Holly J. Bickerton 143 Aylmer Ave. Ottawa, K15 2Y1

Consulting Ecologist (613) 730-7725
holly.bickerton@rogers.com

MEMORANDUM

To: Matthew Hayley, City of Ottawa
Laurel McCreight, City of Ottawa

cc: Joey Theberge, Theberge Homes Ltd.
Bill Holzman, Holzman Consulting

RE: 1158 Old Second Line Road, Addendum to 2013 Environmental Impact
Assessment and Tree Conservation Report , File D07-16-18-0008

Date 4 March 2019

This memo provides supplementary information to an EIS and Tree Conservation
Report developed in September 2013 by CJB Environnement toward a proposed
subdivision development at 1158 Old Second Line Road, Ottawa, Ontario.

Background

The subject property in Kanata, Ontario, consists of two lots (Con 3 Part Lot 11 RP 5R-
1715, parts 1& 2 and Con 3 Part Lot 11 RP 5R-2564 Parts 1& 2) that are under contract
with Theberge Homes Ltd. The site is zoned General Urban - Development Reserve
(DR) in current zoning bylaws. The mostly wooded property has not been included as
Open Space or linkages within any existing Community Design Plans.

An EIS was completed in 2013 by CJB Environnement. This memo should be read in
conjunction with the 2013 report. The 2013 EIS thoroughly described the existing
conditions on the site including Vegetation cover, Ecological Land Classification,
Surface Water and Fish Habitat, Wildlife Habitat and Species at Risk, as well as the
proposed development, impacts, and mitigations.

Since the submission of the 2013 EIS, changes in policy and in the proposed project
have led to a need for supplementary information and updates to the previous EIS. This
memo provides information to be considered together with existing information in the
2013 CJB Environnement document, using the same organizational structure as the
previous report:

e Vegetation Cover (2.4, p. 6-12)

e Habitat for Species at Risk (2.6, p. 15-17)

e Description of the Proposed Project (3.0, p. 17-18)
e Impact Assessment (4.1, p. 19)

e Mitigation (5.0, p 28)

e Monitoring (6.0, p, 30).



The following recent documents, referenced throughout, also support the original EIS
and this Memo:

e Tree Conservation Report completed by IFS Associates (April 19, 2018), see
File.

e i-Tree Ecosystem Analysis: 1158 Old Second Line Road, Urban Forest Effects
and Values, February 2019, Appendix 1.

e Memo, Nick Stow (Senior Planner, City of Ottawa, 21 Feb 2019) re: 1158 Old
Second Line Road, File No. D07016-18-0008, Appendix 2.

e Avoidance Alternatives Form (AAF) for activities that may require an overall
benefit permit under clause 17(2)(c) of the Endangered Species Act (dated 30
Jan 2019), Appendix 3.

e Email from Aaron Foss (Kemptville MNRF, 5 Feb 2019) re: 1158 Old Second
Line Road, File No. D07016-18-0008, Appendix 4.

e Information Gathering Form (IGF) for activities that may affect species or habitat
protected under the Endangered Species Act (dated 10 Dec 2018), available via
email.

2.0 Description of the Site and the Natural Environment

While the site itself is virtually unchanged since 2013, several changes to policies and
procedures have led to the identification of additional impacts, as well as proposals for
mitigation.

2.4 Vegetation Cover and Significant Woodlands

Within the 2013 EIS, the current vegetation cover is clearly described (2.4.1 to 2.4.3).
Vegetation cover is unchanged since 2013. However, new policies around Significant
Woodlands have resulted in the addition of the sections below to the EIS.

2.4.4. Tree Conservation Report (2018)

In April 2018, an updated Tree Conservation Report was completed in support of the
EIS process (IFS Associates 2018a). In addition to the identification of five Butternut
trees (see Section 2.6 below), the TCR provided additional information on the tree
species, condition, size and status on the site. In response to a 2018 site plan proposal,
IFS Associates recommended a 2m wide linear area to be protected adjacent to all
property lines to allow for the retention of small trees (<10 cm diameter). The TCR also
outlines tree preservation and protection measures to be undertaken during
construction, outlined under 5.0 Mitigation (below).



