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1. Overview

This Environmental Impact Constraints Analysis (EICA) was completed on behalf of David
Walcott (Managing Partner, Picton Harbor Inn) who is proposing to build a storage facility on a
Hwy. 62 property (see Figure 1) in Prince Edward County, across the road from the Belleville
South Solar Project facility. The purpose of the Constraints Analysis is to assist in deliberations
regarding a re-zoning of this property to allow for a storage facility (Figure 2).
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Figure 1. Re-zoning property assessed for EICA purposes is outlined in red. The light blue and
green shaded areas represent assessed wetland.

A concept plan provided by Jewell Engineering is provided in Figure 2. This image is provided
for context as to what a future storage area might look like, but is not provided here for detailed
analysis. A greater level of resolution and detail will be provided with the Jewell Engineering
submission.

The purpose of this EICA is to determine the potential for significant natural heritage features to
be present and their risk of a negative impact from eventual development. The information
from this EICA can be used in the deliberations for supporting the re-zoning of the property, but
should not be used for planning approval of the Figure 2 Concept Plan once re-zoning is
approved. For that eventuality, a full Environmental Impact Study (EIS) will still be required and
this EICA will help provide direction for that EIS.
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This EICA effort is based on assessment requirements of the Provincial Planning Statement
(PPS), and the Prince Edward County Official Plan (OP). Guiding this EICA effort are
survey/policy manuals provided by the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) and
the Ministry of Environment Conservation and Parks (MECP).
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Figure 2. The concept plan showing what a possible storage facility that might be presented for
planning approval once re-zoning is approved.
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2, Summary and Recommendations

Summary: Based on our analysis and field work it is our opinion that a future storage facility is
possible on this property without causing a negative impact and we have no issues with the re-
zoning of the property. However, a full EIS is recommended to satisfy the needs of the planning
approval process for a future proposed storage facility once re-zoning is approved. Some key
analysis points and recommendations are as follows:

1. Based on our analysis it is our opinion that the areas identified as CUM, FOC2-1, and FOM
(Figure 3) have minimal potential for ecological significance and a future EIS would result in
minimal development restrictions for these areas.

2. The area identified as MAMS3-2 in Figure 3 is an acknowledged provincially significant wetland
and development will not be possible here. For reasons discussed in this EICA, a 30 m adjacent
lands buffer kept in a no-disturbance condition will be sufficient to maintain wetland form and
function.

3. The area identified as SWD3-2 is an unmapped extension of the mapped and assessed non-
significant Consecon Creek Swamp. For reasons discussed in this EICA, a 30 m adjacent lands
buffer kept in a no-disturbance condition will be sufficient to maintain wetland form and function.

EICA Recommendations

SAR Bat Recommendation: If there is a need to remove non-red cedar trees greater than 25
cm DBH (measurement assigned by MECP 2022) during the nest/roost season of April 1 to Nov.
30, then the removal of the tree is only recommended if it can be shown that it not be an active
roost tree as determined by an exit survey. Otherwise, there should be no tree clearing of trees
greater than 25 cm DBH during the nest/roost season of April 1 to Nov. 30.

Blanding’s Turtle Conclusion and Recommendation: In our opinion the potential for
Blanding’s Turtles to be using the wetlands in proximity to the re-zoning lands is low, and if they
are present, it is our opinion that future upland development of the uplands will not be removing
Blanding’s Turtle habitat. However, it is conceivable that landscape changes associated with a
future development (e.g., gravel roads) would attract nesting turtles of any species and put them
at potential harm. There are future mitigation measures that can reduce this harm, such as turtle
exclusion fencing and maintaining artificial turtle nesting sites on the non-development side of
the fencing. However, these may be redundant if no turtles are using the uplands, and as such,
it is recommended that a future EIS include a turtle assessment of the uplands bordering the
wetlands by applying the survey protocols of MNRF (2015c).

Wetland Recommendation: The concept plan provided in Figure 2 provides at least a 30 m
setback the purposes of Regulation 41/24 as defined by wetland boundary assessment work in
2025. For any future EIS it is recommended that the wetland boundary be reassessed to insure
this 30 m setback.
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Woodland Recommendation: The area identified as FOD5-1 in Figure 3 is an upland deciduous
woodland that we recommended to be retained, which is reflected with setbacks in the Figure 2
concept plan. Both FOD5-1 and FOM woodlands abut wetlands and at least 30 m of the
adjoining portion of these woodlands should be retained in their natural state. The FOD5-1
woodland provides a potential linkage corridor between the Consecon Swamp and the Selbey
Creek Swamp and it is recommended that the entire FOD5-1 woodland within the re-zoning
lands be retained in its natural state.

SWH Recommendation (amphibian corridor): As a requirement of any future development
EIS, it is recommended that the required 3 amphibian surveys be conducted along the adjoining
boundaries of both the Consecon and Selby Creek wetlands as a requirement in determining if
significant amphibian corridor use is possible in the FOD5-1 woodland.

SWH Recommendation (Wood Thrush and Eastern Wood-PeWee): We have no concerns
regarding impacts to both of these species, given their tolerance to nearby human activity, and
protections afforded the SWD3-2 wetland via Regulation 41/24 for the Eastern Wood-Pewee and
the recommendations to maintain the FOD5-1 woodland for both species. However, as a
standard precaution for all developments that involve migratory birds, we recommend that tree
clearing take place outside of the migratory birds breeding season (April 1 to August 30) to
avoid contravening the Migratory Birds Act.

Our field work for this EICA involved only one appropriate breeding bird survey. The normal
expectation is for two surveys and as such it is recommended that a future EIS include one
breeding bird survey to bring the total to two, if that survey takes place in 2026. If the EIS is to
be done in 2027 or beyond, then it is recommended is for two breeding bird surveys.
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3. Policy Framework

Provincial Planning Statement (PPS) 2024

Issued under the Planning Act, the 2024 version of the PPS requires that municipalities consider
natural heritage features in assessing development proposals. Guidance on the extent of
adjacent lands is provided in a Natural Heritage Reference Manual (MNR 2010). The adjacent
land width for significant natural heritage features is 120 m. From the 2024 PPS:

4.1.4 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in:
a) significant wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E1; and

4.1.5 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in:
b) significant woodlands in Ecoregions 6E;
c) significant valleylands in Ecoregions 6E;
d) significant wildlife habitat;
e) significant areas of natural and scientific interest;
... unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural
features or their ecological functions.

4.1.6 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in fish habitat except in accordance
with provincial and federal requirements.

4.1.7 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in habitat of endangered species
and threatened species, except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements.

4.1.8 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the natural
heritage features and areas identified in policies 5.1.4, 5.1.5, and 5.1.6 unless the ecological
function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that there will
be no negative impacts on the natural features or on their ecological functions.

Prince Edward County Official Plan (OP) 2021

Potential natural heritage constraints to
development are provided in Schedule B of the
OP. In the adjacent detail from Schedule B, the
approximate re-zoning property boundary is
outlined in red for context. Also added to the
image is the solar farm on the west side of Hwy.
62. As can be seen, PSW intrudes into the NE
corner of the re-zoning lands and potential
wetland intrudes into the south of the property.
No woodland is deSignated for the property. Schedule B: Natural Features and Areas

-

Wocdiand

Impact assessments determine whether an activity is going to have a negative impact on a
significant natural heritage feature. Field work for this project was completed under the
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guidance of the PPS and the Official Plan (OP) of Prince Edward County. For convenience, we
are providing the following wording of the 2021 OP below:

5.1.9 Environmental Impact Study (EICA)

1) An Environmental Impact Study (EICA) shall be required as part of an application for all
development and site alteration applications within the identified Natural Heritage
System, including all of its component natural heritage features and functions and/or on
adjacent lands.

3) The EICA shall demonstrate that the proposed use will have no negative impact on significant
natural heritage features and areas and their associated ecological functions (i.e.
hydrological, hydrogeological, etc.).

4) Where an EICA indicates that development would have a negative impact on the Natural
Heritage System and/or the natural heritage feature or area, function, attributes or
linkages for which the lands were identified, the application shall not be supported or
approved by the Municipality.

5) The EICA shall be prepared by a qualified professional(s) and shall be subject to the approval
of the Municipality and Quinte Conservation, in consultation with any other authority
having jurisdiction.

