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1.0

INTRODUCTION

Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) has been retained by the City of Brockville (the City) to prepare an Environmental
Impact Study (EIS) for a proposed industrial park development located at Part Lots 14, 15, 16, 17, and 18,
Concession 2, Brockville, Ontario (the Site; Figure 1). In 2015, Golder undertook preliminary site investigations at
the Site as part of a Constraints and Opportunities Assessment (COA) (Golder, 2015). This EIS builds upon
information gathered as part of that study. This report includes an assessment of the Site, and the area within
120 m of the Site (study area) where accessible.
The proposed development will consist of an industrial park with a number of lots, each to be developed once sold
to third party purchasers. At present, therefore, the preliminary design plan consists of clearing and servicing lots,
and developing transportation infrastructure. This EIS has been prepared based on the preliminary design.
A Terms of Reference (TOR) was prepared and circulated to the City and Cataraqui Region Conservation Authority
(CRCA) on April 15, 2016 to align with the recommendations provided in Section 3.6.7 of the Official Plan
(OP: Brockville, 2012), and to allow the City and CRCA an opportunity to discuss any concerns, review the
proposed study design, and reach an agreement on the scope of the EIS. The City indicated that the CRCA would
be responsible for providing comments on the TOR, which they did by e-mail on April 19 and 25, 2016.
Those comments have been included and addressed this report (Appendix A).

1.1

Site Description

The Site is currently characterized by a patchwork of upland and wetland communities, both open and treed.
The TransNorthern Pipeline (refined petroleum) bisects the Site east-west. South of the pipeline, the Site is
predominantly forests and treed wetlands. North of the pipeline the Site consists of coniferous plantations, open
woodlands and thickets, and open meadows. There are a number of intermittent surface water features, primarily
south of the pipeline, and one that runs north-south along the western edge of the Site.
The Site is bordered to the west by a decommissioned landfill and large tracts of forest and wetland, while to the
south is a golf course and a rural residential area. East of the Site is an industrial area, and to the north is a complex
of rural residential, farms and patches of forest.

2.0

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY CONTEXT

The Site is located in the City of Brockville. Documents reviewed to gain an understanding of the natural heritage
features and regulations that are relevant to the Site included the following:









Provincial Policy Statement (MMAH, 2014)
City of Brockville Official Plan (OP; Brockville, 2012)
Endangered Species Act (Ontario, 2007)
Species at Risk Act (Canada, 2002)
Fisheries Act (Canada, 1985)
Migratory Birds Convention Act (Canada, 1994)
Ontario Regulation 148/06 Regulation of Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to
Shorelines and Watercourses (Ontario, 2006), administered by the CRCA

An overview of the above noted legislation and policy documents is discussed below.
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2.1

Provincial Policy Statement

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) was issued under Section 3 of the Planning Act (MMAH, 2014).
The natural heritage policies of the PPS indicate that:
2.1.4 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in:
a) Significant wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E
b) Significant coastal wetlands.
2.1.5 Unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or their
ecological functions, development and site alteration shall not be permitted in:
a)

Significant wetlands in the Canadian Shield north of Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E

b)

Significant woodlands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron and the St. Mary’s River)

c)

Significant valleylands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron and the St. Mary’s River)

d)

Significant wildlife habitat

e)

Significant areas of natural and scientific interest

f)

Coastal wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E that are not subject to policy 2.1.4(b)

2.1.6 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in fish habitat except in accordance with provincial
and federal requirements.
2.1.7 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in habitat of endangered species and threatened
species, except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements.
2.1.8 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the natural heritage features and
areas identified in policies 2.1.4, 2.1.5 and 2.1.6 unless the ecological function of the adjacent lands has
been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features
or on their ecological functions.
2.1.9 Nothing in policy 2.1 is intended to limit the ability of agricultural uses to continue.

2.2

City of Brockville

As it relates to natural heritage features, the City of Brockville OP (2012) designates the Site as Urban Reserve
(Schedule 1). Portions of the Site also contain constraint overlays including Natural Heritage Features (Significant
Woodlands) and CRCA Screening Area (Schedule 3), and a Waste Disposal Site/Buffer (Schedule 1).
As development is proposed on lands in or adjacent to the mapped Significant Woodlands, the City of Brockville
OP requires that an EIS be prepared that demonstrates no negative impact on the natural feature or its ecological
functions. All EIS are to be prepared to the satisfaction of the City and CRCA (OP Section 3.6.7).
According to the OP, when considering development proposals, the City encourages the exploration of opportunities
for creating new habitats, natural vegetation regeneration, conserving natural landforms and functions for protecting
and enhancing groundwater and surface water resources, and for promoting environmental education and
interpretation.
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2.3
2.3.1

Species at Risk
Species at Risk Act (SARA)

At the federal level, species at risk designations for species occurring in Canada are initially determined by the
Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC). If approved by the federal Minister of
the Environment, species are added to the federal List of Wildlife Species at Risk (Canada, 2002). Species that
are included on Schedule 1 as endangered or threatened are afforded protection of critical habitat on federal lands
under the Species at Risk Act (SARA) (Canada, 2002). On private or provincially-owned lands, only aquatic
species and migratory birds listed as endangered, threatened or extirpated are protected under SARA, unless
ordered by the Governor in Council.

2.3.2

Endangered Species Act (ESA)

Species at risk designations for species in Ontario are initially determined by the Committee on the Status of
Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO), and if approved by the provincial Minister of Natural Resources and
Forestry, species are added to the provincial Endangered Species Act (ESA) that came into effect June 30, 2008
(Ontario, 2007). The legislation prohibits the killing or harming of species identified as ‘endangered’ or ‘threatened’
in the various schedules to the Act. The ESA provides general habitat protection to all species listed as threatened
or endangered. Species-specific habitat protection is only afforded to those species for which a habitat regulation
has been prepared and passed into law as a regulation of the ESA. There are exemptions under the Act for the
treatment of certain species and their habitats for some activities.

2.4

Fisheries Act

The purpose of the Fisheries Act (Canada, 1985) is to maintain healthy, sustainable and productive Canadian
fisheries through the prevention of pollution, and the protection of fish and their habitat. Fisheries and Oceans
Canada (DFO) has project screening, reporting and mitigation tools that make regulatory requirements clear
and consistent.
Projects affecting waterbodies supporting Canada’s commercial, recreational and Aboriginal (CRA) fisheries must
comply with the provisions of the Fisheries Act. The proponent is responsible for determining if the project is likely
to cause impacts to CRA fisheries and if these impacts can be avoided or mitigated, but a request for project
review can also be submitted to DFO if the proponent is unsure, or the project or works do not easily fall into
prescribed DFO categories. The proponent must gather information on the type and scale of impact on the fishery
and determine if the impacts will result in serious harm to fish. Proponents have a duty to maintain records of
self-assessments completed for projects they undertake, and need to provide this information to DFO upon
request. Serious harm to fish is defined as the death of fish and/or any permanent alteration to, or destruction of,
fish habitat. If it is determined that the impacts cannot be avoided or mitigated and will result in serious harm to
fish, an application for authorization must be submitted to the DFO. Projects that have the potential to obstruct
fish passage or affect flows needed by fish also require an authorization, even if these occur outside of CRA
fishery areas.
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2.5

Migratory Birds Convention Act

The Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA) (Canada, 1994) prohibits the killing or capturing of migratory birds,
as well as any damage, destruction, removal or disturbance of active nests. It also allows the Canadian
government to pass and enforce regulations to protect various species of migratory birds, as well as their habitats.
While Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) can issue permits allowing the destruction of nests for
scientific or agricultural purposes, or to prevent damage being caused by birds, it does not typically allow for
permits in the case of industrial or construction activities.

2.6

Cataraqui Region Conservation Authority

The CRCA is the governing body which regulates flood potential and natural heritage features in the
Cataraqui River watershed. The CRCA maintains wetland mapping in conjunction with the City of Brockville and
the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF). The CRCA assigns Natural Heritage and Natural
Hazard related boundaries as defined under the PPS. Development within regulated areas is governed by
Regulation 148/06 Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses
(Ontario Legislative Assembly, 2006). Regulation 148/06 was derived under the authority of Ontario
Regulation 97/04 (Ontario Legislative Assembly, 2004) and is specific to the CRCA.
Under Ontario Regulation 97/04 a regulation may:
a)

Restrict and regulate the use of water in or from rivers, streams, inland lakes, ponds, wetlands and natural
or artificially constructed depressions in rivers or streams.

b)

Prohibit, regulate or require the permission of the authority to straighten, change, divert, or interfere in any
way with the existing channel of a river, creek, stream or watercourse, or change or interfere in any way with
a wetland.

c)

Prohibit, regulate or require the permission of the authority for development if, in the opinion of the authority,
the control of flooding, erosion, dynamic beaches, or pollution, or the conservation of land may be affected
by the development.

Although development is not necessarily restricted within the CRCA regulated area, it designates an area which
triggers the need for a permit and, in most cases, an accompanying environmental study. A portion of the study
area lies within the CRCA regulated area and work in or around the regulated area will require consultation with,
and/or permits from, the CRCA.
The CRCA also has guidelines on the preparation of an EIS (CRCA, 2005), which were consulted in the
preparation of this report. The CRCA provides peer-review services for the City of Brockville with respect to natural
heritage reporting.

3.0

DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL

The City of Brockville intends to develop the Site as an industrial park. The portions of the Site to be developed
will be cleared and serviced, including a transportation network, in preparation for the sale of individual lots.
This EIS has considered the potential effects of the development to that stage (preliminary design).
Setbacks to natural features have been incorporated in the proposed preliminary design. Setbacks include 30 m
to all wetlands, and 30 m to all surface water features (both banks), as well as 10 m to newly created woodland
edges. The wetland and surface water setbacks may be negotiated at the detailed design stage with the CRCA,
pending support from further study with respect to hydrology and hydrogeology (e.g. stormwater management).
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Contemplated development within those setbacks may include installing a culvert and crossing at Tributary 1
(Figure 4) to allow access to the western portions of the Site, and potentially redirecting flows from the surface
water feature at Aquatic Station 5 and/or Tributary 1 (as shown on Figure 4) to allow for additional developable
area north of the pipeline.

4.0
4.1

METHODS
Background Review

Background data reviewed for this project included existing documents and a number of information sources.
The review was also used to identify Species at Risk (SAR) that have been reported as occurring in the local
landscape surrounding the Site, or have the potential to occur. Sources reviewed included:



MNRF Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) Biodiversity Explorer (MNRF, 2016a) for information on
known occurrences of SAR and other significant natural features










Atlas of Breeding Birds of Ontario (Cadman et al., 2007)
Atlas of the Mammals of Ontario (Dobbyn, 1994)
Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (Ontario Nature, 2015)
Ontario Butterfly Atlas (Jones et al., 2015)
Bat Conservation International (BCI) range maps (BCI, 2013)
MNRF Land Information Ontario (LIO) mapping (LIO, 2014)
City of Brockville Official Plan (Brockville, 2012)
Existing aerial photography

The MNRF and the CRCA were contacted by e-mail in order to obtain information on rare species, fish community
data, and significant natural features in the study area in June 2016 and September 2015, respectively.
Responses included information on SAR, surface water features, wetlands and other significant natural features
(Appendix A).

4.2

SAR Screening

An assessment was conducted to determine which species listed under the SARA or ESA have the potential to
be located in the study area. The potential for SAR to occur was assessed based on species range information,
known records, review of the habitat observations made during the site investigations, historic land use practices,
and the preferred habitat requirements of these species. Species with ranges overlapping the study area, or
recent occurrence records in the vicinity, were screened by comparing their habitat requirements to habitat
conditions in the study area.
The potential for the species to occur was determined through a probability of occurrence. A ranking of low indicates
no suitable habitat availability for that species in the study area and no specimens identified. Moderate probability
indicates more potential for the species to occur, as suitable habitat appeared to be present in the study area,
but no occurrence of the species recorded. High potential indicates a known species record in the study area
(including during site investigations or background data review) and good quality habitat is present. The rankings
were based on observations made during the site investigations and background review.
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4.3

Site Investigations

The following sections outline the methods used for each of the site investigations conducted in the study area.
Surveys were limited to the Site, and surrounding areas with public access, and areas visible from public areas
such as roads. During all survey events, visual encounter surveys (VES) were conducted and any additional
wildlife, plant, and habitat observations were recorded. Searches were also conducted to document the presence
or absence of suitable habitat, based on habitat preferences, for those species identified in the desktop SAR
screening described above. The dates when all surveys were conducted are included in Table 1.
Table 1: Summary of Natural Environment Site Investigations in the Study Area
Year

Date

2015

31 August

2016

Type of Survey
Site Reconnaissance

22 April

Nocturnal Amphibian Surveys, Fish Habitat Surveys

18 May

Nocturnal Amphibian Surveys, Wildlife Visual Encounter Surveys, Botanical Surveys

9 June

Breeding Birds, Wildlife Visual Encounter Surveys, Fish Habitat Surveys

29 June

Nocturnal Amphibian Surveys, Wildlife Visual Encounter Surveys

30 June

Breeding Bird Surveys, Wildlife Visual Encounter Surveys, Botanical Surveys

29 July

Botanical Surveys, Fish Habitat Surveys

18 August

Butternut Health Assessment, Wildlife Visual Encounter Surveys, Fish Habitat Surveys

Ecological Land Classification and Habitat Assessment
Plant communities were first delineated at a desktop level using aerial imagery and existing reports, then further
assessed in the field using the Ecological Land Classification (ELC) system for Southern Ontario (Lee et al., 1998;
Lee, 2008) (Figure 2). The surveys were carried out by systematically traversing the study area, where access
was available, for a thorough survey of species and plant communities. During all site investigations, information
on plant community structure and composition was recorded in order to refine the plant community polygons.
Based on the ELC polygons, potential habitats for SAR were searched for and suitability was assessed.

Botanical Surveys
Botanical surveys were completed concurrent with ELC surveys and included area searches in all accessible
habitats in the study area, where access was available. A list of all plant taxa identified during the surveys was
compiled. Plants that were obviously planted for landscape purposes on residential and commercial properties
were not included in this inventory. However, those landscape species or cultivars that appeared to be naturalized
or escapees were included.
Efforts to locate butternut trees (Juglans cinerea) were concentrated in areas where development is contemplated,
and within 25 m of those areas. Butternut health assessments (BHA) were undertaken on all butternut trees identified
on the Site by qualified Butternut Health Assessors (i.e., certified by the MNRF). Searches for trees were conducted
during all site investigations, and marked when found using a hand-held GPS unit. The assessments were performed
according to standardized MNRF protocols (MNRF, June 2013) and using the methods as outlined in Butternut
Health Assessment Guidelines (MNRF, May 2011) and Butternut Health Assessment in Ontario (FGCA, August 2010;
MNRF, 2013a), with all relevant information entered into the standard Butternut Data Collection Forms (1 and 2).
The calculations and analysis were performed using the Butternut Retainable Tree Analysis electronic table, updated
by the MNRF in 2013. A formal BHA report was prepared using the MNRF 2013 template.
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Breeding Bird Surveys
Breeding bird point count surveys were conducted at seven stations for songbirds and other diurnal birds (Figure 2).
Surveys followed protocols adapted from Atlas of the Breeding Birds of Ontario (Cadman et al., 2007). Point count
stations were established within the study area, on accessible lands, at least 250 m apart. Surveys were
conducted in the period between 30 minutes before sunrise and 10:00 am to encompass the period of maximum
bird song.
All birds seen or heard were noted and observations were made regarding sex, age, breeding evidence, and
notable behaviour, when possible. Additional observations of birds in the study area were made during all other
survey events.

Secretive Marsh Bird/Least Bittern Surveys
Two secretive marsh bird playback surveys were conducted at one station for birds that are not always surveyed
well with standard point counts, including rails, bitterns and grebes (Figure 2). Surveys generally followed
protocols from the Marsh Monitoring Program (Bird Studies Canada, 2003). Surveys were conducted during the
same time period as breeding bird point counts.

Herpetile Surveys
All observations of reptiles and amphibian species during all site investigations were recorded, where applicable.

Amphibians
Three anuran call-count surveys were conducted during spring and utilized a point count methodology
(Bird Studies Canada, 2003). Stations were distributed across the Site, based on the locations of potential
breeding habitat, and following spacing requirements in the methodology (Figure 2). Surveys were conducted
between 30 minutes after sunset and midnight. At each station, a three minute survey was completed and
amphibian species were identified by vocalization. The search area was delineated by a 100 m radius semi-circle
around the listening station. Amphibians heard beyond the 100 m survey plot were also noted along with any
other wildlife encountered during the survey.
In addition, searches were made for potential woodland breeding pools for salamanders, and visual encounter
surveys for amphibians were conducted during all site investigations following recommended protocols
(MNRF, 2013b; McDiarmid, 2012).

