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2. Consideration of reasonable alternatives that would not adversely affect protected species at risk or habitat (i.e., 
avoidance alternatives) 

In Table 1, please describe the alternative approaches to the activity that would not adversely affect the protected species at risk 
or habitat(s) for MN R's consideration. For multiple species, add additional rows. For each alternative listed, provide the rationale 
for how it would completely avoid adverse effects on 1) the protected species (avoidance of all adverse effects on species) or 
2) the protected habitat (avoidance of all adverse effects on protected habitat). 

Note: MNR will consider the information provided and assess whether or not the activity avoidance alternatives completely avoid 
adverse effects on protected species and habitat. 

If proponents do not elect to proceed with avoidance alternatives that completely avoid adverse effects to species at risk or their 
habitat, then they will be advised to complete the Application for an overall benefit permit under clause 17(2)(c) of the 
Endangered Species Act, and the information presented in this form will be used to assist MNR to assess the permit application 
and determine whether it meets the legislated requirements of clause 17(2)(c) of the ESA. 
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2. Consideration of reasonable alternatives t hat Would not adversely affect protected species at risk or habitat (i.e., avoidance alternatives) 

Table 1. Alternative approaches conside red to avoid potential adverse effects on protected species or habitat (e.g., alternative locations) and any contravention of 
subsection 9(1) or 10(1) of the ESA. If this information Is available in an existing report, proponents can copy and paste the relevant information into the appropriate 
spaces below and reference the title, author and date of the report(s) from which the copy and paste sections originate. 

Description of Avoidance Explanation of how all Explanation of how all Effectiveness in meeting the Potential !Imitations (e.g., 
Alternative adverse effects on species adverse effects on habitat main purpose of the activity biological, technical and 

will be avoided will be avoided economic feasibility) 

Species 1 

Blanding's Tmlle - Alternative 1 This plan would not avoid all This scenario is the most 
- Prnceed With Development impacts to the species. economic and simplest from a 
and Maximize Development It is highly likely that this plan technical perspective, but it does 
Land (Full Tmpact) would result in lllanding's 

This plan would not avoid all 
not present a viable means of 

Alternative I is to proceed with Turtle being unable to reach key protecting the Blanding's Ttutle 
the development and maximize hibernacula and nesting areas 

impacts to the habitat. 
population. Dillon (2013b) Most of the habitat within KNL 

the usage of development land. (which would have been 
7 & 8 would be rnmoved or 

conducted a population viability 
This is essentially the plan that removed) and no viable 

isolated from outside areas, and 
analysis that examined the full 

was originally proposed prior to alternatives would have existed 
the major retained areas in and The original development plan build out scenario and it was 

redesigning much of the in the vicinity. This could lead 
around the Kizell Cell would be 

represents the maximum extent determined that the loss of habitat 
subdivision to retain various to direct morta lity during 

effectively isolated except from 
of developme11t land and would and isolation of remaining habitat 

habitat features and provide overwintering and lack of 
the Carp River to the west. have maximized development in the Kizell Cell would 

mitigation. Alternative 1 would breeding success. The absence 
Alternative l would have seen 

density and land usage. ultimately likely result in 
have seen the removal of all of mitigation measures would 

the removal of all L1abitat except 
extirpation of Blandi.ng's TW'tles 

habitat except the Kizell Cell likely result in road related from the KNL lands and Kizell 
and associated NEA lands. This mortality, potential construction 

the Kizell Cell and associated 
Cell over the long term, and may 

essentially represents the stage mortality, potential 
NEA lands. 

have an adverse effect on the 
original development plan prior mortaliiy due to being unable to South March High.lands 
to redesign to meet ESA reach hibernacula, foraging, and population as a whole. 
requirements. other habitat areas, etc. 
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Description of Avoidance Explanation of how all Explanation of how all Effectiveness In meeting the Potential limitations (e.g., 
Alte rnative adverse effects on species adverse effects o n habitat main purpos e of the activity biological, technical and 

will be avoided will be avoided econo mic feasibility) 

This scenario would result in a 
significant economic loss and 
would not be feasible from a 
technical perspective. lt was 
determined that the retention of 
the hibernacula would not be 
likely to be feasible given 
planned development around 
these featu res. Retention of the 
physical space they occupy cou ld 