Environmental Impact Study (EICA) Appendix B of the Adopted OP

Prince Edward County provides a guiding document for completing EICA’s that is available on
the County website. https://www.thecounty.ca/residents/services/planning/official-plan/

This is not an exhaustive field manual, but is intended to ensure that natural heritage features
described in the PPS and the OP merit investigation for negative impacts.

Notable EICA related Legislation

Fisheries Act (1985)

Conservation Authorities Act (1990)
Migratory Birds Convention Act (1994)
Endangered Species Act (2007)
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4, Methods

Screening for significant natural heritage features was based on the Ministry of Natural
Resources and Forestry (MNRF, 2018) and the MECP (2019) screening protocol.

Habitat community assessments were based on the Ecological Land Classification (ELC) manual
for Southern Ontario (Lee et al., 1998). Plant species were used to characterize ELC community
types, and some plant observations were posted to iNaturalist. Significant natural heritage
feature assessments were based on the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (MNR 2010),
Significant Wildlife Habitat Ecoregion Criteria Schedules (MNRF 2015) and Significant Wildlife
Habitat Technical Guide (MNR 2000). Taxa, species, and habitat surveys could have been based
on published protocols where needed, but not limited to TRCA (2016; amphibians), MNR (2022;
wetlands), MNR (2012; Whip-poor-will), MNRF (2015b; turtles), MNRF (2016; snakes), and
MECP (2022; bats), and OBBA (2021; breeding birds).

Table 1. Site visit summary.
Date of Survey | Starting Contributors Main Purpose of Visit
(2025) Time
May 4 1335 Rob Snetsinger All taxa
Mary Alice Snetsinger
May 4 2120 Rob Snetsinger Marsh Monitoring (amphibians)
Mary Alice Snetsinger
June 6 630 Rob Snetsinger All taxa and ELC
Dale Kristensen
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5. Site History, Land Use, Soils, Topography, and Drainage

Site History: Like much of Prince Edward County, the re-zoning property has an agricultural
history. The historical map from Belden (1878) shows the property to be part of the Township of
Sophiasburgh and under the ownership of two different farmers, J.A. Peterson who settled the
land in 1840 and John H. Covert who settled the land sometime before 1878. Given the poor
quality of the soils on the re-zoning lands, it would appear that cattle grazing and or hay
production were the only viable farming options.

In the 1954 air photo the lands are still shown to be in farm use, and the dug quarry pond along
Hwy. 62 is evident at that time. The footprint of the Consecon Creek Swamp seems to be in
evidence at that time, but much of the land currently occupied by the Selby Creek Wetland is in
farm use.

In the 2002 satellite imagery the re-zoning lands are much more open that they are today, but
the initial invasion of red cedar into these lands is evident.

Land Use: The re-zoning property is within the Picton Ecodistrict 6E-15, with over half in some
sort of agricultural use. About 1% is devoted to settlement and about 0.5% is devoted pits and
quarries. The re-zoning lands are bordered to north by red cedar woodland and provincially
significant wetland, to the east by red cedar woodland, to the south by wetland and farmland,
and to the west by the Belleville South Solar site.

Soils: According to the Prince Edward County Soil Survey Report No. 10, the property is
underlain by the Farmingtson Series a Stony shallow alkaline stony loam, less than one foot
above bedrock. Our soil coring revealed average soil depths of about 15 cm over bedrock.

Topography/Drainage: Based on our two site visits we see the re-zoning lands as mostly flat,
and experience poor drainage. This is corroborated with the Elevation Snapshot Tool of Google
Earth, showing a mostly flat topography, with a slightly higher elevation towards the eastern
fence line.

Geology: Prince Edward County as a whole is underlain by the Gull River Formation of the
Simcoe Group. It consists of limestones, dolomitic limestone, and dolostone, with upper layers
consisting of shale, typically overlain by shallow soils.

10
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6. Ecological Land Classification

Ecological land classification and mapping (Figure 3) was based on Lee et al. (1998), where
habitat fragments of less than 0.5 ha. are lumped in with the larger overall ELC type. There are
updated mapping terms available, but since these have not been officially adopted, we continue
to use the original mapping terms provided in Lee et al. (1998).

Figure 3. ELC boundaries are shown with red lines, with ELC terms in white boxes. The
approximate outer boundary of the re-zoning lands is outlined in yellow.

ELC Site Descriptions

Agricultural (Ag): A farm field found to the southwest of the re-zoning lands. Historical satellite
imagery suggests it has been mostly used for hay production.

Cultural (Cu): A cultural site (Cu) is one that
is influenced more by cultural activities than
those that define the cultural eco-types (i.e.,
CUW, CUT, and CUM) listed in the ELC
manual. From Figure 2 it refers to adjacent
cultural features including Hwy. 62 and the
adjacent Belleville South solar energy
complex. Cultural sites are considered to
have low ecological sensitivity and
ecological potential.

11
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Cultural Meadow (CUM): An open field area at the NW
corner of the re-zoning lands. The two most common
plants were Kentucky Blue Grass and Hemp Dogbane.
Due to the presence of some wetland plants (see
Table 6, Section 9) soil coring was undertaken to
confirm our opinion that this is an upland habitat. The
soil core contained a mostly sandy loam, and the corer
hit bedrock at 18 cm with no mottles or gleys
indicating a moisture regime of 0 and therefore not a
wetland soil.

Dry Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous Forest
(FOC2-1): Similarly described by Hatch (2011)
this ~ 12 ha. woodland area within the re-
zoning lands is dominated by red cedar, with
lesser amounts of European buckthorn, prickly
ash and juniper, and including a relatively
sparse ground cover, with poison ivy being
common. The canopy cover was estimated to
be about 90% and the soils are quite shallow
with coring down to bedrock averaging around == <
15 cm. A plant species list found in both the FOC2-1 and FOM woodlands is prowded in Table
7, Section 9.

The density of avifauna species found in this habitat was very low, and this is not unusual for red
cedar woodlands. A full list of all plant species found throughout the property is provided in
Table 12.

Dry — Fresh Conifer — Hardwood Mixed Forest (FOM): Primarily dominated by red cedar, this ~
0.8 ha. woodland is similar in composition with the FOC2-1 woodland, except it contains at least
25% cover by deciduous species to constitute mixed forest status. It slowly grades into the
adjacent SWD3-2 swamp and soil coring was required to determine the cutoff line between
upland and wetland. The two soil cores in the FOM section had MR values of 0 and 1, and the
two soil cores of the adjacent SWD3-2 wetland and MR values of 5 and 6. The shallow depth of
the FOM soils was a primary factor in their non-wetland status. A plant species list found in
both the FOC2-1 and FOM woodlands is provided in Table 7, Section 9.

12
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Dry Fresh Sugar Maple Deciduous Forest Type (FOD 5-1): Straddling the eastern border of the
re-zoning lands, we estimate the total size of this woodland to be about 1.1 ha., of which about
half is located within the re-zoning lands. The canopy is dominated by sugar maple, with lesser
amounts of shagbark hickory, red oak, and s aprs
white oak and we estimate the top canopy
trees to be in the 70 - 90 year age range.
European buckthorn dominates the shrub
layer. The ground cover is relatively sparse
but includes sugar maple seedlings,
buckthorn seedlings, and Carex
pennsylvanica. Recent southwards flooding
(see adjacent image) from the MAMS3-2 has
occurred along the northern edge of this
woodland.

A plant species list found in both the FOC2-1 and FOM woodlands is provided in Table 8,
Section 9.

Reed Canary Grass Organic Meadow Marsh
(MAM3-2): The adjoining portion of the Selby
Creek Swamp wetland is dominated by the
non-native invasive reed canary grass,
intermingled with some sections of slender
willow. There is a well documented literature
describing the harm reed canary grass does to
native wetlands, primarily through a loss of
biodiversity.

The plant species list for this area is provided in
Table 9, Section 9.

Silver Maple Mineral Deciduous Swamp
Type (SWD3-2). This ELC type is an
unmapped extension of the Consecon
Creek Swamp that extends further east
off of the re-zoning lands. Soil coring in
two locations near the upland border
revealed a clay rich soil with MR values
of 5 and 6. The species list for this area
is provided in Table 10, Section 9.

13
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7. Assessment of Natural Features
7.0 Threatened or Endangered Species

The following Species at Risk (SAR) were considered during the field work because of their

potential to be on or near the site. The listing below was based on site screening undertaken
using the MNRF (2018) and MECP (2019) screening protocols. Species discussed are provided
in alphabetical order.