2.4.5. Significant Woodlands: New 2019 Policy Context

Since 2013, a draft Significant Woodlands policy has been developed (City of Ottawa
2019), to provide consistency with Ontario’s Provincial Policy Statement and supporting
Natural Heritage Reference Manual (OMNR 2010).

In the draft 2019 policy, there are specific requirements to address Significant
Woodlands that impact the proposed subdivision development at 1158 Old Second Line
Road. Specifically, the EIS for the subject property must consider Significant Woodlands
within the EIS because it is not within the urban boundary expansion area, it is not in a
rural area, and it is not within an Urban Expansion Study Area or Developing
Community (City of Ottawa Official Plan, Appendix A, p. 31). The property has not been
identified as part of any existing natural heritage system, plan of subdivision, or
community design plan. It was not included or assessed as an Urban Natural Feature
(UNA) in Ottawa’s Urban Natural Areas Study (Muncaster Environmental Planning and
Brunton Consulting Services 2005).

However, the wooded area is considered as a Significant Woodland under the draft
policy because it lies within the urban boundary, is more than 60 years old, is greater
than 0.8 ha in size, and does not fall within an existing Secondary Plan, Community
Design Plan, or Plan of Subdivision.

2.4.6. Significant Woodlands Screening Criteria

According to the draft Significant Woodlands policy (City of Ottawa 2019), areas of
woodland that meet any of the criteria below should be screened out from development
or negative impact (Table 2a (new)). As indicated below in the right column, the
woodland at 1158 Old Second Line Road does not meet any of the Screening Criteria in
the draft policy.

Table 2a Screening Criteria for Woodland at 1158 Old Second Line Road

Social Values

Unusual recreational, educational | None. The subject area is private property with no
or cultural opportunities public use supported.

Qualifying Cultural, Heritage, or None. No existing designations.
Historical Features

Indigenous values established None. No values identified through CDP or other
through consultation process.

Hazard lands

Constrained areas None. Subject area has no hazards (e.g. floodplain,
meander belts, steep or unstable slopes, restrictive
soils or karst).

Habitat and Landscape Connectivity




Adjacency and connectivity None. Not part of Natural Heritage System or
identified greenspace. Although it is a woodland
adjacent to the South March Highlands (an NEA),
the intervening area is not natural landcover or
greenspace, but a suburban road (see Draft
guidelines, p . 37). To date, the property has not
been identified in any natural heritage network.

Specialized habitat None. There are no uncommon characteristics in
the woodland (see OMNR 2010, Natural Heritage
Reference Manual, Table 7.2: e.g. uncommon
community types, important habitat of restricted
species or woodlands dominated by large or old
trees). The woodlands are not considered to provide
habitat for an endangered or threatened species
under the ESA 2007 (see below).

The screening criteria confirm that avoidance (“screening out”) of the proposed
development is not appropriate for this area under the draft Significant Woodlands

policy.

2.4.7. Significant Woodlands Comparative Criteria

Comparative criteria identified in the draft policy identify attributes that can be replaced,
substituted or adequately mitigated. The draft policy acknowledges that negative
impacts on these functions and services of significant urban woodland may be
necessary in order to achieve other policies and objectives of the Official Plan and PPS
(City of Ottawa 2019).

Because 1158 Old Second Line Road represents the first proposal under the draft
Significant Woodlands guidelines, City of Ottawa staff has evaluated the property with
respect to the comparative criteria. This evaluation is appended (Memo dated 21 Feb,
N. Stow, Senior Planner). It confirms that the woodland is subject to the following
evaluation:

e Total canopy cover

e Social value

e iTree analysis

e Accessibility and Equity
e Low impact development

The following analyses were carried out by the City of Ottawa (2019b) for this
evaluation:




e An iTree Canopy analysis of the urban tree canopy in Morgan’s Grant (the
community), based upon 100 sample points.

e AniTree Eco analysis of the woodland, based upon two sample plots, projecting
40 years into the future. The analysis used the default settings and assumed a
natural regeneration of 15 trees per year. Note that the recommendations of the
TCR (2 m buffer at north and south) and the landscaped trees were not
accounted for in this analysis. For rationale, please see accompanying Memo.

e A GIS analysis of total, accessible greenspace and the percentage of the
community with easy access to greenspace (defined as 250 m straight-line
distance).

