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1. Background 

Beacon Environmental Limited (Beacon) was retained by GCSJ Hillsdale Development Inc. to 
undertake an Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for a 14 ha (34.6 ac) parcel of land situated in the 
Village of Hillsdale, Township of Springwater in the County of Simcoe (Figure 1).  Specifically, the study 
area is located at Concession 1, Lot 57 at the north end of the Hillsdale Settlement Area (Figure 2). It 

is bounded on the west by County Road 93 (Penetanguishene Road), on the north and east by 
regenerating old field and mixed woodland, and on the south by agricultural fields. The lands to the 
south are part of the approved Hillsdale Heritage Village draft plan of subdivision.   
 
In late 2007 the Township of Springwater initiated a Secondary Plan process for the Hillsdale Settlement 
Area and engaged the services of the Ainley Group (planning and engineering consultants) to prepare 
the plan and to assess various servicing options for the community. The Hillsdale Secondary Plan (OPA 
No. 37) was adapted by Township Council in October 2008 and has been forwarded to the County of 
Simcoe for approval. The Township subsequently appealed OPA 37 to the Ontario Municipal Board, for 
lack of approval by the County.  The proposed land use designations for the study area, as shown on 
Schedule A-7 of the Secondary Plan (Ainley Group 2008), is residential development on the most 
westerly and easterly portions, with an Environmental Protection Category 2  designation applied to the 
vegetated area in the central portion of the site. This is discussed further in Section 4.3.  
 
However, until the Hillsdale Secondary Plan is formally approved, consideration must also be given to 
the land use designations as they apply to the study area and as shown on Schedule A-7 (Hillsdale) of 
the current Township of Springwater Official Plan. On this schedule the west half of the property is 
designated “Rural”, while the east half is designated “Agricultural”.  
 
For the purposes of this EIS, therefore, the designations for the study area shown on both the existing 
OP schedule and the Hillsdale Secondary Plan (Ainley Group 2008) have been taken into consideration.  
 
 

2. Study Purpose and Objectives 

The overall purpose of this study is to identify whether there are any natural heritage constraints 
associated with the study area and if so, to assess how future development of the site can be achieved 
with due regard given to the protection of these features/areas.  

 
As noted above, the central portion of the property is considered Environmental Protection 2 in the 
Hillsdale Secondary Plan and as such, shall be subject to a site specific study (EIS) “to define the 
significance of the Natural Heritage feature”.  
 
The scope of this study is to satisfy the requirements for an EIS as required by the Township of 
Springwater to determine the ecological significance of the natural heritage features on the site.  
Essentially, the purpose of the EIS is: 
 

 to describe the features and functions of the natural and physical environment;  

 to assess the potential impacts (positive and negative) of development on these features 
and functions; and 
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 to provide recommendations regarding necessary measures and actions intended to avoid, 
reduce or mitigate impacts. 

  
 

3. Policy Context 

3.1 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) 

Policy 2.1 of the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) (2014) provides direction to municipalities regarding 

planning policies for the protection and management of natural heritage features and resources. The 
PPS defines six natural heritage features, providing planning policies for each. The Natural Heritage 
Reference Manual (OMNR 1999) is a technical document used to help assess the six PPS natural 
heritage features listed below:  
 

a) significant wetlands; 
b) significant woodlands; 
c) significant valleylands; 
d) significant wildlife habitat; 
e) significant Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs); and 
f) coastal wetlands. 
 

Each of these features is afforded varying levels of protection subject to the PPS, guidelines contained 
in the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (Ministry of Natural Resources 2010), and in some cases, 
regulations. 
 
 

3.2 Endangered Species Act (2007) 

The Ontario Endangered Species Act (ESA) came into force in June 2008 and the Act is having a 

significant role in land use activities and planning due to protection of both the species as well as their 
habitat on all lands (i.e., private and public). Under the new ESA there are over 200 species in Ontario 

that are identified as Extirpated, Endangered, Threatened, or of Special Concern.  
 