Reptiles
VES for reptiles were conducted in all suitable habitats (e.g., under and within logs and other types of cover
objects, edges of wetlands, open pools of water, etc.) following recommended protocols (MNRF, 2013b;
McDiarmid, 2012). Surveys included scanning all wetlands during spring site investigations using binoculars, and
wading through the wetlands.

Mammals
Mammal surveys included track and sign surveys, as well as VES during all other site investigations, and generally
followed recommended protocols (Bookhout, 1994). Habitats within the Site were searched, with special attention
paid to edge habitats and other areas where mammals might be most active. Areas of exposed substrate such
as sand or mud were located and examined for any visible tracks. Any mammals seen and identified were noted.
When encountered, tracks and other signs (e.g., tracks, scat, tree scrapes, etc.) were identified to species,
if possible, and noted.
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Bats
Daytime bat habitat surveys included review of each plant community for cavity trees with potential to support bat
maternity roosts. Areas with higher concentrations of cavity trees or foraging potential (such as wetlands) were
targeted for acoustic surveys.
Stationary acoustic surveys were performed to confirm the presence of any SAR bats, based on draft protocols
prepared by the MNRF (undated). Frequent nightly passage by SAR bats would suggest that they are roosting
within close proximity to the acoustic station. Bats will travel several kilometres in a night from their roost locations
to feeding locations where they spend much of their time. Therefore, incidental recording of species does not
necessarily indicate the presence of a maternity roost within the study area.
Four full-spectrum bat detectors (Wildlife Acoustics SM3BAT+®) were deployed across the Site (Figure 2). Two of
the detectors recorded bat activity for a total of 21 nights each (June 9 – 29, 2016) and the third for 17 nights
(June 9 – 25, 2016) during the maternity roosting season. The fourth detector (Bat Station 1; Figure 2) was
disabled by rodents on the first night of sampling. Each station was located to provide coverage of the Site and
target areas where bats would most likely be roosting, commuting or feeding. The U1 microphones were left open
with no horn or windscreen for maximum recording capability. They were controlled to record from 30 minutes
before sunset to 30 minutes after sunrise. The detectors were triggered by ultrasound (which may or may not be
a bat). Once triggered, they recorded a file between 5 and 15 seconds in duration and then started a new recording
(if ultrasound persisted) or slept until they were next triggered.
The data was first filtered through Kaleidoscope software (Wildlife Acoustics) for signals between 15 and 120 kHz
and then processed in Sonobat ® and BatData (developed by Golder). The Sonobat program is specifically
intended for discrimination of bats to the species level wherever possible, and validation of the species-level
classification was conducted by Golder’s bat acoustic specialist. The results of the species classification were
tallied on a per-night basis for each station for each species or species group. Once automated classification was
complete, a subset of the files (approximately 10%) were reviewed (QA/QC’d) by an experienced and qualified
bat acoustic specialist. This QA/QC focused on files for which a species-level classification was made by Sonobat
with particular attention to any files that could be a SAR.

Wildlife Visual Encounter Surveys
VES for all wildlife, including butterflies and dragonflies, were conducted throughout the study area, where access
was available. This included a search for tracks and other signs (e.g. scat, tree scrapes, predated turtle nests
etc.). In addition, attention was paid to searching for suitable wildlife habitat and micro-habitats (e.g. hollow trees,
talus, vernal pools, etc.). A list of all wildlife observations was compiled.

Aquatic Habitat and Fish
An aquatic habitat assessment was conducted at several locations throughout the Site wherever surface water
features were identified (Figure 2). Fish habitat mapping of all surface water features was also performed, and
included documentation of morphological features along with representative photographs. Measurements such
as wetted width, depth, presence of flow, substrate, instream cover, habitat structure and barriers to fish movement
were noted. The habitat data collection methodology Golder employed follows the Ministry of Transportation
mapping guidelines (MTO, 2009). No fish community surveys were undertaken.
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4.4

Analysis of Significance and Sensitivity

An assessment was conducted to determine the significance and sensitivity of designated features as well as
significant species observed in the study area or determined to have potential to exist in the study area as inferred
from the SAR screening. The assessment was completed by comparing natural environment data collected
through background material and site investigations to published resources as described in Section 4.1, and
through a detailed analysis using the methods and criteria outlined in the Natural Heritage Reference Manual
(NHRM) (MNRF, 2010), Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (SWHTG) (MNRF, 2000) and the Significant
Wildlife Habitat Ecoregion Criterion Schedules (SWHECS) (MNRF, 2015).

5.0
5.1

SITE DESCRIPTION
Ecosystem Setting

The Site is located within the Cataraqui River watershed, the St. Lawrence River subwatershed, and the
St. Lawrence Direct catchment area (CRCA, 2013). The catchment includes natural areas, agricultural lands in
the Township of Elizabethtown-Kitley, rural developments, and portions of the City of Brockville.
The Site is located in the Smith’s Falls Limestone Plain physiographic region (Chapman and Putnam, 1984).
This physiographic region is generally level, consisting of limestone or sandstone bedrock covered in thin soils
from ranging from clays and loams to sands and even gravels. The local topography is relatively uniform and flat
across the Site, with the exception of slight depressions associated with the various wetlands and surface water
features present.

5.2
5.2.1

Ecological Land Classification
Plant Communities

Eighteen plant communities were delineated on the Site as part of the ELC assessment. These communities are
shown on Figure 2 and described in Table 2. All of the plant communities on the Site are typical in the region and
for the conditions on the Site, and none have been assigned provincial rarity ranks (SRANK) in the NHIC database.
Table 2: Plant Communities on the Site
Plant Community Type

Description

AGRC - Graminoid Hayfield

This community was a portion of a larger field that was contiguous north
of the Site. It appeared to be managed as a graminoid hayfield, at least
in recent years. It was dominated by grasses such as smooth brome
(Bromus inermis) and Kentucky bluegrass (Poa pratense).

CUM1-1 Cultural Mixed Meadow

This community included three small old fields in the northern half of the
Site, as well as various habitat edges and roadsides, too small to map.
Diversity and dominance of plant species varied, but common species
included parsnip (Pastinaca sativa), Canada goldenrod (Solidago
canadensis), and smooth brome.

CUM1-1/CUT Mixed Cultural
Meadow/Deciduous Cultural Thicket
Complex

This community included two small old fields in the southern half of the
Site, as well as a larger core area of the old fields in the northern half of
the Site. It was a mix of dense thicket patches, scattered trees, and open
meadow. Diversity and dominance varied, but common species included
shrubs such as common buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), gray dogwood
(Cornus foemina), and prickly ash (Zanthoxylum americanum); and
grasses and forbs.
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Plant Community Type
CUP3-2 White Pine Coniferous
Plantation

CUT1 Deciduous Cultural Thicket

CUT1/CUW1 Deciduous Cultural
Thicket/Cultural Woodland Complex

CUW1 Jack Pine Cultural Woodland

DIST- Disturbed

Description
This community included three immature plantations near the western
edge of the Site. The canopy was closed and almost 100% white pine
(Pinus strobus), with occasional other species such as trembling aspen
(Populus tremuloides). The understory and groundcover was sparse to
bare, with vegetation such as poison-ivy (Rhus radicans) and common
buckthorn limited to small openings in the canopy and along the edges of
the plantation. Snags and downed woody debris were rare.
This community included several thickets throughout the Site.
The diversity and plant dominance was very similar to the thicket areas in
the CUM1-1/CUT described above.
This community included a large portion of the northern half of the Site.
It was a mix of dense thicket areas interspersed with small stands,
overgrown hedgerows and scattered immature trees. Common tree and
shrub species included common buckthorn, nannyberry (Viburnum
lentago), gray dogwood, trembling aspen and white elm (Ulmus
americana). There were small pockets of poorly drained areas
throughout where water tolerant species such as glossy buckthorn
(Rhamnus cathartica), and sedges (Carex spp.) persisted. There were
occasional areas of very shallow soils and exposed bedrock. Snags and
downed woody debris were rare to absent.
This community was located in the northwestern corner of the Site. It was
similar in vegetation structure to the CUT1/CUW1, but with a stand of
Jack pine (Pinus banksiana) interspersed. There were additional trees
such as sugar maple (Acer saccharum) and trembling aspen throughout.
Snags were rare to absent, downed woody debris was occasional.
This was a disturbed field near the southern edge of the Site. It appeared
to have been used as a storage area in the recent past, and contained a
significant amount of dumped garbage, likely from the public. There was
a low-lying area that flooded in the spring, however this pool was seen to
dry up quickly in 2016, and was filled with scattered garbage.

FOD3-1 Dry-Fresh Poplar Deciduous This community was represented by three small patches of immature
trembling aspen in the northern portion of the Site. These stands were
Forest
almost exclusively trembling aspen in the canopy, with a moderate
understory and groundcover including species such as common
buckthorn and Kentucky bluegrass. Snags and downed woody debris
were rare to absent.
FOD5-1 Dry - Fresh Sugar Maple
This community included two areas in the core of the Site. Sugar maple
was dominant in the canopy with associates such as white ash (Fraxinus
Deciduous Forest
americana) and black cherry (Prunus serotina). The canopy was
primarily closed, with a sparse understory and groundcover dominated by
seedlings and saplings of sugar maple. Overall the stands were
immature to semi-mature, but with several larger mature sugar maples
scattered throughout. Additional species in the understory included
Christmas fern (Polystichum acrostichoides) and maple-leaved viburnum
(Viburnum acerifolium). Snags and downed woody debris were
occasional to abundant.
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Plant Community Type

Description

FOD5-3 Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple Red Oak Deciduous Forest

This community included two areas along the edges of the FOD5-1.
It was similar in composition to the FOD5-1, but with shallower soils,
areas of exposed bedrock, and thus more shade intolerant species such
as red oak (Quercus rubra) and trembling aspen. The canopy was
partially open, with a moderate to sparse understory dominated by
seedlings of sugar maple, and other species such mountain blackberry
(Rubus allegeniensis). Snags and downed woody debris were occasional.

FOD6-1 Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple Green Ash Deciduous Forest

This community was a portion of a larger woodlot at the southern edge of
the Site. Tree species dominance in the canopy varied across the
community, with species such as sugar maple and green ash
(Fraxinus pennsylvanica). The canopy was open, with a moderate to
dense understory and groundcover with species such as glossy
buckthorn and enchanter’s nightshade (Circaea lutetiana). Overall the
stand was immature to semi-mature. Snags and downed woody debris
were occasional to abundant.
This community was a small woodlot near the western edge of the forest.
Green ash was dominant in the canopy with associates such as white elm
and Manitoba maple (Acer negundo). The canopy was primarily open,
with a dense understory and groundcover dominated by glossy buckthorn
and other species. Overall the stand was immature. Snags and downed
woody debris were abundant.
This community was a narrow band of marsh in the core of the southern
portion of the Site. It was contiguous with a larger swamp (SWD2-2).
There was a mix of emergent and forb species such as reed canary grass
(Phalaris arundinacea), sedges (Carex spp.), and Joe-pye weed
(Eutrochium maculatum). Along the edges were patches of shrubs and
trees such as willows (Salix spp.). Portions of this marsh appeared to be
flooded during periods of high water, although they were primarily dry in
2016. No defined channel was observed.

FOD7-2 Fresh-Moist Green Ash
Deciduous Forest

MAM2 Graminoid Mineral Meadow
Marsh

MAS3-1 Cattail Organic Shallow
Marsh

This community was a patch of shallow marsh at the southwestern corner
of the Site. It was contiguous with swamp communities (SWT3-2,
SWD6-2). Water appeared to exit and enter this marsh through an
existing intermittent stream, although no channel was observed in the
marsh itself. There were pools and areas of flooding throughout the
marsh. It was dominated by common cattail (Typha latifolia), with
additional wetland species such as marsh bedstraw (Galium palustre),
and purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria).

RBS Common Juniper Shrub Rock
Barren

This community consisted of two small areas where bedrock was at and
near the ground surface. The plant community was restricted to cracks in
the bedrock and areas of thin soil, and included species such as common
juniper (Juniperus communis), balsam ragwort (Packera paupercula), and
poverty oat grass (Danthonia spicata).
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Plant Community Type

Description

SWD2-2 Green Ash Mineral
Deciduous Swamp

This community was a narrow swamp that ran across the southern
portion of the Site. Green ash was dominant in the canopy with
associates such as silver maple (Acer saccharinum) and black ash
(Fraxinus nigra). The canopy was primarily open to partially closed, with a
dense to moderate understory and groundcover that included species
such as red osier dogwood (Cornus stolonifera) and blue flag
(Iris versicolor). Overall the stand was immature. The eastern half of this
swamp was flooded for much of the 2016 surveys, with abundant signs of
recent beaver activity. Snags and downed woody debris were abundant.
Water appeared to enter this swamp through an existing intermittent
stream, although no defined channel was observed in the swamp itself.
This community was contiguous with the SWD6-2 to the southwest.

SWD6-2 Silver Maple Organic
Deciduous Swamp

This community was a band of swamp in the southwestern corner of the
Site. It was contiguous with the SWD2-2 and the SWT3-2. Silver maple
was dominant in the canopy with associates such as black ash. The
canopy was open, with a moderate understory and groundcover where
the substrate was not submerged under water. There was a diversity of
wetland species in the groundcover such as winterberry (Ilex verticillata),
bladder sedge (Carex intumescens), and beggar-ticks (Bidens spp.).

SWT3-2 Willow Organic Thicket
Swamp

This community was a small thicket swamp in the southwestern corner of
the Site. It was a transitional area between the SWD6-2 and the MAS3-1.
It was dominated by willows such as slender willow (Salix petiolaris), with
additional wetland plants such as spotted jewelweed (Impatiens
capensis), and fowl manna grass (Glyceria striata).

5.2.2

Vascular Plants

A total of 233 vascular plant taxa were noted during site investigations (Appendix C). Generally, there was a mix
of native and alien species in all plant communities.
Thirty-four butternuts, designated as endangered under the ESA and the SARA, were identified on the Site
(Figure 3). No other SAR, provincially rare, or regionally significant plants were observed in the study area. For a
discussion about SAR on the Site refer to Section 6.1.

5.3

Wildlife

A list of wildlife species identified on the Site is provided in Appendix D.

5.3.1

Birds

Forty-seven bird species were identified during site investigations (Appendix D). The majority of these were
recorded during the breeding bird point count surveys. The most abundant birds included those that are common
in thicket and forested areas such as song sparrow (Melospiza melodia) and red-eyed vireo (Vireo olivaceus).
Golden-winged warbler (Vermivora chrysoptera), wood thrush (Hylocichla mustelina), and eastern wood-pewee
(Contopus virens), were observed at several locations on the Site (Figure 3). All three species are designated as
special concern under the ESA, and golden-winged warbler is also designated as special concern under the SARA.
For a discussion about SAR on the Site refer to Section 6.7.4.
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5.3.2

Mammals

Twenty mammal species were identified on the Site (Appendix D). This included common species such as
white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) and grey squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), and a range of bat species.
The only provincially rare or SAR mammals observed were little brown myotis (Myotis lucifugus) and eastern
pipistrelle (Perimyotis subflavus), both designated as endangered under the ESA and SARA. These species are
further discussed under Section 6.1. Bat activity was higher in the southern half of the Site.

5.3.3

Butterflies and Dragonflies

Nineteen species of butterflies and dragonflies were identified on the Site (Appendix D). Although no individual
monarchs (Danaus plexippus) were observed, their food plants common milkweed (Asclepius syriaca) and swamp
milkweed (Asclepius incarnata) were observed throughout the Site. For a discussion about SAR on the Site refer
to Section 6.7.4.

5.3.4

Herpetofauna

Nine herpetile species were identified on the Site (Appendix D), including several species of frogs. A few
individuals of western chorus frog (Pseudacris triseriata) were identified at a few different locations on the Site
(Figure 3). Western chorus frog is given an SRANK of 3 (vulnerable) by NHIC, is designated as special concern
under SARA, but is not designated under the ESA.