The modelling program iTree was developed by the USDA Forest Service. Ecosystem
services offered by woodlands include removal of air pollution, reduction in surface run-
off, carbon storage and sequestration, as well as structural value.

Note that a modest natural regeneration of 15 trees per year was assumed for the iTree
analysis of 1158 Old Second Line Road. The planned retention of a 2 m treed buffer
along north and south property lines, a wider area of tree retention along the hydro
corridor, and trees proposed for planting in the landscaping plan were not included in
the analysis. In the case of the latter, this is because the City determined that the soil
volumes provided for the landscaped trees would be insufficient to allow for their long-
term growth and development.

2.4.8. Results of City of Ottawa Assessment of Significant Woodlands Criteria
Results of the City’s evaluation of the subject property with respect to Significant
Woodlands are found in Table 2b (new, Memo from Nick Stow, 21 Feb 2019).

Table 1b Summary of Significant Woodlands Assessment (City of Ottawa)

Ecosystem Service Change in local Comment
community
(Morgan’s Grant) as a
result of proposed
development

Total Canopy Cover -1.7%

Social Value None known

Accessible 31 ha (15% of the No history of public access

Greenspace community area) at 1158 OlId Second Line
Rd. (private)

Percent of the 95% No history of public access

community within 250 at 1158 OlId Second Line

m of accessible Rd. (private)




greenspace

Percent of multi-unit 100% No history of public access
housing within 250 m at 1158 Old Second Line
of accessible Rd. (private)
greenspace
Carbon Storage -0.26% (69 metric

tons)

Carbon Sequestration | -2%
(net change)

CO (kg) -1.2%
NO2 (kg) -3.4%
Ozone -3.6%
S02 (kg) -0.11%
PM 2.5 (kg) -2%
Additional Runoff 184 m°/a

2.4.10. Significant Woodlands Conclusion

Based on the above analysis (Table 2b), City staff have concluded that the loss the
wooded area on the subject property would result in a small decrease in ecosystem
services provided to the local community. However the loss is considered limited in
scope and magnitude when compared to the full community of Morgan’s Grant.

The City of Ottawa acknowledges that the Significant Woodlands policy has not yet
been approved by City Council and that the City “cannot reasonably ask the proponent
to provide compensation in this case.” The City Memo concluded that the negative
impacts of the proposed development on the significant woodland should not prevent it
from proceeding as planned. The proposed site plan is presented in Section 3.0 below,
and impacts and proposed mitigations are discussed in Sections 4.0 and 5.0
respectively.

It should be noted that the proposed project is consistent with a variety of other policies
with Ottawa’s current Official Plan which affect natural systems planning for the City.
For example:

e 2.1: Patterns of Growth: The proposed project is consistent with intensification
targets in that population density is within an urban area and is directed towards
key existing locations that are accessible to transit, walking, and cycling, and
compact and efficient from a servicing point of view.

o 2.2: Managing Growth: The proposed project lies within Schedule B [Official Plan
2.2.1] where the City of Ottawa aims to accommodate approximately 90% of its
growth. The project consists of a new development on ... “land in designated
growth areas that contributes to the completion of an existing community or
builds a new community(ies).”



The ecological benefits of policies of growth and intensification in existing communities
are well understood and include reduction in fossil fuel use due to reduced car travel,
increased efficiency of land use, and protection of significant natural features in rural
settings.

2.6 Habitat for Species at Risk

Since 2013, there has also been significant change to policies and procedures
surrounding the identification of Species at Risk habitat, and mitigation. The information
below is in addition to section 2.6, Habitat for Species at Risk (CJB Environnement
2013, p. 15-16). In 2013, CJB Environnement identified five potential SAR occurring on
the subject property: Butternut (END), Blanding’s Turtle (THR), Whip-poor-will (THR),
Milksnake (SC at the time), and Snapping Turtle (SC). Since 2013, the Milksnake has
been delisted as a Species at Risk under the provincial ESA.