Table 2. SAR under consideration for SNHA. Species with a moderate or higher level of constraints
probability are discussed in more detail further below.

Species ESA Status | Habitat Habitat Known Sightings or Observed by ES | Impact
Present Concerns
within Re-
zoning Lands

Plants

Butternut Endangered | Woodland Yes None None

Black Ash Endangered | Wetland Yes None None

Four Leaved Endangered | Dry woodland | No None, most PEC sightings are from None

Milkweed slopes east of Picton (McMahon

Bluff/Maccauley Mountain)
Herps
Blanding’s Turtle Threatened | Aquatic No Historical only Minimal,
Habitat but see
below
Birds
Bobolink Threatened | Hay fields, Yes, adjacent Reported from fields along Jericho Minimal,
meadows fields to the Road >120 m to the south See below
southeast

Cerulean Warbler Threatened | Mature No None, most records in PEC are either None

Deciduous historical or are for migrants
Woodland

Chimney Swift Threatened | Urban areas No None None

with chimneys

Eastern Threatened | Hay fields, Yes, adjacent Reported from fields along Jericho Minimal,

Meadowlark meadows fields to the Road >120 m to the south See below
southeast

Least Bittern Threatened | Open Water No Reported in NHIC square, although no | Minimal,

Marsh recent records. Potential habitat only See below
on adjacent lands to the NE

Loggerhead Shrike | Endangered | Open Alvar No None ... most records in PEC are for None

migrants

Red Headed Threatened Open No None, most PEC records are historical None

Woodpecker Deciduous or are for migrants

Woodlands

Short Eared Owl Threatened | Grasslands SE adjacent None None
fields

Mammals

Little Brown Myotis Endangered | Cosmopolitan | Yes No See Below

Northern Myotis Endangered | Cosmopolitan | Yes No See Below

Tri-colored Bat Endangered | Cosmopolitan | Yes No See Below

Eastern Red Endangered | Cosmopolitan | Yes No See Below

Silver Haired Endangered | Cosmopolitan | Yes No See Below

Hoary Endangered | Cosmopolitan | Yes No See Below

14
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Bat SAR (Endangered): All bat species added to the Ontario SAR Act was as a result of White
Nose Syndrome and not from habitat loss, as these species were not habitat limited prior to the
fungus appearing in the province. Within several years this fungus has been able to decimate
population numbers because it attacks bats when they hibernate, and since the SAR Bats
congregate in large numbers in a limited number of hibernation sites, the fungus has the
potential to spread through these congregations and wipe out whole populations. There are no
SAR bat hibernation sites on the property.

The bat survey methodology was based on MECP (2022), which notes that quality bat habitat
that would require acoustic monitoring would need to contain 10 or more snag trees per
hectare. This number was not met by the two upland woodlands (i.e., FOM and FOD5-1, Figure
3) on the property as they were mostly lacking in snag development.

We did not survey the SWD3-2 swamp for snags as we reasoned if SAR bats were roosting in
the swamp (see SWD3-2, Figure 3), their habitat is already granted protection, as well as a 30 m
setback via Regulation 41/24.

There is an extensive literature (Table 3) that has shown that woodlands of the red cedar type
(see FOC2-1, Figure 2) are not favored for bat use.

Table 3. A sampling of red cedar associated bat research, which includes research from nearby areas
indicating that red cedar use is not favored by bats. Some of these research papers focus on specific
tree species usage, and most focus on tree characteristics are of a type that red cedar does not attain
(i.e, height, cavities, snags).

Jung, T., I. Thompson, and R. Titman. 2004. Roost site selection by forest-dwelling male Myotis in central Ontario,
Canada. Forest Ecology and Management 202:325-335.
Key point: Favorability of large old trees, a feature that red cedars do not attain.

Holt, R. 2022. Forest roost use by Little Brown Bats (Myotis lucifugus) in Ontario. M.Sc. Thesis. Trent University.
Key point: Specific trees and tree characteristics discussed, exclusive of red cedar.

Gerson, H. 1984. Habitat management guidelines for bats of Ontario. Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources.
Key point: Specific trees and tree characteristics discussed, exclusive of red cedar

Kalcounis-Ruppell, M., J. Psyllakis, and M. Brigham. 2005. Tree roost selection by bats: an empirical synthesis
using meta-analysis. Wildlife Society Bulletin. 33:1123-1132.
Key point: Preference for tall large diameter trees.

Garroway, C. J. and H. G. Broders. 2008. Day roost characteristics of northern long-eared bats (Myotis
septentrionalis) in relation to female reproductive status. Ecoscience 15(1): 89-93.
Key point: Preference for tall large diameter trees.

Olson, C. R. and R. M. Barclay. 2013. Concurrent changes in group size and roost use by reproductive female little
brown bats (Myotis lucifugus). Canadian Journal of Zoology 91(3): 149-155.
Key point: Preference for tall large diameter trees.

Caceres, M. C. and R. M. Barclay. 2000. Myotis septentrionalis. Mammalian Species 634: 1-4.
Key point: Preference for tall large decaying trees.

Huynh, H. M. 2009. Another record of foliage roosting in the Little Brown Bat, Myotis lucifugus, in Canada. The
Canadian Field-Naturalist 123(3): 265.
Key Point: Exclusive or red cedar.

15
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Kurta, A. S. Murray, and D. Miller. 2002. Roost selection and movements across the summer landscape.
Conference Paper on the Biology and Management of an Endangered Species.
Key Point: Exclusive or red cedar.

Lewis, M., G. Turner, M. Scafini, and J. Johnson. 2022. Seasonal roost selection and
activity of a remnant population of northern myotis in Pennsylvania. PLoS ONE 17(7): e0270478.
Key Point: Exclusive or red cedar.

Due to a lack of favorable SAR bat habitat features we have few concerns about impacts to SAR
bats for the following reasons:

1. Minimal habitat potential of the re-zoning lands.
. SAR bat species are not habitat limited.

3. SAR bats are flexible in roost use, changing roosting areas between seasons and within
seasons.

4. All bat species are tolerant of nearby human activity as they will roost in buildings, and
we consistently get high bat number recordings in urban areas.

5. Bats are only active at night, when most human activity has ended, and therefore the
risks of negative bat/human interactions are low.

SAR Bat Recommendation: If there is a need to remove non-red cedar trees greater than 25
cm DBH (measurement assigned by MECP 2022) during the nest/roost season of April 1 to Nov.
30, then the removal of the tree is only recommended if it can be shown that it is not an active
roost tree as determined by an acoustic exit survey. Otherwise, there should be no tree clearing
of non-red cedar trees greater than 25 cm DBH during the nest/roost season of April 1 to Nov.
30.

Blanding’s Turtle (Threatened): Blanding’s Turtles were not observed during the field work,
and we did not observe evidence of turtle nesting by any species in exposed nestable areas,

such as along the verges of Hwy. 62. We could also find no record of this species inhabiting

either of the wetlands associated with the subject lands.

Blanding’s Turtles were not reported as being present in either of the wetland evaluations
associated with the re-zoning lands (i.e., Selby Creek Headwater Swamp and the Consecon
Creek Swamp), nor were they observed for the field work undertaken by Hatch Consulting as
part of the EICA work for the Belleville South Solar Project (see Hatch 2011) located directly
west of the re-zoning property.

Given the high traffic volumes currently on Hwy. 62 and the greater turtle awareness in the
County, we would expect sightings or road kills to be reported, and they have not been.

16
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In the adjacent image, the re-zoning lands are
outlined with a red rectangle in context of the
NHIC 1 km squares. As can be seen, the re-
zoning lands are within squares 18UP1481
and 18UP1581.

The NHIC Blanding’s Turtle listing from
18UP1481 is from 1989 (36 years ago) and is
from a road kill. The precise location of the
road kill will not be made available by the
NHIC, but based on the nature of wetland
features present it was likely from Burr Road
from a Blanding’s Turtles known to inhabit the
Crofton Marsh (see Boxall and Poropat 1993). Crofton Marsh has favorable turtle core habitat
features, unlike the Consecon Swamp and it is also in 18UP1481. This lack of turtle favourability
of the Consecon Swamp was also reported by Hatch (2011). The Crofton Marsh is located
more than a km to the NW of the re-zoning lands, and separated by both Hwy. 62 and Burr
Road. In our opinion, the older date of the record, the distance separation to the Crofton Marsh,
the significant recent changes to the landscape, and the largely inhospitable nature of the re-
zoning lands to turtles, puts the potential for Blanding’s Turtles to be coming from Crofton Marsh
to the re-zoning lands as low.