5.4

Aquatic Habitat and Fish

Only one well-defined watercourse was observed on the Site, located along the western edge (Tributary 1;
Figure 2). Moderate flow was observed in this feature in May and June 2016, only where it flowed in and out of
the MAS3-1 community in the southwest corner of the Site, and was noted to be dry during all other site
investigations in 2015 and 2016. Water also appears to move across the Site through a series of small reaches
of intermittent and ephemeral surface depressions and wetlands, but the channels were poorly defined, and
appeared to disappear and reappear underground (Figure 2, Table 3).
All water appears to flow to the south and southwest across the Site, exiting from the MAS3-1 through a culvert
under Parkedale Avenue into the adjacent golf course ponds. Small-bodied fish were observed at this culvert, but
nowhere else on the Site. Given their connection to the culvert at Parkedale Avenue, each of the surface water
features identified on Site has the potential to provide fish habitat during periods of high water (i.e. spring and fall),
with the exception of the feature associated with Aquatic Station 5, which is isolated (Figure 2, Table 3).
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Table 3: Aquatic Habitat Summary per Station
Aquatic
Station

Water
Feature

Visit

Condition

Measurements

1

Dry during all
Tributary 1
June, July visits in 2016;
(Intermittent
2016
Intermittent
Stream)
stream

2

Wetted width
(June 2016): 0.5 to
Tributary 1
Moderate flow
June, July
1.5 m; bank full
(Intermittent
in June; dry in
2016
width: 2-4 m; depth
Stream)
July 2016
(June 2016):
0.05-0.15 m

Bank full width:
0.2 to 0.5 m

3

Moderate flow
Tributary 1 April,
in April and
(Intermittent June, July June 2016; low
flow in July
Stream)
2016
2016

Wetted width
(June 2016): 0.5 to
1.5 m; bank full
width: 2-4 m; depth
(June 2016):
0.05-0.15 m

4

Wetland /
Intermittent
Stream

April,
Standing
June, July water; no
2016
visible flow

No defined
channel; wetland
basin

Intermittent
Stream

Low flow in
June, July
June; dry in
2016
July 2016

Wetted width
(June 2016):
0.3 m; bank full
width: 0.3 m; depth
(June 2016):
0.02m

Intermittent
Stream

Low flow in
June, July April and June;
dry in July
2016
2016

Wetted width
(June 2016): 0.2 to
0.4 m; bank full
width: 0.5 to 1 m;
depth (June 2016):
0.05-0.1 m

Intermittent
Stream

Low flow in
June, July June;
2016
dry/isolated
pools in July

Wetted width
(June 2016):
1-2 m; bank full
width: 3 m; depth
(June 2016):
0.05-0.2 m

5

6

7
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Description
Visible channel, very small and shallow
channel. Signs of flow from earlier in
spring. Substrate was primarily
sand/silt, some gravel and organic
material. 95% Shaded by trees, no
visible instream vegetation.
Deeply cut channel, some undercut
banks. Water high turbidity in June.
Substrate primarily silt, with sand,
gravel, cobbles. 95% shaded, some
overhanging shrubs.
Outflow of wetland to culvert under
road, then into golf course south of
Site. This appeared to be the main
drainage point for the entire Site.
Substrate was primarily cobble/gravel
with sand and silt. Instream vegetation
included bulrushes and sedges.
Channel 5% shaded, with some
overhanging forbs, grasses, and
shrubs. Small bodied fish seen at
culvert.
Narrow wetland with some channels
and areas of flooding in spring. No
defined channel was identified.
Substrate was organics and silt.
Small, barely defined intermittent
stream. Substrate was primarily silt
with some sand and organic material.
100% shaded by tall shrubs. Appeared
to disappear underground in direction
of small wetland in center of Site.
Small channelized stream (possibly
historically man-made), flowed north
between two wetland basins.
Substrate was a mix of silt and sand,
some gravel. 30% shaded by shrubs
and forbs/grasses. Instream vegetation
included bulrushes and grasses.
Man-made drainage channel,
originated from culvert under road,
likely from storm water management
system. Flowed into flooded wetland
on the Site. Substrate was 100%
organic (peat), except at roadside ditch
where it was silt/sand. Water stagnant
and isolated during July site visit.
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6.0

ASSESSMENT OF SIGNIFICANT NATURAL HERITAGE FEATURES

The following is a discussion of the significant natural features in, or likely to be in, the study area based on the
review of background materials and results of the site investigations undertaken for this study. Also, included in
this section is an assessment of the potential direct impacts of the preliminary design on the significant natural
heritage features in the study area.

6.1

Habitat of Endangered or Threatened Species

The following discussion of provincially endangered or threatened species is based on the SAR screening provided
in Appendix B. Species with a low probability to occur in the study area are included in the screening, but are not
discussed further in this report. Each of the species listed below has the potential to inhabit the study area, based
on the desktop SAR screening and the results of the site investigations.

SAR Bats
The SAR screening and results of acoustic surveys indicate that two SAR bats are utilizing the Site:



Little brown myotis (Myotis lucifugus) - endangered under both the ESA and SARA



Tri-coloured bat (Perimyotis subflavus) - endangered under both the ESA and SARA

These species are provided both species and habitat protection under the ESA. Based on the acoustic study,
very low numbers of these species are utilizing the Site. These two species represent a combined 17 passes of
the acoustic detectors during the course of the study, out of a total of 3412 recorded passes by bats (or 0.5%).
Based on this, it is Golders opinion that these species are unlikely to be using the Site for maternity roosting, and
are more likely foraging occasionally on the Site. As part of the proposed preliminary design, abundant foraging
habitats for these species will remain on the Site, primarily in the southern half. No negative impacts to foraging
habitat are anticipated to result from the proposed preliminary design, and a range of quality roosting habitats will
also be maintained in these areas, also.
No potential bat hibernacula is present at the Site.

Butternut
Butternut is designated as endangered under the ESA and SARA. This species is a shade intolerant tree that is
often found in riparian habitats as well as rich and moist well-drained loams and well-drained gravels of limestone
origin. Thirty-four butternut trees were observed across the Site, concentrated in the northern half (Figure 3).
Fifteen trees were determined through the BHA to be Category 1 (non-retainable), thirteen of the trees were
Category 2 (retainable), and six were Category 3 (archivable) (Figure 3).
Although this species and its associated habitats are provided protection under the ESA, some exemptions are
detailed in Section 23.7 of Ontario Regulation 242/08 (Ontario, 2015a). Under the regulation, Category 1 trees
may be removed 30 days after submission of the BHA to the MNRF, provided the MNRF does not request an audit
of findings. A permit under the ESA will be required to remove the Category 2 trees (as there are more than 10)
and the Category 3 trees. Once the detailed design has been prepared and the number / location of trees that
need to be removed is determined, permitting, included required compensation, will be negotiated with the MNRF.
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6.2

Significant Wetlands and Coastal Wetlands

Wetlands are evaluated by the MNRF according to evaluation procedures established by the province, specifically,
the Ontario Wetland Evaluation System (MNRF, 2013c). Through this evaluation, wetlands are designated either
provincially significant (PSW) or non-provincially significant (non-PSW). Coastal wetlands are located on the
shores of the Great Lakes, or their connecting channels.
No provincially significant wetlands or coastal wetlands are identified in the study area.

6.3

Fish Habitat

Projects affecting waterbodies supporting Canada’s CRA fisheries must comply with the provisions of the
Fisheries Act. To assess the implications of the Fisheries Act, fish habitat impacts are described in terms of direct,
on-site habitat and indirect, off-site effects of the proposed project. Based on Golder’s assessment, each of the
surface water features in the study area may represent fish habitat, with the exception of the feature associated
with Aquatic Station 5, as it is isolated.
According to the OP, the City, in consultation with the CRCA, may determine the minimum vegetative buffer zone
adjacent to existing or potential fish habitat areas where development is proposed. Correspondence with the
CRCA indicates that through their regulation (O.Reg. 148/06), they require that development and site alteration
be set back a minimum of 30 m from all watercourses where there is no flood plain mapping, which have been
incorporated into the preliminary design (Figure 4). These setbacks are sufficient to ensure no harm to the fish
habitats the surface water features may represent.
As part of the detailed design, a culvert may need to be installed at Tributary 1, which will require that a DFO
Projects Near Water Self-Assessment be completed to determine whether the proposed culvert installation can
result in serious harm to fish and fish habitat and require further review by the DFO. Culvert installation and
development within the 30 m setback areas (if contemplated as part of detailed design) will require a permit from
the CRCA. Permits are only granted if, in the opinion of the CRCA, the control of flooding, erosion, dynamic
beaches, pollution or the conservation of land will not be affected by the development. Additional study would be
required at the detailed design stage in order to determine any effects to fish habitat resulting from installation of
a culvert or development within the proposed 30 m setback to surface water features, if contemplated.

6.4

Significant Woodlands

Significant woodlands are to be defined and designated by the local planning authority (MNRF, 2010). Some of
the wooded portions of the Site are identified as Significant Woodlands (Schedule 3) in the City of Brockville OP,
which is based primarily on information from the Eastern Ontario Model Forest (CRCA, 2015). The CRCA
indicated that this mapping was prepared at the landscape level in the absence of ground-truthing, and that sitespecific investigations are required to refine the mapping and determine actual significance. Since the preparation
of the OP, the PPS has been updated to include revised direction with respect to determining significant
woodlands. According to the PPS, significant woodlands are to be identified using criteria established by the
MNRF in the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (NHRM) for Policy 2.3 of the PPS (MNRF, 2010).
According to the NHRM, woodland patches can be delineated based on a minimum tree density of 60%, in
accordance with Lee et.al (1998). This minimum threshold was applied during the plant community surveys
undertaken at the Site. Areas with greater than 60% tree cover are illustrated on Figure 2 (ELC Codes: FOD,
FOM, CUP, SWD). Having met the definition of a woodland per the NHRM, these areas were further assessed
against the criteria provided in the NHRM for significance.
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Woodlands separated by distances of 20 m or more are to be considered individual woodlands. Based on this,
Golder has identified a single large, contiguous woodland on the Site (Figure 3). This feature is connected to
extensive forested areas west of the Site by a narrow extension at the far west of the Site (< 20 m break in the
canopy). The size of the on-site portion of the woodland is 35.3 ha, and when combined with off-site portions it
extends several kilometres westward. A small portion of the woodlands to the west of the Site extend onto the
Site in the western corner. Analysis of forest cover mapping (SOLRIS, 2015) indicates that forest cover in the
City of Brockville planning area is 16.3%.
Based on the size criteria in the NHRM, for significance, the following size thresholds must be met:



Where forest cover is between 5 and 15%, woodlands 4 ha in size or larger should be considered significant.



Where forest cover is between 15 and 30% of the land cover, woodlands 20 ha in size or larger should be
considered significant.



Where forest cover is between 30 and 60%, woodlands 50 ha in size or larger should be considered
significant.

Based on the above criteria, the on-site portions of the woodland are significant in the planning area, and their
value increases when the off-site portions are taken into account. In addition, the feature meets other criteria for
significance under the NHRM, including woodland interior (measured 100 m from the edge), proximity to other
woodlands or other habitats (e.g. surface water features), linkages, water protection, woodland diversity
(e.g. species and terrain), and uncommon characteristics (e.g. mature portions with large trees).
5.1 ha of the woodlands on the Site are proposed for removal as part of the preliminary design (Figure 4).
This represents a 14% reduction in the on-site portions of the significant woodlands, and much less when
considered in the context of the extensive off-site portions of the woodland. Further, the majority of the woodland
areas being removed are coniferous plantation which have limited plant diversity or value to wildlife, and portions
of the woodland that do not contribute to any interior habitat area.
Indirect effects of the removal of portions of the woodland could potentially include effects to the new edges of the
remaining portions of the significant woodlands such as dust migration, drying and damage to edge trees.
These effects can be mitigated through the implementation of standard best management practices as described
in Section 8.0. Human-related impacts such as the introduction of additional exotic species from the adjacent
development, light, noise, and human intrusion, will be mitigated as discussed in Section 8.0.
Golder is of the opinion that removal of these portions of the woodland will not have a negative impact on the
significant woodland as a whole, as no degradation that threatens the health and integrity of the remaining natural
feature or ecological functions for which the overall woodland was identified as significant will be incurred.
All potential effects can be appropriately mitigated as discussed in Section 8.0.
Although these small areas will be removed, in order to help mitigate the loss of woodland habitat, revegetation is
proposed immediately south of the western edge of the Site (on City of Brockville lands) to strengthen the
connection between the on-site and off-site portions of the woodland (Figure 4). Where development is proposed
within the significant woodland, a 10 m setback along newly created woodland edges is recommended (Figure 4).
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6.5

Significant Valleylands

Recommended criteria for designating significant valleylands under the PPS include prominence as a distinctive
landform, degree of naturalness, importance of its ecological functions, restoration potential, and historical and
cultural values. Significant valleylands should be defined and designated by the planning authority.
No significant valleylands are identified in the study area.

6.6

Significant Areas of Natural or Scientific Interest (ANSIs)

ANSIs are areas of land and water containing natural landscapes or features that have been identified as having
life science or earth science values related to protection, scientific study or education. The MNRF is responsible
for identifying ANSIs.
No ANSI are identified in the study area.

6.7

Significant Wildlife Habitat

The Natural Heritage Reference Manual (MNRF, 2010) includes criteria and guidelines for designating significant
wildlife habitat (SWH). There are two other documents, the SWHTG and the SWHECS, which provide specific
values and criteria for identifying SWH and offer some general information and ideas regarding the consideration
of thresholds for the definition of significance. The Significant Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Support Tool (SWHMiST;
MNRF, 2014) is also used in conjunction with the SWHECS to determine appropriate mitigation for disturbance or
removal of SWH.
There are four general types of significant wildlife habitat: migration corridors, seasonal concentration areas, rare
or specialized habitats, and species of conservation concern. Each of these types of significant wildlife habitat is
discussed below in relation to the study area.

6.7.1

Migration Corridors

The SWHTG defines animal movement corridors as elongated, naturally vegetated parts of the landscape used
by animals to move from one habitat to another. This is generally in response to different seasonal habitat
requirements. For example, trails used by deer to move to wintering areas or areas used by amphibians between
breeding and summer habitat. To qualify as significant wildlife habitat, these corridors would be a critical link
between habitats that are regularly used by wildlife.
East and north of the Site are highly urbanized, south of the Site are recreational developments and Highway 401,
while west of the Site are rural and natural areas. Based on this, the connection between the Site and lands to
the west are of importance. Portions of these connections will be lost through removal of natural cover as part of
the proposed preliminary design. As discussed in Section 6.4, additional areas of tree planting are proposed in
order to strengthen this connection (Figure 4). The connection between these areas as represented by Tributary 1
will be maintained. Based on this, no negative impacts to migration corridors or linkages in the local landscape
are expected to result from the proposed preliminary design.
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6.7.2

Seasonal Concentration Areas

Seasonal concentration areas are those areas where large numbers of a species congregate at one particular
time of the year. Examples include deer yards, amphibian breeding habitat, bird nesting colonies, bat hibernacula,
raptor roosts, and passerine migration concentrations. If a species is at risk, or if a large proportion of the population
may be lost if significant portions of the habitat are altered, all examples of certain seasonal concentration areas may
be designated.
The SWHTG identifies the following 14 types of seasonal concentrations of animals that may be considered
significant wildlife habitat, and outlines means of identifying such habitat. They are:



Winter deer yards



Moose late winter habitat



Colonial bird nesting sites



Waterfowl stopover and staging areas (aquatic and/or terrestrial)



Waterfowl nesting areas











Shorebird migratory stopover areas
Landbird migratory stopover areas
Raptor winter feeding and roosting areas
Wild turkey winter range
Turkey vulture summer roosting areas
Reptile hibernacula (and turtle wintering areas)
Bat hibernacula
Bullfrog concentration areas
Migratory butterfly stopover areas