Blanding's Tu1t le - Alternative 2 This alternative is not be achieved, but they would be 
- A void Significant Impacts and conside1·ed feasible to meet the likely to d1y out overtime due to 
retain hibernacula. Avoiding a ll significant habitat main purpose of the activity. hydrological changes from 
Alternative 2 would be to avoid removal would avoid most This would render the maj ority adj acent development. They may 
the majority of impacts by impacts to the individua ls and In this scenario, most of the of the area un-dcvclopable. also become too isolated by 
avoiding removal of a ll the remain ing potential impacts Category I and Catego1y 2 While this may ulti mately planned and built roads for turtles 
Category I and 2 habitat and all (such as human disturbance and habitat areas would be avoided preserve the majority of habitat, to be able to continue to reach 
functional Category 3 habitat road mmtality) could be and only peripheral Catego1y J it would not meet zoning, them. The KNL lands arc 
areas. This scenario was not addressed relatively ensi ly for areas would be developed. This growth, or economic designated as growth areas zoned 
pursued in detail as it was the limited areas that would would result in limited habitat development objectives for the for development. Loss of these 
deemed ccouom.ically and remain usable for development. removal confined to the least area and may ultimately make lands would significantly impact 
technically unfeasible to avoid However, this scena rio would ecologically valuable areas the development unfeasible regional growth. The KNL lands 
a ll Categmy I and 2 habitat. prevent the majority of the (periphera l Catego1y 3 areas). economically. This would are also heavily integrated into 
Notably, earlier iterations of the deve lopment area from be ing seriously impact the proponent surrounding se1viccs aud 
subdivision design would have uti lized. fi nancially and wou ld adversely transportation infrastructure -
permanently protected the affect the growth and economy including for 3 schools. Without 
hibernacula in KNL 8. of the community. the road and se1vicc extensions 

that are part of KNL, these 
schools cou Id not be completed. 
Overall this scenario would 
remove too much deve lopment 
land and create too many 
restrictions to allow the 
development to be feasibly 
pursued. It would also have 
significant negative economic, 
growth, and planning impacts. 
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Not all impacts to individuals 
Not all impacts to the habitat 
can be avoided. As shown in 

can be avoided. However, an 
Figure 4, KNL has sacrificed an 

extensive mitigation and habitat 
additional 2.12 ha of 

enhancement plan has been 
development land no11h of the 

developed to mitigate impacts to 
mil line under the arc ofTeny this species. A number of 
Fox in order to protect wetlru1ds 

mitigation measures are 
in this vicinity (Block 18 in 

proposed including construction 
Figure 2). This includes the loss 

stage and permanent tmtle 
of approximately I 0 housing 

exclusion fenc ing within the 
Jots as well as reduction in lot 

Any habitat management and 
Blancling's Turtle - Alternative 3 

clevelopment, offsite tmtle 
sizes. The value of the exclusion fencing to reduce road 
development land sacrificed by 

miticration strategy involving a 
b • " tl 

_ Proceed with development, 
related mortality, work timing 

KNL to avoid impacts to U1ese 
sensitive species carn cs u 1ercnt 

avoid impacts to critical areas, 
windows, pre-clearing 

key habitat features is 
Thls is believed to be the most risk. It was noted that 

LUule11ake habitat enhancement/ 
vegetation sweeps by a qualified 

approximately $ 1,570,000, 
viable alternative as it seeks to compensation will be required for 

mitigation, and provide 
biologist, habitat enhancement 

based on an estimated (pre-
balance the economic and the loss of habitat noted 

compensation (preferred 
works (see next column), a 

development) land value of 
technical needs of development, previously, for any po~1ion o~ 

alternative). 
homeowner awareness package, 

$300,000 per acre. It should be 
with effective habitat retention, impacts to the popu lation which 

This alternative is essentially 
and long term monitoring. In 

noted that the post development 
enhancement and mitigation cannot be fully addressed by the 

what has been described 
total, approximately 1.5 km of 

(retail value) of houses to be 
measures. This alternative proposed mitigation measmes, 

tlu·oughout U1is submission. The 
one way tmtle fencing will be 

built on sacrificed lots 
minimizes economic losses and for the inherent risk 

goal of this alternative is to 
added to provide a benefit to 

considerably exceeds this 
(though several mill ion dollars associated with altering the 

allow the development to go 
Blanding's Tu1tle, and 

nuniber and amounts to several 
in development land is existing habitat conditions. The 

forward while sacrificing 
approximately 2.5 to 2. 7. k1_n of 

million dollars in lost retail 
sacrificed as noted previously) post constrnction monitorin? 

