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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This report is an Environmental Impact Study (EIS) prepared by Kilgour & Associates Ltd. (KAL; Appendix 
A) on behalf Mattamy Homes Canada Ltd. in support of a proposed Official Plan Amendment (OPA) for 
ǘǿƻ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ŀǘ ппфт ! ŀƴŘ ппфт . hΩYŜŜŦŜ /ƻǳǊǘΣ hǘǘŀǿŀΣ hƴǘŀǊƛƻ όǘƘŜ ά{ƛǘŜέΤ Figure 1). This 
EIS includes the results from the required field studies and provides recommendations and mitigation 
measures to minimize impacts of future development on the natural heritage features located on and 
adjacent to the Site. 
 
In the City of Ottawa (the άCityέ), an EIS is required when development or site alteration is proposed in or 
adjacent to natural heritage features, as outlined in Section 4.8 of the Official Plan (City of Ottawa, 2021). 
The purposes of an EIS are to: 
 

¶ Identify natural heritage features on or adjacent to the Site; 

¶ Assess potential impacts of the proposed development to existing features; and 

¶ Recommend mitigation measures to minimize or eliminate identified impacts. 
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Figure 1 Site Context
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2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY CONTEXT 

Natural heritage policies and legislation relevant to this EIS are outlined below.  

2.1 The Provincial Policy Statement, 2020  

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) was issued under Section 3 of the Planning Act (Government of 

Ontario, 1990b). The current PPS came into effect May 1, 2020 (Government of Ontario, 2020). Natural 

features are afforded protections under Section 2.1 of the PPS. Protections may include maintenance, 

restoration, and improved function of diversity, connectivity, ecological function, and biodiversity of 

natural heritage systems. These protections restrict development and site alteration in significant natural 

areas (e.g., woodlands, wetlands, wildlife habitat) unless it can be demonstrated that there will be no 

negative effects on the features and ecological functions of those natural areas. Technical guidance for 

implementing the natural heritage policies of the PPS is found within the second edition of the Natural 

Heritage Reference Manual for Natural Heritage Policies of the Provincial Policy Statement, 2005 (NHRM; 

MNR, 2010). Importantly, while the 2020 PPS is the version in effect as of the date of this current report, 

it must be noted that the Province has already (i.e. as of April 6, 2024) released the proposed Provincial 

Planning Statement 2024 (MMAH, 2024), which is intended to simplify and integrate existing policies to 

achieve housing objectives while providing tools for municipalities to deliver on housing objectives, and 

that the public comment period for that version has concluded. With respect to its consideration of 

natural heritage in comparison to the 2020 version, the 2024 PPS revises the numbering of relevant 

policies but does not otherwise include any consequential changes to their wording or objectives. Thus, 

while the PPS 2024 was not in force as the primary planning document at the time of this EIS, and so the 

2020 is referenced here, the assessments within the EIS under either version would be fully congruent.  

2.2 City of Ottawa Official Plan  

The City of Ottawa Official Plan (OP; City of Ottawa, 2021) was updated and recently approved by the 

Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing as part of a comprehensive review. Pursuant to subsections 

17(36.5) and (38.1) of the Planning Act, the decision of the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing 

regarding an official plan adopted in accordance with section 26 of the Planning Act is final and not subject 

to appeal. Accordingly, the new OP, as approved with modifications by the Minister, came into effect on 

November 4, 2022. The OP provides a vision for the future growth of the city and a policy framework to 

guide the city's physical development. With respect to natural heritage considerations addressed under 

an EIS, the OP provides a framework through which species at risk and other wildlife (and their habitats), 

forested areas, wetlands and surface water features must be reviewed. Key portions of the OP to be 

considered include: 

The Environmental Impact Study Guidelines (City of Ottawa, 2023a) - which outlines study 

requirements of the EIS; 

OP Schedule C11 ς which identifies Natural Heritage Features and Natural Heritage System Core 

Areas and Linkages as an overlay;  

OP Section 4.8.1 - under which the City recognizes the following natural heritage features, as 

ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ hǘǘŀǿŀΩǎ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ LƳǇŀŎǘ {ǘǳŘȅ DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎΥ 
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a) Significant wetlands; 

b) Habitat for endangered and threatened species; 

c) Significant woodlands; 

d) Significant valleylands; 

e) Significant wildlife habitat; 

f) Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest; 

g) Urban Natural Features; 

h) Natural Environment Areas; 

i) Natural linkage features and corridors; 

j) Groundwater features; 

k) Surface water features, including fish habitat; and 

l) Landform features. 

 

Significant Woodlands: Guidelines for Identification, Evaluation, and Impact Assessment (City 

of Ottawa, 2022b) - which identifies wooded areas within the urban boundary that are > 0.8 

ƘŜŎǘŀǊŜǎ όƘŀύ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳƻǳǎƭȅ ŦƻǊŜǎǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ Ҕ сл ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀǎ ά{ƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ²ƻƻŘƭŀƴŘΩΩΤ 

OP Section 4.9.3 ς which provides policies for development and site alteration near surface water 

features through the provision of minimum setbacks and directives to retain wetland areas and 

the requirement to complete headwater drainage feature assessments (HDFA) to provide 

management recommendations for headwater features; and 

The Protocol for Wildlife Protection during Construction (City of Ottawa, 2022a) ς which 

identifies best management practices to be employed through construction to reduce the direct 

impacts of development on wildlife. 

2.3 Species at Risk Act , 2002 

The federal Species at Risk Act (SARA; Government of Canada, 2002) is administered by Environment and 

Climate Change Canada (ECCC) and provides direction to protect and ensure the survival of wildlife species 

in Canada. The purpose of the SARA is to prevent populations of wildlife from becoming Extirpated, 

Endangered, or Threatened, provide recovery Endangered or Threatened species, and to manage other 

species to prevent them from becoming Endangered or Threatened.  

All species listed on Schedule 1 of SARA are afforded protection on federal lands. Aquatic species and 

species of migratory birds protected by the Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA; (Government of 

Canada, 1994) and listed as Endangered, Threatened, or Extirpated under Schedule 1 of SARA are 

protected wherever they occur in Canada, regardless of land ownership. SARA protections do not typically 

apply for other species groups on non-federal properties. However, the Federal Minister of ECCC can 

ƛƳǇƻǎŜ {!w! ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ƛǎ ŘŜŜƳŜŘ άΧƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾƛǾŀƭ ƻǊ 

ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΧ έ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴΦ  

2.4 Endangered Species Act , 2007 

The provincial Endangered Species Act (ESA; Government of Ontario, 2007) is administered by the Ministry 

of Environment, Conservation, and Parks (MECP) and provides protection for species at risk (SAR) and 
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their habitat. The ESA states that it is illegal to harm the habitat of species listed as Extirpated, 

Endangered, and Threatened. It is also illegal to kill, harm, harass, possess, transport, buy, or sell 

Extirpated, Endangered, and Threatened species, whether it is living or dead. Species listed as 

Endangered, Threatened, or Extirpated and their habitats (e.g., areas essential for breeding, rearing, 

feeding, hibernation, and migration) are automatically afforded legal protection under the ESA.  

2.5 Fisheries Act , 1985 

The federal Fisheries Act (Government of Canada, 1985) is administered by Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

(DFO) and provides protections to fish, fish habitat, and fisheries. Specifically, the Fisheries Act in its 

current version provides: 1) Protection for all fish and fish habitat; 2) Prohibition against the "harmful 

alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat"; and 3) Prohibition against causing "the death of fish 

by means other than fishing". 

tǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎŎƻǇŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ Ŧŀƭƭ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ 5ChΩǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻŘŜǎ ƻŦ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ 

submission of a request for review to DFO. 

2.6 Migratory Birds Convention Act , 1994 

Nesting migratory birds are protected under the MBCA (Government of Canada, 1994). No work is 

permitted that would result in the destruction of active nests or the wounding or killing of bird species 

ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ a./! ŀƴŘκƻǊ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ όŜΦƎΦΣ {!w!ύΦ ¢ƘŜ άƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘŀƭ ǘŀƪŜέ ƻŦ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƻǊȅ 

birds and the disturbance, destruŎǘƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǎǘ ƻŦ ŀ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƻǊȅ ōƛǊŘ ƛǎ ǇǊƻƘƛōƛǘŜŘΦ άLƴŎƛŘŜƴǘŀƭ 

ǘŀƪŜέ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƪƛƭƭƛƴƎ ƻǊ ƘŀǊƳƛƴƎ ƻŦ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƻǊȅ ōƛǊŘǎ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ 

migratory birds (e.g., economic development) and no permits exist for the incidental take of migratory 

birds or their nest/eggs as a result of activities that are not focused on taking migratory birds. These 

prohibitions apply throughout the year. The Government of Canada has compiled nesting calendars that 

apply across Canada that can be used to greatly reduce the risk of harming/destroying active nests by 

ensuring works that may impact nests are performed outside of the nesting period. 

