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1. Introduction 
 

1.1. Project Description 

SunEdison, LLC (Sun Edison) is proposing to develop a 10 megawatt solar photovoltaic project titled 

Newboro 4 Solar Power Project.  The proposed project has received a 20 year Feed-in-Tariff contract 

from the Ontario Power Authority (FIT Contract Number: FIT-FNQQKBW).   The Project Location
 
is a 

97 hectare (ha) parcel situated on Part of Lot 4, Concession 6, North Crosby Ward, Township of Rideau 

Lakes, Leeds and Grenville County and within the Smiths Falls  Ecodistrict 6E-11. The longitude and 

latitude are 44
o
 39’ 08.31” and 76

o
 21’ 27.22”.   

For the purposes of this report Project Location has been defined as: 

“ a part of land and all or part of any building or structure in, on or over which a person is engaging in 

or proposes to engage in the project and any air space in which a person is engaging in or proposed to 

engage in the project” (O. Reg. 359/09, s. 1 (1)).” 

 

1.2. Renewable Energy Approval Legislative Requirements 
Ontario Regulation (O. Reg.) 359/09 – Renewable Energy Approvals Under Part V.0.1 of the Act, (herein 

referred to as the REA Regulation) identifies the Renewable Energy Approval (REA) requirements for 

renewable energy projects in Ontario. As per the REA Regulation (Part II, Section 4), ground mounted 

solar facilities with a name plate capacity greater than (>) 10 kilowatts (kW) are classified as Class 3 solar 

facilities and require an REA. 

Part IV, subsection 29 (1) of the REA Regulation requires proponents of Class 3 solar projects to conduct 

a water assessment consisting of a Water Body Records Review (Genivar 2012) and a Water Body Site 

Investigation.  Subsection 1 (1) of the REA Regulation defines a “water body” as a lake, permanent 

stream, intermittent stream or seepage area, but does not include: 

a)  grassed waterways  

 

b)  temporary channels for surface drainage, such as furrows, or shallow channels that can be tilled 

or driven through  

 

c)  rock chutes and spillways 

 

d)  roadside ditches that do not contain a permanent or intermittent stream 

 

e)  temporarily ponded areas that are normally farmed 

 

f)  dugout ponds, or 

 

g)  artificial bodies of water intended for the storage, treatment or recirculation of runoff from farm 

animal yards, manure storage facilities and sites and outdoor confinement areas. 

 

Further, intermittent streams are defined as “a natural or artificial channel, other than a dam, that 

carries water intermittently and does not have established vegetation within the bed of the channel,  
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except vegetation dominated by plant communities that require or prefer the continuous presence of water 

or continuously saturated soils for their survival” (O. Reg. 359/09). 

 

Seepage areas are defined as “a site of emergence of groundwater where the water table is present at the 

ground surface, including a spring” (O. Reg. 359/09). 

 

As amended by O. Reg. 521/10, subsection 31 (1) requires an investigation of the land and water within 

120 metres of the Project Location, either by visiting the site or by alternative investigation of the site, in 

order to determine the following: 

 

a)  whether the results of the analysis summarized in the Water Body Records Review Report (Genivar 

2012) prepared under subsection 30 (2) are correct or require correction, and identifying any required 

corrections;  

 

b)  whether any additional water bodies exist, other than those that were identified in the Water Body 

Records Review Report (Genivar 2012) prepared under subsection 30 (2);  

 

c)  the boundaries, located within 120 m of the Project Location, of any water body that was identified in 

the Water Body Records Review Report (Genivar 2012) or the site investigation; and 

 

d)  the distance from the Project Location to the boundaries determined under clause (c). 

 

Subsection 31 (2) of the REA Regulation has specific requirements if designated lake trout lakes are 

present within 300 m of the Project Location. These requirements were not deemed applicable to the 

Project as no such lakes were found in the Water Body Records Review Report (Genivar 2012).  

 

As amended by O. Reg. 521/10, subsection 31 (4) of the REA Regulation requires the proponent to prepare 

a report setting out the following: 

 

1. A summary of any corrections to the Water Body Records Review Report (Genivar 2012) and the 

determinations made as a result of conducting the site investigation.  

 

2. Information relating to each water body identified in the Water Body Records Review Report (Genivar 

2012) and in the site investigation, including the type of water body, plant and animal composition and the 

ecosystem of the land and water investigated.  

 

3. A map showing, 

i.   the boundaries mentioned in clause 31 (1) (c), 

ii.  the location and type of each water body identified in relation to the Project Location, and 

iii.  all distances mentioned in clause 31 (1) (d). 