The NHIC report for 18UP1581 is from a 2013 sighting that occurred outside of the square to
the north. NHIC square 18UP1581 was included in the listing because it was within the 2 km
Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas polygon distance. This suggests the sighting was from the
Sawguin Creek Marsh, located more than a km to the north of the re-zoning lands. Blanding’s
Turtles were also reported in the Sawguin Marsh during a 2009 Field Monitoring study for the
Bay of Quinte Remedial Action Plan. The potential Blanding’s Turtle habitat areas of the
Sawguin Marsh are located more than a km to the north on the far side of Burr Road, and
therefore the potential for turtles there to find their way to the re-zoning lands is low.

By considering three turtle key life cycle features, we can assess the possibility of presence in
these re-zoning property wetlands as follows:

1. Hibernation: Hibernation areas must have water that is deep enough to not freeze to the
bottom in winter, and ideally would have some ice-free areas or currents to enhance
oxygenation. Those portions of the MAM3-2 and SWD3-2 wetlands we observed within
the re-zoning lands do not have hibernation potential. The SWD3-2 wetland does not
appear to have hibernation potential. From satellite imagery, it appears that there may
be appropriate overwintering features further to the NE and east of the re-zoning lands
within the MAM3-2 wetland. However, these areas are well removed from any impact
zone from a future development of the re-zoning lands and we have no concerns about
impacts to potential hibernation habitat if it is actively used here.

Bathymetry of the dug pond within the property next to Hwy. 62 revealed it to be a
bathtub like basin with sheer sides and a depth of 3.3 m. It is not a productive water
body as it only has a narrow fringe (~ 1 m) of littoral habitat (see Table 11, Section 9) on
three shorelines and no submergent plants were observed. The lack of submergent
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plants is relevant as submerged vegetation is known to house the macroinvertebrates
that are an important food source for Blanding’s Turtles. As a result, the pond would not
be a favorable feeding area. Correspondingly, it would also not be a favorable
hibernation area as hibernation occurs within core habitat areas where regular feeding
takes place in the summer. It has been our experience that Ontario turtles confine
overwintering to shallower water and this is also reported in the literature (e.g., Edge et
al., 2009, Ross and Johnson 2018, Ultsch 2006, and Freeman 2022), where the depth of
the pond would not be favored for overwintering purposes.

2. Feeding: The area of MAMS3-2 within the Selby Creek PSW to the north of the proposed
development area is heavily occluded with vegetation (e.g., canary reed grass) and
would not be used as a feeding area. From satellite imagery, it appears that potential
feeding areas within the Selby Creek PSW begin more than 100 m from the upland of
the property. The intervening land to any future development would also include the
standard 30 m upland setback, and the dense MAM3-2 vegetation, and therefore the
potential turtle feeding area about 130 m away would not be at risk from this
development.

Feeding in the SWD3-2 swamp is possible, but it would not be a rich feeding area as it
would not be that productive with Blanding’s Turtle food types.

Feeding in the dug pond is possible, but given minimal amount of aquatic vegetation and
the minimal littoral zone it is not a productive area, and therefore is not considered a
favorable area for feeding. No turtles were observed during the site visits within the
pond.

3. Nesting: Occurs in uplands in proximity to core habitat areas. Blanding’s Turtle nests
require soils that can be excavated and be in open areas that provide the sun driven
thermal conditions to help the eggs incubate. In our opinion, the only potential core
habitat area is within the open area of the Selby Creek PSW about 100 m from the
uplands of the re-zoning lands. If Blanding’s Turtles were in this core area, they would
move outwards from here to nest. From satellite imagery, there appears to be potential
nesting areas to the east and north.

The FOC2-1 areas that comprise the bulk of the property is the only upland area within
the re-zoning lands that contains open sun exposed soils. However, based on soil
coring, it lacks the soil depths necessary for good nesting. We did survey the open areas
of the FOC2-1 area for evidence of past nesting and no evidence of past nesting was
found. We also surveyed the length of Hwy. 62 beside the re-zoning lands for evidence
of past nesting and none was found, and we could find no records of past nesting or
road kills by any turtle species on this section of the road.

Blanding’s Turtle Conclusion and Recommendation In our opinion the potential for
Blanding’s Turtles to be using the wetlands in proximity to the re-zoning lands is low, and if they
are present, it is our opinion that future upland development of the uplands will not be removing
Blanding’s Turtle habitat. However, it is conceivable that landscape changes associated with a
future development (e.g., gravel roads) would attract nesting turtles of any species and put them
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at potential harm. There are future mitigation measures that can reduce this harm, such as turtle
exclusion fencing and maintaining artificial turtle nesting sites on the non-development side of
the fencing. However, these may be redundant if no turtles are using the uplands, and as such,
it is recommended that a future EIS include a turtle assessment of the uplands bordering the
wetlands by applying the survey protocols of MNRF (2015c).

Least Bittern (Threatened): Least Bittern require marsh wetlands with emergent vegetation
(eg. cattails) next to extensive areas of open water. The closest two sightings in eBird are from
Muscote Bay located more than a km to the north.

There is a listing in NHIC square 18UP14810f which a small portion of the re-zoning property
intrudes into at its NW end. A large portion of this square is taken up by the Belleville South
Solar Project and the only wetland within 18UP1481 is the Consecon Marsh. It lacks the open
water necessary to provide Least Bittern habitat and they were not reported by Hatch for the
Belleville South Solar Project EICA work. The small portion of 18UP1481 that intrudes into the
re-zoning lands is not wetland.

They are listed in NHIC square 18UP1581 of which the re-zoning property mostly fits within.
Note that these listings do not necessarily reflect an actual observation within the square, but
can include a potential polygon influence zone. Since 18UP1581 contains wetland, and the
adjacent square 18UP1582 has a known Least Bittern sighting, then the former square is added
to the list. Muscote Bay, where the two sightings have been made, is within 18UP1582

The only potential Least Bittern habitat is within the MAM3-2 wetland NE of the re-zoning lands.
We did not observe or hear any Least Bittern from this wetland and the dense patches of canary
reed grass and a lack of standing water in the portions of the wetland abutting the uplands of the
re-zoning lands is not Least Bittern habitat. From satellite imagery, potential habitat starts over
100m north of the uplands, in the same potential area of Blanding’s Turtle core habitat. If they
were present, they would not be at risk of an impact from development of the re-zoning lands as
there will be no intrusion into the wetland habitat and it will have > 130 m buffer. This 130 m is
based on a 100 m separation distance and the 30 m buffer for Regulation 41/24.

In our opinion, no specific actions are warranted for Least Bittern.

Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark: Both species are listed in the NHIC squares that
encompass the re-zoning lands. However, there is no viable habitat within the re-zoning lands
for either of these species, as they are
grassland/field birds, and there is no such
habitat present. Both species have
regularly been seen in the open fields
associated with Jericho Road more than a
km. to the south and outside of any
potential impact zone. In the adjacent
image, the re-zoning lands are outlined in
red and an adjacent farm field is outlined in
yellow. We are not aware of any reporting
of these species for this farm field, and no
Bobolink or Meadowlark were observed or

18UR1581
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heard here from the property line. If they were nesting within this field, their nesting habitat
would be mainly buffered from development activities by the intervening wetland that will be
protected (along with a 30 m buffer) via Regulation 41/24. As such, it is our opinion that no
specific actions are warranted for these two species.

71 Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW)

The provincially significant Selby Creek Headwater Swamp is located within and along the north
portion of the re-zoning lands. The official wetland boundary along the northern edge of the
property is reasonably well mapped in the provincial wetland mapping database, but as it is
currently mapped it includes some small areas of wetland that is actually woodland, and also
excludes some small areas of wetland. Recent southwards flooding from the wetland into the
FOC2-1 and FOD5-1 areas has not changed the upland status of these lands as based on soil
coring and species representation. However, if this flooding were to become permanent it might
impact the wetland boundary mapping.