2.7 Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act , 1997 

The provincial Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act (FWCA; Government of Ontario, 1997) governs the 

hunting and trapping of a variety of wildlife including mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, and fish in 

Ontario, thereby facilitating the protection of wildlife and their habitat. The FWCA outlines the prohibition 

of hunting or trapping specially protected species and the requirement for provincially issued licenses for 

ǘƘŜ ƘǳƴǘƛƴƎ ƻǊ ǘǊŀǇǇƛƴƎ ƻŦ άŦǳǊōŜŀǊƛƴƎέ ƻǊ άƎŀƳŜέ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎΦ 9ȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀƴƛƳŀƭǎ 

include, for example, Southern Flying Squirrel (Glaucomys volans), Northern Harrier (Circus cyaneus), 

American Kestrel (Falco sparverius), Blue Jay (Cyanocitta cristata), Midland Painted Turtle (Chrysemys 

picta marginata), Northern Watersnake (Nerodia sipedon), and Gray Treefrog (Hyla versicolor). In 

particular, raptors that are not protected under the MBCA (including Peregrine Falcon) are protected 

under the FWCA. 
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2.8 Conservation Authorities Act , 1990 

Conservation Authorities were created to address erosion, flooding, and drought concerns regionally by 

managing at the watershed level. Conservation Authorities were given the ability to regulate under 

Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act (Government of Ontario, 1990a). The Act obliges 

Conservation Authorities to implement Ontario Regulations 42/06 and 146/06 to 182/06 Regulation of 

Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses under Section 

28 of the Conservation Authorities Act for relevant works. This project falls under the jurisdiction of the 

Rideau Valley Conservation Authority (RVCA).  

Bill 23, which was passed on November 28th, 2022, and received Royal Assent the same day, introduced 

a series of legislative and proposed regulatory changes affecting conservation authorities. It is now in 

effect. Among the changes under Bill 23, ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǿŀǘŜǊŎƻǳǊǎŜέ was updated from an identifiable 

depression to a defined channel having a bed, and banks or sides.  

3.0 PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION 

The Site (Figure 1ύ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǘǿƻ ǇŀǊŎŜƭǎ όппфт ! ŀƴŘ ппфт . hΩYŜŜŦŜ /ƻǳǊǘ), a hydro corridor, 

and an unpaved access road that diagonally bisects the site from north to south. Combined, these parcels 

encompass approximately 72 ha in the west end of Ottawa. The hydro corridor supports a cultural 

meadow; however, it is subject to occasional mowing (every ~3-5 years). Much of the Site is covered by 

forested area, with thickets, meadows, marsh and swamp wetlands, including one evaluated marsh 

wetland όŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ƎŜƻhǘǘŀǿŀ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀǎ tǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭƭȅ {ƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ²ŜǘƭŀƴŘ - άt{²έ; 

herein referred to as the Marsh) and a decommissioned quarry that now functions as a pond. The Site is 

bordered by:  

¶ An estate community and golf course to the east; 

¶ Highway 416 to the west and north; and,  

¶ Lytle ParkΣ hΩYŜŜŦŜ /ƻǳǊǘΣ an undeveloped naturalized site, and the Strandherd Drive interchange 

at Highway 416 to the south. 

The Site has multiple zoning designations per zoning by-law 2008-250, as amended. The majority of the 

Site is zoned as Rural Residential (RR4). The purpose of the RR4 zone is to recognize lands intended for 

future residential development areas, limit the range of permitted uses to those which will not preclude 

future development options, and impose regulations which ensure a low scale and intensity of 

development to reflect the characteristics of existing land use (City of Ottawa, 2023b). The Marsh is zoned 

as Environmental Protection (EP3), and a small collar around the wetland is zoned as Parks and Open 

Space (O1 and O1A). The hydro corridor is zoned as Hydro Corridor Subzone (O1P). 
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4.0 METHODOLOGY 

4.1 Desktop and Background Data Review  

4.1.1 Agency Oversight and Consultation 

The Site is located within the jurisdictions of the City Ottawa and Rideau Valley Conservation Authority 

(RVCA). Nick Moore (KAL Biologist) engaged the City of Ottawa in a meeting to confirm the field studies 

required to support the EIS for an OPA on April 9, 2024 (Appendix B). The /ƛǘȅΩǎ Environmental Planner 

identified during the pre-consultation that an EIS is required due to the direct presence of Significant 

Woodlands and the quarry pond feature on the Site, the potential for species at risk and/or their habitat 

to occur on the SiteΣ ǘƘŜ hΩYŜŜŦŜ 5Ǌŀƛƴ ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ŝŀǎǘ ǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ƛǘŜΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ aŀǊǎƘ 

(which is still listed in City records as a PSW but has been re-evaluated ŀǎ άƴƻǘ-ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘέ ς see Section 

5.8 below). 

4.1.2 Site Overview 

Aerial imagery ŦǊƻƳ DƻƻƎƭŜ 9ŀǊǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ hǘǘŀǿŀΩǎ ƎŜƻhǘǘŀǿŀ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ (City of Ottawa, 2024) was 

used to develop preliminary mapping of existing site features and landcover and to inform how the Site 

may be divided into vegetation communities. 

Existing data on soils in the vicinity of the Site were obtained from the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, 

CƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ wǳǊŀƭ !ŦŦŀƛǊǎΩ !ƎaŀǇǎ (OMAFRA, 2023) and the Ontario Geotechnical Boreholes Data collected 

in 2001 (Ontario Ministry of Mines, 2012). These data were supplemented by soil cores taken in the field 

using a 120 cm soil augur at select locations within the Site. 

4.1.3 Preliminary SAR Review 

The review of existing information included a preliminary SAR screening for species listed under the 

federal SARA and provincial ESA. The screening functions to identify SAR having some potential to be in 

the broader vicinity of the Site. The screening was completed following the 5ǊŀŦǘ /ƭƛŜƴǘΩǎ DǳƛŘŜ ǘƻ 

Preliminary Screening for Species at Risk ((MECP, 2019) (Appendix C). The MECP previously conducted 

reviews of Preliminary Screenings, but no longer offers this service. The Preliminary Screening considered 

data sources including: 

¶ Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO; Ministry of Environment, Conservation, and Parks (MECP, 2024); 

¶ Species at Risk Public Registry (Government of Canada, 2024);  

¶ Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC; Ministry of Natural Resources, and Forestry (MNRF, 

2024c); 

¶ Land Information Ontario (MNRF, 2024b); 

¶ Aquatic Species at Risk Map (DFO, 2023); 

¶ Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (Ontario Nature, 2019);  
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¶ Ontario Breeding Birds Atlas (Birds Canada, Canadian Wildlife Service (Environment and Climate 

Change Canada), et al., 2009); 

¶ Ontario Butterfly Atlas ό¢ƻǊƻƴǘƻ 9ƴǘƻƳƻƭƻƎƛǎǘǎΩ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴΣ нлнпύ; 

¶ eBird (The Cornell Lab of Ornithology, 2024); 

¶ iNaturalist (California Academy of Sciences and National Geographic Society, 2024); 

¶ Bumble Bee Watch (Wildlife Preservation Canada et al., 2024); 

¶ Recovery Strategy for the Little Brown Myotis (Myotis lucifugus), Northern Myotis (Myotis 

septentrionalis), and Tri-colored Bat (Perimyotis subflavus) in Ontario (Humphrey & Fotherby, 

2019); 

¶ Recovery Strategy for the Eastern Small-footed Myotis (Myotis leibii) in Ontario (Humphrey, 

2017); 

¶ Fish ON-Line (MNRF, 2024a); 

¶ hΩYŜŜŦŜ 5Ǌŀƛƴ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀƴŘ {ǘƻǊƳǿŀǘŜǊ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ tƭŀƴ ό/IнaIƛƭƭΣ нлмо). 

4.2 Field Surveys  

4.2.1 Site Work Summary 

KAL undertook an extensive field program to document existing ecological conditions on the Site and to 

confirm the results of the background review. KAL biologists completed field studies throughout 2024. 

Table 1 provides a summary of all field visits. Specific details of each program are further described under 

each study type (e.g., breeding bird surveys) in the relevant sub-sections following through the remainder 

of Section 4.2. Specific survey stations are shown in Figure 2.  