selected areas of development 
fencing will be added w1th111 the 

value. Ju addition, habitat 
while providing sufficient program is designed to mon 1tor 

land to protect key features. 
development as a mitigation 

enhancement and mitigation 
habitat and mitigation to suppo11 and assess the mitigation 

Compensation for habitat 
measure. In total, approximately 

measures will include the 
the turtle population. effectiveness in pat·t to mitigate 

impacts will be undertaken and 
4.0 to 4.2 km of one way turtle 

construction of the new deep 
tlie risk associated with habitat 

a sophisticated habitat 
exclusion fencing will be added 

pool (l .4 ha) on the west side of 
alteration, and to allow for 

management, mitigation, and 
for compensation and mitigation 

Shirley's Brook, and the 
adaptive management practices. 

compensation plan has been 
purposes. Based on the City of 

construction of new nesting developed. 
Ottawa's monitoring data, 

areas. T he spatial extent of the 
fencing al these locations could 

new-nesting areas is shO\vn in 
reduce road related mortality by 

Figures 6a and 6b. ln total, l.3 
as much as 3 to 6 tmtles per 

ha of new functional nesting 
year, which is a significant 

habitat will be created in three 
benefit given the relatively 

(3) separate nesting localities. 
small size of the population 

The realignment of Shirley's 
(Nick Stow personal 

Brook wi ll a lso provide 
communication 2015). This 

oppoi1unities to enhan.ce th~ 
fencing is shown in Figures 7a, 

functionality and quality of 

'" 

7b, 7c, 7d and 8. 
habitat along the watercourse. 

-



Description of Avoidance Explanation of how all Explanation of how a ll Effectiveness In meeting the Potential limitations (e.g., 
Alternative adverse effects on species adverse effects on habitat main purpose of the activity biological, technical and 

will be avoided will be avoided economic feasibility) 

The main drawback with this 
Butternut- Alternative I - approach is that it may result in 
Remove All Butternut Trees more Butternut Trees being 
The original development plan removed than are actually 
would involve removal of all 

This would result in all trees This approach wou ld ensure 
required lo complete 

Butternut Trees to afford 
being removed from the Site. there are no fu11her permitting 

development. This approach may 
maximum flexibility during tree 

Butternuts would only be 
Not all adverse effects on the 

or site plan restrictions or 
increase the impact on Butternut 

removal and grading. This is 
retained within designated open 

habitat would be avoided (sec 
mitigation related to Butternut, 

beyond what is needed to fu lfill 
essentially the original 

space areas far from the 
previous column). 

and would maximize flexibility 
development requirements and 

subdivision plan scenario that 
development edge. for development. may also have a consequent 

was presented to OMNRF prior impact on the cost of 
to redesign for Blanding's compensation. Jt is therefore 
Turtles. more desirable to retain 

Butternuts in locations where it is 
feas ible to do so. 

It is not feas ible either technically 
or economically to retain 
Butternut within the development 
area. Avoiding impacts to the 
areas occupied by Butternut 
wou Id prevent development of 
large po11ions of the Site. The 
financia l impact on the owner 
would be extremely high given 
the high value of the land and 

This option would prevent money invested in the project. 
development of large are_as of The overall economic impact for 

A voiding development of areas 
the property. The Butternuts are the community as a whole would 

with Butternut wou ld avoid all 
distributed fa irly evenly across be detrimental, given the loss of 

Butternut- Alternati ve 2 - Do impacts to the species and their This alternati ve would protect 
the property and the area construction aud maintenance 
occupied by Butternut Trees is jobs. This would also impact the 

Not Proceed with Development habitat. However, this is not all areas in which Butternut are 
too large to avoid while City of Ottawa growth plans as of areas with Butternut Trees. desirable as it would prevent growing and hence a ll habitat. 
allowing for the planned the Site is designated and zoned 

development of the majority of 
development. Site se1vicing and as a growth area. Tt is generally the Site. 
road access would not be not technically feasible to retain 
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Description of Avoidance Explanation of how all Explanation of how all Effectiveness in meeting the Potential limitations (e.g., 
Alternative adverse effects on species adverse effects on habitat main purpose of the activity biological, technical and 

will be avoided will be avoided economic feaslbllity) 

feasible if all Butternuts were trees within the developmcut 
avoided. area, unless they are within larger 

open space blocks. This is 
because grading changes, 
blasting, tree c learing, 
construction, etc. make it vety 
unlikely that trees retained within 
developmellt areas will survive 
the development process. lt is 
therefore only feasible to retain 
Butternut within des ignated open 
space blocks. 