 

4. A summary of methods used to make observations for the purposes of the site investigation. 

 

5. The name and qualifications of any person conducting the site investigation. 

 

6. If an investigation was conducted by visiting the site: 

 

i.  the dates and times of the beginning and completion of the site investigation 

ii.  the duration of the site investigation 

iii.  the weather conditions during the site investigation 

iv.  field notes kept by the person conducting the site investigation. 
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7. If an alternative investigation of the site was conducted: 

 

i.  the dates of the generation of the data used in the site investigation 

ii.  an explanation of why the person who conducted the alternative investigation determined that it 

was not reasonable to conduct the site investigation by visiting the site. 

 

This Water Body Site Investigation Report has been prepared to meet these requirements. A physical 

examination of the site was completed, and therefore, clause (3) (7) does not apply. 

 

 

2. Summary of Records Review Results 
The following table (Table 2.1) provides a summary of the determinations made in the Water Body Records 

Review Report (Genivar 2012) with respect to water body features in and within a specified distance from the 

Project Location. 

Table 2.1 Summary of Records Review Determinations 

Feature Observations 

In a water body. The site is not located within a water body. 

Within 120 metres of the average annual high water mark of a 

lake, other than a lake trout lake that is at or above development 

capacity. 

The site is not located within 120 metres of the average annual 

high water mark or a lake, other than a lake trout lake that is at or 

above development capacity. 

Within 300 metres of the average annual high water mark of a 

lake trout lake that is at or above development capacity. 

The site is not located within 300 metres of the annual high water 

mark of a lake trout lake that is at or above development capacity. 

Within 120 metres of the average annual high water mark of a 

permanent or intermittent stream. 

The site is within 120 metres of Adrians Creek and an unnamed 

watercourse.  The closest distance from the project location to 

Adrians Creek is 60 m, and 15 m to the unnamed watercourse. 

Within 120 metres of a seepage area. The site is not within 120 metres of any recorded seepage area. 

 

As outlined in Table 2.1, the Water Body Records Review Report (Genivar 2012) identified a creek and an 

unnamed watercourse occurring within 120 m of the Project Location. These features are discussed in the 

following sections. Any corrections required to the Water Body Records Review Report (Genivar 2012), 

particularly with respect to Table 2.1, are discussed in Section 5. 
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3. Site Investigation Details and Methodology 
 
3.1. Site Investigation Details 
Three site investigations were conducted on the Project Location and surrounding area, in accordance with 

subsection 31 (3), clauses (5) and (6) of the REA Regulation. These site investigations were undertaken to: 

 

•  verify information obtained in the Water Body Records Review Report (Genivar 2012) 

 

•  document existing conditions, including the type of water body, plant and animal composition and the 

ecosystem of the land and water investigated  

 

•  identify any corrections required to the Water Body Records Review Report (Genivar 2012) and 

determinations made as a result of conducting the site investigation. 

 

Table 3.1  Site Investigations 

Date of 

Survey 

Time Weather 

Conditions 

Surveyor 

June 17, 2011  06:00 - 

01:30 

Overcast, minimal 

winds,  20°C 

Rob Snetsinger 

Dale Kristensen 

July  7, 2011 9:00-

12:30 

Partially cloudy, 

moderate winds, 

24°C 

Rob Snetsinger 

Sept 8, 2011 7:30-

9:30 

Partially cloudy, 

moderate winds, 

19°C 

Rob Snetsinger 

 

The site investigations were completed by Rob Snetsinger, MSc. a terrestrial and wetland ecologist for 

Ecological Services since 1985. Ecological Services specializes in the provision of services relating to 

ecological management and research and has been in operation in eastern Ontario since 1985.  Their core 

personnel combine education and experience to give a strong focus on land use planning and management as 

they relate to natural resources.  Rob’s experience includes environmental impact assessments, management 

plans, wetland evaluations, fisheries assessments, and municipal land use planning. He has research experience 

in lake chemistry.  

 

3.2. Site Investigation Methodology 
Prior to conducting the site investigations, background information and available hydrological mapping was 

reviewed to determine water body features on and within 120 m of the Project Location. Satellite and air photo 

imagery was also accessed to identify potential water body features not captured by the information sources 

reviewed in the Water Body Records Review Report (Genivar 2012). 

Following the desktop exercise, those features identified in the Water Body Records Review Report (Genivar 

2012) or through an interpretation of satellite imagery were assessed during the site investigations. This 

involved walking the Project Location to document existing environmental conditions and to verify the 

presence of water body features on and within the 120 m setback. A field book was used to keep records of all 
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observations made during the site investigations and photographs were taken to show the existing conditions 

on the Project Location. A transcribed copy of the field notes are provided in Appendix A. 