Table 1: Field Study Dates 

Date Purpose Conditions Personnel 

Friday, April 05, 2024 
Surface Water Feature 

Characterization  

¶ 3°C 
Nicholas Schulz and 

Kurtis Westbury 
¶ Cloudy, no precipitation 

¶ Light breeze 

Monday, April 08, 2024 Turtle Basking Survey #1 

¶ 16°C 

Nicholas Schulz ¶ Sunny, no precipitation 

¶ Light breeze 

Tuesday, April 09, 2024 Frogs #1 

¶ 18°C 
Nick Moore and Rob 

Hallett 
¶ Cloudy, no precipitation 

¶ Light breeze 

Tuesday, April 16, 2024 Turtle Basking Survey #2 

¶ 11°C 
Nick Moore and 
Nicholas Schulz 

¶ Sunny, no precipitation 

¶ Light breeze 
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Date Purpose Conditions Personnel 

Friday, April 26, 2024 Turtle Basking Survey #3 

¶ 15°C 
Jenni Velichka and 

Nicholas Schulz 
¶ Sunny, no precipitation 

¶ Light breeze 

Friday, May 3, 2024 Turtle Basking Survey #4 

¶ 14°C 
Jenni Velichka and 

Maren Neilson 
¶ Sunny, no precipitation 

¶ Moderate breeze 

Monday, May 6, 2024 Turtle Basking Survey #5 

¶ 20°C 
Kurtis Westbury and 

Maren Neilson 
¶ Sunny, no precipitation 

¶ Light breeze 

Thursday, May 23, 
2024 

Frog Survey #2 and 
Eastern Whip-poor-will #1 

¶ 22°C 

Rob Hallett and Nick 
Moore 

¶ No cloud cover, no 
precipitation 

¶ Light breeze 

Friday, May 31, 2024 Breeding Bird #1 

¶ 19°C 

Nick Moore ¶ Sunny, no precipitation 

¶ No wind 

Tuesday, June 18, 
2024 

Breeding Bird #2; Install 
Bat Detectors 

¶ 28°C 

Nick Moore 
¶ Partially cloudy, no 

precipitation 

¶ Light breeze 

Tuesday, June 18, 
2024 

 Eastern Whip-poor-will #2 

¶ 28°C 

Rob Hallett and 
Derek Irwin 

¶ Partially cloudy, no 
precipitation 

¶ Light breeze 

Wednesday, June 19, 
2024 

Frog Survey #3 and 
Eastern Whip-poor-will #3 

¶ 29°C 

Rob Hallett and 
Veronique Landriault 

¶ Partially cloudy, no 
precipitation 

¶ Moderate breeze 

Friday, July 05, 2024 
Breeding Bird #3; Bat 
detector take down 

¶ 20°C 
Nicholas Schulz and 

Matt Whall 
¶ Cloudy, no precipitation 

¶ No wind 

Monday, July 08, 2024 
Ecological Land 

Classification 

¶ 25°C 
Kesia Miyashita and 

Nicholas Schulz  
¶ Cloudy, no precipitation 

¶ Light breeze 

Tuesday, July 09, 2024 
Ecological Land 

Classification 

¶ 26°C 

Kesia Miyashita and 
Nicholas Schulz  

¶ Partially cloudy, no 
precipitation 

¶ Moderate breeze 

Thursday, July 11, 
2024 

Ecological Land 
Classification 

¶ 26°C 
Kesia Miyashita and 

Jenni Velichka 
¶ Partially cloudy, light rain 

¶ Moderate breeze 

Friday, July 12, 2024 
Ecological Land 

Classification 

¶ 26°C 

Kesia Miyashita and 
Jenni Velichka 

¶ Partially cloudy, no 
precipitation 

¶ Moderate breeze 
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Date Purpose Conditions Personnel 

Tuesday, July 16, 2024 Wetland Evaluation 

¶ 24°C 

Kesia Miyashita and 
Maren Neilson 

¶ Partially cloudy, no 
precipitation 

¶ Moderate breeze 

Monday, July 22, 2024 
Butternut Health 

Assessment, Black Ash 
Assessment 

¶ 28°C 

Kesia Miyashita and 
Veronique Landriault  

¶ Partially cloudy, no 
precipitation 

¶ Light breeze 

Thursday, July 25, 
2024 

Fish Community 
Assessment 

¶ 29°C 

Nick Moore and 
Veronique Landriault 

¶ Partially cloudy, no 
precipitation 

¶ Moderate breeze 

Friday, July 26, 2024 
Fish Community 

Assessment 

¶ 28°C 
Nick Moore and Rob 

Hallett  
¶ Sunny, no precipitation 

¶ Light breeze 

Friday, August 02, 
2024 

Wetland Evaluation 

¶ 31°C 

¶ Sunny, no precipitation 

¶ Light breeze 

Maren Nielsen and 
Veronique Landriault 

4.2.2 Surface Water Characterization 

Aerial imagery and public databases were reviewed to determine wetland areas, watercourses, and 

waterbodies on and adjacent to the Site (MNRF, 2024c; Rideau Valley Conservation Authority, 2023). 

Unevaluated wetlands on the Site were delineated and characterized in the field as part of the Ecological 

Land Classification (ELC) exercise (see Section 4.2.3 below). The Marsh (Figure 1) is a large marsh wetland 

on the east side of the Site. It had previously been evaluated under the Ontario Wetland Classification 

System as part of the Stony Swamp Wetland Complex, the other parts of which are all located >400 m to 

the west on the other side of Highway 416. As a wetland complex, each wetland subunit is currently listed 

by the City as Provincially Significant. However, following updates to the Ontario Wetland Evaluation 

System (OWES) in 2022, KAL undertook a re-evaluation of the wetland as part of the current scope of 

work. ¢ƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ h²9{ ǇǊƻǘƻŎƻƭ ǊŜƳƻǾŜǎ άŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛƴƎέ. As such, the Marsh was evaluated following 

OWES as a distinct wetland feature (i.e., not including other wetland (sub)units to the west). The OWES 

field studies were completed mostly on July 16, 2024, with additional aquatic plant surveys completed on 

August 2, 2024. OWES surveys were completed by KAL Biologist Maren Neilsen, who is OWES certified. 

The OWES report (Appendix D) has been duly submitted to the MNRF (Appendix E), reviewed by the city, 

and is no longer classified as a PSW (Appendix F). 

Watercourses on Site were assessed through a Headwater Drainage Feature Assessment (HDFA) following 

the methods per the Evaluation, Classification and Management of Headwater Drainage Features 

Guidelines (Toronto and Region Conservation Authority & Credit Valley Conservation, 2013). A HDFA was 

completed for this Site by KAL in 2017 and identified five Headwater Drainage Features (HDFs) on Site. As 

an update to that HDFA, a site visit was completed in the spring of 2024 to (re)characterize the 

watercourse that flows into the Marsh to better comment on the quality, quantity, and connectivity to 

the wetland. The full, updated HDFA is provided in Appendix G. 
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Aquatic studies also included the full characterization of the fish community within the Quarry Pond 

(Figure 2). Fish community sampling was conducted over a two-day period on July 25 and July 26, 2024. 

Fishing effort covered the entirety of the quarry, using three different methods of capture (described 

below) to ensure that the complete fish community was documented through this assessment. Sampling 

effort was recorded to allow for estimation of catch per unit effort (CPUE). All fish were identified to 

species and enumerated to characterize the fish community. Captured fish were held in aerated tanks 

prior to being processed. Once processed, fish were released back to their captured sampling locations. 

For each sampling method and set employed during the program, sampling location, date and general 

observations were recorded. Supporting environmental variables documented included a description of 

the habitat including vegetation cover (%) and species composition, water depth, location (i.e., latitude 

and longitude), and any other pertinent observations. During each sampling event, as well as when gear 

was retrieved, (i.e., minnow traps), a calibrated handheld electronic water quality meter was used to 

measure water temperature, dissolved oxygen, specific conductivity, and pH.  

4.2.2.1 Minnow Traps 

Gee style minnow traps were baited with dry cat food and deployed as overnight bottom-sets individually. 

One night of minnow trapping was completed by deploying five minnow traps throughout the Quary Pond.  
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Figure 2  Survey locations for breeding birds, nightjars, anurans, turtles, and fish community
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4.2.2.2 Boat Electrofishing  

Boat electrofishing was conducted in the Quarry Pond using a Midwest Lake Electrofishing Systems (MLES) 

boat electrofishing system mounted on a мпΩ ƛƴŦƭŀǘŀōƭŜ ōƻŀǘ in water depths ranging from 1 to 3 m 

(maximum effective sampling depth for boat electrofisher).  

4.2.2.3 Gill Nets  

Large mesh index nets were set across the Quarry Pond in variable depths for approximately 4-hour sets. 

Nets were deployed upon arrival and retrieved before leaving the site each day.  

4.2.3 Ecological Land Classification 

Vegetation communities on the Site were identified and mapped in the field on July 8, 9, 11, and 12, 2024, 

using standard Ecological Land Classification (ELC) methods for Ontario (Lee et al., 1998). This method 

provides a consistent approach to identify, describe, and map vegetation communities or physiographic 

features on the landscape based on dominant plant species and soil composition. This method results in 

a standardized description of each vegetation community to capture the natural diversity and variability 

of communities within a site and to provide insight into available habitat and the type of species that may 

be present. More specifically, the classifications from ELC provide a basis for determining whether 

potential habitat for a given SAR or other ecological value may be present.  

A desktop review of available aerial imagery and preliminary field visits informed how the Site generally 

divides into vegetation communities based on variation in land cover, topography, and vegetation 

structure. The dominant plant species were recorded within each proposed ecosite in the field to further 

divide ecosites into vegetation types (the finest resolution in ELC), where possible (Appendix H). Soil 

samples were taken using a 120 centimeter (cm) long soil auger to characterize community substrates. 

Representative photos of each ELC unit on the Site were taken and are included with the community 

descriptions in this report. 

Smaller wetland pockets in the southwest corner of the Site were identified and described as part of the 

ELC. A re-evaluation of the Marsh on Site was conducted on July 16 and August 2, 2024, following the 

Ontario Wetland Evaluation System protocol. The Marsh is characterized in Section 5.2.4 and described 

in greater detail in Section 5.8.  