Selby Creek Headwater PSW: This wetland has been evaluated three times and has
maintained its significance status through all assessments. The first assessment was completed
in 1993 by Robert Bracken and Jann Atkinson of Atkinson and Huizer Biosurveys, a subsequent
desktop assessment was completed in 2005 by Ron Huizer of Ecosurveys. A further desktop
update (date unknown) was completed by G. Clark of the MNRF Peterborough office. All three
evaluations were based on the third edition of the wetland evaluation manual (MNR 2013) and
as it currently stands, the wetland score is 607 points with none of the four wetland scoring
components scoring more than 200 points. For significance to apply, a wetland must attain a
score of more than 600 points or have either the Special Features Component or Biological
Component score more than 200 points. Given that the score of 607 is only 7 points above
significance status, it is possible that the score for this wetland could go below 600 points (and
lose its PSW status) if the current edition (4™, MNRF 2022) of the wetland evaluation manual was
applied.

The wetland is considered a palustrine wetland, meaning it has no direct connection to a lake.

In our analysis of the wetland evaluation scoring, there was no particular feature that stood out.
Rather, it was the accumulation of scoring for the various components that allowed the scoring
to exceed 600 points. Given the nature of the wetland ecology and its middle range size, the
resultant points that it received are a reasonable expectation.

The bulk of the re-zoning lands that abut the PSW are comprised of FOC2-1 woodlands. Except
for an area of recent flooding at the north corner of the property, possibly caused by beaver, the
transition from upland to wetland is clearly defined. At the north corner, flooding is evident
within the red cedars and buckthorn and this has caused some shrub and tree mortality,
suggesting that flooding has been occurring for at least two years. However, soil coring shows a
MR of 1 so technically this area is still upland, but recent colonization by some wetland sedges is
evident.

Otherwise, the boundary line transition from FOC2-1 to MAMS3-2 wetland is relatively abrupt.
The intervening vegetation is primarily a band of canary reed grass (a non-native invasive
species) with a width varying in 5 m to more than 120 m. This is interspersed with areas of
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swamp dominated by slender willow. There is standing water in both areas, but no open water.
Open water areas being about 110 m north of the re-zoning uplands and about 105 m east of
the re-zoning lands property boundary, as determined by satellite imagery.

Regulation 41/24 requires at least a 30 m setback from wetland areas, although setbacks for
PSW can be as high as 120 m. In our opinion, a 30 m setback is sufficient to prevent a negative
impact as the dominant canary reed grass here is a non-native species that is very robust and
can thrive with 0 m setbacks next to development areas, and the FOC2-1 area does not have
ecological significance.

Consecon Creek Swamp: This wetland intrudes into the southwestern corner of the re-zoning
property and was evaluated in 1984 by Patricia Mohr and Sheila Beaudette of Ecologistics Ltd.
using the 2" edition of the wetland manual (MNR 1984). It scored a total of 278 points, and was
deemed a Class 7 wetland. The wetland Class system is no longer applied in wetland
evaluations, but at that time, a Class 7 was the lowest possible Class that a wetland could attain.
In other words, as far from significance as possible. In contrast, the score of 607 for the Selby
Creek Headwater Swamp would have been deemed a Class 3 wetland, and a wetland would
need to attain a score of over 700 points to attain Class 1 status.

From the perspective of vegetation communities, Mohr and Beaudette (1984) determined that
the Consecon wetland was primarily a swamp dominated by Silver Maple. Bracken and
Atkinson (1993) determined that the Selby Creek Headwater wetland was about an equal mix of
swamp and marsh, with the swamp portions primarily dominated by shrubs, primarily willow
species. The Selby Creek marsh areas were primarily dominated by Canary Reed Grass, a hon-
native invasive species.

Neither evaluation included any species that would currently be considered Species at Risk.

Given the robust ecological nature of both wetlands within the property, it is our opinion that a
30 m no-development no-clearing area will provide a sufficient buffering setback.

Wetland Recommendation: The concept plan provided in Figure 2 provides at least a 30 m
setback the purposes of Regulation 41/24 as defined by wetland boundary assessment work in
2025. For any future EIS it is recommended that the wetland boundary be reassessed to insure
this 30 m setback.

7.2  Area of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI)

There is no ANSI on the re-zoning lands, and with the closest provincially significant ANSI being
the Huffs Island Coastal Wetland about 2.4 km to the northwest. We therefore refer to the
following excerpt from Section 4.4 of the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (MNR 2010).

The need to evaluate the ecological function of adjacent lands (i.e., undertake an EICA or
equivalent study) would be removed if proponents choose to avoid having development and site
alteration occur within the extent of adjacent lands.

Accordingly, it is our opinion that no further analysis is warranted for ANSI’s.
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7.3 Fish Habitat

Selby Creek Headwater Swamp PSW: Fish habitat was scored as present in the wetland
evaluation. It attained a scoring total of 14 points out of a possible 125, indicating that it is not
good quality fish habitat. The immediately adjacent portion of this wetland is primarily
dominated by dense areas of Canary reed grass and slender willow and is largely lacking in the
open water that fish would need. In contrast, the best location for fish in the PSW would be the
open water areas that are dominated by deeper water plant species such as Potamogeton spp.
more than 100 m north of the non-wetland areas of the re-zoning lands. Given the distance of
separation and the nature of the intervening vegetation that is unfavorable to fish it is our opinion
that no specific measures are warranted for fish habitat within this wetland.

Consecon Creek Swamp: Fish habitat scored a 0 in the wetland evaluation and it was indicated
that the habitat is not suitable for fish. This statement was attributed to Bruce Stratton of the
Ministry of Natural Resources. Regardless of whether fish are present, the wetland will still
require a setback vis a vis Regulation 41/24. Based on our observations of the swamp, and an
unmapped extension of it at the southeast corner of the development lands, we concur with Mr.
Stratton’s assessment.

Dug Pond: Fish sampling revealed one species of fish in the dug pond, the Northern Redbelly
Dace. Given that the pond has no surface water connections to known fish habitat, we
speculate that the origin of the fish is likely from bait castoffs as this species is a popular bait
fish, and the pond is easily accessible by both foot and vehicle via Hwy. 62 and a local off-road
trail network. It has also been shown that waterfowl can transfer fish eggs. The Department of
Fisheries and Oceans does not consider these small man-made ponds as fish habitat for
regulatory purposes. As such, the pond would require no buffering setback for fish habitat
purposes.

It is our understanding that the owners wish to retain the pond for potential fire control
purposes, but if there is an intention to drain and fill the pond, a biologist should be on hand to
salvage any fish or wildlife. We have undertaken several of these dug pond salvage operations
and they require attaining a fish handling and a wildlife handling permit from the Ministry of
Natural Resources and Forestry.

7.4 Valleyland

There are no valleylands on the re-zoning lands or within the 120 m adjacent lands and we
therefore refer to the following excerpt from Section 4.4 of the Natural Heritage Reference
Manual (MNR 2010).

The need to evaluate the ecological function of adjacent lands (i.e., undertake an EICA or
equivalent study) would be removed if proponents choose to avoid having development and
site alteration occur within the

extent of adjacent lands.

Accordingly, it is our opinion that no further analysis is warranted for valleylands.
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7.5 Woodlands

There are three upland woodland types on the re-zoning lands labeled as FOC2-1, FOM, and
FOD5-1 as described in Section 6.2 and shown in Figure 3. Although it is a woody habitat, we
do not consider the FOC2-1 eastern red cedar woodland an ecological woodland for the sake of
woodland significance ranking because eastern red cedar is considered an invasive in many
jurisdictions (Meneguzzo and Liknes (2015) due to its ability to rapidly expand into new areas
and suppress the establishment of other habitat types such as deciduous woodlands. It has
been our observation through 40 years of surveying these stands in Eastern Ontario and Prince
Edward County that they have a low biodiversity and this is also borne out in the literature (e.g.,
Horncastle et al. (2005), Heinen and O’Connell (2009), Steinaur (2023), and Schnelle (2023)).
Their growth pattern is more shrub like, and the concept of core habitat for wildlife purposes
would not apply to this forest type due to their structural characteristics. Consequently,
consideration for woodland significance has been restricted to the FOM and FOD5-1 woodlands.

As the PEC overall woodland size threshold is in the middle range of the size ranges of MNR
(2010) then as per MNR (2010) the sub category size ranges are to proportionally follow this
percentage. As such the woodland size threshold for the Proximity, Woodland Diversity, and
Linkage significance would be 10 ha. and would 5 ha. for Water Protection and Uncommon
Characteristics significance. Since both the FOM (0.8 ha.) and FOD5-1 (1.1 ha.) woodlands are
below the minimum size thresholds for all categories, then significance cannot be met for these
woodlands.