In addition to the above list, the SWHECS considers bat maternity colonies and bat migratory stopover areas as
seasonal concentration areas for wildlife.
Deer and moose management is an MNRF responsibility, and deer winter congregations areas considered
significant are mapped by the MNRF. There have neither been deer yards identified in the study area, nor is there
any identified moose late winter habitat.
There are no banks, cliffs, rocky islands or peninsulas suitable for colonial bird nesting habitat within the study
area. Further, no heronries were identified during the site investigations.
No areas suitable for supporting waterfowl during migration times (stopover and staging) were identified during
site investigations. No terrestrial stopover or staging habitat was observed in the study area, nor was any evidence
of waterfowl nesting observed during the site investigations.
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Shorebird stopover sites are typically well-known and have a long history of use. The study area does not have
areas of suitable shorebird foraging habitat. In addition, no concentrations of shorebirds or presence of the listed
species was identified through background review or during the site investigations.
The study area is not located in close enough proximity (i.e., within 5 kilometres) to the Great Lakes to provide
suitable landbird migratory stopover areas.
Ideal raptor winter roosting areas are generally located in mature mixed or coniferous woodlands that abut
windswept fields that do not get covered by deep snow. There are no suitable areas in the study area for raptor
winter feeding and roosting.
Suitable habitat for wild turkey includes a mix of forest and open land such as natural grassland or agriculture.
For wintering, wild turkeys tend to prefer large dense coniferous forests adjacent to open land and close to both a
food source and groundwater seeps. There is no suitable habitat for wild turkey in the study area.
No significant turkey vulture summer roosting habitat was observed at the Site.
Reptile hibernacula and active reptiles were searched for during site investigations in the study area. There were
no man-made features (such as foundations or rock walls) that penetrated below the frost line that could provide
potential hibernacula. Scattered hibernacula for individual snakes are likely present in the form of mammal
burrows, etc. but are not considered significant for the purposes of this report. Hibernacula may also be present
along the TransNorthern pipeline where blasting through bedrock has resulted in large, partially buried rock debris
on either side of the pipeline (Figure 3). This area lies outside of the proposed preliminary design, and so no
impacts to this feature are anticipated.
The marsh community in the southwest corner of the Site has low potential for turtle over-wintering as the
vegetation is extremely dense (cattails) and water levels are generally low, when water is present. Similarly, the
swamp communities have little potential for this habitat type, as they also appear to dry as the season progresses.
These features lie outside of the proposed preliminary design, and so no impacts to these features are anticipated.
There are no suitable areas of bat hibernacula in the study area, and no karst topography or features are known
to occur at the Site or immediate vicinity (OMNDM, 2016). Based on site investigations, no portions of the Site
provide the necessary number (>10/ha) of large (>25cm DBH) wildlife trees to be considered significant maternity
roost habitat; however, some individual wildlife trees were identified scattered throughout Site, concentrated in the
FOD5-1 community in the southern half of the Site. These areas lie outside of the proposed preliminary design,
and so no impacts to these features are anticipated. No bat migratory stopover areas are identified in this
eco-region.
The Site does not provide suitable large open water areas for bullfrog, nor were any identified during targeted
amphibian surveys.
The study area is not located within 5 km of Lake Ontario, and therefore does not meet the criteria for significant
migratory butterfly stopover habitat.
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6.7.3

Rare or Specialized Habitats

Rare Habitats
Rare habitats are those with plant communities that are considered rare in the province, such as sand barrens,
alvars, old growth forests, savannah and tallgrass prairie. It is assumed that these habitats are at risk and that
they are also likely to support additional wildlife species that are considered significant. Generally, communities
assigned an SRANK of S1 to S3 (extremely rare to rare-uncommon) by the NHIC qualify as rare.
None of the plant communities identified in the study area are ranked S1 to S3 by the NHIC.

Specialized Habitats
Specialized habitats are microhabitats that provide a critical resource to some groups of wildlife. The SWHTG
defines 14 specialized habitats that may be considered significant wildlife habitat, and outlines means of identifying
such habitats. They are:
















Habitat for area-sensitive species
Forests providing a high diversity of habitats
Old-growth or mature forest stands
Foraging areas with abundant mast
Amphibian woodland breeding ponds
Turtle nesting habitat
Specialized raptor nesting habitat
Moose calving areas
Moose aquatic feeding areas
Mineral licks
Mink, otter, marten, and fisher denning sites
Highly diverse areas
Cliffs
Seeps and springs

In addition to the above list, the SWHECS considers waterfowl nesting habitat, bald eagle and osprey nesting,
foraging and perching habitat, woodland raptor nesting habitat, and amphibian wetland (i.e., non-woodland)
breeding habitat as specialized habitat for wildlife. Waterfowl nesting was discussed under Section 6.7.2
(Seasonal Concentration Areas).
The woodlands in the study area are not large enough to meet the criteria for area-sensitive breeding bird habitat
according to the criteria in the SWHECS (i.e. no area 200 m from any edge), however, three or more of the listed
indicator species were observed during targeted breeding bird surveys (concentrated in the southern half of the
Site; shown as Significant Woodland on Figure 3). These forested portions of the Site are, therefore, considered
significant for this habitat type. The majority (86%) of the forest will remain intact as part of the proposed
preliminary design. It is not anticipated that this small reduction in forested area will result in any reduced viability

October 2016
Report No. 1536620

21

BROCKVILLE EMPLOYMENT LANDS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY

of the habitats for these species, and the proposed encroachments are north of the pipeline and along Parkedale
Avenue, where interior forest habitat conditions are not present.
The forests in the southern half of the study area are somewhat complex in terms of their plant communities
(including upland areas, surface water features, wetlands and rock barrens), and are considered forests providing
a high diversity of habitats for the purposes of this report. These areas lie outside of the proposed preliminary
design, with one small exception along Parkedale Avenue, and so no impacts to this feature are anticipated.
The trees in the study area are not likely to be over 140 years old, and beech or oak trees were not abundant.
Therefore, the Site has not been considered old-growth forest or forest providing an abundance of mast for the
purposes of this report.
The wetlands associated with the Site do not meet the criteria for significant amphibian breeding habitat
(woodlands) as, apart from spring peepers, calling activity was low across the Site. Regardless, wetlands on the
Site will be preserved and protected with a 30m setback as part of the proposed preliminary design (Figure 4).
The SWHECS indicates that exposed mineral soils in open sunny areas must be present to support turtle nesting.
No such habitats are present in the study area.
Nesting habitat for raptors, as well as perching and foraging habitat for bald eagle and osprey, were not identified
as no raptors or raptor nests were observed during site investigations. Further, to meet the SWHECS criteria for
this habitat type, there must be > 10 ha of interior forest habitat (measured 200 m from any edge) present. This is
not present in the study area.
No moose calving or aquatic feeding areas, mineral licks, or mink, otter, marten or fisher denning sites were
observed during site investigations in the study area.
Highly diverse areas are described in the SWHTG as areas with a high species or plant community diversity.
The study area contains a wide variety of plant communities, and is therefore considered an area of high diversity,
however, this type of habitat mixture is present throughout the planning area, and the Site is not considered
significant for the this habitat type for the purposes of this report.
There is no cliff / talus habitat on the Site, according to the criteria presented in the SWHECS.
No evidence of groundwater seepage or springs were observed at the Site.

6.7.4

Habitat for Species of Conservation Concern

Habitat for Species of Conservation Concern includes four types of species: those that are rare, those whose
populations are significantly declining, those that have been identified as being at risk to certain common activities,
and those with relatively large populations in Ontario compared to the rest of the world.
Rare species are considered at five levels: globally rare, nationally rare, provincially rare, regionally rare; and
locally rare (in the municipality). This is also the order of priority that should be attached to the importance of
maintaining species. Some species have been identified as being susceptible to certain practices, and their
presence may result in an area being designated significant wildlife habitat. Examples include species vulnerable
to forest fragmentation and species such as woodland raptors that may be vulnerable to forest management or
human disturbance. The final group of species of conservation concern includes species that have a high
proportion of their global population in Ontario. Although they may be common in Ontario, they are found in low
numbers in other jurisdictions.
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Through the desktop SAR screening and site investigations, six species of conservation concern were identified
as having potential to occur within the study area: western chorus frog; monarch; eastern wood pewee; goldenwinged warbler; wood thrush; and eastern ribbonsnake. Habitat descriptions for each of these species are
provided in Appendix B.
Western chorus frog was heard in two small wetlands (Figure 3) during site investigations, and will utilize adjacent
upland areas for over-wintering and foraging. Monarch may utilize virtually any of the natural habitats in the study
area, particularly where there is a mixture of forest and open areas with an abundance of nectar plants.
Eastern wood pewee and wood thrush utilize large areas of forested habitats, and were observed primarily in the
southern half of the Site (Figure 3). Eastern ribbonsnake may utilize the areas adjacent to marsh, swamp and
watercourses on the Site. Large areas of habitat for each of these species will persist in the retained areas of
the Site, and therefore no negative impacts to these species is anticipated to occur. Golden-winged warbler was
observed in the more open and shrubby areas of the Site (Figure 3), and is discussed further below.
The SWHECS also considers shrub/early successional bird breeding habitat, open country bird breeding habitat,
marsh breeding bird habitat, and presence of terrestrial crayfish as habitat for species of conservation concern.
The presence of breeding golden-winged warblers on the Site automatically causes the area to be considered
SWH for shrub/early successional birds, according to the SWHECS, and includes the entire contiguous ELC
community (Figure 3). Both areas where this species was observed (15.1 ha) are proposed for development.
As compensation for the loss of these areas, Golder recommends establishing at least 15 ha of shrub/early
successional bird habitat on the closed landfill immediately west of the Site (the entire landfill property is
approximately 20 ha), or a similar site in the local landscape that is not currently habitat for this species.
This habitat should be established prior to removal of the existing on-site habitats to ensure continued availability
of this habitat type in the local landscape. With this mitigation implemented, no net loss of golden-winged warbler
breeding pairs in the local landscape is anticipated.
There is no suitable marsh breeding bird habitat in the study area. None of the indicator species for open country
bird breeding habitat, as listed in the SWHECS, were observed in the study area during targeted breeding bird
surveys. No evidence of terrestrial crayfish was observed during site investigations.

6.8
6.8.1

Other Natural Features and Considerations
Unevaluated Wetlands

There are several small, unevaluated wetlands on the Site (Figure 3). Unevaluated wetlands are those that have
not been evaluated per the OWES, which is the case for 460,000 ha (or 43%) of wetlands in the Mixedwood Plains
ecozone (Ontario, 2015b). There is no formal requirement to evaluate wetlands according to OWES as part of
development applications, however, if development is proposed within an unevaluated wetland, then the
responsible agency (e.g. municipality or conservation authority) may request that an evaluation be performed in
order to ensure the policies of the PPS are adequately addressed. The unevaluated wetlands at the Site have
been provided a 30 m setback as part of the proposed preliminary design (Figure 4) in accordance with
O. Reg. 148/06. Any development within the setback will require a permit from the CRCA. Permits are only
granted if, in the CRCA’s opinion, the control of flooding, erosion, dynamic beaches, pollution or the conservation
of land will not be affected by the development. Development within the wetlands themselves, if contemplated,
may trigger the need for a formal evaluation under the OWES in addition to permitting from the CRCA. Additional
study would be required at the detailed design stage in order to determine if there would be any effects to these
wetlands resulting from development within the proposed 30 m setback, if contemplated.
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7.0
7.1

POTENTIAL INDIRECT IMPACTS
Construction Impacts

Impacts of the construction activities on the Site have the potential to negatively affect the natural features in the
study area, including loss of overall biodiversity on the Site through removal of vegetation and wildlife habitat.
Activities related to Site preparation and development such as grading, filling, and presence of heavy machinery
can cause soil erosion and compaction, while machinery can destroy over-hanging vegetation. Encroachment
into the natural areas can also occur by machinery, foot traffic, and discarding or storage of construction materials
outside the development envelope. The key measure employed as part of the proposed development to protect
the significant natural features in the study area is the implementation of setbacks (30 m from wetlands and surface
water features; 10 m from retained portions of significant woodlands). In addition, standard construction best
management practices will still be employed to mitigate potential damage to the adjacent natural features, as
outlined in Section 8.2.
Generally, construction noise represents a short-term disturbance to wildlife using the adjacent natural areas. It is
expected that with the completion of construction, wildlife will quickly return to their normal use patterns within the
natural areas adjacent to the development. Temporary and short term loss of biodiversity at the Site due to
construction (i.e., site clearing) will be mitigated through compensation habitats on the adjacent decommissioned
landfill, and ensuring continued connection between woodlands on the Site and those to the west.

7.2

Human Impacts

Many of the chronic impacts that can occur in urban natural areas are not a result of degradation of the edge, but
rather an increase in human use through the entire system. Developments may result in a marginal increase in
potential disturbance to the adjacent natural features through the following potential impacts:



Light pollution



Increased noise



Introduction of exotic species



Increased human influence (ad-hoc trails, dumping, edge encroachment)

The key measure employed in the proposed development to mitigate for these potential effects is the
implementation of setbacks from the significant natural features (30 m from wetlands and surface water features;
10 m from retained portions of significant woodlands). The development has been planned to leave large areas
of natural vegetation intact and un-fragmented by concentrating development in the northern half of the Site, and
previously disturbed areas in the southern half. The potential human impacts described above are unlikely to have
a measurable impact on adjacent natural features.
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8.0
8.1

MITIGATION AND MONITORING
Significant Natural Features

The primary form of mitigation proposed as part of the preliminary design is avoidance of significant natural
features and implementing setbacks to those features, and where intrusions are proposed. Nineteen endangered
butternut trees (Category 2 and 3) were observed at the Site. These trees must be retained until such time as a
permit for removal is obtained from the MNRF, and work within 25 m of these trees should only be undertaken if
the habitat that the area represents will not be destroyed or altered, or in accordance with a letter advice from the
MNRF. If a butternut tree not previously identified is located in the field during the course of construction, the tree
must be protected until such time as a formal BHA can be completed and all necessary follow-up (e.g. formal BHA
and permitting, if necessary) is completed.
Mitigation measures will be implemented during construction to minimize harm to fish and fish habitat, including:



Contamination and Spill Management: A response plan will be developed that will be implemented
immediately in the event of a sediment release or spill of a deleterious substance and an emergency spill kit
will be kept on-site.



Erosion and Sediment Control: An erosion and sediment control plan will be developed to minimize the
risk of sedimentation in surface water features.



Operation of Machinery: Machinery will be operated on land outside of the proposed 30 m setback to
surface water features. All refueling, washing, and servicing of machinery will be completed beyond 30 m of
surface water features.



Permitting: A permit from the CRCA will be required prior to undertaking any works within 30 m of the surface
water features, if contemplated as part of detailed design.

Significant woodlands will be provided a 10 m setback from all retained portions, and newly created edges.
The only significant wildlife habitats on the Site that will potentially be affected by the Project (based on the
proposed preliminary design) are migration corridors and habitat for shrub/early successional birds. As discussed,
compensation plantings along the western edge of the Site, and maintenance of Tributary 1 and associated
setbacks will ensure continued linkage of the Site to areas to the west. Mitigation for the loss of shrub/early
successional habitat on the Site will be achieved through creating new habitat of this type on the adjacent
decommissioned landfill (or similar site in the local landscape), which will be in place prior to the start of clearing
of the Site.
All unevaluated wetlands on the Site will be provided a 30 m setback.
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8.2

Construction Best Management Practices

Standard Best Management Practices to be followed during construction to mitigate damage to the adjacent
natural features include the following:



The development envelope be clearly demarcated and maintained.



No removal of vegetation during the active season for breeding birds (April 15 – August 15), unless
construction disturbance is preceded by a nesting survey conducted by a qualified biologist.



Wildlife should be allowed the opportunity to leave the construction area safely by ensuring gaps in
construction boundary fencing are maintained until vegetation clearing is complete.



Implementation of standard best management practices, including sediment and erosion controls, spill
prevention, etc., during the construction phase of the project.

8.3

Light, Dust and Noise

Potential human impacts to the adjacent natural features can be further mitigated through the following:



Avoid direct glare beyond the property boundaries that abut natural features by installing low intensity and
downward pointing lights.



Turn off outdoor lighting when not in use, except where used for security and safety.



Consider the use of motion sensors on all safety and security lighting.



Implement standard best management practices to mitigate noise and dust on the Site during the construction
phase of the project.

8.4

Monitoring

Monitoring programs are developed to assess the effectiveness of mitigation measures implemented at a project
location. For the proposed preliminary design, the key mitigation measure is avoidance of the adjacent significant
natural features and their functions, therefore monitoring of the Site is not proposed.
Monitoring of adjacent lands should be undertaken where compensation habitat creation for golden-winged
warbler is proposed, to determine the effectiveness of the created habitats.
Any monitoring requirements associated with proposed works within 30 m of wetlands or surface water features,
if any, will be determined at the permitting and approvals stage.

9.0

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The proposed development has been assessed for potential environmental impacts under the Provincial Policy
Statement, and other policies and regulations, including the City of Brockville Official Plan, as well as the
Endangered Species Act.
Based on these analyses, it is expected that there will be no negative impacts to the significant natural features and
functions on the Site or in the adjacent lands.
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These conclusions are based on the following recommendations:



Maintain the development envelope shown on Figure 4.