4.2.4 Butternut and Black Ash Health Assessment 

A formal Black Ash (Fraxinus nigra) Assessment (BAA) and Butternut (Juglans cinerea) Assessment was 

conducted by KAL Biologists Kesia Miyashita and Veronique Landriault on July 22, 2024, to map and assess 

Black Ash and Butternut on the Site (Appendix I). While general tree surveys can be completed at any time 

of year, Butternut Health Assessments (BHAs) must be completed between May 15 and August 31, and 

Black Ash Assessments must be completed between June 1 and October 1  

As part of the survey process, Butternut and Black Ash trees (both Endangered under the ESA) were 

identified and assessed as required for the purpose of compliance with the ESA. The BHA inventoried all 

Butternut trees, regardless of size, while the BAA inventoried all trees with a diameter at breast height 

(DBH) greater than 8 cm and height greater than 1.37 m. A count of Black Ash individuals with a height 

less than 1.37 m or a DBH less than 8 cm was recorded. 
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The BHA and BAA provide an ultimate health determination for each tree assessed. ESA clause 9 (1) (a), 

prohibits the killing, harm, harassment, possession, transportation, trade and/or removal of a living, 

healthy Black Ash or Butternut tree. 

4.2.5 Breeding Birds 

Morning breeding bird surveys were performed using point counts following the Ontario Breeding Bird 

Atlas Guide for Participants (Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas, 2001). Breeding bird surveys are to be completed 

from survey stations that, combined, provide suitable viewing of all habitats on a site on calm weather 

days with light wind (less than 3 on the Beaufort Scale1) and no precipitation. As per the Ontario Breeding 

Bird Atlas, three rounds of surveys must take place between sunrise and five hours after sunrise between 

May 24 and July 10. Surveys took place during the mornings of May 31, June 18, and July 5, 2024. 

A total of nine breeding bird survey stations were established in representative habitats on the Site (Figure 

2). All incidental observations were recorded while moving between survey points as well as during other 

visits to the Site. Birds were identified by song and/or direct visual observation (Appendix J). 

Bird species were classed as regionally rare based on an analysis of data from the Atlas of Breeding Birds 

of Ontario (2009) ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ IƛƭƭΩǎ {ƛǘŜ wŜƎƛƻƴǎΣ ƴƻǿ 9ŎƻǊŜƎƛƻƴǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ 

ōƛǊŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎŜŘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ƭƛǎǘƛƴƎǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ {ŎƘŜŘǳƭŜ м ƻŦ {!w! ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 9{!Σ ŀƴŘ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ 

tracked by NHIC (MNRF, 2023c; for non-SAR species considered provincially significant). 

4.2.6 Nightjars 

Night-time bird surveys to confirm the presence/absence of at-risk nightjars, specifically Eastern Whip-

poor-will (Antrostomus vociferus), and their potential breeding territories were conducted following the 

Survey Protocol for Eastern Whip-poor-will in Ontario (MNRF, 2014; Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas, 2021). 

This protocol calls for three separate night-time surveys between May 18 and June 30 that are timed 

based on moon conditions. Eastern Whip-poor-will usually forage in the semi-darkness of early morning 

and dusk, but on nights when the moon is more than half full, they are likely to forage all night long under 

the brighter conditions. Their broods are timed such that the young hatch approximately 10 days before 

the full moon when the parents have more time (and moonlight) to catch food for them (Kaufman, 2019; 

The Cornell Lab of Ornithology, 2023). As such, this species is more detectable during a full moon period. 

As per the protocol, surveys were completed within a week of the full moon while the moon was visible 

above the horizon (greater than 50% illuminated) and started at least 30 minutes after sunset and ended 

while the moon was still visible. Surveys were conducted under field conditions with no precipitation, little 

or no wind, clear skies, temperature of 10°C or above, and good visibility (low cloud cover). The timing of 

Eastern Whip-poor-will surveys is also optimal for observing Common Nighthawk (Chordeiles minor), as 

that species is generally best heard calling in the late evening. MNRF (2014) recommends a minimum of 

three surveys to be completed during the breeding season, with two ideally occurring in late May or the 

first week of June during a week preceding or just after a full moon, and a third survey in the next available 

 
1 The Beaufort Wind Force Scale is an empirical measure that relates wind speed to observed conditions at sea or land. The scale is as follows: 0: 

calm, smoke rises vertically, wind speed <1km/hr; 1: light air, smoke drift indicates wind direction, leaves and wind vanes are stationary, wind speed = 
1.1-5.5km/hr; 2: light breeze, wind felt on exposed skin, leaves rustle, wind vanes begin to move, wind speed = 5.6-11km/hr, 3: gentle breeze, leaves 
and small twigs constantly moving, light flags extended, wind speed = 12-19km/hr. 
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full moon period (middle/end of June). Nightjar surveys took place on the evenings of May 23, June 18, 

and June 19, 2024. 

Survey points are to be established at approximately 500 m intervals (the aim is to have one survey point 

for every 30 ha of typical habitat). Three survey stations were used for nightjar surveys (Figure 2), and 

these stations covered habitats that were considered most likely to support nightjars (i.e., they were close 

to edge habitats along wooded areas that would provide feeding opportunity near potential nesting 

areas). As per MNRF (2014), each point count station had a fixed radius of 300 m so that the absolute 

number of birds could be counted within a reasonable hearing range (note that calling Eastern Whip-poor-

will can be heard up to 1 km away under ideal conditions). Surveyors were careful not to walk directly 

through suitable nightjar habitat in between survey stations to avoid stepping on any potential Eastern 

Whip-poor-will eggs, which are cryptically coloured and laid on the forest floor. 

4.2.7 Anurans 

Anuran (frog and toad) surveys were performed following the Marsh Monitoring Program (Birds Canada, 

Environmental Canada, et al., 2009). This protocol calls for multiple survey stations across a site to capture 

spatial and habitat variability. Accordingly, seven anuran survey stations were established across the Site 

(Figure 2). The Marsh Monitoring Program advises that each station be visited three times at night, no 

less than 15 days apart, during the spring and early summer. Following this protocol, the timing of the 

three anuran surveys is based on nighttime air temperature: 

¶ Early breeders (Wood Frog, Western Chorus Frog, Spring Peeper): above 5°C;  

¶ Mid-season breeders (Mink Frog, American Toad, Gray Treefrog): above 10°C; and 

¶ Late breeders (Green Frog, Bullfrog): above 17°C. 

Anuran surveys are to begin one half hour after sunset and end before midnight on evenings with 

ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǘŜƳǇŜǊŀǘǳǊŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƭƛƎƘǘ ǿƛƴŘǎ όҖо ƻƴ ǘƘŜ .ŜŀǳŦƻǊǘ {ŎŀƭŜύΦ Anuran surveys took place on the 

evenings of April 9, May 23, and June 19, 2024. Additional observations of amphibians were made 

throughout the spring and summer during other field visits. 

4.2.8 Turtles 

±ƛǎǳŀƭ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊ ǎǳǊǾŜȅǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ abwCΩǎ Survey Protocol for .ƭŀƴŘƛƴƎΩǎ ¢ǳǊǘƭŜ ƛƴ 

Ontario (MNRF, 2015a), with a particular focus on the Marsh and Quarry Pond (Figure 2). During turtle 

surveys, surveyors stopped and scanned areas of interest with binoculars from a distance of 

approximately 50 m to prevent any turtles from being startled before being observed. Areas of potential 

overwintering and nesting were also investigated to assess suitability (Figure 2). The protocol calls for five 

rounds of visual encounter surveys starting immediately after ice-off (approximately mid-April) until June 

15, with surveys spanning a minimum of three weeks. Although this protocol is intended primarily for 

.ƭŀƴŘƛƴƎΩǎ ¢ǳǊǘƭŜ (Emydoidea blandingii), most turtle species generally occurring in the area would be 

detectable under this protocol. 

This protocol requires that potential habitat for turtles be visited under the following conditions: 

¶ After ice off, and no later than June 15; 
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¶ LŦ ŀƛǊ ǘŜƳǇŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ р ŀƴŘ мрɕ/Σ ǎǳǊǾŜȅǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǎǳƴƴȅ ǇŜǊƛƻŘǎΣ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 

10:00am and 5:00pm, when basking sites are receiving full sunlight; 

¶ LŦ ŀƛǊ ǘŜƳǇŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ƛǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ мр ŀƴŘ нрɕ/Σ ǎǳǊǾŜȅǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǎǳƴƴȅ ǇŜǊƛƻŘǎ 

between 8:00am and 12:00pm, when basking sites are receiving full sunlight or during overcast 

periods from 9:00am until 4:00pm if air temperature is higher than water temperature; and 

¶ Five surveys must be spread over a period of at least three weeks, at sites with no previous 

documentation of the species.  

KAL conducted formal turtle surveys on April 8, 16, 26, May 3, and May 6, 2024. In addition to formal 

surveys, all incidental turtle observations were documented throughout the field season. 

4.2.9 Bats and Other Mammals 

.ŀǘ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŀŎƻǳǎǘƛŎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ abwCΩǎ {ǳǊǾŜȅ tǊƻǘƻŎƻƭ ŦƻǊ {ǇŜŎƛŜǎ 

at Risk Bats within Treed Habitats (2017). This is currently the recommended protocol for confirming the 

presence/absence of Little Brown Myotis (Myotis lucifugus), Northern Myotis (Myotis septentrionalis), 

and Tri-coloured Bat (Perimyotis subflavus), where it is determined that potentially suitable habitat for 

the establishment of maternity roosts is present. Wooded areas on the Site were deemed potentially 

ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ Ƙŀōƛǘŀǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƳŀǘŜǊƴƛǘȅ Ǌƻƻǎǘǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ Y![Ωǎ ǇǊŜƭƛƳƛƴŀǊȅ ŘŜǎƪǘƻǇ Ǌeview and 

initial field visits. Trees with characteristics suitable for bat roosting were observed in the area. 