2.6.1 Eastern Whip-poor-will

On 17 May 2013, CJB Environnement completed call playback surveys for Whip-poor-
will on the subject property. No Whip-poor-wills were heard during the surveys, although
again the surveys were completed prior to provision of a standard MNRF survey
protocol. The property was visited by Holly Bickerton on November 22, 2018, to observe
the structural habitat suitability for SAR, including Whip-poor-will. As summarized in
documents to MNRF (appended), the site is not considered to provide suitable habitat
for Whip-poor-will due to the closed nature of the canopy, the absence of suitable
understory to provide nesting cover, the absence of foraging habitat, and the site’s
proximity to dense suburban settlement. A lack of documented observations in the
nearby vicinity supports this assessment. In a January 2019 reply to the IGF, the MNRF
concurred that although 2013 surveys did not follow the currently required survey
protocol, “the rationale explaining the poor suitability of the site for species provides
good support that no additional surveys are needed.”

2.6.2 Blanding’s Turtle

Between 16-18 May 2013, CJB Environnement completed active surveys for reptiles.
Surveys were completed prior to a 2014 MNRF publication to standardize survey
methods for Blanding’s Turtles. No Blanding’s Turtles were observed, and it was
concluded that the site did not correspond to the habitat requirements of this species (p.
16). The site contains no wetland habitat, and there is also no wetland habitat or
suitable nesting habitat in the adjacent hydro corridor.

Since 2013, MNRF has significantly altered the screening process for the identification
of SAR habitat under the Ontario ESA 2007. In 2018 through communication with
consultants at GHD and Holly Bickerton, MNRF identified the subject property as
Category 3 Habitat for Blanding’s Turtle as identified under the ESA, due to its proximity



to known sites and recent observations of roadkill in the area (J. Devlin, pers. comm.
2018).

An Information Gathering Form (IGF, 11 Dec 2018) and Avoidance Alternative Form
(AAF, 30 January 2019) were subsequently submitted to MNRF by Holly Bickerton on
behalf of Theberge Homes (Bickerton 2019a and 2019b). In summary, the forms
described the subject property and the surrounding area, and indicated several reasons
why the area is unlikely to be used as Category 3 habitat of value to support Blanding’s
Turtle. In the AAF, activities were proposed during construction that would prevent all
unlikely impact to Blanding’s Turtle as a result of the proposed development. MNRF
subsequently concurred via email that “the works, as proposed will not likely contravene
the ESA with the mitigation described in the AAF.” All agreed upon mitigations identified
in the AAF are summarized in Table 1 (see Proposed Mitigation, below).

2.6.3 Butternut (NEW)

In April 2018, a Tree Conservation Report was completed by IFS Associates and five
Butternut trees were identified on the subject property (Figure 2). A Butternut Health
Assessment was completed by Andrew Boyd at IFS Associates on 14 June 2018 (see
IFS Associates 2018b). Of the five trees, one was dead, and the remaining four were
assessed as Category 1 (“non-retainable”) under the BHA Tree analysis protocol,
meaning that these four were affected by Butternut Canker to such an advanced degree
that retaining the tree would not support the protection of the species. The BHA report
summarizing this information was submitted by IFS Associates to MNRF on 27 June
2018.

a1l Legend

O Assessed Butternut




Figure 2 Location of 5 assessed Butternut trees. 1=Dead, 2-5=Category 1
(non-retainable).

3.0 Description of the Proposed Project
At the time of the 2013 EIS, no development plans were available. The former
proponent was seeking rezoning and site approval.

Theberge Homes and Holzman Consultants Inc. have developed site plans for the
subject property and have submitted an application for a Plan of Subdivision and Zoning
Bylaw Amendment based on a detailed Site Plan, Landscape Plan, Site Servicing and
Grading Plans, and other supporting materials. A residential development of 47 units is
planned, arranged in townhouse blocks (see Site Plan for reference in Figure 3; note
that the most recent full site plan is included in Dec 28 submission). Each has an
internal single car garage and additional legal parking space in the driveway, with 18
visitor parking spaces. Urban infrastructure servicing is proposed along with a
stormwater management facility (dry pond) adjacent to the hydro line, to control the
quality and quantity of the stormwater runoff.

A Landscape Plan completed by G.J. Aiello Associates is similarly presented for
reference in Figure 4; note that the full Landscape plan is included in Dec 28
submission.

4.0 Impact Assessment
Given that a detailed site plan for the proposed subdivision has been developed,
impacts to the woodland can be more clearly identified than in 2013.