Not all impacts to Butternut will 
be avoided. 
Butternut impacts and removal 
will be minimized where 
feasible. Rather than proceeding 
to clear the entire area, removal 
ofButternuts has been avoided 
in some areas (Figure 9a and 
9b). Within the open space Measures will be taken in order 
blocks, Butternut Trees will be to reduce damage or impacts to 
retained. If these trees lie within any retainable Butternut on site, It is generally not technically 
25 111 of the development and efforts will be made to feasible to retain trees within the 
activities, they are noted as conserve original site features development area, unless they arc 
impacted (e.g. harmed). Should around each tree. Compensation with in larger open space blocks. 

Butternut -Alternative 3 
a Butternut be located within a measures will be undertaken in This is because grading changes, 

(Preferred Alternative) -
Blanding's Turtle habitat Not all impacts to Butternut order lo compensate for trees blasting, tree clearing, 

Remove Butternut Trees as 
compensation area where habitat will be avoided. that are removed or impacted construction, etc. make it ve1y 

requited, to meet needs of the 
mitigation and/or habitat As noted, many of the areas that during development activities unlikely that trees l'etained within 

Site Plan. Retain Butternut 
enhancement work may occur, eurrcnlly have Butternut Trees and to provide an overall benefit development areas wi ll survive 

Trees in selected areas, where 
effo1ts will be unde1taken to will ultimately be developed. to the species. OMNRF has the development process. ft is 

feasible. 
retain the Butternut, though the provided typical ratios that are therefore only feasible to retain 
tree is noted as impacted if it used in determining Butternut within designated open 
grows within 25 m ofa habitat compensation values for space blocks. For this project, 
enhancement/mitigation work Butternut Trees (refer to land use considerations have been 
area. It is expected that 1 Appendix B Table E and F). primarily driven by requirements 
Categ01y 3 Tree and 3 Categ01y Compensation measures are for Blanding's Tu1tles. 
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2 Trees will be retained but will discussed in greater detail in the 
be impacted by the development TGF and OBP forms. 
as they are within 25 111 of tlte 
development bounda1y. A total 
of 4 Categmy 2 trees and 2 
Category 3 Trees wi ll be 
retained and will not be harmed 
as they are within large open 
space blocks more than 25 m 
from the development boundaiy. 

Description of Avoidance Explanation of how all Explanation of how all Effectiveness in meeting the Potential limitations (e.g., 
Alternative adverse effects on species adverse effects on habitat main purpose of the activity biological, technical and 

will be avoided will be avoided economic feasibility) 
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Description of Avoidance Explanation of how all Explanation of how all Effectiveness in meeting the Potential !Imitations (e.g., 
Alternative adverse effects on species adverse effects on habitat main purpose of the activity biological, technical and 

will be avoided will be avoided economic feasibility) 

Not all effects on the species 
would be avoided. 
Several drawbacks to the 
origina l stormwater 
management plan were 
identified. Notably, the plan 
would require in-water work to 

Least Bittern (Stormwater install the three berms. This 
Management Plan) - Alternative would have cmTied a risk of 
I - Original Stonnwater injuring both Least Bittern and 
Management Plan Blanding's Tu1tle and also The main limitation of the 
The original stonnwater would remove a corresponding original stonnwater managcmcut 
management plan as originally area of vegetated habitat. The 

The original storm water 
plan was that sending all now 

designed would have primari ly original plan also would have 
Not a ll effects on the habitat management plan was the mosr 

from KNL 7, 8 & 9 (including all 
relied on the Kizell Cell for utilized the Kizell Cell for 

would be avoided. efficient in terms of meeting the 
first flush flows) would result in 

stormwater quality and quantity quality treatment in addition to impacts that could not be 
management from KN L 7, 8 & quantity treatment. This wou ld Several potential habitat impacts servicing requirements of the 

mitigated fully by the energy 
9. This would have required the have included the first flush 

are discussed in the previous development wb ile minimizing 
dissipater and which would 

construction of three berms flows which contain the 
column. Considered lite need for an expansion of 

ultimately degrade the wetland. TL 
within the Kizell Cell to majority of suspended particles, cumulatively, these impacts existing facilities and 