All species of bats in a given area are detectable under this protocol if ultrasonic acoustic monitors are 

used and the recodings can be analyzed from sonogram displays to identify bat calls to species level. Under 

the protocol, acoustic monitors are to be installed for a minimum of 10 nights between June 1 and June 

30, with recordings commencing after dusk and continuing for five hours. KAL installed four acoustic 

monitors on the Site (Figure 2): one at the northern portion of the site, one on the south side of the Quarry 

Pond, one on the south side of the Marsh and one in the southern forested area. The acoustic monitors 

were placed in these locations to capture the best potential bat habitat on the Site (potential roosting 

habitat in wooded areas and potential foraging habitat over adjacent open areas) and to increase the 

likelihood of detecting bats based on their echolocating behaviour. Bats use echolocation more frequently 

in cluttered environments (Falk et al., 2014), so installing monitors along the edges of wooded areas rather 

than in the middle of open foraging areas likely increases bat detectability. The monitors were placed just 

outside of the cluttered environment (forested area) as the distinguishability of calls among species 

diminishes within such locations (National Park Service, 2020). All four monitors were installed on June 

18, 2024, and removed on July 5, 2024 (13 nights of data collection).  

Incidental observations of other mammals present on-Site were collected during all field visits. Mammal 

observations were limited to sightings of scat, tracks, and in some cases, direct observations. 
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5.0 RESULTS 

5.1 Landforms, Soils, and Geology  

The topography of the broader area is generally flat, with thin mineral soils overlaying bedrock. The 

majority of the Site is indicated in regional soils maps as Nepean, with undifferentiated drift material 

overlaying sandstone or quartzite bedrock (Schut & Wilson, 1987). The site also contains Grenville soils, 

characterized by moderately coarse to medium textured, stony, glacial till; and, Farmington, with 

moderately coarse textured thin veneer (10-50cm) of stony undifferentiated drift material overlying 

limestone and dolomite bedrock. Based on our assessment of soils associated with the ELC survey, soil 

cores taken on site were found to be generally consistent with adjacent mapped soils.  

5.2 Surface Water  Features and Fish Habitat  

The majority of the Site is located within the Jock River-Barrhaven Watershed with a small finger of the 

northeastern corner of the Site located within the Graham Creek Watershed (RVCA, 2024). The Site 

contains headwater tributaries to ǘƘŜ hΩYŜŜŦŜ 5Ǌŀƛƴ, the decommissioned Quarry Pond, small pockets of 

unevaluated wetland in the southwest corner of the Site, and the Marsh.  

5.2.1 Headwater Drainage Feature Assessment 

The HDFA completed by KAL in 2017 identified 14 HDFs/ tributaries located on or adjacent to the Site 

(Figure 3; Appendix G). Five of the HDFs are located on Site, with four that ŘǊŀƛƴ ƛƴǘƻ hΩYŜŜŦŜ 5Ǌŀƛƴ (Reach 

1, 8, 9, 12), and the fifth HDF (Reach 13) drains into the roadside swale along Highway 416. Of the 14 HDFs 

addressed within the 2017 HDFA, seven are characterized below and discussed further in this EIS due to 

their potential to be impacted. The 2024 field survey efforts were focused on Reach 12, to better comment 

on its connection between the Quarry Pond and the evaluated marsh wetland on Site.  

5.2.1.1 Headwater Drainage Features Associated with the Project 

Reach 1 

Reach 1 ƛǎ ŀ фол Ƴ ǇŜǊŜƴƴƛŀƭ ŘǊŀƛƴŀƎŜ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ƘŜŀŘǿŀǘŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ hΩYŜŜŦŜ 5Ǌŀƛƴ (Figure 3). 

It flows south-east beyond the eastern border of the property, conveying flow from the wetland to the 

ǊƻŀŘǎƛŘŜ ŘƛǘŎƘ ŀƭƻƴƎ hΩYŜŜŦŜ /ƻǳǊǘΦ hǳǘŦlow from the feature jogs southwest ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ hΩYŜŜŦŜ /ƻǳǊǘ 

roadside ditch ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ hΩYŜŜŦŜ 5ǊŀƛƴΦ  

The feature has forest on the west side and a mixture of forest and lawn, with a very small amount of 

meadow downstream, on the east side. Instream vegetation is limited to the section adjacent to the 

meadow and consists of grasses. Both banks are dominated by trees. 

The substrate in Reach 1 consists of clay and silt, with some gravel, cobble, and boulders. Submergent 

vegetation is not present, except for the section of the reach adjacent to the meadow where it is plentiful. 

Woody debris is common in this reach. This reach was characterized by surface flow in April, May, and 

July, 2017 (KAL, 2017). A total of twelve fish ς nine Banded Killifish and three Creek Chub (Semotilus 

atromaculatus) ς were observed in this reach. No frogs or turtles were observed specifically in this reach, 
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yet American Toads, Gray Treefrogs, Green Frogs, and Spring Peepers were heard calling from, and 

Painted Turtles and Snapping Turtles were observed in, the wetland to the north. 

The chain of classification descriptors, as listed in the HDFA report (Appendix G) leads to a standard 

management directive of άtǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴέ for this reach. Further discussion and review of the standard HDFA 

mitigations for this and the other HDFs occurring directly on the Site are included below. 
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Figure 3  Headwater drainage features on or adjacent to the Site
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Reach 8 

Reach 8 is a 330 m linear channel running generally south through the woodland to the south of the 

property, turning west to flow along the northern border of Lytle Park before turning south again to flow 

ŀƭƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ tŀǊƪΩǎ ǿŜǎǘŜǊƴ ōƻǊŘŜǊ ǳƴǘƛƭ ƛǘǎ ŎƻƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ wŜŀch 9 to form Reach 6 (Figure 3). Historical air 

photos from 1965 show most of this feature as a former agricultural drainage ditch between farm fields. 

Both sides, however, are now entirely forested. Instream vegetation is dense at the south end, consisting 

of grasses and sedges, but is absent through most of the feature. Both banks are covered with a mixture 

of grasses, shrubs, and trees, with the southern portion of the east bank being dominated by grasses.  

The HDFA completed by KAL in 2017 observed significant flows in April with broad adjacent flooded areas, 

especially downstream. In May and July, the channel was still wet though flow was negligible. The majority 

of spring flow in the feature is runoff from the surrounding forest. The top end of the reach however, 

begins abruptly and is fed by a small ground water input there sufficient to maintain some water within 

the feature in the early summer. A second small groundwater input adds more groundwater 200 m 

downstream from the top end of the feature.  

The substrate consists of a mixture of clay and silt, and woody debris was highly abundant in the upstream 

portion, but less so downstream. Submergent vegetation was scarce. Twenty-eight fish were observed in 

this reach, consisting of 25 Banded Killifish, and one each of Brook Stickleback, Central Mudminnow, and 

Northern Redbelly Dace. No frogs or turtles were observed in this reach.  

The chain of classification descriptors, as listed in the HDFA report (Appendix G) leads to a standard 

management directive of ά/ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴέ for this reach. Further discussion and review of the standard 

HDFA mitigations for this and the other HDFs occurring directly on the Site are included below. 

Reach 9  

Reach 9 originates on the southwestern corner of the Site and conveys surface flows south of the Site 

through the mapped Significant Woodland (Figure 3). Tributary A begins at a very small culvert under 

Highway 416. It is a 715 m long mix of defined channels, swales and flooded areas running generally 

southwest through the western side of the woodland to the south of the property, turning east to flow 

along the northern border of Lytle Park to meet with Tributary C. Both the east and west banks run along 

forest. Instream vegetation is infrequent, consisting of grasses and sedges when present. Both banks are 

covered with a mixture of grasses, shrubs, and trees. 

The substrate consisted of a mixture of clay and silt. Woody debris was highly abundant. Submergent 

vegetation was not present. Reach 9 had some surface flow during the April 2017 survey period, but the 

majority of the reach was dry during the fish survey in May; only a small, pooled area at the upstream 

section remained. Pooled areas in July had increased following substantial rains but were still 

disconnected and much of the reach was still dry. Accordingly, no fish, frogs, or turtles were observed 

along the reach. 

The chain of classification descriptors, as listed in the HDFA report (Appendix G) leads to a standard 

management directive of άtǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴέ for this reach. Further discussion and review of the standard HDFA 

mitigations for this and the other HDFs occurring directly on the Site are included below. 
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Reach 12 

Reach 12 is a 150 m channel/swale located in the north-western portion of the property that conveys flow 

from the Quarry Pond to the wetland through a culvert under the hydro corridor and ultimately into Reach 

1 to the east of the property (Figure 3). The reach runs along forest on both banks upstream, while further 

downstream it runs along a mixture of adjacent scrubland with forested areas beyond. Instream 

vegetation is not present upstream, while downstream the instream vegetation is abundant and consists 

of Broadleaf Cattail and sedges. Both banks are covered with trees with some grasses upstream and 

scrubland vegetation downstream.  