The location of any water body observed during the site investigations was recorded on satellite field maps.  

Biophysical characteristics of topography and vegetation communities were used as the primary indicators of 

annual flooding. The type of water body (i.e., lake, permanent or intermittent stream, seepage area), and the 

associated plant and animal communities were investigated and documented. This included information such 

as the rate of water flow, direction of flow, physical characteristics of the water, in-stream habitat types (e.g., 

channel morphology, substrate, water depth), riparian habitat conditions (e.g., bank height, bank vegetation 

and substrate, presence of overhanging vegetation or undercut banks) and evidence of wildlife use.  Features 

such as temporarily ponded areas, channel-like features and dug-out ponds were also investigated to assess if 

they meet the definition of a water body according to subsection 1 (1) of the REA Regulation. 

 

4. Results of the Site Investigation  
 

This section documents the results of the site investigations and discusses specific water body features 

observed on and within 120 m of the Project Location. Water features are shown on Figure 4.1.  The closest 

distances of each water body feature to the Project Location are also shown on Figure 4.1, including the 120 m 

setback from the Project Location. 

 

4.1. Site Description 
The Project Location is approximately 97 ha in size and is situated on lands mostly used for cropland, 

pasturing cattle, and timber extraction.   A farmhouse, barn, hunting shack, and abandoned rail line also occur.   

A fringe of mature deciduous woodland occurs within 120 m of the southern and northern ends of the Project 

Location.  The lands within 120 m of the western edge of the Project Location are in agricultural use.  The 

lands within 120 m of the eastern edge of the Project Location are mostly grasslands, growing on recently 

abandoned agricultural lands.  A 2 hectare wetland dominated by reed canary grass occurs within 120 m of the 

northwest edge of the Project Location. 

Adrians Creek originates over 650 southwest of the Project Location from a large wetland and follows an 

approximate 2.5 km meandering path north-eastward towards Upper Rideau Lake.  With the exception of a 

few small woodlands and wetlands, the entire route is through agricultural lands, with reed canary grass being 

the main creek side vegetation.  About 400 meters of the creek is within 120 m of the Project Location, with 

the closest distance being about 60 m.  Within those 400 meters the creek is crossed by farm vehicles, is 

heavily dominated by reed canary grass, is dry for parts of the year, and in some spots it is so overgrown that it 

has become a swale without a visible channel.  It is conceivable that fish use the creek, but given that it is 

overgrown, has route blockages, and periodically dries up, then fish habitat would be marginal at best, 

populated by stress tolerant generalists such as brook stickleback. 

The unnamed watercourse is a dug farm drain that originates southeast of the Project Location.  It is about 700 

m long and has been dug to connect to another watercourse, whereupon the joined watercourses flow for 

another 500 m northeast into Upper Rideau Lake.   The farm drain flows through recently abandoned farm 
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grasslands and about 80 m of its length is within 120 m of the Project Location, with the closest distance being 

about 15 m away from the Project Location fence line.  The farm drain is heavily overgrown by field 

vegetation, including reed canary grass, and is dry throughout much of the year.  It is not considered viable fish 

habitat due to its lack of flow and overgrown nature. 

The Project Location is mostly flat, although it is suspected that excessive surface runoff would be mostly to 

the east, west, and south.  A few small internal farm drains assist in this flow, but they are not connected to an 

external watercourse.  A large un-evaluated wetland lies more than 120 m south of the Project Location.  It is a 

mix of shrub and treed swamp, and emergent marsh.   As discussed in the Natural Heritage Assessment 

Environmental Impact Study or EIS (Ecological Services, 2012b), the Project is not considered to have any 

impact on the features or functions associated with this wetland.
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 Figure 4.1.  Project Location showing closest location to watercourses.
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4.2. Water Body Features 
 

4.2.1. Permanent Streams 
A permanent stream is considered a water body, and is defined in subsection 1 (1) of the REA 

Regulation as a “stream that continually flows in an average year” (O. Reg. 359/09).  

 

The Water Body Records Review Report (Genivar 2012) did not confirm the presence of any 

permanent streams on or within 120 m of the Project Location. During the site investigation it was 

confirmed that the two watercourses associated with the Project Location are not permanent streams.   