Woodland Recommendation: The area identified as FOD5-1 in Figure 3 is an upland deciduous
woodland that we recommended to be retained, which is reflected with setbacks in the Figure 2
concept plan. Both FOD5-1 and FOM woodlands abut wetlands and at least 30 m of the
adjoining portion of these woodlands should be retained in their natural state. The FOD5-1
woodland provides a potential linkage corridor between the Consecon Swamp and the Selbey
Creek Swamp and it is recommended that the entire FOD5-1 woodland within the re-zoning
lands be retained in its natural state.

7.6  Wildlife Habitat

The Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) Criteria for Ecodistrict 6E (MNRF 2015) describes habitat
and wildlife requirements and habitat thresholds needed to reach significance. The potential for
candidate SWH is first assessed in Table x. Development is allowed in significant wildlife habitat,
if it can be shown that the development will not cause a negative impact to those features that
impart significance. Analysis for SWH determined from Table 3 is presented further down.

Table 4: Candidate SWH analysis.
SWH Type Candidate | Criteria analysis Species Thresholds
Habitat Met
<120 m
Waterfow! Stopover and Staging No No sheet water fields No
Area (Terrestrial)
Waterfow! Stopover and Staging No No open aquatic habitat of any No
Area (Aquatic) consequence within 120 m
Shorebird Migratory Stopover Area No No appropriate shorelines within | No
120 m
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Raptor Wintering Area No No rodent productive fields No
Bat Hibernacula No No caves No
Bat Maternity Colonies No Mature deciduous stands with > | No
10ha of 25 cm DBH trees not
present
Turtle Wintering Areas Yes Potential turtle wintering areas Unknown see
about 100 m away from uplands | discussion below
Reptile Hibernacula No Lacks physical features that No
would support overwintering
Colonially-Nesting Bird Breeding No No exposed banks or cliffs No
Habitat (Bank and CIiff)
Colonially-Nesting Bird Breeding Yes SWD habitat present, but no No
Habitat (Tree/Shrubs) colonial nesting observed in
swamp
Colonially-Nesting Bird Breeding No No appropriate shorelines < 120 | No
Habitat (Ground) m
Migratory Butterfly Stopover Area No > 5 km to Lake Ontario No
Landbird Migratory Stopover Area No > 5 km to Lake Ontario No
Deer Yarding Area No Known SWH yarding is many km. | No
to the north
Deer Winter Congregation Area No Requires 100 ha. woodlots No
Rare Vegetation Communities No Site and adjacent natural areas No
(Alvar, Cliff, Sand Barren, Old are common habitat types in the
Growth Forest, Savannah, Tallgrass region
Prairie)
Waterfowl Nesting Yes Upland habitat >120 m next to No
wetland (minimal appropriate
nesting features and no
waterfowl nesting observed)
Bald Eagle/Osprey Nesting, No Lake or river < 120 m No
Foraging, and Perching
Woodland Raptor Nesting No No 10 ha of interior woodland No
habitat < 120 m (red cedar
woodlands of site not favorable
for nesting)
Turtle Nesting Yes Open areas of soil next to Unknown, see
wetlands. discussion below.
Seeps and Springs No Not a headwater area No
Amphibian Breeding Habitat No No ephemeral woodland pools > | No
(Woodland) 500 m?
Amphibian Breeding Habitat Yes Wetlands > 500 m? No
(Wetlands)
Woodland Area-Sensitive Bird No No woodlot > 30 ha. within No
Breeding Habitat 120m. Red cedar woodlands of
site do not provide habitat for
listed species
Marsh Bird Breeding Habitat Yes MAM wetlands. No, but discussed
below
Open Country Bird Breeding Habitat | No 30 ha. grassland not within 120m | No
Shrub/Early Successional Bird No 10 ha. thickets not within 120m No
Breeding Habitat
Terrestrial Crayfish No N/A to Eastern Ontario No
Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Yes S1, S2, S3, and Special Concern | Yes, discussed below.
Species Species
Amphibian Movement Corridors No Movement between breeding No, but discussed
and summer habitat below
Deer Movement Corridors No No SWH deer wintering No
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Turtle Wintering: As discussed for Blanding’s Turtle in Section 7.0, overwintering areas must
have water that is deep enough to not freeze to the bottom in winter, and ideally would have
some ice-free areas or currents to enhance oxygenation. Those portions of the MAM3-2 and
SWD3-2 wetlands we observed within the re-zoning lands do not have overwintering potential.
From satellite imagery, it appears that there may be appropriate overwintering features further
to the NE and east of the re-zoning lands within the MAM3-2 wetland. However, these areas are
well removed from any impact zone from a future development of the re-zoning lands and we
have no concerns about impacts to potential overwintering habitat if it is actively used here.

Bathymetry of the dug pond within the property next to Hwy. 62 revealed it to be a bathtub like
basin with sheer sides and a depth of 3.3 m. It is not a productive water body as it only has a
narrow fringe (~ 1 m) of littoral habitat on three shorelines and no submergent plants were
observed. The lack of submergent plants is relevant as submerged vegetation is known to
house the macroinvertebrates that are a primary food source for Blanding’s Turtles. As a result,
the pond would not be a favorable feeding area. Correspondingly, it would also not be a
favorable hibernation area as hibernation occurs within core habitat areas where regular feeding
takes place in the summer. It has been our experience that Ontario turtles confine
overwintering to shallower water and this is also reported in the literature (e.g., Edge et al., 2009,
Ross and Johnson 2018, Ultsch 2006, and Freeman 2022), where the depth of the pond would
not be favored for overwintering purposes.

If hibernation is occurring within the MAM3-2 wetland, it would be located beyond the 120 m
SWH adjacent land distance. This would be comprised of more than 100 m of non-hibernation
wetland and the required 30 m wetland setback. As a result, no further actions are warranted
with respect to Turtle Wintering SWH.

Turtle Nesting: Occurs in uplands in proximity to core habitat areas. Turtle nesting requires
soils that can be excavated and be in open areas that provide the sun driven thermal conditions
to help the eggs incubate. In our opinion, the only potential core habitat area is within the
MAM3-2 wetland more than 100 m from the uplands of the re-zoning lands. If turtles were in
this core area, they would move outwards from here to nest. From satellite imagery, there
appears to be potential areas to the east and north.

The FOC2-1 areas that comprise the bulk of the property is the only upland area within the re-
zoning lands that contains open sun exposed soils. However, based on soil coring, it lacks the
soil depths necessary for good nesting. We did survey the open areas for evidence of past
nesting and no evidence of past nesting was found. We also surveyed the length of Hwy. 62
beside the re-zoning lands for evidence of past nesting and none was found, and we could find
no records of past nesting or road kills by any turtle species on this section of the road.

It is our opinion that SWH turtle nesting is not present within the uplands of the re-zoning lands.

Marsh Breeding Bird Habitat: The only applicable wetland would be the MAM3-2 area. The
dense canary reed grass adjacent to the development uplands provides poor marsh breeding
bird habitat and none of the indicator species were observed or heard during the site visit. It is
conceivable that better habitat conditions begin about 100 m NE of the re-zoning uplands.
However, in our opinion further field work would not be necessary to confirm this as this would
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occur more than 120 m from any development zone (100 m plus 30 m wetland setback), putting
potential SWH outside of the adjacent land distance.

Amphibian Corridor: Amphibian corridor SWH would potentially be present if significant
wetland breeding was present. To determine if significant amphibian corridor use was present
would require three site visits to determine if significant breeding was occurring. We only
undertook one amphibian breeding survey and call counts along the edge of the Selby Creek
wetland were 0, indicating no amphibian breeding at that time. This is not surprising given the
density and lack of standing water within the wetland at this location. Call counts at the edge of
the Consecon wetland were 2 for spring peepers. No other amphibians were calling, and it

requires call counts of 3 for two or more species to reach SWH status.

If future surveys

determined SWH for breeding, it is our opinion that corridor use would not follow through the
FOC2-1 woodland, but instead use the FOD5-1 woodland.

SWH Recommendation: As a requirement of any future development EIS, it is recommended
that the required 3 amphibian surveys be conducted along the adjoining boundaries of both the
Consecon and Selby Creek wetlands as a requirement in determining if significant amphibian
corridor use is possible in the FOD5-1 woodland. .

Table 5. Applicable SC, S1, S2, and S3 species for SWH consideration for SW habitat purposes. Species with
a moderate or higher level of constraints probability are discussed in more detail further below.