4.1 General

The 2013 EIS states that there are no environmental features of note present on the
site. However, five Endangered Butternut trees have been identified on the site since
that time, and consultation with the MNRF identified that Category 3 Blanding’s Turtle
habitat is present (see 2.6.2 above). Additionally, the City of Ottawa has identified that
the proposed project will result in decreases in ecosystem services provided to the local
community.

4.2 Impact Assessment Matrix
Additional impacts described above are now included in the updated Table 6a (below,
based on Table 6 completed by CJB Environnement in 2013).



Site Plan, 1158 Old Second Line Road (Partial for reference only; for

full plan please see 21 December 2018 SP-1, Rev. 3)

Figure 3

PROJECT INFORMATION
o -
LT T 7 T [ T 7T A ZY Ty
- STATISHICS
-© — o) @KO o L) PROJECT STATISTICS
— 1) T wv
B O — e
: \ s e o
e (0] m uhv s e rn uw
bR —  —
\ Jl o i I
= - Lo s o A
Ve [og w————L10 g s o s samace
o = —— et
N\ = 1 _
\ =, oy ancan
eSS
N (5] 5 I s 1 nlv,_ .............. v,
- o Yol WOKE S0 o ae o oaa s
. (e o
: wh o ! R —. Peo RS —
R = o = = ooy
H * T o) - p——
0 = I T -

........

w ACTCOVSRAGE e
e “w SAR P 5
T CAR PARKING

“

| o]
|
i
i
)
H
o
@l‘;|®|o|o|o|o|o"§a
F-(i)
it
.
§
[
© (@0
I
®
[
|
!
L
(O]
s E
]
bl

[
IO
©
=
o
il
3
@
(0]

-
I
oS

ssouaco

SO MESIAMIE - 2R T ) S

(0]
ol —SROCKE —_ - et e
. ol o _ E | 1 et =
] @ s BT g ;
_ H o OfF i g
s HE 5 T P SR
. H 3 owp——— 2 .
_i o . . : ———F
_ H Tr— : e O CNDEONE SNCEs
& 10 L -3+ - :

e
0

®l

K()_%j]o|o|olol:salo|lo o|09

|
0
o |
e

o
|
o
~1
00
o%:e Ogo" 10 e c:)k%%:so
L
B
0 R PR I I
I

£

N

(1

§

]
b

@

e ~. - ~—

SITE PLAN scus i 51D SECOND LINE ROAD

SITE LOCATION PLAN

10

PAPER S1282 ARGH D [PLoT CATE: Tumstny, Cucartar 18, 2010



Figure 4 Landscape Plan, 1158 Old Second Line Road (Partial for reference only; for full plan please see 18
December 2018 L-1, Rev. 3)
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Table 6a Matrix to identify environmental impacts (revised)

DIMENSIONS PHYSICAL BIOLOGICAL
Water :
AR SOL :
 [Ground [ Surface Habitat | Fauna | Veg
b?,b%ga a@.g-@.g@g%
- = = = = w|o|b|®|B| ®
S312|3(5|8 3| 3 |E|3|2(3|8|3]|E
3 alw gl<|@|<|e|< 8
SITE PREPARATION
1. Delineating protective
zones
2. Vegetation clearing X X 1 X X X X X X
3. Demolition of the existing X
house
CONSTRUCTION
4. Soil excavation X [ X]|X X X
5. Street and buildings X X
construction
6. Waste management and X X
residual material
7. Machinery X | XX X
OPERATION
[ 8. Traffic : x [ x] [ | | | >
9. Residential development ] [ X ] X X X

A combined impacts and mitigation summary table is presented in Table 7 of the 2013
EIS (CJB Environnement 2013). Additions to this table, including all mitigations
developed as a result of discussions with MNRF and the City of Ottawa, are included as
agreed through consultation, below in Table 7a.
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Table 7a. Impacts and Mitigations Summary Table