 

4.2.2. Intermittent Streams 
An intermittent stream is considered a water body, and is defined in Subsection 1 (1) of the REA 

Regulation as “a natural or artificial channel, other than a dam, that carries water intermittently and 

does not have established vegetation within the bed of the channel, except vegetation dominated by 

plant communities that require or prefer the continuous presence of water or continuously saturated 

soil for their survival” (O. Reg. 359/09).   

 

Much of the route of Adrian Creek has been dug into straight line farm drains.  Portions of Adrians are 

clear of established vegetation within the bed of the channel, and this is the especially the case for the 

portion of the creek north of Hwy. 42.  During all of the field visits the portion of the creek within the 

vicinity of the Project Location was dry.   Parts of this portion have no defined channel, and instead are 

part of a small 2 ha. reed canary grass wetland and as such appear like a grassed swale.  Where the 

channel was recognizable, it was about 2 meters across, and it would appear to have a high flow mark 

of about 40 cm deep.   

 

The unnamed watercourse southeast of the Project Location may not be a watercourse, but instead a 

grassed waterway as described under Subsection 1 (1) of the REA Regulations.  Portions within 120 m 

of the Project Location were dry during the site visits and heavily overgrown with reed canary grass.   

 

4.2.3. Lakes 
The Water Body Records Review Report (Genivar 2012) did not identify any lakes on or within 120 m 

of the Project Location. This was confirmed during the site investigation. 

 

4.2.4. Seepage Areas 
Seepage areas are defined as “a site of emergence of ground water where the water table is present at 

the ground surface, including a spring” (O. Reg. 359/09). The information sources reviewed in the 

Water Body Records Review Report (Genivar 2012) did not identify any seepage areas on or within 

120 m of the Project Location. This was confirmed during a site investigation completed on June 1, 

2011 and April 1, 2011, where no evidence of seepage areas on or within 120 m of the Project 

Location was found. 

 

4.3. Other Water Features 
Other water features that were observed during the site investigation, but do not meet the definition of a 

water body as outlined in the REA Regulation were considered in this report for the Project Location and 

120 m adjacent lands.  Site investigations on June 17, 2011 identified evidence of small vernal pools 

within a woodland south of the Project Location.  In the EIS report, it was determined that these pools 

would not be impacted or encroached upon by the development (Ecological Services 2012b). 
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Site investigations revealed two dug farm ponds, presumably for farm use.  One of the ponds is located in 

the middle of a cow pasture and is heavily used by cattle.  The second pond is located in the southeast 

corner of the Project Location.  This dug pond will be about 20 m from the fence line of the Project 

Location.  Neither pond was found to have significant wildlife attributes (Ecological Services 2012).   

 

Site investigation also revealed some localized drainage features put in place for farm management.  None 

of these features connects to any watercourse and all were dry during the field work.  None of these 

features had any ecological significance.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.2 Reed Canary Grass Wetland.  Note lack of visible channel through wetland (Sept. 2011) 
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Figure 4.3  Early growth corn crop on Project Location (June 2011) 

 

 

 

Figure 4.4. Seasonal farm  (June 2011). 
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5. Conclusions 
Subsection 31 (1) of the REA Regulation requires that the Water Body Site Investigation Report  include a 

summary of any corrections to the Water Body Records Review Report (Genivar 2012), as well as the 

determinations made as a result of conducting the site investigations. The following table (Table 5.1) 

identifies the corrections required (if any) and determinations made for the water body features identified 

in the Water Body Records Review Report (Genivar 2012) and documented during the site investigations. 

  

Table 5.1 Corrections to the Water Body Records Review Report 

Determination to be Made Yes/No Corrections Required? 

Is the Project Location in a water 

body?  

 No 

There are no corrections required to the Water Body 

Records Review Report (Genivar 2012) with respect to 

water bodies. The site investigation confirmed that 

there are no water bodies within 120 m of the Project 

Location.   

Is the Project Location within 120 m 

of the average annual high water 

mark of a lake, other than a lake 

trout lake that is at or above 

development capacity? 

No 

There are no corrections required to the Water Body 

Records Review Report (Genivar 2012) with respect to 

lakes. The site investigation confirmed that there are 

no lakes within 120 m of the Project Location. 

Is the Project Location within 300 m 

of the average annual high water 

mark of a lake trout lake that is at or 

above development capacity? 

No 

There are no corrections required to the Water Body 

Records Review Report (Genivar 2012) with respect to 

lake trout lakes. The presence/absence of lake trout 

lakes is the responsibility of the MNR and is not 

required for the site investigation. 