Species Status Habitat Habitat Present Known Sightings Constraints
with re-zoning Probability
lands

Plants

White Wood Aster S3 Wetland Yes: Dry deciduous No Minimal

woodland

Stiff Gentian S2 Riparian Yes: Small wetland on Western Ontario None

property only

Vasey’s Rush S3 Riparian Yes: Small area of wetland No Minimal

on property
White-tinged Sedge | S3 Woodlands Yes: Dry woodlands No Minimal
Herps
Snapping Turtle Special Aquatic Habitat No No Minimal
Concern

Musk Turtle Special Aquatic Habitat No No Minimal
Concern

Birds

Canada Warbler Special Mixed swamp No Most PEC records None
Concern are migrants

Common Special Open alvar No (vegetation too dense) No None

Nighthawk Concern

Barn Swallow Special Old structures No No None

Concern

Eastern Wood Special Woodland Yes, but mostly poor quality | No Minimal, see

Pewee Concern red cedar woodland below

Eastern Whip poor Special Scrub Woodland | No (vegetation too dense) No None

will Concern

Golden Winged Special Shrub/woodland No No None

Warbler Concern mosaic

Olive Sided Special Pine/spruce or No No None

Flycatcher Concern mixed forest near

wetland

Grasshopper Special Short grass fields | No No None

Sparrow Concern

Wood Thrush Special Woodland Yes, deciduous woodland Yes Minimal, see

Concern below
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Insects

Monarch Butterfly Special Fields No No None
Concern

Yellow-banded Special Generalist Yes No Minimal

Bumblebee Concern

Eastern Wood-Pewee: One Eastern Wood-Pewee was heard calling from the FOD5-1
woodland and one was heard calling from the SWD3-2 wetland during the Breeding Bird survey
on June 6.

The North American decline in population numbers of Eastern Wood Pewee is being
experienced by many aerial insectivores (Spiller and Dettmers 2019). Suggested reasons for
declines have included a deterioration in insect prey caused by pesticides, global climate
changes, increased nest predation, nest parasitism, and declines in stopover-habitat quality, and
Keller and Yahner (2006) make a strong argument for habitat changes in the South American
wintering grounds as a significant cause of decline, and the proposed facilities at the site have
no direct association with any of these. Furthermore, Kendrick et al. (2013) found that Wood-
Pewees were not highly susceptible to forest-fragmentation effects.

The status of this species is being assessed in the latest round of the Ontario Bird Breeding
Atlas as it continues to do well in the eastern part of the province, as is readily evident in eBird.
The Eastern Wood-Pewee is not an interior forest specialist and can be observed in forest
fragments and built environments (Archer et al. 2019). We have observed it in a broad range of
habitats in Eastern Ontario, ranging from large mature woodlands to small urban woodlands. As
well, the tolerance of Wood Pewee’s to nearby human activity is also apparent with many
sightings being recorded in or near developed areas in Eastern Ontario.

We have no concerns regarding impacts to the Eastern Wood-Pewee, given their tolerance to
nearby human activity, and protections afforded the SWD3-2 wetland via Regulation 41/24 and
the recommendations to maintain the FOD5-1 woodland. However, as a standard precaution for
all developments that involve migratory birds, we recommend that tree clearing take place
outside of the migratory birds breeding season (April 1 to August 30) to avoid contravening the
Migratory Birds Act.

Wood Thrush: One Wood Thrush was heard calling from the FOD5-1 woodland during the
Breeding Bird survey on June 6.

The North American decline in population numbers of Wood Thrush is being experienced by
many aerial insectivores (Spiller and Dettmers 2019). Suggested reasons for declines have
included a deterioration in insect prey caused by pesticides, global climate changes, increased
nest predation, nest parasitism, declines in stopover-habitat quality, and especially by changes
in habitat quality in their Central America winter range (Taylor (2019), and Taylor and
Stutchbury (2016)). The proposed development has no direct association with any of these.

The status of this species is being assessed in the latest round of the Ontario Bird Breeding
Atlas as it continues to do well in the eastern part of the province (see Torrenta et al. (2022),
which is also readily evident in eBird. Although it is sometimes considered a woodland species
of larger woodlands, we have observed it in a broad range of habitats including fencerows, small
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woodland patches, fragmented woodlands, and urban woodlands, and this has been
documented for Eastern Ontario by Torrenta et al. (2022). The use of urban woodlands by
Wood Thrush in Eastern North America is well known, which suggests a tolerance to
development, and this was opined by Jirinec (2015) who noted that housing developments are
not necessarily detrimental to this species.

The development lands do not represent a critical habitat need for this species, especially
considering the small area of woodland on the property that these birds are found.

We have no concerns regarding impacts to the Eastern Wood-Pewee, given their tolerance to
nearby human activity, and the recommendations to maintain the FOD5-1 woodland where they
were heard calling from. However, as a standard precaution for all developments that involve
migratory birds, we recommend that tree clearing take place outside of the migratory birds
breeding season (April 1 to August 30) to avoid contravening the Migratory Birds Act.
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9. Species Lists

Table 6: Species found in association with the Cultural Meadow at the northwest corner
of the re-zoning lands. Most of the plants are native. the dug pond, all on edge. No
submergent plants observed. The average Coefficient of Conservatism (CC) value is 2.8
on a scale of 0 to 10, suggesting a lack of ecological sensitivity.

Latin Name Common Name S Rank CcC
Apocynum cannabinum Hemp Dogbane S5 3
Carex gracillima Graceful Sedge S5 4
Carex pellita Woolly Sedge S5 2
Cornus amomum Silky Dogwood S5 5
Flat-stemmed Spike-
Eleocharis compressa rush S4 8
Fraxinus pennsylvanica Green Ash S5 3
Galium palustre Marsh Bedstraw S5 5
Juncus dudleyi Dudley's Rush S5 1
Lythrum salicaria Purple Loosestrife SNA 0
Phalaris arundinacea Reed Canary Grass S5 0
Poa pratensis ssp. pratensis Kentucky Bluegrass S5 0
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Table 7: Plants found in the FOC2-1 and FOM woodlands. Both areas share most of the same plants,
the difference being the FOM woodland has a greater representation of deciduous trees. 27% of these
plants are non-native (i.e., SNA), which is within the 20-30% average for natural areas in Ontario
(Oldham et al. 1995). The average Coefficient 50f Conservatism (CC) value is 2.6 on a scale of 0 to 10,
suggesting a lack of ecological sensitivity. All the native plants observed have a provincial rank of S5

(very common).