Activity Natural Potential Effect Proposed Mitigation Residual Effect
Feature/Function
1. Delineating SAR habitat Turtles from South Temporary exclusion fencing | Fencing before and during
protective zones | (Blanding’s Turtle) | March Highlands may | installed around the perimeter | construction will prevent
risk harm wandering of the property before April 1, | Blanding’s Turtles from
through site in search 2019 and maintained and accessing the construction
of unsuitable nesting monitored until construction is | site. Turtle movement will be
habitat in hydro complete. excluded well in advance of
corridor (potential the start of the active
habitat sink). season.
2. Vegetation SAR habitat Five non-retainable None. Permit in place (IFS Non-retainable Butternut
Clearing (Butternut) Endangered Butternut | Associates BHA, June 2018). | trees removed as per permit.
to be removed (killed).
Soil Quality, Air Small decreases in As per 2018 TCR: Retention | Modest mitigation of soil

Quality, Surface
Water

stored carbon, long-
term carbon
sequestration, air
quality, urban heat
island, and increase in
storm water runoff.

of 2 m linear buffer at north
and south boundaries of
property, with retention of
small-diameter (<10 cm) trees
to maximize survivorship (see
Figure 4, Landscape Plan).
Erosion & Sediment Control
Plan will be prepared
requiring excavated water to
be directed east toward the
Hydro Easement, where
sediment controls will be
installed.

Prior to site clearing, a fence
will be erected as close as
possible to the Critical Root
Zone (CRZ) of trees to be
retained, with appropriate
signage as per TCR.

quality, air quality and
surface water within the
existing planning context.
Small potential for carbon
sequestration as retained
trees, providing small offset
of woodland loss. Erosion
and sediment runoff will be
mitigated during vegetation
clearance with standard
controls.
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No material or equipment is
to be placed within CRZ.

3. Demolition of
the existing
house

Soil Quality, Air
Quality, Surface
Water

Possible loss of
retained trees if soils
are compacted within
CRZ.

No material or equipment is
to be placed within CRZ.

Appropriate measures will be
taken to prevent accidental
loss of or damage to trees to
be retained.

Quality, Surface
Water

retained trees if soils
are compacted within
CRZ.

to be placed within CRZ.
Tunnelling or boring is to be
used instead of digging or
trenching, as per TCR.

4. Soil excavation SAR habitat Turtles from South No loose fill to be stockpiled Preventing loose fill at site
(Blanding’s Turtle) | March Highlands may | on site. will eliminate any potential
cross Old Second Line | Site monitored regularly nesting opportunities for
Road and attempt to during key times of turtle Blanding’s and other turtles.
nest in loose fill on site | movement (late May-late Monitoring and awareness
during excavation. June) by a qualified will ensure any turtles near
professional the site will not be harmed.
Construction workers Erosion and sediment runoff
instructed to identify will be mitigated during soil
Blanding’s Turtles and to excavation.
contact a qualified
professional immediately if
one is identified on or near
the site.
Soil Quality, Air Possible loss of No material or equipment is Appropriate measures will be

taken to prevent accidental
loss of or damage to trees to
be retained.

5. Street and
building
construction

SAR habitat
(Blanding’s Turtle)

Surface water within
SMH may be
negatively impacted if
overland flows are
directed to the west.

Overland flow will be directed
to a dry basin catchment at
the east boundary of the site,
and directed via storm sewer
to an existing municipal drain
to the north along Goward Rd
(See AAF for additional
information).

Any overland flow that may
contain sediment, nutrients,
and/or pollutants will be
directed to municipal
stormwater drains. All
adverse impacts on known
Blanding’s Turtle habitat in
SMH will be avoided in that
the water chemistry of
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adjacent wetland and local
natural areas will remain
intact.

6. Waste No change
management
and residual
material
7. Machinery No change
8. Traffic No change
9. Residential No change

development
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5.0 Mitigation
Proposed mitigation was summarized in 2013 in Table 7 and remains in place.
Additional mitigation is proposed within Table 7a above.

5.1 Tree Conservation Report

As described above, a 2018 Tree Conservation Report (IFS Associates) replaces the
TCR included in Section 5.1 of the 2013 EIS by CJB Environnement. Mitigations
recommended in this report are incorporated into Table 7a and also into the most recent
(December 2018) proposed Site Plan. These mitigations take precedence over those
described in the 2013 EIS.

6.0 Monitoring

As identified in Table 7a, monitoring is required to ensure the effectiveness of mitigation
measures. Below is a summary of proposed monitoring, timing, and responsibility
(Table 8). Contingency discussions are embedded in Tables 7 and 7a.