The substrate consisted of a mixture of clay and silt. Woody debris was minimal in the upstream section 

and not present downstream. Submergent vegetation was minimal. Reach 12 was shallow and had 

obvious flow during the April 2017 survey period. In May and July, the reach was lower, and the flow was 

less obvious. The presence of a perched culvert (~ 0.5 m perched height) under the walking trail creates a 

barrier to fish movement upstream. Downstream of this culvert, ten fish were observed; four of each 

Central Mudminnow (Umbra limi) and Banded Killifish (Fundulus diaphanous), and one of each Brook 

Stickleback (Culaea inconstans) and Northern Redbelly Dace (Chrosomus eos). No frogs or turtles were 

observed specifically in this reach, yet many frogs and turtles were observed just downstream. American 

Toad (Anaxyrus americanus), Gray Treefrog (Hyla versicolor), Green Frog (Rana clamitans), and Spring 

Peeper (Pseudacris crucifer) were heard in the adjacent downstream forest and the wetland to the south 

in both the 2017 and 2024 nighttime anuran surveys. Painted Turtles (Chrysemys picta) and Snapping 

Turtles (Chelydra serpentina) were observed in the wetland area downstream in both 2017 and 2024 

daytime basking surveys.  

The field visit from April 5, 2024 assessed the quantity and quality of connectivity between the Quarry 

Pond and the evaluated marsh wetland on Site. The culvert under the hydro corridor access road was 

perched and appeared to be a barrier to fish migration, similar to the 2017 findings. Minimal surface flow 

was observed during this Site visit on July 26, 2024. The tributary was inundated with dense Broadleaf 

Cattail (Typha latifolia) emergent vegetation during the Site visit.  

The chain of classification descriptors, as listed in the HDFA report (Appendix G) leads to a standard 

management directive of άtǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴέ for this reach. The management direction of Protection for this 

feature is a result of the permanent connection this feature provides from the Quarry Pond to the Marsh. 

Beyond the hydrological function of this feature, the portion of this HDF upstream of the perched culvert 

has no ecological function (i.e., no fish captured or species observed within the reach), and as such the 

portion of the reach upstream of the culvert does not need to be protected, but the hydrological function 

between the Quarry Pond and Marsh must be maintained. Further discussion and review of the standard 

HDFA mitigations for this and the other HDFs occurring directly on the Site are included below. 

Reach 13 

Reach 13 is a 294 m channel flowing north-east located in the north-eastern portion of the property 

(Figure 3). 

The reach conveys surface water runoff from upland forest there northward under Highway 417 via a 

culvert. The reach runs along scrub forest/thicket on the east bank and the cultural meadow associated 
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with the walking path on the west bank. Instream vegetation upstream is not present, while downstream 

it consists of grasses. Both banks upstream are bare rock with a minimal amount of moss and lichen. 

Further downstream, both banks are covered in grasses and some shrubs.  

The substrate consisted of bedrock upstream transferring to silt downstream. Woody debris and 

submergent vegetation were minimal. Tributary D was narrow and shallow with obvious flow in April. In 

May, the reach was nearly dry and was too low to fish. In July it was dry. No fish, frogs, or turtles were 

observed specifically in this reach, yet a few frogs, American Toads, Gray Treefrogs, and Spring Peepers, 

were heard calling from the forest to the north. 

The chain of classification descriptors, as listed in the HDFA report (Appendix G) leads to a standard 

management directive of ά/ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴέ for this reach. Further discussion and review of the standard 

HDFA mitigations for this and the other HDFs occurring directly on the Site are included below. 

5.2.1.2 Headwater Drainage Features South of the Site 

Reach 6 

Reach 6 extends 431 m from the confluence of Reaches 8 and 9, southwards into the pond to the south 

ƻŦ [ȅǘƭŜ tŀǊƪΣ ŀƭƻƴƎ hΩYŜŜŦŜ /ƻǳǊǘ (Figure 3). The feature picks up additional inputs from Reach 7. The 

feature was wet during all three site visits in 2017, though there was no detectable flow in May and July 

2017. The feature has been observed to be dry by June in 2024. The east bank runs along lawn with the 

occasional shrub downstream. The west bank runs along forest. This reach is inundated with instream 

vegetation, consisting of grasses and sedges. The east bank is covered with lawn (soccer and baseball 

fields) with the occasional shrub downstream. The west bank is covered by grass and trees.  

The substrate consists of a mixture of clay and silt, and woody debris was not present. Submergent 

vegetation was not present. No frogs or turtles were observed in this reach; however, a Painted Turtle 

was observed basking in the downstream pond.  

Temperatures within this reach were generally ~1°C warmer than in Reaches 8 and 9 (as measured in May 

and July). The pond however, at the downstream end is almost completely unshaded, resulting in 

significant solar warming there. In July, the outflow of the pond was 4°C warmer than that of Reach 6 (i.e. 

муϲ/ ƛƴΤ ннϲ/ ƻǳǘύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǊƳŜŘ ƻǳǘŦƭƻǿ ŜƴǘŜǊǎ ǘƘŜ hΩYŜŜŦŜ 5Ǌŀƛƴ мрл Ƴ ǎƻǳǘƘ ƻŦ hΩYŜŜŦŜ /ƻǳǊǘΦ 

The chain of classification descriptors, as listed in the HDFA report (Appendix G) leads to a standard 

management directive of άMaintain Rechargeέ for this reach. Further discussion and review of the 

standard HDFA mitigations for this and the other HDFs occurring directly on the Site are included below. 

Reach 7 

The 325 m Reach 7 is a 318 m constructed channelized feature that originates in a Cultural Meadow 

community directly adjacent to Highway 416 (Figure 3). The original water source for the feature had been 

a headwall outlet providing drainage outflows from the adjacent highway corridor. That outlet structure, 

however, was sealed in 2015. It is currently sourced only by springtime overland flow.  
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The HDF conveys spring melt through a young deciduous forest and connects to a southeastern flowing 

drain that runs along the western boundary of Lytle Park. Reach 7 was observed to have minimal flow 

during spring freshet. The upstream portion of Reach 7 contains narrow-leaved emergent vegetation 

while the downstream forested section lacks in-stream vegetation. Within the upstream section, Reach 7 

has a well-defined channel with a mean bankfull width of approximately 1.23 m over silty organic 

substrate within the upstream portion, and cobble substrate within the downstream portion. A perched 

culvert is located centrally within the upstream portion of Reach 7. 

The chain of classification descriptors, as listed in the HDFA report (Appendix G) leads to a standard 

management directive of άMaintain Rechargeέ for this reach. This feature provides ephemeral flow and 

water storage functions during and after spring freshet. This feature contains no fish habitat, and no 

amphibians were heard calling during MMP surveys. There is no requirement to retain the feature per se, 

but overall water balance for the area must be maintained by providing mitigation measures to infiltrate 

clean stormwater. Further discussion and review of the standard HDFA mitigations for this and the other 

HDFs occurring directly on the Site are included below. 

5.2.2 The Quarry Pond 

The Quarry Pond is a 16,425 m2 hydrologic feature that gathers snowmelt water during the spring freshet 

and precipitation throughout the year. The quarry itself was decommissioned sometime between 1965 

and 1976 and has infilled with groundwater, is conveyed down Reach 12 to the Marsh (Figure 3). It is most 

hydrologically active during the spring freshet, receiving freshwater inputs from precipitation and 

groundwater after the snowmelt period. As the snowmelt subsides and the water levels in the Quarry 

Pond drop, it disconnects from reach 12, becoming hydrologically isolated from the wetland. The Quarry 

Pond is occasionally used for irrigation of the Cedarview Golf Course under a Permit to Take Water (PTTW). 

The water depth within the Quarry Pond varies between 7 m and 12 m, with the deepest point of 12 m 

located in the northern corner. The Quarry Pond spans 171 m from east to west and 113 m from north to 

south. 

5.2.2.1 Fish Community Assessment 

A total of 53 fish belonging to three species, Largemouth Bass (Micropterus nigricans), Pumpkinseed 
(Lepomis gibbosus), and Rock Bass (Ambloplites rupestris), were captured during the fish assessment 
(Table 2). The most common species was the Largemouth Bass (N=23), followed by Pumpkinseed 
(N=24), and Rock Bass (N=6). Of the methods employed, boat electrofishing was the most effective 
(CPUE= 0.61 fish/min), followed by overnight minnow traps (CPUE = 0.005 fish/min), and short set (4hrs) 
gill nets, which did not capture any fish. Supporting environmental variables were documented for each 
sampling day (Table 3). The water quality appears to be normal, with slightly high conductivity 
measurements captured.  
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Table 2  Summary of species documented during the summer Fish Community 
Assessment, 2024 

Date 
Fishing 
Method 

Species 

Largemouth Bass Pumpkinseed Rock Bass 

2024-07-25 
Electrofishing X X X 

Gill Net       

2024-07-26 
Minnow Trap  X X X 
Electrofishing X X X 

Gill Net       

 

Table 3  Water quality documented during summer Fish Community Assessment, 2024 

Date  
Temperature 

(°C) 

Dissolved 
Oxygen (mg/ 

L) 
pH 

Conductivity 
(���6���F�P) 

2024-07-25 24 12.1 8.26 1.07 

2024-07-26 23.66 6.76 8.23 1220 

 

5.2.3 The Marsh 

The Marsh historically included within the Stony Swamp Wetland Complex PSW. The 2024 field studies 

following the current OWES protocol reevaluated the feature separately from the complex. The OWES 

score for the features led to a determination of non-significance for the Marsh (Appendix D). The City of 

Ottawa has reviewed the re-evaluation of the wetland and confirmed the OWES report as having been 

correctly completed (Appendix F). Formal removal of the PSW status within City records requires an OPA. 