Establish and protect all setbacks as shown on Figure 4.



Refrain from removing vegetation during the active season for breeding birds (April 15 – August 15), unless
construction disturbance is preceded by a nesting survey conducted by a qualified biologist.



Allow wildlife the opportunity to leave the construction area safely (ensure gaps in construction boundary
fencing are maintained until vegetation clearing is complete).



Create compensation habitat for shrub/early succession breeding birds on adjacent lands prior to removal of
these habitats on-site.



Undertake additional vegetation plantings as shown on Figure 4 at or before construction.



Implement mitigation as outlined in Section 8 during the construction and operational phases of the project.

Provided all mitigation measures as presented in this report are followed, it is Golder’s opinion that the Project,
based on the proposed preliminary design, can be constructed without significant negative impacts on the natural
environment. If reduction of the proposed setbacks listed in this report are contemplated at the detailed design
stage, further study may be required to support permit applications to relevant agencies. Further, detailed
mitigation and monitoring plans may be required as part of permitting and approvals, including removal of butternut
trees and works in and around surface water features, if contemplated as part of detailed design. Each of these
additional requirements should be addressed as part of an EIS Addendum at the detailed design stage, as
necessary.

10.0 LIMITATIONS AND USE OF REPORT
This report was prepared for the City of Brockville. The report, which specifically includes all tables, figures and
appendices, is based on data and information collected by Golder, and reflects the conditions within the study
area at the time of the site investigations, supplemented by data obtained by Golder from external sources as
described in this report. Golder has exercised reasonable skill, care and diligence to assess the external data
acquired during the preparation of this assessment, but makes no guarantees or warranties as to the accuracy,
currency or completeness of this information. This report is based upon and limited by circumstances and
conditions acknowledged herein, and upon information available at the time of authoring.
Any use which a third party makes of this report, or any reliance on, or decisions to be made based on it, are the
responsibilities of such third parties. Golder accepts no responsibility for damages, if any, suffered by any third
party as a result of decisions made or actions taken based on this report.
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CLOSURE
We trust that the information presented in this report meets your current requirements. Should you have any
questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.
GOLDER ASSOCIATES LTD.

Gwendolyn Weeks, H.B.Sc.(Env)
Ecologist

Heather Melcher, M.Sc.
Associate, Senior Ecologist

GW/HM/sg
\\golder.gds\gal\ottawa\active\2015\3 proj\1536620 city of brockville - eis - urban lands\reporting\eis - 2016\1536620_brockville employment lands_preliminary eis_final_13oct2016.docx

Golder, Golder Associates and the GA globe design are trademarks of Golder Associates Corporation.
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APPENDIX A
Agencies Correspondence

October 2016
Report No. 1536620

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Michael Dakin <mdakin@crca.ca>
Wednesday, September 30, 2015 9:47 AM
Hams, Terry
'Tom Beaubiah'
RE: Brockville development

Terry,
I am following up on your email inquiry to Tom since I have been involved in the initial stages of the project for the City
of Brockville. We provided a suite of data to the City in the summer to assist with the natural heritage portion of the
constraints analysis. The data we provided included 2008 and 2014 DRAPE aerial imagery, a number of natural features
layers (watercourses, wetlands, etc.) and also a forest cover layer based on SOLRIS satellite imagery. This data didn’t
include any CRCA produced significant woodland mapping/assessment.
Areas already identified as Significant Woodlands in the Brockville OP are based on information from the Eastern
Ontario Model Forest (not actual CRCA natural heritage information). The additional woodland you may be referring to
is likely vegetated areas captured by the SOLRIS satellite imagery that extend beyond the original OP mapping. This
information was simply provided as an additional resource to use when undertaking the constraints analysis. The forest
cover layer does not imply significance. Ground truthing would not have been undertaken as part of the SOLRIS capture.
So no, there hasn’t been any additional significant woodland added beyond the original Eastern Ontario Model Forest
(EOMF) mapping. The EOMF is a landscape level woodland assessment. Landscape level woodland assessments are
treated as candidate significant woodlands as they are often in absence of ground truthing. So we would expect some
refinement of Significant Woodlands mapping based on your fieldwork and assessment for this area.
With regards to the significant wildlife habitat and SAR information – we typically defer to MNRF to provide the most up‐
to‐date information. We shouldn’t have anything more than MNRF when it comes to habitat and SAR.
Based on our available information there does not appear to be significant wetlands present on the subject properties.
However, there does appear to be a small, unevaluated wetland area to the southwest. Due to the size of the wetland
area and hydrologic connection it has to a small tributary watercourse in the same location, this wetland would be
considered a regulated feature as per the CRCA’s O. Reg. 148/06. As such, the wetland and lands within 30 m adjacent to
its edge must be protected, regardless of the status of this wetland in the OP or other documents.
I hope this helps clarify and assist somewhat. Please contact me or Tom should you have any further questions.
Best regards,
Mike

Michael Dakin
Resource Planner

Cataraqui Region Conservation Authority
Visit us on the Web: www.crca.ca
From: Hams, Terry [mailto:Terry_Hams@golder.com]
Sent: September-28-15 9:24 AM
1

To: tbeaubiah@CRCA.ca
Subject: Brockville development
Hello Mr. Beaubiah,
We are working on a constraints analysis for the City of Brockville on an area delineated by Stewart Blvd to the east,
Parkdale Ave. to the south, and Victoria Road to the north (See attached KML).
There is a section of this area that is designated as significant woodland on Schedule 3 of the City of Brockville Official
Plan (2012). We also revived new DRAPE files from the CRCA that extends this significant woodland to the north along
Victoria Road.
Do you know if this additional significant woodland was added during a desktop assessment or from field surveys of the
area? I ask because we performed a site visit to the area last month and did not find forest habitat along this new section,
and instead found mostly thicket habitat with a few scattered trees.
Are there any other constraints for this area in the form of significant wildlife habitat or species at risk that you can
share. We have already submitted a natural heritage features information request to the MNRF for the area and have not
been able to identify any significant wetlands on the site.
Any information that you can share would be greatly appreciated.
Thank you for your time,
Terry

Terry Hams (M.Sc.) | Terrestrial Ecologist | Golder Associates Ltd.
1931 Robertson Road, Ottawa, Ontario, Canada, K2H 5B7 ◄ We Have Moved!
T: +1 (613) 592 9600 | D: +1 (613) 592-9600 x4282 | F: +1 (613) 592 9601 | C: +1 (613) 558-0775 | E:
Terry_Hams@golder.com | www.golder.com
Work Safe, Home Safe
This email transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the exclusive use of the intended recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of
this transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender and delete all copies.
Electronic media is susceptible to unauthorized modification, deterioration, and incompatibility. Accordingly, the electronic media version of any work product may
not be relied upon.
Golder, Golder Associates and the GA globe design are trademarks of Golder Associates Corporation.

Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Inforequest, Kemptville (MNRF) <Kemptville.Inforequest@ontario.ca>
Friday, June 24, 2016 10:07 AM
Weeks, Gwendolyn
Inforequest, Kemptville (MNRF)
MNR Kemptville District Information Request (2016_ELI-3557) Response
ESA_Infosheet-InfoRequest.pdf; NHIC-LIO_Infosheet-InfoRequest.pdf; 2016_ELI-3557
_Response.pdf

Importance:

High

Hello,
Gwendolyn Weeks
Golder
Please find attached a response to your information request for project 'Brockville Devlopement'.
Sincerely,
Information Request Services
Kemptville District
Ministry of Natural Resources

1

Endangered Species Act, 2007 &
Species At Risk in Ontario
Background
Endangered Species Act: http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/statutes/english/elaws_statues-07e06_e.htm
Species at Risk in Ontario List: www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/Business/Species/2ColumnSubPage/246809.html

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) 2007 protects
both species and habitat. Section 9 of the ESA
“prohibits killing, harming, harassing, capturing,
possessing, collecting, buying, selling, trading,
leasing or transporting species that are listed as
threatened, endangered or extirpated”. Section 10
of the ESA, 2007 prohibits damaging or destroying
habitat of endangered or threatened species.
Protected habitat is either based on general
definition in the Act or prescribed through a
regulation. The ESA 2007 defines general habitat as
an area on which the species depends, directly or
indirectly, to carry on its life processes, including
reproduction, rearing, hibernation, migration or
feeding.
It is important to be aware that changes may occur
in both species and habitat protection. The ESA
applies to listed species on the Species at Risk in
Ontario List (SARO). The Committee on the Status of
Species in Ontario (COSSARO) meets regularly to
evaluate species for listing and/or re-evaluate
species already listed. As a result, species’
designations may change that could in turn change
the level of protection they receive under the ESA
2007. Also, habitat protection provisions for a
species may change e.g. if a species-specific habitat
regulation comes into effect. The regulation would
establish the area that is protected as habitat for
the species.

Ministry of Natural Resources
2011 Kemptville District

Information with respect to SAR can be found in the
online database at the Natural Heritage Information
Centre (NHIC) - http://nhic.mnr.gov.on.ca/nhic.cfm .
The NHIC compiles, maintains and distributes
information on species at risk and updates its
information on a regular basis. We encourage you to
routinely check the NHIC database to obtain the
most up to date SAR information for proposed work
locations. However, while the NHIC database is the
best available source of data, even when there are
no known occurrences documented at a site, there is
a possibility that SAR may occur at a proposed work
location.
All data represents the MNR’s best current available
information, it is important to note that a lack of
occurrence at a site does not mean that there are no
Species at Risk (SAR) at the location. The MNR
continues to encourage ecological site assessments
to determine the potential for other SAR
occurrences. When a SAR does occur on a proposed
site, it is recommended that the proponent contact
the MNR for technical advice and to discuss what
activities can occur without contravention of the Act.
If an activity is proposed that will contravene the Act
(such as Section 9 or 10), the proponent must
contact the MNR to discuss the potential for
application of certain permits (Section 17) or
agreement (Regulation 242/08).
For specific
questions regarding the Endangered Species Act
(2007) or species at risk, please contact a district
Species
at
Risk
Biologist
at
sar.kemptville@ontario.ca.

Natural Heritage
Information Centre

Land Information Ontario

Natural Heritage Information Centre: http://nhic.mnr.gov.on.ca/
Biodiversity Explorer (mapping): https://www.biodiversityexplorer.mnr.gov.on.ca/nhicWEB/main.jsp
Land Information Ontario: http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/Business/LIO/index.html
Ontario Geospatial Data Exchange: http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/Business/LIO/2ColumnSubPage/STEL02_167959.html
LIO Make-a-Map: http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/Business/LIO/2ColumnSubPage/STDPROD_068999.html
Ontario Maps: http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/Business/LIO/2ColumnSubPage/STDPROD_068512.html

The Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC)
compiles, maintains and distributes information on
natural species, plant communities and spaces of
conservation concern in Ontario. This information
is stored in a spatial database used for tracking this
information. The Centre also has a library with
conservation-related literature, reports, books,
and maps, which are accessible for conservation
applications, land use planning, and natural
resource management. The NHIC website makes
much of this information available through the
internet.

Natural Heritage Information Centre
300 Water Street, 2nd Floor, North Tower
P.O. Box 7000, Peterborough, ON, K9J 8M5
Tel.:(705) 755-2159 Fax:(705) 755-2168

Land Information Ontario (LIO) manages key
provincial datasets. LIO makes these and hundreds
of other data sets available to registered users at no
charge. LIO also coordinates public and private
sector organizations to collect high resolution
satellite imagery for Ontario providing significant
cost savings for all partners. Technical bulletins,
newsletters and more are available online. More
details regarding Ontario imagery and data can be
searched, ordered and accessed online.
LIO’s Ontario Geospatial Data Exchange (OGDE)
allows more than 400 public sector organizations to
easily share and use digital geographic information
under a single legal agreement. Membership is
available to eligible public organizations at no costs.
Through the website, Maps & Map Tools are made
available, including online mapping software: LIO
Make-a-Map.
Land Information Ontario
lio@ontario.ca
LIO Support Team: (705) 755-1878
Or for specifics, see online at:
http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/Business/LIO/2Colum
nSubPage/STDPROD_068510.html

Additional Information pertaining to NHIC, LIO and other Natural Heritage and Data and Information tools is available in
the MNR Kemptville Information Request Guide (2012).
Ministry of Natural Resources
2012 Kemptville District

Ministry of Natural
Resources and Forestry

Ministère des Richesses
naturelles et des Forêts

Kemptville District

District de Kemptville

10 Campus Drive
Postal Box 2002
Kemptville ON K0G 1J0
Tel.: 613 258-8204
Fax: 613 258-3920

10, promenade Campus
Case postale, 2002
Kemptville ON K0G 1J0
Tél.: 613 258-8204
Téléc.: 613 258-3920

Fri. Jun 24, 2016
Gwendolyn Weeks
Golder
1931 Robertson Rd.
Ottawa, Ontario
K2K 2A9
(613) 592-9600
gwendolyn_weeks@golder.com
Attention: Gwendolyn Weeks
Subject:
Information Request - Brockville Devlopement
Site Address: n/a
Our File No. 2016_ELI-3557
Natural Heritage Values
The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) Kemptville District has carried out a
preliminary review of the area in order to identify any potential natural resource and natural
heritage values.
The MNRF works closely with partner agencies and local municipalities in order to establish
concurrent approval process and to achieve streamlined and efficient service delivery. The MNRF
strongly encourages all proponents to contact partner agencies (e.g. MOECC, Conservation
Authority, etc.) and appropriate municipalities early on in the planning process. This provides the
proponent with early knowledge regarding agency requirements and approval timelines.
Natural heritage features and values contribute to the province’s rich biodiversity and provide
habitat for a variety of species. The following Natural Heritage values were identified:
 Unevaluated Wetland (Not evaluated per Ontario Wetland Evaluation System)
 Significant woodland
 Stream
Municipal Official Plans contain additional information related to natural heritage features. Please
see the local municipal Official Plan for more information such as specific policies and direction
pertaining to activities which may impact natural heritage features. For planning advice or Official
Plan interpretation, please contact the local municipality.