Table 8 Proposed monitoring schedule for 1158 Old Second Line Road
Monitoring activity Duration Frequency | Responsibility
Check for Blanding’s Turtle, April 1-late Weekly Environmental
ensure fencing is intact and June consultant

other mitigation measures in

place

Monitor for turtle activity on or | Throughout Daily Construction staff
near site construction

7.0 Summary and Recommendations

Since 2013, the site conditions on the subject property are unchanged. However, plans
for a 47 dwelling unit residential development have been identified that will require the
removal of most of the vegetation on the site. In this Memo, the impacts of the proposed
development have been identified in light of changes to the site plan as well as policy
changes since 2013.

In summary:

e The wooded area of the site is considered a Significant Woodland under a draft
City policy on Significant Woodlands, due to its age, size and location within the
urban boundary. No other criteria for Significant Woodlands are met, and
identified impacts under City policy and the PPS are limited to ecosystem
services.

e The loss of approximately 1.0 ha of wooded area will result in a small loss to the
local community of a number of ecosystem services, including air quality, heat
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island benefits, carbon sequestration, releases in stored carbon and increases in
stormwater run-off.

e Toreduce loss of tree cover, a 2 m vegetated buffer (trees <10 cm diameter) will
be retained on the north and south boundaries, and a small area of trees
adjacent the hydro line, as per a 2018 Tree Conservation Report. Street tree
plantings are also identified in a Landscape Plan.

e Overall, losses in ecosystem services are considered limited in scope and
magnitude when compared to the full community of Morgan’s Grant, and the
proposed development is consistent with other environmental policies on infill
and densification in existing development areas.

e Five Endangered Butternut trees on the property have been assessed via a
Butternut Health Assessment (2018) as non-retainable (Category 1) and will be
removed subject to a permit under the Ontario ESA 2007.

e Current procedures to identify potential impacts to Species at Risk have been
completed for the subject property, and a low potential for impact to Blanding’s
Turtle was identified.

¢ Avoidance activities including fencing of the property and regular monitoring will
be undertaken to eliminate any risk to Blanding’s Turtles.

A monitoring plan has been developed to ensure that proposed mitigation is both timely
and effective.

Please feel free to contact me for further information or clarification.

Kind regards

Hetty 91 detyr—

Holly J. Bickerton
B.A.Sc., MES
Consulting Ecologist
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Summary

Understanding an urban forest's structure, function and value can promote management decisions that will improve
human health and environmental quality. An assessment of the vegetation structure, function, and value of the 1158 Old
Second Line urban forest was conducted during 2019. Data from 2 field plots located throughout 1158 Old Second Line
were analyzed using the i-Tree Eco model developed by the U.S. Forest Service, Northern Research Station.

Number of trees: 1,292

e Tree Cover: 100.0 %

e Most common species of trees: Sugar maple, Eastern hophornbeam, American beech
e Percentage of trees less than 6" (15.2 cm) diameter: 62.8 %
e Pollution Removal: 36.87 kilograms/year (Can$147/year)

e Carbon Storage: 82.52 metric tons (Can$9.48 thousand)

e Carbon Sequestration: 3.331 metric tons (Can$383/year)

e Oxygen Production: 6.794 metric tons/year

¢ Avoided Runoff: 183.5 cubic meters/year (Can$427/year)

e Building energy savings: N/A — data not collected

¢ Avoided carbon emissions: N/A — data not collected

e Structural values: Can$611 thousand

Tonne: 1000 kilograms
Monetary values Can$ are reported in Canadian Dollars throughout the report except where noted.
Ecosystem service estimates are reported for trees.

For an overview of i-Tree Eco methodology, see Appendix I. Data collection quality is determined by the local data
collectors, over which i-Tree has no control. Additionally, some of the plot and tree information may not have been
collected, so not all of the analyses may have been conducted for this report.
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I. Tree Characteristics of the Urban Forest

The urban forest of 1158 Old Second Line has an estimated 1,292 trees with a tree cover of 100.0 percent. The three most
common species are Sugar maple (38.2 percent), Eastern hophornbeam (34.6 percent), and American beech (10.0
percent).