As such the request for the removal of PSW status will constitute part of the OPA for the inclusion of the 

Site within the urban boundary, i.e., as supported by this EIS. Accordingly, reviews of Marsh within this 

EIS in the context of the OPA and ZBA will consider the Marsh as non-provincially-significant wetland. 

The Marsh is situated along the east edge of the Site, south of the hydro line and access road (Figure 3). 

It is characterized by a central open water marsh, surrounded by shallow marsh and swamp zones. Surface 

water input is conveyed from the Quarry Pond through Reach 12 on the northwest corner through the 

marsh and ultimately into Reach 1. Dominant vegetation within the open water portion comprises 

Common Duckweed (Lemna minor), Horned Pondweed (Zannichellia palustris), Fennel-leaved Pondweed 

(Stuckenia pectinata), and Hornwort (Ceratophyllum demersum). At the time of survey, the water was 

approximately 50 to 75 cm deep. The shallow marsh component is characterized by Common Cattail and 

Narrow-leaved Cattail (Typha angustifolia). The swamp component is dominated by deciduous shrubs, 

including Swamp Willow (Salix myrtilloides), Pussy Willow (Salix discolor), and Common Buckthorn, with 

Sensitive Fern (Onoclea sensibilis) and Spotted Joe-pye Weed (Eutrochium maculatum). The swamp 

transitions to adjacent moist cedar forest (FOCM4-1). 
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Figure 4  Central, open water portion of the evaluated wetland, surrounded by a shallow 
marsh community of cattails (photo taken August 2, 2024) 
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Figure 5  Existing Conditions
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5.2.4 Other Wetland Communities 

Three relatively small, unevaluated wetland features on Site are described in Section 5.3.1.2. The features 

described below have no standing water to support fish and their vegetation communities are described 

under the Ecological Land Classification Section.  

5.3 Vegetation  

5.3.1 Ecological Land Classification  

A total of 23 distinct landcovers or ELC units, comprising 19 terrestrial units and 3 wetland units, were 

delineated on the Site (Figure 5). Much of the Site is characterized as forest, with a mosaic of both 

coniferous-dominated and deciduous-dominated forest stands. Deciduous and mixed thickets and 

meadows also occurred on the Site. Wetland communities included a deciduous treed swamp and 

marshes. 

Dominant species in each community are included in the descriptions below; additional species detected 

are provided in Appendix H. 

5.3.1.1 Terrestrial Communities 

5.3.1.1.1 Fresh - Moist White Cedar Coniferous Forest Type (FOCM4-1) 

A Fresh ς Moist White Cedar Coniferous Forest (FOCM) is widespread on the Site south of the hydro 

corridor (Figure 5). The canopy comprises Eastern White Cedar (Thuja occidentalis) exclusively, and 

understorey layers are sparse, with no shrubs and little vascular plant groundcover (Figure 6). Occasional 

groundcover species include Broad-leaved Helleborine (Epipactis helleborine), Long-stalked Sedge (Carex 

pedunculata), Jack-in-the-pulpit (Arisaema triphyllym), Great White Trillium (Trillium grandiflorum), and 

Ghost Pipe (Monotropa uniflora). Groundcover comprises predominantly organic litter. Soils within this 

unit comprise thin, silty loam, with bedrock encountered at depths of approximately 20 to 30 cm. 

 

Figure 6  Fresh �± Moist White Cedar Coniferous Forest Type (FOCM4-1; photo taken July 
8, 2024) 
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5.3.1.1.2 Dry Jack Pine Calcareous Bedrock Coniferous Forest Type (FOCS1-1) 

A Dry Jack Pine Calcareous Bedrock Coniferous Forest (FOCS1-1) is situated in the northeast corner of the 

Site, north of the hydro corridor (Figure 5). The canopy comprises Jack Pine (Pinus banksiana), with a 

subcanopy of White Ash (Fraxinus americana) (Figure 7). The dense shrub layer is characterized by 

Common Buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), Dwarf Honeysuckle (Lonicera xylosteum), and Common 

Juniper (Juniperus communis). Dominant groundcover species include Wild Strawberry (Fragaria 

virginiana), Common Yarrow (Achillea millefolium), Kentucky Bluegrass (Poa pratensis) and White Wood 

Aster (Eurybia divaricata). Soils within the unit are characterized by sandy loam over sand. Bedrock occurs 

at depths of approximately 15 cm. 

 

Figure 7  Dry Jack Pine Calcareous Bedrock Coniferous Forest Type (FOCS1-1; photo 
taken July 12, 2024) 
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5.3.1.1.3 Dry White Cedar Calcareous Bedrock Coniferous Forest Type (FOCS3-1) 

A Dry White Cedar Calcareous Bedrock Coniferous Forest (FOCS3-1) is situated in a small patch on the 

north edge of the Site, adjacent to the property boundary along Highway 416 (Figure 5). The canopy 

comprises White Spruce (Picea glauca) and Eastern White Cedar, with a subcanopy of Green Ash (Fraxinus 

pennsylvanica; Figure 8). Common Buckthorn forms the dominant species in the shrub layer. Dominant 

groundcover species include Poison Ivy (Toxicodendron radicans) and Canada Mayflower (Maianthemum 

canadense). Soils within this unit comprise dry, sandy loam. Bedrock occurs at a depth of approximately 

40 cm. 

 

Figure 8  Dry White Cedar Calcareous Bedrock Coniferous Forest Type (FOCS3-1; photo 
taken July 8, 2024) 

  



Cedarview: Environmental Impact Study 
MATT 1676.1 
2024-10-18 

 
Kilgour & Associates Ltd.   29 
   

5.3.1.1.4 Dry ï Fresh Oak ï Hardwood Deciduous Forest Type (FODM2-4) 

A Dry ς Fresh Oak ς Hardwood Deciduous Forest (FODM2-4) is situated on the north side of the Site, 

adjacent to the hydro corridor and access road (Figure 5). Dominant canopy species comprise Red Oak 

(Quercus rubra) and Basswood (Tilia americana), with a subcanopy of White Ash (Figure 9). The shrub 

layer is characterized by Common Buckthorn and White Ash saplings. Dominant groundcover species 

include Canada Goldenrod (Solidago canadensis), Long-stalked Sedge, Common {ǘΦ WƻƘƴΩǎ ²ƻǊǘ 

(Hypericum perforatum), and Canada Bluegrass (Poa compressa). Soils within the unit comprise coarse 

sandy loam. Bedrock is shallow and occurs at depths of approximately 10 cm. 

 

Figure 9  Dry �± Fresh Oak Hardwood Deciduous Forest Type (FODM2-4; photo taken July 
8, 2024) 
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5.3.1.1.5 Dry ï Fresh Poplar Deciduous Forest Type (FODM3-1) 

A Dry ς Fresh Poplar Deciduous Forest (FODM3-1) is situated immediately south of the hydro corridor and 

access road in the north portion of the Site (Figure 5). Dominant canopy species comprise Trembling Aspen 

(Populus tremuloides) and Large-tooth Aspen (Populus grandidentata; Figure 10). The shrub layer is 

characterized by Common Juniper (Juniperus communis), European Mountain Ash (Sorbus aucuparia) and 

Common Buckthorn. Groundcover was patchy and dominated by Poison Ivy, Common {ǘΦ WƻƘƴΩǎ ²ƻǊǘΣ 

Common Yarrow and White Sweet-clover (Melilotus albus). Exposed rock is present, especially within the 

southern portion of the unit. Soil cores were not taken, due to the shallow and exposed bedrock. 

 

Figure 10  Dry �± Fresh Poplar Deciduous Forest Type (FODM3-1; photo taken July 9, 
2024) 
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5.3.1.1.6 Dry ï Fresh White Ash ï Hardwood Deciduous Forest Type (FODM4-2) 

A Dry ς Fresh White Ash ς Hardwood Deciduous Forest (FODM4-2) occurs as two small patches on the 

Site; one located immediately south of the existing hydro corridor and access road, and the other in the 

interior of the parcel south of the hydro corridor, immediately east of the large, central meadow (MEGM3-

8; Figure 5). Dominant canopy species comprise White Ash, Trembling Aspen, White Willow (Salix alba) 

and Basswood; Figure 11). The shrub layer includes Common Buckthorn, White Ash saplings, Staghorn 

Sumac (Rhus typhina) and Dwarf Honeysuckle. Dominant groundcover species include Canada Goldenrod, 

White Snakeroot (Ageratina altissima), Poison Ivy, and Eastern 9ƴŎƘŀƴǘŜǊΩǎ bƛƎƘǘǎƘŀŘŜ (Circaea 

canadensis). Soils in this unit are characterized as dry, sandy clay. Bedrock occurred at variable depths, 

ranging from 10 cm to 40 cm. 