1

Ministry of Natural
Resources and Forestry

Ministère des Richesses
naturelles et des Forêts

Kemptville District

District de Kemptville

10 Campus Drive
Postal Box 2002
Kemptville ON K0G 1J0
Tel.: 613 258-8204
Fax: 613 258-3920

10, promenade Campus
Case postale, 2002
Kemptville ON K0G 1J0
Tél.: 613 258-8204
Téléc.: 613 258-3920

Where natural values and natural hazards exist (e.g., floodplains), there may be additional
approvals and permitting required from the local Conservation Authority. The MNRF strongly
recommends contacting the local Conservation Authority for further information and approvals.
Please see the MNRF Kemptville Information Guide (2012) for contact information pertaining to
Conservation Authorities located within the Kemptville District area.
For additional information and online mapping tools, please see the Natural Heritage Information
Centre (NHIC), where additional data and files can be downloaded in both list and digital format. In
addition sensitive species information can be requested and accessed through the NHIC at
NHICrequests@ontario.ca.
As per the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (Section 13; OMNRF 2010) the MNRF strongly
recommends that an Ecological Site Assessment be carried out to more thoroughly determine the
presence of natural heritage features, and Species at Risk and their habitat located on site. The
MNRF can provide survey methodology for particular species at risk and their habitats. In addition,
the local planning authority may have more details pertaining to the requirements of the
assessment process, which will allow for the municipality to make planning decisions which are
consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement (2014).
Species at Risk
It is important to understand which species and habitats exist in the area and the implications of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA, 2007). A review of the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC)
and internal records indicate that there is a potential for the following Threatened (THR) and/or
Endangered (END) species on the site or in proximity to it:
 Blanding's Turtle (THR)
 Butternut (END)
 Chimney Swift (THR)
 Henslow's Sparrow (END)
 Northern Long-eared Bat (END)
 Sensitive Species (END)
All Endangered and Threatened species receive individual protection under section 9 of the ESA
and receive general habitat protection under Section 10 of the ESA, 2007. Any potential works
should consider disturbance of possible important habitat (e.g. nesting sites). If the proposed
activity is known to have an impact on the species mentioned above or any other SAR, an
authorization under the Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA) may be required. It is recommended
that MNRF Kemptville be contacted prior to any activities being carried out to discuss potential
survey and mitigation measures to avoid contravention of the ESA.
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In Addition, one or more Special Concern species has been documented to occur either on the site
or nearby. Species listed as Special Concern are not protected under the ESA, 2007. However,
please note that some of these species may be protected under the Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Act. Species of Special Concern for consideration:
 Common Nighthawk (SC)
 Snapping Turtle (SC)
If any of these or any other species at risk are discovered throughout the course of the work,
and/or should any species at risk or their habitat be potentially impacted by on site activities, MNRF
should be contacted immediately and operations be modified to avoid any negative impacts to
species at risk or their habitat until further direction is provided by MNRF.
Please note that information regarding species at risk is based on documented occurrences only
and does not include an interpretation of potential habitat within or in proximity to the site in
question. Although this data represents the MNRF’s best current available information, it is
important to note that a lack of information for a site does not mean that additional features and
values are not present. i.e.: Species at Risk (SAR) or their habitat could still be present at the
location or in the immediate area. It is the responsibility of the proponent to ensure that species at
risk are not killed, harmed, or harassed; or their habitat is not damaged or destroyed through the
activities carried out on the site. The MNRF continues to strongly encourage ecological site
assessments to determine the potential for SAR habitat and occurrences. When a SAR or
potential habitat for a SAR does occur on a site, it is recommended that the proponent contact the
MNRF for technical advice and to discuss what activities can occur without contravention of the
Act. If an activity is proposed that will contravene the ESA (such as Section 9 or 10), the proponent
must contact the MNRF to discuss the potential for a permit (Section 17). For specific questions
regarding the Endangered Species Act (2007) or SAR, please contact a district Management
Biologist at sar.kemptville@ontario.ca. For more information regarding the ESA (2007), please see
attached ESA Information Sheet.
As of July 1, 2013, the approvals processes for a number of activities that have the potential to
impact SAR or their habitat were changed in an effort to streamline approvals processes while
continuing to protect and sustainably manage Ontario’s natural resources. For those activities that
require registration with the Ministry, businesses and individuals will be able to do so through a
new online system. The online system will also include information to help guide individuals and
businesses through the new processes. For further information on which activities are authorized
through this new online registration process and how to apply, please refer to the following website:
http://www.MNRF.gov.on.ca/en/About/2ColumnSubPage/STDPROD_104342.html.
General
inquiries may be directed towards Kemptville District MNRF, while questions and comments
3

Ministry of Natural
Resources and Forestry

Ministère des Richesses
naturelles et des Forêts

Kemptville District

District de Kemptville

10 Campus Drive
Postal Box 2002
Kemptville ON K0G 1J0
Tel.: 613 258-8204
Fax: 613 258-3920

10, promenade Campus
Case postale, 2002
Kemptville ON K0G 1J0
Tél.: 613 258-8204
Téléc.: 613 258-3920

involving the new online forms can be directed to the Registry Approvals Service Centre (RASC) at
1-855-613-4256 or MNRF.rasc@ontario.ca.
Please note: The advice in this letter may become invalid if:
 The Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO) re-assesses the
status of the above-named species OR adds a species to the SARO List such that the
section 9 and/or 10 protection provisions apply to those species.
 Additional occurrences of species are discovered.
 Habitat protection comes into force for one of the above-mentioned species through the
creation of a habitat regulation (see general habitat protection above).
This letter is valid until: Sat. Jun 24, 2017
The MNRF would like to advise, by way of this letter, that we continue to be circulated on
information with regards to this project. If you have any questions or require clarification please do
not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,
Lyn Garrah
District Planner
lyn.garrah@ontario.ca
Encl.\
-ESA Infosheet
-NHIC/LIO Infosheet

4

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Weeks, Gwendolyn
Tuesday, May 10, 2016 12:04 PM
Weeks, Gwendolyn
FW: Brockville Employment Lands

From: Michael Dakin [mailto:mdakin@crca.ca]
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 10:47 AM
To: Weeks, Gwendolyn <Gwendolyn_Weeks@golder.com>
Subject: RE: Brockville Employment Lands
Gwendolyn,
Sorry for the delay – I finally heard from our Biologist with regards to your methodology question. He advised that either
approach is satisfactory.
Thanks,
Mike

Michael Dakin
Resource Planner

Cataraqui Region Conservation Authority
Visit us on the Web: www.crca.ca
From: Weeks, Gwendolyn [mailto:Gwendolyn_Weeks@golder.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 19, 2016 2:16 PM
To: Michael Dakin
Subject: RE: Brockville Employment Lands

Thanks so much, Michael.
I had a quick question to add – for assessing the drainage features, is there a protocol you would like us to follow? We
typically map the habitat according to MTO protocols, but we can also use OSAP (Section 4; Module 10) for the
intermittent features.
Thanks,
‐Gwendolyn
From: Michael Dakin [mailto:mdakin@crca.ca]
Sent: Tuesday, April 19, 2016 1:37 PM
To: Weeks, Gwendolyn <Gwendolyn_Weeks@golder.com>
Cc: tbeaubiah@crca.ca
Subject: RE: Brockville Employment Lands
Hi Gwendolyn,
I’ve had a chance now to go through some of my own notes from the December meeting with City of Brockville and
Golder staff (Sean Miller). As I mentioned in my previous email, the planned approach and methodology are to our
satisfaction. Here are a few specific items to consider:
1

‐

‐

When completing assessment for Significant Woodlands, we recommend that consideration be given to riparian
protection and species habitat in addition to the standard determination of “significant” vs. “non‐significant”. In
other words, even if forested areas in the study area do not qualify strictly as Significant using standard
assessment criteria, we encourage consideration of other factors such as: connectivity, species habitat and,
especially, riparian protection along watercourses and wetland areas. Perhaps an effective way of assessing
importance of the forested area is to determine what is “significant” per the standard criteria but also what
could should be considered as “contributory”.
The mapping thus far produced (based mainly on older OBM maps) shows some watercourse features in the
study area. However, from anecdotal evidence and air photo interpretation, it is expected that there are
additional watercourses in the study area that should be identified and assessed. We recommend assessment
and mapping of seasonal as well as permanent watercourses.

That is really all I had at the time. My colleague, Tom Beaubiah, may have additional comments to add. Otherwise, as I
mentioned, we’re satisfied with the EIS proposal and looking forward to reviewing your results. Please contact us if you
have any questions as things proceed.
Mike

Michael Dakin
Resource Planner

Cataraqui Region Conservation Authority
Visit us on the Web: www.crca.ca
From: Weeks, Gwendolyn [mailto:Gwendolyn_Weeks@golder.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 13, 2016 11:42 AM
To: Michael Dakin; tbeaubiah@crca.ca
Subject: Brockville Employment Lands

Hello Michael and Tom,
I am taking over this project for Sean Miller who is no longer with Golder Associates. I was under the impression from
Sean that a pre‐consultation meeting to discuss the proposed fieldwork plan for the EIS we are preparing was
undertaken, but I am unable to find Sean’s notes about the meeting. If possible, would you provide me any comments
you may have on the attached plan. We plan on heading out in the next week or so to initiate the spring surveys.
The EIS we prepare will seek to meet City and CRCA expectations.
Many thanks for your prompt attention to this matter, and I look forward to working with you on this.
‐Gwendolyn

Gwendolyn Weeks (H.B.Sc.Env) | Ecologist | Golder Associates Ltd.
1931 Robertson Road, Ottawa, Ontario, Canada, K2H 5B7 ◄ We Have Moved!
T: +1 (613) 592 9600 | D: +1 (613) 592-9600 x4234 | F: +1 (613) 592 9601 | C: +1 (613) 913-1179 | E:
Gwendolyn_Weeks@golder.com | www.golder.com
Work Safe, Home Safe
This email transmission is confidential and may contain proprietary information for the exclusive use of the intended recipient. Any use, distribution or copying of
this transmission, other than by the intended recipient, is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender and delete all copies.
Electronic media is susceptible to unauthorized modification, deterioration, and incompatibility. Accordingly, the electronic media version of any work product may
not be relied upon.
Golder, Golder Associates and the GA globe design are trademarks of Golder Associates Corporation.

Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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Appendix B - Ontario Species with Conservation Status

Common Name

Western chorus frog
Great Lakes St. Lawrence/ Canadian
Shield Population

Monarch

Bank swallow

Barn swallow

Bobolink

Chimney swift

Common nighthawk

Eastern meadowlark

Eastern wood-pewee

Scientific Name

Pseudacris triseriata

Danaus plexippus

Riparia riparia

Hirundo rustica

Dolichonyx
oryzivorus

Chaetura pelagica

Chordeiles minor

Sturnella magna

Contopus virens

Species at Risk Act,
Schedule 1 List of
Wildlife SAR Status1

THR

SC

—

—

—

THR

THR

—

—

Endangered
Species Act, Reg.
230/08 SARO List
Status2

—

COSEWIC Status 3

THR

SC

THR

THR

THR

THR

SC

THR

SC

THR

THR

THR

THR

THR

THR

SC
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SC

Global Rarity Rank4

G5TNR

G5

G5

G5

G5

G5

G5

G5

G5

Provincial Rarity
Rank5

S3

S2N, S4B

S4B

S4B

S4B

S4B, S4N

S4B

S4B

S4B

Golder Associates

Source(s)

*

ORAA

Range

OBBA

OBBA

OBBA

MNRF, OBBA

MNRF, OBBA

OBBA

OBBA

Ontario Habitat Descriptions

Probability of Occurrence

In Ontario, habitat of this amphibian species typically consists of marshes or
High - A few individuals were identified on the
wooded wetlands, particularly those with dense shrub layers and grasses, as this Site during targeted surveys.
species is a poor climber. They will breed in almost any fishless pond including
roadside ditches, gravel pits and flooded swales in meadows. This species
hibernates in terrestrial habitats under rocks, dead trees or leaves, in loose soil or
in animal burrows. During hibernation, this species is tolerant of flooding
(Environment Canada 2015).
In Ontario, monarch is found throughout the northern and southern regions of the Moderate - Milkweeds and other wildflowers were
province. This butterfly is found wherever there are milkweed (Asclepius spp. )
identified on the Site. There are records of this
plants for its caterpillars and wildflowers that supply a nectar source for adults. It is species in the vicinity of the Site.
often found on abandoned farmland, meadows, open wetlands, prairies and
roadsides, but also in city gardens and parks. Important staging areas during
migration occur along the north shores of the Great Lakes (COSEWIC 2010).

In Ontario, the bank swallow breeds in a variety of natural and anthropogenic
habitats, including lake bluffs, stream and river banks, sand and gravel pits, and
roadcuts. Nests are generally built in a vertical or near-vertical bank. Breeding
sites are typically located near open foraging sites such as rivers, lakes,
grasslands, agricultural fields, wetlands and riparian woods. Forested areas are
generally avoided (Garrison 1999).

Low - There is no nesting habitat for this species
on the Site. Further none were observed during
targeted bird surveys.

In Ontario, barn swallow breeds in areas that contain a suitable nesting structure, Low - There is no nesting habitat for this species
open areas for foraging, and a body of water. This species nests in human made on the Site. Further none were observed during
structures including barns, buildings, sheds, bridges, and culverts. Preferred
targeted bird surveys.
foraging habitat includes grassy fields, pastures, agricultural cropland, lake and
river shorelines, cleared right-of-ways, and wetlands (COSEWIC 2011). Mud
nests are fastened to vertical walls or built on a ledge underneath an overhang.
Suitable nests from previous years are reused (Brown and Brown 1999).

In Ontario, bobolink breeds in grasslands or graminoid dominated hayfields with
Low - There is limited breeding habitat for this
tall vegetation (Gabhauer 2007). Bobolink prefers grassland habitat with a forb
species on the Site. Further none were observed
component and a moderate litter layer. They have low tolerance for presence of
during targeted bird surveys.
woody vegetation and are sensitive to frequent mowing within the breeding
season. They are most abundant in established, but regularly maintained,
hayfields, but also breed in lightly grazed pastures, old or fallow fields, cultural
meadows and newly planted hayfields. Their nest is woven from grasses and
forbs. It is built on the ground, in dense vegetation, usually under the cover of one
or more forbs (Martin and Gavin 1995).
In Ontario, chimney swift breeding habitat is varied and includes urban, suburban, Low - There is limited breeding habitat for this
rural and wooded sites. They are most commonly associated with towns and
species on the Site. Further none were observed
cities with large concentrations of chimneys. Preferred nesting sites are dark,
during targeted bird surveys.
sheltered spots with a vertical surface to which the bird can grip. Unused
chimneys are the primary nesting and roosting structure, but other anthropogenic
structures and large diameter cavity trees are also used (COSEWIC 2007).

These aerial foragers require areas with large open habitat. This includes
farmland, open woodlands, clearcuts, burns, rock outcrops, alvars, bog ferns,
prairies, gravel pits and gravel rooftops in cities (Sandilands 2007)

Low - There is limited breeding habitat for this
species on the Site. Further none were observed
during targeted bird surveys.

In Ontario, the eastern meadowlark breeds in pastures, hayfields, meadows and
old fields. Eastern meadowlark prefers moderately tall grasslands with abundant
litter cover, high grass proportion, and a forb component (Hull 2003). They prefer
well drained sites or slopes, and sites with different cover layers (Roseberry and
Klimstra 1970)

Low - There is limited breeding habitat for this
species on the Site. Further none were observed
during targeted bird surveys.

In Ontario, the eastern wood-pewee inhabits a wide variety of wooded upland and High - This species was observed on the Site
lowland habitats, including deciduous, coniferous, or mixed forests. It occurs most during targeted bird surveys.
frequently in forests with some degree of openness. Intermediate-aged forests
with a relatively sparse midstory are preferred. Tends to inhabit edges of younger
forests having a relatively dense midstory. Also occurs in anthropogenic habitats
providing an open forested aspect such as parks and suburban neighborhoods.
Nest is constructed atop a horizontal branch, 1-2 m above the ground, in a wide
variety of deciduous and coniferous trees.
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Common Name

Scientific Name

Golden-winged warbler

Vermivora
chrysoptera

Grasshopper sparrow
pratensis subspecies

Ammodramus
savannarum
(pratensis
subspecies)

Henslow's sparrow

Peregrine falcon
(anatum subspecies)

Red-headed woodpecker

Short-eared owl

Eastern whip-poor-will

Wood thrush

1536620

Appendix B - Ontario Species with Conservation Status

Ammodramus
henslowii

Falco peregrinus
anatum

Melanerpes
erythrocephalus

Asio flammeus

Antrostomus
vociferus

Hylocichla mustelina

Species at Risk Act,
Schedule 1 List of
Wildlife SAR Status1

THR

—

END

SC

THR

SC

THR

—

Endangered
Species Act, Reg.
230/08 SARO List
Status2

SC

COSEWIC Status 3

THR

SC

END

SC

END

SC

SC

SC

THR

SC

THR

SC

SC

THR

THR
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Global Rarity Rank4

G4

G5

G4

G4

G5

G5

G5

G5

Provincial Rarity
Rank5

S4B

S4B

SHB

S3B

S4B

S2N,S4B

S4B

S4B

Golder Associates

Source(s)

OBBA

OBBA

MNRF

Range

Range

Range

Range

OBBA

*

Ontario Habitat Descriptions

Probability of Occurrence

In Ontario, golden-winged warbler breeds in regenerating scrub habitat with dense High - A few individuals of this species were
ground cover and a patchwork of shrubs, usually surrounded by forest. Their
identified on the Site during targeted bird surveys.
preferred habitat is characteristic of a successional landscape associated with
natural or anthropogenic disturbance such as right-of-ways, and field edges or
openings resulting from logging or burning. The nest of the golden-winged warbler
is built on the ground at the base of a shrub or leafy plant, often at the shaded
edge of the forest or at the edge of a forest opening (Confer et al. 2011).
In Ontario, grasshopper sparrow is found in medium to large grasslands with low Low - There is limited nesting habitat for this
herbaceous cover and few shrubs. It also uses a wide variety of agricultural fields, species on the Site. Further none were observed
including cereal crops and pastures. Close-grazed pastures and limestone plains during targeted bird surveys.
(e.g. Carden and Napanee Plains) support highest density of this bird in the
province (COSEWIC 2013).
In Ontario, Henslow's sparrow breeds in large grasslands with low disturbance,
Low - There is no nesting habitat for this species
such as lightly grazed and ungrazed pastures, fallow hayfields, grassy swales in
on the Site. Further none were observed during
open farmland, and wet meadows. Preferred habitat contains tall, dense grass
targeted bird surveys.
cover, typically over 30 cm high, with a high percentage of ground cover, and a
thick mat of dead plant material. Henslow's sparrow generally avoids areas with
emergent woody shrubs or trees, and fence lines. Areas of standing water or
ephemerally wet patches appear to be important. This species breeds more
frequently in patches of habitat greater than 30 ha and preferably greater than 100
ha (COSEWIC 2011).