Is the Project Location within 120 m 

of the average annual high water 

mark of a permanent or intermittent 

stream? 
No 

There are no corrections required to the Water Body 

Records Review Report (Genivar 2012) with respect to 

permanent or intermittent streams. The site 

investigation confirmed that the Project Location is 

within 120 m of the average annual high water mark of 

a permanent or intermittent stream 

Is the Project Location within 120 m 

of a seepage area? 

No 

There are no corrections required to the Water Body 

Records Review Report (Genivar 2012) with respect to 

seepage areas. The site investigation confirmed that 

there are no seepage areas within 120 m of the Project 

Location. 

 
As a seasonally intermittent watercourse was identified on and within 120 m of the Newboro 4 Project 

Location a Water Body Environmental Impact Study Report is required to address potential negative 

environmental effects. 
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Appendix 1.  Site Investigation field 
notes 
ELC notes (transcribed from annotated field maps 

and field note book) 

W1 (south of PL) (FOD5) 

Cattle use portion – up to 80+ yrs old 

1.  Ms>Aw, Pw, Wb (average age 60’s) 

2.  sugar maple, ironwood 

3. mostly bare 

4.  mostly bare, some C. rosea, violet 

Minimal blowdown, detritus – no herps 

Logging pile (about 80 logs) 

Farm trash (mostly metal, cans, etc.) 

 

Non cattle use area (FOD5) younger 30 up range 

1. Ms>Iwood>Aw, elm, beech (patchy, uneven crown 

ages … 30 to 80,  

2. Ms>ironwood 

3. mostly bare, some regen 

4. sparse - sarsap, cohosh, ferns, dandelion, f.s.s. 

Remnant pond (dry), no veg 

Minimal blowdown, detritus – no herps  

 

Further south, approaching wetland (FOD6) (60+ years) 

1. Ms>Ash sp., Mr, Elm 

2. Similar to canopy 

3. Mostly sparse 

4. S. Fern, violet, mosses 

Remnant ponds (dry) 

-even further south, treed swamp, rich fern and carex 

understory 

A few ponds (dry) – no herps 

 

W2 (north of PL) (view from fence line) (FOD5) 

1. sugar maple white ash 

2. similar 

3. mostly bare 

4. sparse, violet, C. rosea 

Riparian – no herps seen or heard 

 

Note: Ms = sugar maple 

Pw = white pine 

Mr = red maple 

Aw = white ash 

Wb= basswood 

Cb = black cherry 

Ow=white oak 

 

CUT (north) 

A few large trees Cb, Mr, Ow, Aspen associated with 

fencelie, but overall dominance by shrub – buckthorn, 

rubus, sugar, gray dogwood, V. creeper, tartarian 

honeysuckle, grades into overgrown meadow and 

backyard of adjacent property 

CUT (south) 

Same as the fencelines, only wider 

CUM (south of hunt cabin) 

Probably kept clear to enhance view from porch of hunt 

cabin, mostly grasses and weedy species, rusting 

backhoe 

 

Wetland 

Mostly reed canary grass  

Indistinct channel, no water, overgrown, more open 

about 200 m from Hwy.   cattails  … minimal flow here, 

but not good herp or turtle habitat, banks are mucked up 

by farm machinery 

About 2 m across dry … maybe 1 to 2’ at high flow 

Sparse Misc., Solidago, aster, bugleweed, mint 

One small overgrown depression 

Shrubby edge (cornus,salix) 

Edge – east, horse pasture, crop field 

No channel, no fish habitat, poor herp habitat  

 

Farm fields 

Mostly in corn, some left fallow.  Farmer cycles with 

hay (about every 3 years) to give corn fields a rest 

Southern pasture heavily grazed and pockmarked by 

cattle.  Moister area of field west of dug pond.  Dug 

pond edges heavily scoured by cattle.  No herps. 

 

Dug pond near eastern fence line.  2 Leopard and 10 

Greens 

Indistinct channel in adjacent field, reed canary grass, 

dry. Maybe 1 m across and less than 1’ at high flow. 

 

Dry ditches not connected 

 

Fence Rows 

Variable throughout 

1. Poplars, maples, elms, ash, basswood, elm, ironwood 

2. similar 

3. Buckthorn, grey dogwood, rubus sp., prunus sp., 

prickly ash, cornus, tartarian, some tree regen 

4. mostly forage grasses and weedy species. 

 

Typical farm associated weedy species throughout: 

motherwort, nettles, pigweed, clovers, lambs quarters, 

pepper grass, sorrel, s. purse, vetch, mullein, campion, 

chickory, chickweed, orchard grass, burdock, parsnip 

 

No obvious hibernacula sites for snakes observed. 

No snake sign of any kind observed    