Latin Name Common Name S Rank CcC
Achillea millefolium Yarrow S5 1
Allium schoenoprasum var. European Chives SNA 0
Antennaria neglecta Field Pussytoes S5 3
Arabidopsis thaliana Wall-cress SNA 0
Bromus inermis Awnless Brome SNA 0
Carex aurea Golden-fruited Sedge S5 4
Carex gracillima Graceful Sedge S5 4
Carex granularis Meadow Sedge S5 3
Carex pensylvanica Pennsylvania Sedge S5 5
Carex pellita Woolly Sedge S5 2
Carex radiata Stellate Sedge S4 4
Carex tenera Slender Sedge S5 4
Carya ovata Shag-bark Hickory S5 6
Circaea canadensis Broad-leaved Enchanter's Nightshade S5 3
Clinopodium vulgare Field Basil S5 0
Cornus racemosa Gray Dogwood S5 2
Cynanchum rossicum European Swallow-wort SNA 0
Cypripedium parviflorum var. makasin | Yellow Lady's-slipper S5 7
Dactylis glomerata Orchard Grass SNA 0
Daucus carota Wild Carrot SNA 0
Eleocharis compressa Flat-stemmed Spike-rush S4 8
Euthamia graminifolia Flat-top Fragrant-golden-rod S5 2
Fragaria virginiana Virginia Strawberry S5 2
Fraxinus pennsylvanica Green Ash S5 3
Helianthus divaricatus Woodland Sunflower S5 7
Houstonia longifolia Longleaf Bluets S4 8
Impatiens capensis Spotted Jewel-weed S5 4
Juncus dudleyi Dudley's Rush S5 1
Juncus tenuis Path Rush S5 0
Juniperus communis Ground Juniper S5 4
Juniperus virginiana Eastern Red Cedar S5 4
Leucanthemum vulgare Oxeye Daisy SNA 0
Lonicera tatarica Tartarian Honeysuckle SNA 0
Lotus corniculatus Birds-foot Trefoil SNA 0
Lycopus americanus American Bugleweed S5 4
Maianthemum stellatum Starflower False Solomon's-seal S5 6
Medicago lupulina Black Medic SNA 0
Medicago sativa Alfalfa SNA 0
Moehringia lateriflora Grove Sandwort S5 4
Parthenocissus inserta Virginia Creeper S5 3
Pilosella caespitosa Meadow Hawkweed SNA 0
Pinus strobus Eastern White Pine S5 4
Poa pratensis ssp. pratensis Kentucky Bluegrass S5 0
Quercus alba White Oak S5 6
Quercus macrocarpa Mossy-cup Oak S5 5
Ranunculus acris Tall Butter-cup SNA 0
Rhamnus cathartica Buckthorn SNA 0
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Rhus aromatica Fragrant Sumac S5 8
Ribes cynosbati Prickly Gooseberry S5 4
Rosa blanda Smooth Rose S5 3
Schedonorus arundinaceus Tall Fescue SNA 0
Scirpus pendulus Rufous Bulrush S5 3
Shepherdia canadensis Canada Buffalo-berry S5 7
Solidago altissima Late Goldenrod S5 1
Solidago canadensis var. canadensis | Canada Goldenrod S5 1
Solidago juncea Early Goldenrod S5 3
Stellaria longifolia Longleaf Stitchwort S5 2
Symphyotrichum lateriflorum Starved Aster S5 3
Symphyotrichum novae-angliae New England Aster S5 2
Symphyotrichum puniceum Swamp Aster S5 6
Thuja occidentalis Eastern White Cedar S5 4
Tilia americana American Basswood S5 4
Toxicodendron radicans Climbing Poison lvy S5 0
Trifolium campestre Low Hop Clover SNA 0
Trifolium hybridum Alsike Clover SNA 0
Trifolium pratense Red Clover SNA 0
Triosteum aurantiacum Coffee Tinker's-weed S5 3
Ulmus americana American EIm S5 3
Vicia cracca Tufted Vetch SNA 0
Vitis riparia Riverbank Grape S5 0
Zanthoxylum americanum Northern Prickly Ash S5 3

Table 8: Plants found in the FOD5-1 woodland. 27% of these plants are non-native (i.e., SNA), which is
within the 20-30% average for natural areas in Ontario (Oldham et al. 1995). The average Coefficient
50f Conservatism (CC) value is 4.3 on a scale of 0 to 10, which is the highest average CC value for the
re-zoning lands. All the native plants observed have a provincial rank of S5 (very common).

Latin Name Common Name S Rank CC
Acer saccharum var. saccharum Sugar Maple S5 5
Carex pensylvanica Pennsylvania Sedge S5 5
Carex rosea Rosy Sedge S5 5
Carya ovata Shag-bark Hickory S5 6
Fraxinus americana White Ash S47? 4
Fraxinus pennsylvanica Green Ash S5 3
Juniperus virginiana Eastern Red Cedar S5 4
Ostrya virginiana Eastern Hop-hornbeam S5 4
Parthenocissus inserta Virginia Creeper S5 3
Pinus strobus Eastern White Pine S5 4
Podophyllum peltatum May Apple S5 5
Polygonatum pubescens Downy Solomon's-seal S5 5
Quercus alba White Oak S5 6
Quercus rubra Northern Red Oak S5 6
Rhamnus cathartica Buckthorn SNA 0
Thalictrum dioicum Early Meadowrue S5 5

Tilia americana American Basswood S5 4
Viola sororia Woolly Blue Violet S5 4
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Table 9: Species found in the adjacent portion of the MAM3-2 wetland. Most of the
plants are native. The average Coefficient of Conservatism (CC) value is 3.4 on a scale
of 0 to 10, suggesting limited ecological sensitivity.

Latin Name
Carex gracillima
Carex pellita
Carex vulpinoidea
Cornus amomum
Cornus sericea

Eleocharis compressa
Juniperus virginiana
Lycopus americanus
Lythrum salicaria

Phalaris arundinacea
Proserpinaca palustris
Rhamnus cathartica

Salix petiolaris
Symphyotrichum puniceum

Common Name S Rank
Graceful Sedge S5
Woolly Sedge S5
Fox Sedge S5
Silky Dogwood S5
Red-osier Dogwood S5
Flat-stemmed Spike-

rush S4
Eastern Red Cedar S5
American Bugleweed S5
Purple Loosestrife SNA
Reed Canary Grass S5
Marsh Mermaid-weed S4
Buckthorn SNA
Meadow Willow S5
Swamp Aster S5

CcC
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Table 10: Plants found in the SWD3-2 swamp. Most of the plants are native. The average Coefficient of

Conservatism (CC) value is 2.9 on a scale of 0 to 10, suggesting a lack of ecological sensitivity.

Latin Name Common Name S Rank CcC
Acer rubrum Red Maple S5 1
Acer saccharinum Silver Maple S5 2
Agrimonia gryposepala Tall Hairy Groovebur S5 2
Asclepias incarnata Swamp Milkweed S5 6
Calamagrostis canadensis Canada Blue-joint S5 4
Carex communis Fibrous-root Sedge S5 6
Carex intumescens Bladder Sedge S5 6
Carex pellita Woolly Sedge S5 2
Carex rosea Rosy Sedge S5 5
Carex stipata Stalk-grain Sedge S5 3
Circaea canadensis Broad-leaved Enchanter's Nightshade S5 3
Erigeron philadelphicus Philadelphia Fleabane S5 1
Fraxinus pennsylvanica Green Ash S5 3
Galium palustre Marsh Bedstraw S5 5
Lactuca canadensis Canada Lettuce S5 3
Lycopus americanus American Bugleweed S5 4
Lysimachia thyrsiflora Water Loosestrife S5 7
Lythrum salicaria Purple Loosestrife SNA 0
Parthenocissus inserta Virginia Creeper S5 3
Phalaris arundinacea Reed Canary Grass S5 0
Phragmites australis ssp. australis European Reed SNA 0
Quercus macrocarpa Mossy-cup Oak S5 5
Ranunculus acris Tall Butter-cup SNA 0
Rhamnus cathartica Buckthorn SNA 0
Viola cucullata Marsh Blue Violet S5 5
Vitis riparia Riverbank Grape S5 0
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Table 11: Species found in association with the dug pond, all on edge. No submergent
plants observed. 44% of these plants are non-native (i.e., SNA), which is above the 20-

30% average for natural areas in Ontario (Oldham et al. 1995). The average Coefficient
50f Conservatism (CC) value is 1.6 on a scale of 0 to 10, suggesting a lack of ecological
sensitivity. All the native plants observed have a provincial rank of S5 (very common).

Latin Name Common Name S Rank CcC
Carex pellita Woolly Sedge S5 2
Galium palustre Marsh Bedstraw S5 5
Lythrum salicaria Purple Loosestrife SNA 0
Phalaris arundinacea Reed Canary Grass S5 0
Phragmites australis ssp. australis European Reed SNA 0
Populus deltoides ssp. deltoides Eastern Cottonwood S5 4
Salix petiolaris Meadow Willow S5 3
Salix x fragilis Crack Willow SNA 0
Typha angustifolia Narrow-leaved Cattail SNA 0
Table 12. Results of the breeding bird survey.

Species June 6 Location

American Crow 2 Throughout

American Goldfinch 3 FOC2-1

American Robin 5 Throughout

Black-capped Chickadee 4 FOD5-1

Blue Jay 7 Throughout

Common Grackle 2 FOC2-1

Common Yellowthroat 3 MAM3-2

Eastern Kingbird 1 SWD3-2

Eastern Towhee 4 FOC2-1

Eastern Wood-Pewee 2 FOD5-1 and SWD3-2

European Starling 2 FOC2-1

Field Sparrow 4 FOC2-1

Great Crested Flycatcher 2 FOD5-1

Mourning Dove 3 Hwy. 62 power line

Northern Cardinal 2 Throughout

Osprey 1 Flyby

Ovenbird 2 FOD5-1

Red-eyed Vireo 3 FOD5-1 and FOM

Red-winged Blackbird 4 MAM3-2

Song Sparrow 7 Throughout

White-throated Sparrow 3 FOD5-1

Wood Thrush 1 FOD5-1

Yellow Warbler 2 MAM3-2
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