was determined that in the long 
increase storage capacity, it turbidity, contaminants, siltation 

may have resulted in significant e liminating the need for a new 
term, this slormwater 

would have resulted in longer and temperature impacts. While 
ecological change throughout pond. This plan would meet 

management plan would 
periods of elevated water level, these impacts were proposed to 

the Kizell Cell and reduced servicing requirements without 
ultimately be likely to reduce the functionality for Least Bittern requiring the loss of additional 

all flows including first flush be mitigated through the use of 
and Blanding's Turtle. development land and would be 

functionality of the Kizell Cell 
nows would have been directed an energy dissipater, it was 

the most economical approach. 
habitat for Least Bittern and 

to the Kizell Cell, and the total nonetheless anticipated Uiat this Blanding's Twtle, and that 
volume of water received would would negatively impact proposed mitigation was not 
be larger. This is the original individual tmtles that may be sufficient to prevent this. 
SMP that was presented to hibernating in the Kizell Cell 
OMNRF. (during winter), while also . 

ultimately leading to vegetative 
community change through 
siltation, nutrient cmichmcnt, 
and turbidity. Foraging 
efficiency wou ld also likely be 
reduced for both species and 
both would be exposed to 
greater contaminant loads. 
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Lea5t Bittern (Stormwater 
Management Plan) - Alternative 
2 - Updated Stonnwater 
Management Plan - Prcforred Not a ll effects on the species 
Stonnwater Solution would be avoided. 
The SMP has been significantly The only significant residual 
redesigned so that all flow from impact on the ind iv iduals of the 
KNL 9 will go to the Beaver species that bas been noted, is 
Cell (au existing licensed the potentia l for infrequent 
stormwater facility) and also so water level fluctuation during 

The prefened updated 

that the first flush flows (up to major storm events to impact 
stormwater solution will meet 

the first 25 mm) from KNL 7 & the nests of Least Bittern (see 
the servicing needs of KNL 7, 8 

8 will also be diverted to the next column for discussion of 
& 9 while minimizing tile 

Beaver Cel l. This will reduce other potential impacts). The 
amount of development land 

the overall water flow to the probability of water level 
that is sacrificed to add storage 

Kizell Cell significantly and fluctuations impacting a Least 
Not all effects ou the habitat capacity. This plan is preferred 

will ensure that only clean water Bittern nest was calculated. This 
would be avoided. as it minimizes impacts on the It should be noted that the 

during infrequent major storm was done by multiplying the 
The revised SMP was Kizell Cell without requiring description outlined in this row is 

events will go to the Kizell Cell. propo1tion of the wetland that is 
redesigned specifically to construction of an entirely new based on the current prefened 

This arrangement will be flooded by the frequency of the 
reduce the potential impact on pond. As discussed below, a stormwater solution. As the 

achieved by expanding the event. Refer to the IGF form for 
the Kizell Cell and the new pond would require both current SMP is still in draft, it is 

existing capacity in the Beaver additional information. Water 
associated Blanding's Tu1tle the sacrifice of development acknowledged that there .is 

Cell. The expansion will ensure level fluctuations are shown in 
and Least Bittern habitat. The land and development of areas potential that this design could 

that the Kizell Cell is only Figure l 0 and the analysis is 
revised SMP significantly that are c urrently designated as continue to evolve. As discussed 

needed for stonnwater summarized in Tables C and D 
mitigates tllCl potential impact of open space natural areas. The in the next row, back-up 

management to accept flows (Appendix B). Based on this 
stormwate1· inflow on water Beaver Pond expansion option stormwater management options 

beyond the first flush flow analysis, the probability of 
quality, substrate, contaminants, (the preferred stormwater are currently being considered. 

re latively infrequently during storm water related water 
and vegetative cover. management solution) 

major storms. The redesigned fluctuation impacting a nest is 
minimizes both the amount of 

stonnwater management plan estimated to be 7.6% per year, 
development land sacrificed and 

will no longer require averaged over a live (5) year 
the total size of natural areas 

installation of berms in the period (Table D). This translates 
disturbed, while also 

Kizell Cell and new to an average annual loss of 
minimizing impacts on the 

construction within the Kizcll breeding functionality of0.83 
Kizcll Cell. 