 

Figure 11  Dry �± Fresh White Ash �± Hardwood Deciduous Forest Type (FODM4-2; photo 
taken July 9, 2024) 
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5.3.1.1.7 Dry ï Fresh Ironwood Deciduous Forest Type (FODM4-4) 

A Dry ς Fresh Ironwood Deciduous Forest (FODM4-4) is situated in a single patch north of the existing 

hydro corridor and access road (Figure 5). Dominant canopy species comprise Ironwood (Ostrya 

virginiana) and Red Oak (Figure 12). The shrub layer comprises Common Buckthorn, Dwarf Honeysuckle 

and Ironwood saplings. Groundcover is characterized as Wild Strawberry, Long-stalked Sedge, 

interspersed with organic litter and areas of exposed soil. Soils within this unit are characterized as dry, 

coarse, rocky sand. Bedrock occurred at depths of approximately 30 cm. 

 

Figure 12  Dry �± Fresh Ironwood Deciduous Forest Type (FODM4-4; photo taken July 12, 
2024) 
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5.3.1.1.8 Dry ï Fresh Sugar Maple ï Hickory Deciduous Forest Type (FODM5-5) 

A Dry ς Fresh Sugar Maple ς Hickory Deciduous Forest (FODM5-5) is located on the northwest edge of the 

Site, adjacent to the Site boundary along Highway 416; Figure 5). Dominant canopy species comprise Sugar 

Maple (Acer saccharum), Bitternut Hickory (Carya cordiformis) and Ironwood, with a subcanopy of White 

Ash (Figure 13). Dominant shrubs include Common Buckthorn, Dwarf Honeysuckle and Eastern 

Gooseberry (Ribes cynosbati), with White Ash and Sugar Maple saplings. Goundcover is characterized as 

abundant organic litter, with Oak Sedge (Carex pensylvanica) and Sugar Maple seedlings. Soils within this 

unit are characterized as sandy loam. Bedrock occurrs at depths of approximately 30 cm. 

 

Figure 13  Dry �± Fresh Sugar Maple �± Hickory Deciduous Forest Type (FODM5-5; photo 
taken July 8, 2024) 
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5.3.1.1.9 Dry ï Fresh Sugar Maple ï Basswood Deciduous Forest Type (FODM5-6) 

A Dry ς Fresh Sugar Maple ς Basswood Deciduous Forest (FODM5-6) occurs as two distinct patches on the 

Site; one is located along the southeast edge of the Site, adjacent to Lytle Park and the east property 

boundary, and the other adjacent to Cedarhill Drive in the northeast corner of the Site, northeast of the 

large evaluated marsh wetland (Figure 5). Dominant canopy species comprise Sugar Maple and Basswood, 

with some Red Oak and White Ash (Figure 14). The shrub layer is characterized by Purple Flowering 

Raspberry (Rubus odoratus), Common Buckthorn and Alternate-leaved Dogwood (Cornus alternifolia). 

Dominant groundcover species include Blue Cohosh (Caulophyllum thalictroides), Broadleaved 

Helleborine, Virginia Creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia) and Eastern 9ƴŎƘŀƴǘŜǊΩǎ bƛƎƘǘǎƘŀŘŜΦ [ƛǾŜ 

groundcover isrelatively sparse, with considerable organic litter cover. Soils in this unit are variable, with 

the southeast patch characterized by silty clay soils overlying bedrock at approximately 20 cm, while the 

Cedarhill Drive patch was characterized by sandy loam to depths of at least 100 cm. 

 

Figure 14  Dry �± Fresh Sugar Maple Basswood Deciduous Forest Type (FODM5-6; photo 
taken July 9, 2024) 
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5.3.1.1.10 Fresh ï Moist Sugar Maple ï Lowland Ash Deciduous Forest Type (FODM6-1) 

A Fresh ς Moist Sugar Maple ς Lowland Ash Deciduous Forest (FODM6-1) is situated in the southwest 

corner of the parcel south of the existing hydro corridor (Figure 5). The canopy is dominated by Sugar 

Maple exclusively, with a subcanopy of Green Ash (Figure 15). The shrub layer is characterized by Green 

Ash and Sugar Maple saplings. Dominant groundcover comprises Tall Thimbleweed (Anemone virginiana), 

Wild Basil (Clinopodium vulgare), and Eastern 9ƴŎƘŀƴǘŜǊΩǎ bƛƎƘǘǎƘŀŘŜΦ {ƻƛƭǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǳƴƛǘ ŀǊŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛȊŜŘ 

as sandy clay loam. Bedrock occurs at depths of approximately 10 cm. 

 

Figure 15  Fresh �± Moist Sugar Maple �± Lowland Ash Deciduous Forest Type (FODM6-1; 
photo taken July 8, 2024) 
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5.3.1.1.11 Fresh ï Moist Sugar Maple ï Yellow Birch Deciduous Forest Type (FODM6-3) 

A Fresh ς Moist Sugar Maple ς Yellow Birch Deciduous Forest (FODM6-3) is situated in the north part of 

the Site, immediately adjacent to the hydro corridor and access road (Figure 5). The canopy is 

characterized by Sugar Maple, with some White Spruce (Figure 16). Dominant shrub species comprise 

Alder Buckthorn (Frangula alnus), Common Buckthorn, and Common Juniper. Groundcover species 

include Poison Ivy, with Sugar Maple and White Ash seedlings. Soils in this unit are characterized as sandy 

clay loam. Bedrock occurs at depths of approximately 30 to 40 cm.  

 

Figure 16  Fresh �± Moist Sugar Maple �± Yellow Birch Deciduous Forest Type (FODM6-3; 
photo taken July 12, 2024) 
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5.3.1.1.12 Fresh ï Moist Sugar Maple ï Hardwood Deciduous Forest Type (FODM6-5) 

A Fresh ς Moist Sugar Maple ς Hardwood Deciduous Forest (FODM6-5) is situated in two patches on the 

Site, one in the central portion of the parcel to the south of the hydro corridor, and the other along the 

north edge of the north parcel, adjacent to the property boundary along Highway 416 (Figure 5). Dominant 

canopy species comprise Sugar Maple, Trembling Aspen, and Basswood with a subcanopy of White Ash 

and Basswood (Figure 17). The shrub layer is characterized by Alder Buckthorn, Common Juniper, and 

Purple Flowering Raspberry. Dominant groundcover species include Tall Thimbleweed, Canada 

Goldenrod, Blue Wood-aster (Symphyotrichum cordifolium), Common Selfheal (Prunella vulgaris), and 

Wild Strawberry. Five Butternut (Juglans cinerea) trees occur within this community. Soils in this unit are 

characterized as coarse, sandy loam. Bedrock occurs at depths of approximately 10 cm. 

 

Figure 17  Fresh �± Moist Sugar Maple �± Hardwood Deciduous Forest Type (FODM6-5; 
photo taken July 9, 2024) 
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5.3.1.1.13 Fresh ï Moist Green Ash ï Hardwood Lowland Deciduous Forest Type (FODM7-2) 

A Fresh ς Moist Green Ash ς Hardwood Lowland Deciduous Forest (FODM7-2) is situated in the central 

portion of the parcel to the south of the hydro corridor (Figure 5). Dominant canopy species comprise 

Green Ash and Black Cherry (Prunus serotina; Figure 18). The shrub layer is characterized by Alder 

.ǳŎƪǘƘƻǊƴ ŀƴŘ DǊŜŜƴ !ǎƘ ǎŀǇƭƛƴƎǎΦ 5ƻƳƛƴŀƴǘ ƎǊƻǳƴŘŎƻǾŜǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ CŀƭǎŜ {ƻƭƻƳƻƴΩǎ-seal 

(Maianthemum racemosum), Wild Strawberry, and Long-stalked Sedge. Soils within this unit are 

characterized as sandy clay. Bedrock occurs at depths of approximately 10 cm. 

 

Figure 18  Fresh �± Moist Green Ash �± Hardwood Lowland Deciduous Forest Type 
(FODM7-2; photo taken July 8, 2024) 
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5.3.1.1.14 Fresh ï Moist Poplar Deciduous Forest Type (FODM8-1) 

A Fresh ς Moist Poplar Deciduous Forest (FODM8-1) is situated in the northwest corner of the Site, 

surrounding the Quarry Pond (Figure 5). Dominant canopy species comprise Large-tooth Aspen and 

Trembling Aspen, with a subcanopy of American Elm (Ulmus americana) and Manitoba Maple. Occasional 

Scots Pine (Pinus sylvestris) and Eastern White Cedar are present along the forest edges near the Quarry 

Pond (Figure 19). The shrub layer is characterized by Common Buckthorn and Common Juniper. Dominant 

groundcover species include Canada Goldenrod, Wild Strawberry, Meadow Foxtail (Alopecurus pratensis) 

and Kentucky Bluegrass (Poa pratensis). Soils in this unit are characterized as coarse, rocky, sandy loam. 

Bedrock occurs at depths of approximately 15 cm. 

 

Figure 19  Fresh �± Moist Poplar Deciduous Forest Type (FODM8-1; photo taken July 12, 
2024) 

  




























































































