Sugar maple [38.2%)

Other (0.9%)
White ash [0.9%)

Bur oak [1.8%)

Morthern red oak [1.5%)

Eastern hopharnbearm [34.6%¢) North it dar (1.6%)
arthern white cedar (1.

Armerican basswood [2.7%)

Hop hornbearn [3.6%)

Glossy buckthorn (3.6%)

American beech [10.0%)

Figure 1. Tree species composition in 1158 Old Second Line

The overall tree density in 1158 Old Second Line is 1,359 trees/hectare (see Appendix Il for comparable values from other
cities).
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Figure 2. Number of trees/ha in 1158 Old Second Line by stratum
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Figure 3. Percent of tree population by diameter class (DBH - stem diameter at 1.37 meters)

Urban forests are composed of a mix of native and exotic tree species. Thus, urban forests often have a tree diversity that
is higher than surrounding native landscapes. Increased tree diversity can minimize the overall impact or destruction by a
species-specific insect or disease, but it can also pose a risk to native plants if some of the exotic species are invasive plants
that can potentially out-compete and displace native species. In 1158 Old Second Line, about 93 percent of the trees are
species native to North America. Most trees have an origin from Europe & Asia (4 percent of the trees).
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Figure 4. Percent of live tree population by area of native origin, 1158 Old Second Line

The plus sign (+) indicates the tree species is native to another continent other than the ones listed in the grouping.

Invasive plant species are often characterized by their vigor, ability to adapt, reproductive capacity, and general lack of
natural enemies. These abilities enable them to displace native plants and make them a threat to natural areas.
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Il. Urban Forest Cover and Leaf Area

Many tree benefits equate directly to the amount of healthy leaf surface area of the plant. Trees cover about 100 percent
of 1158 Old Second Line and provide 9.89 hectares of leaf area. Total leaf area is greatest in Urban.
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Figure 5. Leaf area by stratum, 1158 Old Second Line

In 1158 Old Second Line, the most dominant species in terms of leaf area are Sugar maple, Eastern hophornbeam, and
American beech. The 10 species with the greatest importance values are listed in Table 1. Importance values (IV) are
calculated as the sum of percent population and percent leaf area. High importance values do not mean that these trees
should necessarily be encouraged in the future; rather these species currently dominate the urban forest structure.

Table 1. Most important species in 1158 Old Second Line

Percent Percent
Species Name Population Leaf Area v
Sugar maple 38.2 39.3 77.5
Eastern hophornbeam 34.5 27.4 61.9
American beech 10.0 10.3 20.3
American basswood 2.7 7.9 10.6
Northern red oak 1.8 4.0 5.8
Hop hornbeam 3.6 1.4 5.0
Bur oak 1.8 3.2 5.0
White ash 0.9 3.5 4.4
Glossy buckthorn 3.6 0.3 3.9
Bitternut hickory 0.9 1.8 2.7

Page 7



Common ground cover classes (including cover types beneath trees and shrubs) in 1158 Old Second Line are not available
since they are configured not to be collected.

Unkrown

Figure 6. Percent of land by ground cover classes, 1158 Old Second Line
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lll. Air Pollution Removal by Urban Trees

Poor air quality is a common problem in many urban areas. It can lead to decreased human health, damage to landscape
materials and ecosystem processes, and reduced visibility. The urban forest can help improve air quality by reducing air
temperature, directly removing pollutants from the air, and reducing energy consumption in buildings, which consequently
reduces air pollutant emissions from the power sources. Trees also emit volatile organic compounds that can contribute to
ozone formation. However, integrative studies have revealed that an increase in tree cover leads to reduced ozone
formation (Nowak and Dwyer 2000).

Pollution removal* by trees in 1158 Old Second Line was estimated using field data and recent available pollution and
weather data available. Pollution removal was greatest for ozone (Figure 7). It is estimated that trees remove 36.87
kilograms of air pollution (ozone (03), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate matter less than 2.5

microns (PM2.5)2, and sulfur dioxide (SO2)) per year with an associated value of Can$147 (see Appendix | for more details).
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Figure 7. Annual pollution removal (points) and value (bars) by urban trees, 1158 Old Second Line

! Particulate matter less than 10 microns is a significant air pollutant. Given that i-Tree Eco analyzes particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5) which is a s