the previous basking
surveys were completed after the recommended ice-off - June 15th survey window and not considered
adequate to support absence of the species from the site.
o Once more information is collected, habitat should be mapped following the General Habitat
Description for Blanding’s Turtle (https://files.ontario.ca/environment-and-energy/species-atrisk/mnr sar ghd bln trtl en.pdf)
Eastern Hog-nosed Snake
o There are known occurrences of Eastern Hog-nosed Snake adjacent to the project location;
o Impacts to Eastern Hog-nosed Snake under Sections 9 and 10 of the ESA caused by the proposed
development should be considered. Consideration should be given for habitat suitability and the
presence of any habitat features following the recommendation in the recovery strategy for the species
(https://www.ontario.ca/page/eastern-hog-nosed-snake-recovery-strategy).
SAR Bats
o Based on evidence from research, MECP currently advises March 15 – November 30 as the active
season when Eastern Small-footed Myotis may be present and any tree clearing should occur outside of
this window.
o







It is advised that an Information Gathering Form be prepared and submitted. If you have any questions, please feel free
to reach out to me directly.
Thanks,
Dan
Daniel Williams
A/Management Biologist, Permissions and Compliance Section
Species at Risk Branch
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
Peterborough, ON K9J 3C7
Please Note: As part of providing accessible customer service, please let me know if you have any accommodation needs or require
communication supports or alternate formats.

From: Gord Nielsen
>
Sent: February 24, 2022 1:05 PM
To: Williams, Daniel (MECP)
Cc: Anthony Usher
Paul Wilson
Subject: RE: Proposed Development along Peninsula Road, Haliburton
CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender.
Hi Daniel
Further to your email of January 19, I am hoping that you have now had the opportunity to review the materials that I
had forwarded to you and are in a position to respond. Can you please let us know the status of your review.
With thanks,
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Gord Nielsen, M.Sc.
Ecologist
President

From: Gord Nielsen
Sent: January 10, 2022 3:48 PM
To: Williams, Daniel (MECP)
Subject: RE: Proposed Development along Peninsula Road, Haliburton
Thanks Daniel, and congratulations on becoming a new parent!
Gord
From: Williams, Daniel (MECP)
Sent: January 10, 2022 3:46 PM
To: Gord Nielsen
Subject: RE: Proposed Development along Peninsula Road, Haliburton
Hi Gord,
I am just returning from a brief parental leave and catching up on emails – I will try to prioritize this and provide you
with comments in the next 2 weeks.
Thanks for checking in,
Dan
Daniel Williams
A/Management Biologist, Permissions and Compliance Section
Species at Risk Branch
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
Peterborough, ON K9J 3C7
Please Note: As part of providing accessible customer service, please let me know if you have any accommodation needs or require
communication supports or alternate formats.

From: Gord Nielsen
Sent: January 3, 2022 9:18 AM
To: Williams, Daniel (MECP)
Cc: Paul Wilson Consulting
<info@mnal.ca>
Subject: RE: Proposed Development along Peninsula Road, Haliburton

Michalski Nielsen Associates

CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender.
Hi Daniel
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I hope you have enjoyed the holidays. I have not heard back from you regarding our correspondence to your office on
the proposed development along Peninsula Road in Haliburton and am hoping you can provide me with an update.
Thanks in advance,
Gord
From: Gord Nielsen
Sent: November 8, 2021 4:32 PM
To: Williams, Daniel (MECP)
Cc: Paul Wilson Consulting
<info@mnal.ca>
Subject: Re: Proposed Development along Peninsula Road, Haliburton

Michalski Nielsen Associates

Hi Daniel
I will have Beverly of my office resend the link tomorrow morning, or to email it to you in parts because if it’s file size.
Gord
Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 8, 2021, at 4:15 PM, Williams, Daniel (MECP)

wrote:

Hi Gord,
The link below appears to be broken (at least on my end), are you able to refresh the link or send the
document directly?
Thanks,
Dan
Daniel Williams
A/Management Biologist, Permissions and Compliance Section
Species at Risk Branch
Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
Peterborough, ON K9J 3C7
Please Note: As part of providing accessible customer service, please let me know if you have any accommodation
needs or require communication supports or alternate formats.

From: Michalski Nielsen Associates <info@mnal.ca>
Sent: October 27, 2021 12:27 PM
To: Williams, Daniel (MECP)
Cc: Paul Wilson Consulting

Gord Nielsen

Subject: Proposed Development along Peninsula Road, Haliburton
CAUTION -- EXTERNAL E-MAIL - Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender.
Further to the email just sent by Gord Nielsen, attached please find a link for our office’s Environmental
Impact Study/Wetland Site Assessment.
https://we.tl/t-ztVYg0lmBh
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Beverly
On behalf of Gord Nielsen
Gord Nielsen, M.Sc.
President/Ecologist
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