In Ontario, peregrine falcon breeds in areas containing suitable nesting locations
and sufficient prey resources. Such habitat includes both natural locations
containing cliff faces (heights of 50 - 200 m preferred) and also anthropogenic
landscapes including urban centres containing tall buildings, open pit mines and
quarries, and road cuts. Peregrine falcons nest on cliff ledges and crevices and
building ledges. Nests consist of a simple scrape in the substrate (COSEWIC
2007).

Low - There is no nesting habitat for this species
on the Site. Further none were observed during
targeted bird surveys.

In Ontario, the red-headed woodpecker breeds in open, deciduous woodlands or Low - Although some habitat for this species
woodland edges and are often found in parks, cemeteries, golf courses, orchards occurs on the Site, none were observed during
and savannahs (Woodliffe 2007). They may also breed in forest clearings or open targeted bird surveys.
agricultural areas provided that large trees are available for nesting. They prefer
forests with little or no understory vegetation. They are often associated with
beech or oak forests, beaver ponds and swamp forests where snags are
numerous. Nests are excavated in the trunks of large dead trees (Smith et al.
2000).
In Ontario, the short-eared owl breeds in a variety of open habitats including
Low - There is limited breeding habitat for this
grasslands, tundra, bogs, marshes, clearcuts, burns, pastures and occasionally
species on the Site. Further, none were observed
agricultural fields. The primary factor in determining breeding habitat is proximity during targeted bird surveys.
to small mammal prey resources (COSEWIC 2008). Nests are built on the ground
at a dry site and usually adjacent to a clump of tall vegetation used for cover and
concealment (Gahbauer 2007).
In Ontario, the whip-poor-will breeds in semi-open forests with little ground cover. Low- Suitable habitat for this species is extremely
Breeding habitat is dependent on forest structure rather than species composition, limited on the Site, and none were heard during
and is found on rock and sand barrens, open conifer plantations and postthree spring evening surveys.
disturbance regenerating forest. Territory size ranges from 3 to 11 ha (COSEWIC
2009). No nest is constructed and eggs are laid directly on the leaf litter (Mills
2007).
In Ontario, wood thrush breeds in moist, deciduous hardwood or mixed stands
that are often previously disturbed, with a dense deciduous undergrowth and with
tall trees for singing perches. This species selects nesting sites with the following
characteristics: lower elevations with trees less than16 m in height, a closed
canopy cover (>70 %), a high variety of deciduous tree species, moderate
subcanopy and shrub density, shade, fairly open forest floor, moist soil, and
decaying leaf litter (COSEWIC 2012).

High - This species was observed on the Site
during targeted bird surveys.
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Common Name

Eastern small-footed myotis

Little brown myotis

Tri-colored bat

Northern myotis

Blanding's turtle
Great Lakes/St.Lawrence population

Eastern ribbonsnake
(Great Lakes population)

Northern map turtle

Snapping turtle

American ginseng
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Appendix B - Ontario Species with Conservation Status

Scientific Name

Myotis leibii

Myotis lucifugus

Perimyotis subflavus

Myotis
septentrionalis

Emydoidea blandingii

Thamnophis sauritius

Graptemys
geographica

Chelydra serpentina

Panax quinquefolius

Species at Risk Act,
Schedule 1 List of
Wildlife SAR Status1

—

END

END

END

THR

SC

SC

SC

END

Endangered
Species Act, Reg.
230/08 SARO List
Status2

COSEWIC Status 3

END

END

END

END

THR

—

END

END

END

THR

SC

SC

SC

SC

SC

END

SC

END
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Global Rarity Rank4

G3

G5

—

G4

G4

G5

G5

G5

G3G4

Provincial Rarity
Rank5

S2S3

S4

S3?

S3

S3

S3

S3

S3

S2

Golder Associates

Source(s)

*

AMO

AMO

AMO

MNRF, AMO

MNRF, ORAA

ORAA

ORAA

MNRF, ORAA

Range

Ontario Habitat Descriptions

Probability of Occurrence

This species is not known to roost within trees, but there is very little known about Low - there are no suitable rock crevices or
its roosting habits. The species generally roosts on the ground under rocks, in
slopes on the Site for this species. Further, none
rock crevices, talus slopes and rock piles. It occasionally inhabits buildings.
were identified during bat acoustic surveys.
Areas near the entrances of caves or abandoned mines may be used for
hibernaculum, where the conditions are drafty with low humidity, and may be
subfreezing.
In Ontario, this species range is extensive and covers much of the province. It will High - a few individuals of this species were
roost in both natural and man-made structures. They require a number of large
identified on the Site during bat acoustic surveys.
dead trees, in specific stages of decay and that project above the canopy in
relatively open areas. May form nursery colonies in the attics of buildings within 1
km of water. Caves or abandoned mines may be used for hibernaculum, but high
humidity and stable above freezing temperatures are required.

In Ontario, tri-colored bat may roost in foliage, in clumps of old leaves, hanging
High - a few individuals of this species were
moss or squirrel nests. They are occasionally found in buildings although there are identified on the Site during bat acoustic surveys.
no records of this in Canada. They typically feed over aquatic areas with an
affinity to large-bodied water and will likely roost in close proximity to these.
Hibernation sites are found deep within caves or mines in areas of relatively warm
temperatures. These bats have strong roost fidelity to their winter hibernation sites
and may choose the exact same spot in a cave or mine from year to year.
In Ontario, this species range is extensive and covers much of the province. It will Low - this species was surveyed for during
usually roost in hollows, crevices, and under loose bark of mature trees. Roosts
acoustic surveys and not recorded.
may be established in the main trunk or a large branch of either living or dead
trees. Caves or abandoned mines may be used for hibernaculum, but high
humidity and stable above freezing temperatures are required.
In Ontario, Blanding's turtle will use a range of aquatic habitats, but favor those
with shallow, standing or slow-moving water, rich nutrient levels, organic
substrates and abundant aquatic vegetation. They will use rivers, but prefer slowmoving currents and are likely only transients in this type of habitat. This species
is known to travel great distances over land in the spring in order to reach nesting
sites, which can include dry conifer or mixed forests, partially vegetated fields, and
roadsides. Suitable nesting substrates include organic soils, sands, gravel and
cobble. They hibernate underwater and infrequently under debris close to water
bodies (COSEWIC 2005).

Low- wetlands in the southwest corner of the Site
offer potential habitat, but this species was not
observed during surveys. Closest occurrence is
2.4 km from these habitats.

In Ontario, eastern ribbonsnake is semi-aquatic, and is rarely found far from
Moderate- the wetlands on the southern half of
shallow ponds, marshes, bogs, streams or swamps bordered by dense vegetation. the property provide some suitable habitat for this
They prefer sunny locations and bask in low shrub branches. Hibernation occurs species. Further, there are records in the vicinity.
in mammal burrows, rock fissures or even ant mounds (COSEWIC 2012).
In Ontario, the northern map turtle prefers large waterbodies with slow-moving
Low - No waterbodies of suitable size or structure
currents, soft substrates, and abundant aquatic vegetation. Ideal stretches of
were identified on the Site.
shoreline contain suitable basking sites, such as rocks and logs. Along Lakes Erie
and Ontario, this species occurs in marsh habitat and undeveloped shorelines. It
is also found in small to large rivers with slow to moderate flow. Hibernation takes
place in soft substrates under deep water (COSEWIC 2012).

In Ontario, snapping turtle utilizes a wide range of waterbodies, but shows
preference for areas with shallow, slow-moving water, soft substrates and dense
aquatic vegetation. Hibernation takes place in soft substrates under water.
Nesting sites consist of sand or gravel banks along waterways or roadways
(COSEWIC 2008).

Low- wetlands in the southwest corner of the Site
offer potential habitat, but this species was not
observed during surveys.

In Ontario, American ginseng is found in moist, undisturbed and relatively mature
deciduous woods often dominated by sugar maple. It is commonly found on welldrained, south-facing slopes. American ginseng grows under closed canopies in
neutral, loamy soils (COSEWIC 2000).

Low - This species was searched for during
surveys and not identified.
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Common Name

Blunt-lobed woodsia

Butternut

Eastern prairie fringed-orchid

Ogden's pondweed

Scientific Name

Woodsia obtusa

Juglans cinerea

Platanthera
leucophaea

Potamogeton ogdenii

Species at Risk Act,
Schedule 1 List of
Wildlife SAR Status1

THR

END

END

END

Endangered
Species Act, Reg.
230/08 SARO List
Status2

END

END

END

END

COSEWIC Status 3

THR

END

END

END

Global Rarity Rank4

G5

G4

G2G3

G1G2

Provincial Rarity
Rank5

S1

S3?

S2

SH

Source(s)

Range

MNRF

Range

Range

*

Ontario Habitat Descriptions

In Ontario, blunt-lobed woodsia occurs on rocky limestone outcrops and rocky
slopes that are dry, have a southern aspect and are highly shaded. Ontario
populations grow on calcareous rock and are associated with species such as
sugar maple, red and white oak and white ash (COSEWIC 2006).

Probability of Occurrence

Low - there is no suitable habitat for this species
on the Site.

In Ontario, butternut is found along stream banks, on wooded valley slopes, and in High - Several Individuals of this species were
deciduous and mixed forests. It is commonly associated with beech, maple, oak
identified on the Site.
and hickory (Voss and Reznicek 2012). Butternut prefers moist, fertile, welldrained soils, but can also be found in rocky limestone soils. This species is
shade intolerant (Farrar 1995).
In Ontario, eastern prairie fringed-orchid grows in wet prairies, fens, bogs, wet
Low - there is no suitable habitat for this species
meadows, and wet successional fields. It grows in full sun in neutral to mildly
on the Site.
calcareous substrates, and occasionally grows along roadsides or lake margins
(Eastern Prairie Fringed-orchid Recovery Team 2010). This species is found only
in southern Ontario, and only two locations are currently known on sand spits
along the shore of Lake Erie.
In Ontario, Ogden's pondweed grows in clear, slow-moving streams, beaver
ponds, and lakes associated with marble bedrock and likely hard water. It often
grows with other species of narrow-leaved pondweeds (COSEWIC 2007).

Low - there is no suitable habitat for this species
on the Site.

Notes:
1

Species at Risk Act (SARA), 2002. Schedule 1 (Last amended 17 Dec 2014); Part 1 (Extirpated), Part 2 (Endangered), Part 3 (Threatened), Part 4 (Special Concern)
Endangered Species Act (ESA), 2007 (O.Reg 242/08 last amended 10 Dec 2015 as O.Reg 387/15). Species at Risk in Ontario List, 2007 (O.Reg 230/08 last amended 15 June 2016 as O. Reg 200/16, s. 1.); Schedule 1 (Extirpated - EXP), Schedule 2 (Endangered - END), Schedule 3 (Threatened - THR), Schedule 4 (Special Concern - SC)
Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) http://www.cosewic.gc.ca/
4
Global Ranks (GRANK) are Rarity Ranks assigned to a species based on their range-wide status. GRANKS are assigned by a group of consensus of Conservation Data Centres (CDCs), scientific experts and the Nature Conservancy. These ranks are not legal designations. G1 (Extremely Rare), G2 (Very Rare), G3 (Rare to uncommon), G4 (Common), G5
(Very Common), GH (Historic, no record in last 20yrs), GU (Status uncertain), GX (Globally extinct), ? (Inexact number rank), G? (Unranked), Q (Questionable), T (rank applies to subspecies or variety). Last assessed August 2011
5
Provincial Ranks (SRANK) are Rarity Ranks assigned to a species or ecological communities, by the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC). These ranks are not legal designations. SRANKS are evaluated by NHIC on a continual basis and updated lists produced annually. SX (Presumed Extirpated), SH (Possibly Extirpated - Historical), S1 (Critically
Imperiled), S2 (Imperiled), S3 (Vulnerable), S4 (Apparently Secure), S5 (Secure), SNA (Not Applicable), S#S# (Range Rank), S? (Not ranked yet), SAB (Breeding Accident), SAN (Non-breeding Accident), SX (Apparently Extirpated). Last assessed August 2011.
6
General Habitat Protection is applied when a species is newly listed as endangered or threatened on the SARO list under the ESA, 2007. The definition of general habitat applies to areas that a species currently depends on. These areas may include dens and nests, wetlands, forests and other areas essential for breeding, rearing, feeding, hibernation and
migration. General habitat protection will also apply to all listed endangered or threatened species without a species-specific habitat regulation as of June 30, 2013 (ESA 2007, c.6, s.10 (2)). Regulated Habitat is species-specific habitat used as the legal description of that species habitat. Once a species-specific habitat regulation is created, it replaces general
habitat protection. Refer to O.Reg 242/08 for full details regarding regulated habitat.
7
Refer to the individual species' federal recovery strategy for a full description of the critical habitat (http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/sar/recovery/recovery_e.cfm)
+
rd
Species Codes derived from the following sources: Birds – 53 AOU Supplement (2012); Amphibians – Marsh Monitoring Program (Bird Studies Canada 2003); Fish – Golder; Reptiles – Golder.
*
NHIC (Natural Heritage Information Centre); ROM (Royal Ontario Museum); OBBA (Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas); Herp Atlas (Reptiles and Amphibians of Ontario); Odonata Atlas (of Ontario); Mammal Atlas (of Ontario); BCI (Bat Conservation International); Butterfly Atlas (Ontario Butterfly Atlas)
'—' No status
2
3
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Scientific Name
Acer negundo
Acer platanoides
Acer rubrum
Acer saccharinum
Acer saccharum
Agrimonia gryposepala
Agrostis gigantea
Alliaria petiolata
Amaranthus retroflexus
Ambrosia artemisiifolia
Anaphalis margaritacea
Anemone canadensis
Anemone cylindrica
Anemone virginiana
Anthemis cotula
Apocynum androsaemifolium
Apocynum cannabinum
Arisaema triphyllum
Asclepias incarnata
Asclepias syriaca
Athyrium filix‐femina
Betula papyrifera
Betula populifolia
Bidens cernua
Bidens discoidea
Bidens frondosa
Brassica rapa
Bromus ciliatus
Bromus inermis
Calamagrostis canadensis
Calla palustris
Caltha palustris
Carex bebbii
Carex crinita
Carex hystericina
Carex interior
Carex lacustris
Carex lupulina
Carex pseudocyperus
Carex spp.
Carex stipata
Carex utriculata
Carex viridula
Carex vulpinoidea
Carya cordiformis
Carya ovata
Centaurea stoebe
Cerastium fontanum
Chenopodium album
Cichorium intybus
Cicuta maculata
Circaea lutetiana
Cirsium arvense
Cirsium vulgare
Claytonia caroliniana
Clematis virginiana
Clinopodium vulgare
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Common Name
Manitoba maple
Norway maple
Red maple
Silver maple
Sugar maple
Common agrimony
Red top
Garlic mustard
Redroot pigweed
Ragweed
Pearly everlasting
Canada anemone
Thimbleweed
Thimbleweed
Stinking mayweed
Spreading dogbane
Indian hemp
Jack‐in‐the‐pulpit
Swamp milkweed
Common milkweed
Lady fern
White birch
Grey birch
Nodding beggar‐ticks
Swamp beggar‐ticks
Beggar‐ticks
Rape seed
Fringed brome
Smooth brome
Canada blue‐joint
Water arum
Marsh‐marigold
Bebb's sedge
Fringed sedge
Porcupine sedge
Inland sedge
Lake sedge
Hop sedge
Cyperus‐like sedge
Sedges
Awl‐fruited sedge
Bladder sedge
Greenish sedge
Fox sedge
Bitternut hickory
Shagbark hickory
Spotted knapweed
Mouse‐ear chickweed
Lamb's‐quarters
Chicory
Spotted water‐hemlock
Enchanter’s nightshade
Canada thistle
Bull thistle
Spring beauty
Virgin's‐bower
Wild basil