Cell will be limited to the ha (on average 7.6% of the 
installation of a single outlet/ wetland each year). lt has been 
energy dissipater to noted that this estimate is likely 
accommodate flow beyond the to be high and represents the 
first flush during major storm maximum potential impact. 
events. Refer to tl1e Activity 
Description o f the IGF for 
additional detail. 
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Least Bittern (Stonm vater 
Management Plan) - Alternative 
3 - Back-up Stormwater 
Management Solution - New 
Ponds 

The main drawback of building 
The back-up stormwater options 
that are currently being 

a new stormwater management 

considered, if implemented, are 
pond is that it would require the Currently the preferred 

predicted to largely or entirely sacrifice of large amounts of stonnwater management solution 

avoid usage of the Kizell Cell 
The two back-up stormwaler development land and also the is being pursued and design work 

through constl'Uction of a new 
management options would both usage of large areas that have is being fina lized. The back-up 

stormwatcr pond adjacent to the see a new pond constructed, and otherwise been designated as stonnwatcr management 

Beaver Cell (KNL 9) or in KNL 
both proposed pond locations retained natural features (either solutions, both of which involve 

8 and the Trillium Woods. 
are outside of core Blanding's the Trill ium Woods or NEA building a new pond, would only 

Either scenario ultimately would 
Tu11le and Least Bittern habitat See previous column - the two lands south of KNL 9). lf a new be designed and pursued in detail 

divert most stormwater flow 
areas. Both new pond options back-up stormwatcr stonnwater management pond is if the preferred solution is 

away from the Kizell Cell and 
wou ld resu lt in the Kizell Cell management options would needed, KNL will seek deemed unfeasible. At the current 

hence would have a lower 
receiving far less stormwater avoid nearly all impacts to the compensation development time, the preferred solution (see 

impact on the Kizell Cell than 
inflow, and so either option Kizell Cell. lands from areas that are previous row) which involves 

described in the previous row. 
would essentially avoid currently designated for habitat expanding the capacity of the 

However, the new ponds would 
impacting the Kizell Cell. retention, in order to fulfill the Beaver Cell, is being pursued. 

require the sacrifice of 
Thereby, impacts to individual requirements of the 40% The Beaver Cell expansion is tbe 

significant areas of development 
Blanding's Turtle and Least agreement. Thereby - it is preferred solution as it minimizes 

land and would also remove 
Bittern would a lso largely be anticipated that the overall the loss of development land and 

large areas currently designated 
avoided. availabiJ ity of development land other natural areas, while also 

to be preserved as natural and retained natural habitat mitigating most impacts on the 
within KNL would both be Kizell Cell. 

habitats. If a major depaiture 
reduced by construction of a 

from the currently preferred 
SMP is ultimately needed {see new pond. 

previous row), this will be 
discussed in greater detai I with 
OMNllf, once the SMP is 
fmalized. 
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3. Expression of Interest to Apply for a Permit 

Does the proponent elect to proceed with the avoidance alternative(s) that MNR has determined to be sufficient to avoid 
contravention of subsection 9(1) or 10(1) of the ESA? 

D Yes. The proponent wishes to apply the alternative( s) 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

as identified by MNR to avoid contravention of the ESA and will NOT be proceeding with a 17(2)(c) overall benefit permit 
application at this time. 

[Z] No. The proponent wishes to proceed with the application for an overall benefit permit under clause 17(2)(c) of the ESA. 

4. Submission Information 

Date this form was submitted to the local MNR office (yyyy-mm-dd)* 

2015-10-16 

Please note: the email function will not work if you do not have your automatic email settings established. In these 
cases, please save a copy of your form, access your email account and attach a copy of the form for email submission 
to your local MNR. The list of MNR office email addresses is below for your reference. 

Email Client Option * 

D Default Email Application (e.g. , MS Outlook) 

[Z] Internet Email (e.g., Yahoo or Hotmail. Save the form and send it manually to the MNR office by using internet email service.) 

Local MNR office this form is being submitted to* 
Kemptville 

MNR Email Address for reference 
sar .kemptville@ontario.ca 

Proposal title (same as title used in the Information Gathering Form (IGF))* 
Kanata Lakes North Development (KNL): Overall Benefit Permit Application Supplemental Material 

Authorization* 

that the information provided in this form is accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge. I grant permission for a 
summary of my proposed activity to be posted on the Ministry of Natural Resources Species at Risk website and the 
Environmental Registry for the purpose of administering the Endangered Species Act, 2007 and its Regulations and in 
accordance with the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act, 1990. 
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