Origina
(N)
I
N
N
N
N
I
I
I
N
N
N
N
N
I
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
I
N
I
N
N
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N
N
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N
N
N
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Statusb
Statusb
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S5
GNR
SNA
G5
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Scientific Name
Clintonia borealis
Convolvulus arvensis
Conyza canadensis
Cornus amomum
Cornus foemina
Cornus rugosa
Cornus stolonifera
Coronilla varia
Crataegus sp.
Cystopteris bulbifera
Dactylis glomerata
Danthonia spicata
Daucus carota
Dianthus armeria
Dichanthelium acuminatum
Digitaria sanguinalis
Doellingeria umbellata
Dryopteris intermedia
Dryopteris marginalis
Echium vulgare
Elymus patula
Elymus repens
Epipactis helleborine
Equisetum arvense
Erigeron annuus
Erigeron philadelphicus
Erythronium americanum
Eupatorium perfoliatum
European Cicely
Euthamia graminifolia
Eutrochium maculatum
Fagus grandifolia
Fragaria vesca
Fragaria virginiana
Fraxinus americana
Fraxinus nigra
Fraxinus pennsylvanica
Galium mollugo
Galium palustre
Geranium robertianum
Geum aleppicum
Geum canadense
Glyceria grandis
Glyceria striata
Helianthus tuberosus
Hemerocallis fulva
Hesperis matronalis
Hieracium aurantiacum
Hieracium pilosella
Hieracium piloselloides
Hordeum jubatum
Hydrocharis morsus‐ranae
Ilex verticillata
Impatiens capensis
Iris versicolor
Juglans cinerea
Juglans nigra
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Common Name
Blue‐bead lily
Field bindweed
Horseweed
Silky dogwood
Gray dogwood
Round‐leaved dogwood
Red osier dogwood
Crown vetch
Hawthorn
Bulblet fern
Orchard grass
Poverty oat‐grass
Wild carrot
Deptford pink
Small panic grass
Large crab‐grass
Flat‐topped aster
Evergreen woodfern
Marginal woodfern
Viper's bugloss
Bottlebrush grass
Quack grass
Helleborine
Field horsetail
Daisy fleabane
Philadelphia fleabane
Yellow trout‐lily
Boneset
Myrrhis odorata
Grass‐leaved goldenrod
Joe‐pye weed
Beech
Woodland strawberry
Common strawberry
White ash
Black ash
Green ash
White bedstraw
Marsh bedstraw
Herb‐robert
Yellow avens
White avens
Tall manna grass
Fowl manna grass
Jerusalem artichoke
Orange daylily
Dame's rocket
Orange hawkweed
Mouse‐ear hawkweed
King devil
Foxtail barley
Frogbit
Winterberry
Spotted jewelweed
Blue‐flag
Butternut
Black walnut

Origina
N
I
N
N
N
N
N
I
N
N
I
N
I
I
N
I
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Juncus effusus
Juncus spp.
Juniperus communis
Juniperus virginiana
Lactuca canadensis
Leersia oryzoides
Lemna minor
Leucanthemum vulgare
Linaria vulgaris
Lonicera canadensis
Lonicera tatarica
Lotus corniculatus
Lycopus americanus
Lycopus uniflorus
Lysimachia thrysiflora
Lythrum salicaria
Maianthemum canadense
Malus pumila
Matricaria chamomilla
Matricaria discoidea
Medeola virginiana
Medicago lupulina
Melilotus alba
Melilotus officinalis
Mentha arvensis
Monarda fistulosa
Nepeta cataria
Onoclea sensibilis
Origanum vulgare
Osmunda regalis
Oxalis stricta
Packera paupercula
Panicum capillare
Panicum sp.
Parthenocissus inserta
Parthenocissus quinquefolia
Pastinaca sativa
Penstemon digitalis
Phalaris arundinacea
Phleum pratense
Physalis heterophylla
Pinus banksiana
Pinus strobus
Pinus sylvestris
Plantago lanceolata
Plantago major
Poa compressa
Poa palustris
Poa pratensis
Polystichum acrostichoides
Populus balsamifera
Populus tremuloides
Potentilla argentea
Potentilla norvegica
Potentilla simplex
Prunella vulgaris
Prunus serotina

1536620

Appendix C - List of Vascular Plants Observed in the Study Area

Origina

Common Name
Soft rush
Rushes
Common juniper
Eastern red cedar
Canada lettuce
Rice cut‐grass
Duckweed
Ox‐eye daisy
Butter‐and‐eggs
Fly‐honeysuckle
Tartarian honeysuckle
Bird’s‐foot trefoil
American water‐horehound
Northern water‐horehound
Tufted loosestrife
Purple loosestrife
Canada mayflower
Apple
Stinking mayweed
Pineapple‐weed
Indian cucumber‐root
Black medick
White sweet clover
Yellow sweet‐clover
Field mint
Wild bergamot
Catnip
Sensitive fern
Common marjoram
Royal fern
Common yellow wood‐sorrel
Balsam ragwort
Witch grass
Panic grass
Virginia creeper
Virginia creeper
Parsnip
Foxglove beard‐tongue
Reed canary grass
Timothy
Clammy ground‐cherry
Jack pine
White pine
Scots pine
Narrow‐leaved plantain
Common plantain
Canada bluegrass
Fowl bluegrass
Kentucky bluegrass
Christmas fern
Balsam poplar
Trembling aspen
Silvery cinquefoil
Rough cinquefoil
Old‐field cinquefoil
Heal‐all
Black cherry

N
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Common Name

Prunus virginiana
Choke cherry
Quercus macrocarpa
Bur oak
Quercus rubra
Red oak
Ranunculus acris
Common buttercup
Rhamnus cathartica
Common buckthorn
Rhamnus frangula
Glossy buckthorn
Rhus typhina
Staghorn sumac
Ribes hirtellum
Smooth gooseberry
Robinia pseudoacacia
Black locust
Rubus allegheniensis
Mountain blackberry
Rubus flagellaris
Northern dewberry
Rubus idaeus
Red raspberry
Rubus occidentalis
Black raspberry
Rubus pubescens
Dwarf raspberry
Rudbeckia hirta
Black‐eyed susan
Rumex acetosella
Sheep sorrel
Rumex crispus
Curled dock
Salix discolor
Pussy willow
Salix petiolaris
Slender willow
Salix sp.
Willow
Sanguinaria canadensis
Bloodroot
Saponaria officinalis
Bouncing‐bet
Schedonorus arundinacea
Tall fescue
Schoenoplectus tabernaemontani Softstem bulrush
Scirpus atrovirens
Green bulrush
Scirpus cyperinus
Wool‐grass
Sedum acre
Mossy stonecrop
Setaria pumila
Yellow foxtail
Silene latifolia
White campion
Silene vulgaris
Bladder campion
Sinapis arvensis
Charlock
Sisyrinchium mucronatum
Blue‐eyed grass
Sium suave
Water parsnip
Solanum dulcamara
Climbing nightshade
Solidago canadensis
Canada goldenrod
Solidago juncea
Early goldenrod
Solidago rugosa
Rough goldenrod
Sonchus arvensis
Common sow‐thistle
Spiraea alba
Meadowsweet
Symphyotrichum ciliolatum
Blue aster
Symphyotrichum cordifolium
Heart‐leaved aster
Symphyotrichum lanceolatum
Panicled aster
Symphyotrichum lateriflorum
Calico aster
Symphyotrichum novae‐angliae New England aster
Symphyotrichum puniceum
Red‐stemmed aster
Tanacetum vulgare
Common tansy
Taraxacum officinale
Common dandelion
Thelypteris palustris
Marsh fern
Tilia americana
Basswood
Trifolium aureum
Yellow hop‐clover
Trifolium hybridum
Alsike clover
Trifolium pratense
Red clover
Trifolium repens
White clover
Trillium grandiflorum
White trillium
Turritis glabra
Tower mustard
Tussilago farfara
Colt's‐foot
Typha latifolia
Common cattail

Origina
N
N
N
I
I
I
N
N
I
N
N
N
N
N
N
I
I
N
N
?
N
I
I
N
N
N
I
I
I
I
I
N
N
I
N
N
N
I
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
I
I
N
N
I
I
I
I
N
N
I
N

Global Rarity Ontario Rarity
Statusb
Statusb
G5
S5
G5
S5
G5
S5
G5
SNA
GNR
SNA
GNR
SNA
G5
S5
G5
S5
G5
SNA
G5
S5
G5
S4
G5T5
S5
G5
S5
G5
S5
G5
S5
GNR
SNA
GNR
SNA
G5
S5
G5
S5
?
?
G5
S5
GNR
SNA
GNR
SNA
G5
S5
G5?
S5
G5
S5
GNR
SNA
GNR
SNA
GNR
SNA
GNR
SNA
GNR
SNA
G5
S4S5
G5
S5
GNR
SNA
G5T5
S5
G5
S5
G5
S5
GNR
SNA
G5
S5
G5
S5
G5
S5
G5T5
S5
G5T?
S5
G5
S5
G5
S5
GNR
SNA
G5
SNA
G5
S5
G5
S5
GNR
SNA
GNR
SNA
GNR
SNA
GNR
SNA
G5
S5
G5
S5
GNR
SNA
G5
S5

SARAc

ESAd

─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─

─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─
─

Golder Associates
\\golder.gds\gal\Ottawa\Active\2015\3 Proj\1536620 City of Brockville - EIS - Urban Lands\Reporting\EIS - 2016\Appendices\Appendix C_Vascular Plants.xlsx

Page 4 of 5

October 2016

Scientific Name
Ulmus americana
Verbascum thapsus
Viburnum acerifolium
Viburnum lentago
Vicia cracca
Vincetoxicum sp.
Vitis riparia
Zanthoxylum americanum
Notes:

1536620

Appendix C - List of Vascular Plants Observed in the Study Area

Common Name

Origina

White elm
Common mullein
Maple‐leaved viburnum
Nannyberry
Cow‐vetch
Swallowwort
Riverbank grape
Prickly‐ash

N
I
N
N
I
I
N
N

Global Rarity Ontario Rarity
Statusb
Statusb
G5?
S5
GNR
SNA
G5
S5
G5
S5
GNR
SNA
GNR
SNA
G5
S5
G5
S5

a

Origin: N = Native; (N) = Native but not in study area region; I = Introduced

b

Ranks based upon determinations made by the Ontario Natural Heritage Information Centre
G = Global; S = Provincial; Ranks 1-3 are considered imperiled or rare; Ranks 4 and 5 are considered secure.
SNA = Not applicable for Ontario Ranking (e.g. Exotic species); SNR = Provincial conservation status not yet assessed;
B = status applies to the breeding population of the species

c

Species at Risk Act (SARA), Schedule 1

d

Ontario Endangered Species Act (ESA)
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Appendix D
List of Wildlife Observed in the Study Area

October 2016

Common Name
Mammals
Beaver
Big brown bat
Coyote
Eastern chipmunk
Eastern cottontail
Grey squirrel
Hoary bat
Long‐tailed weasel
Little brown myotis
Meadow vole
Raccoon
Red bat
Red fox
Red squirrel
Silver‐haired bat
Striped skunk
Tri‐colored bat
White‐tailed deer
Woodchuck
Birds
American Bittern
American Crow
American Goldfinch
American Redstart
American Robin
American Woodcock
Baltimore Oriole
Belted Kingfisher
Black‐and‐white Warbler
Black‐capped Chickadee
Blue Jay
Broad‐winged Hawk
Cedar Waxwing
Chestnut‐sided Warbler
Chipping Sparrow
Common Grackle
Common Yellowthroat
Cooper's Hawk
Downy Woodpecker
Eastern Kingbird
Eastern Towhee
Eastern Wood‐Pewee
European starling
Golden‐winged Warbler
Great Crested Flycatcher
Hairy Woodpecker
House Wren
Mallard
Mourning Dove
Northern Cardinal
Northern Waterthrush
Ovenbird
Red‐eyed Vireo
Red‐tailed Hawk
Red‐winged Blackbird
Ring‐billed Gull
Scarlet Tanager
Song Sparrow
Tree Swallow
Turkey Vulture

1536620

Origina

Global Rarity
Statusb

Ontario Rarity
Statusb

SARA

Castor canadensis
Eptesicus fuscus
Canis latrans
Tamias striatus
Sylvilagus floridanus
Sciurus carolinensis
Lasiurus cinereus
Mustela frenata
Myotis lucifugus
Microtus pennsylvanicus
Procyon lotor
Lasiurus borealis
Vulpes vulpes
Tamiasciurus hudsonicus
Lasionycteris noctivagans
Mephitis mephitis
Pipistrellus subflavus
Odocoileus virginianus
Marmota monax

N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N

G5
S5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5

S5
G5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S4
S4
S5
S5
S4
S5
S5
S4
S5
S3?
S5
S5

—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
Endangered
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
Endangered
—
—

—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
Endangered
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
Endangered
—
—

Botaurus lentiginosus
Corvus brachyrhynchos
Carduelis tristis
Setophaga ruticilla
Turdus migratorius
Scolopax minor
Icterus galbula
Ceryle alcyon
Mniotilta varia
Poecile atricapilla
Cyanocitta cristata
Buteo platypterus
Bombycilla cedrorum
Setophaga pensylvanica
Spizella passerina
Quiscalus quiscula
Geothlypis trichas
Accipiter cooperii
Picoides pubescens
Tyrannus tyrannus
Pipilo erythrophthalmus
Contopus virens
Sturnus vulgaris
Vermivora chrysoptera
Myiarchus crinitus
Picoides villosus
Troglodytes aedon
Anas platyrhynchos
Zenaida macroura
Cardinalis cardinalis
Parkesia noveboracensis
Seiurus aurocapilla
Vireo olivaceus
Buteo jamaicensis
Agelaius phoeniceus
Larus delawarensis
Piranga olivacea
Melospiza melodia
Tachycineta bicolor
Cathartes aura

N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
I
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N

G4
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G4
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5

S4B
S5B
S5B
S5B
S5B
S4B
S4B
S4B
S5B
S5
S5
S5B
S5B
S5B
S5B
S5B
S5B
S4
S5
S4B
S4B
S4B
SNA
S4B
S4B
S5
S5B
S5
S5
S5
S5B
S4B
S5B
S5
S4
S5B, S4N
S4B
S5B
S4B
S5B

—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
SC
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
SC
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

Scientific Name
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Appendix D
List of Wildlife Observed in the Study Area

October 2016

Common Name
Veery
Virginia Rail
Warbling Vireo
White‐breasted Nuthatch
Wilson's Snipe
Wood Thrush
Yellow Warbler
Herpetiles
American toad
Eastern gartersnake
Eastern red‐backed salamander
Gray tree frog
Green frog
Northern leopard frog
Spring peeper
Western chorus frog
Wood frog
Insects
American copper
Beaverpond baskettail
Black swallowtail
Cabbage white
Clouded sulphur
Common green darner
Common ringlet
Common wood‐nymph
Dun skipper
Eastern tailed blue
Eastern tiger swallowtail
Giant swallowtail
Meadow fritillary
Northern crescent
Orange sulphur
Spot‐tailed whiteface
Twelve‐spotted skimmer
Yellow‐legged meadowhawk
White‐faced meadowhawk

1536620

Origin

Global Rarity
Statusb

Ontario Rarity
Statusb

SARA

Catharus fuscescens
Rallus limicola
Vireo gilvus
Sitta carolinensis
Gallinago delicata
Hylocichla mustelina
Setophaga petechia

N
N
N
N
N
N
N

G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5

S4B
S5B
S5B
S5
S5B
S4B
S5B

—
—
—
—
—
—
—

—
—
—
—
—
—
—

Anaxyrus americanus
Thamnophis sirtalis
Plethodon cinereus
Hyla versicolor
Lithobates clamitans
Rana pipiens
Pseudacris crucifer
Pseudacris triseriata
Rana sylvatica

N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N

G5
G5T5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5TNR
G5

S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S3
S5

—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

Lycaena phlaeas
Epitheca canis
Papilio polyxenes
Pieris rapae
Colias philodice
Anax junius
Coenonympha tullia
Cercyonis pegala
Euphyes vestris
Everes comyntas
Papilio glaucus
Papilio cresphontes
Boloria bellona
Phycoides pascoensis
Colias eurytheme
Leucorrhinia intacta
Libellula pulchella
Sympetrum vicinum
Sympetrum obtrusum

N
N
N
I
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N

G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5
G5

S4
S5
S5
SNA
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S3
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5
S5

—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

Scientific Name

a

c

d

ESA

Notes:
a
Origin: N = Native; (N) = Native but not in study area region; I = Introduced
b

Ranks based upon determinations made by the Ontario Natural Heritage Information Centre
G = Global; S = Provincial; Ranks 1‐3 are considered imperiled or rare; Ranks 4 and 5 are considered secure
SNA = Not applicable for Ontario Ranking (e.g. Exotic species)
c
Canada Species at Risk Act (Schedule 1)
d
Ontario Endangered Species Act
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