The Act prohibits the killing or harming of Threatened and Endangered species, as well as the 

destruction of particular species habitat. There are, however, several transitional provisions that provide 
extended timelines before the protection of the habitats for certain species comes into force. For Special 
Concern species the Act does not afford protection to the individual or their habitat. 

 
Under the ESA, Habitat is defined as follows 

 

 “Habitat” means , 
(a) With respect to a species of animal, plant or other organism for which a regulation 

made under clause 55 (1) (a) is in force, the area prescribed by that regulation as 
the habitat of the species, or 

(b) With respect to any other species of animal, plant or other organism, an area on 
which the species depends, directly or indirectly, to carry on its life processes, 
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including life processes such as reproduction, rearing, hibernation, migration or 
feeding, and includes places in the area described in clause (a) or (b), whichever is 
applicable, that are used by members of the species as dens, nets, hibernacula or 
other residence; (habitat)  

 

 Definition of “habitat”, cl. (B) 
(2) For greater certainty, clause (b) of the definition of “habitat” in subsection (1) does 
not include an area where the species formerly occurred or has the potential to be 
reintroduced unless existing members of the species depend on that area to carry on 
their life processes. 2007, c. 6, s. 2 (2)  

 
There are two key protection provisions in the ESA: 
 

 Section 9 describes prohibited activities (e.g., kill, harm, harass, possess, collect, buy and 
sell) for species listed as Extirpated, Endangered or Threatened on the Species at Risk in 
Ontario (SARO) List. 

 

 Section 10 prohibits the damage or destruction of protected habitat of species listed as 
Extirpated, Endangered or Threatened on the SARO List. 

 
It is important to note that the owner of the land, as well as the individual or organization carrying out 
any activities on those lands, are both subject to the enforcement and penalty provisions of the ESA 

should Sections 9 or 10 of the ESA be contravened. 
 
The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) provides a document entitled Categorizing and 
Protecting Habitat under the Endangered Species Act (2012) that outlines the overall approach and 

considerations that the MNRF uses in determining whether a proposed activity is likely to damage or 
destroy habitat protected under subsection 10(1) of the ESA. For clarity, the following is provided directly 

from that document: 
 

Not every activity that occurs within or near habitat will damage or destroy that habitat. 
Determining whether a proposed activity is likely to damage or destroy the habitat of an 
endangered or threatened species requires the consideration of the activity details, 
which parts of habitat are likely to be altered by the activity, and how the alteration may 
affect the species’ ability to carry out its life processes. 
 

3.1.1 Damaging Habitat 
An activity that damages the habitat of a species is one that alters the 
habitat in ways that impair the function (usefulness) of the habitat for 
supporting one or more of the species’ life processes. 

 
3.1.2 Destroying Habitat 

An activity that destroys the habitat of a species is one that alters the 
habitat in ways that eliminate the function (usefulness) of the habitat for 
supporting one or more of the species’ life processes. 

 
In some cases, the anticipated alteration that a proposed activity will have on habitat 
may be so minor that the function of the habitat for supporting the species’ life processes 
will not become impaired or eliminated. In such cases the activity would not contravene 



 

 

E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t u d y  H i l l s d a l e ,  T o w n s h i p  o f  S p r i n g w a t e r  

 

E l l   
 

 
Page 4 

 
 

subsection 10(1) of the ESA and would not require authorization under the Act with 
respect to this provision. In other cases, the alteration may be more significant such that 
the function of the habitat for supporting one or more of the species’ life processes may 
become impaired or eliminated. Such activities would contravene subsection 10(1) of the 
ESA and would require authorization under the Act prior to proceeding. 

 
It is also important to recognize the lands surrounding a study area as the Provincial Policy Statement 
states in Policy 2.1.8: 
 

Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the natural 
heritage features and areas identified in policies 2.1.4, 2.1.5, and 2.1.6 unless the 
ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been 
demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or on their 
ecological functions. 

 
Determining what constitutes Adjacent Lands requires consideration of a number of factors including 
the type of feature (e.g., Provincially Significant Wetland), the sensitivity of a feature to disturbance 
(e.g., based on habitat function or ecological community), the ecological attributes that are species-
specific, and the scale and type of development being considered. 
 
Under the ESA, native species that are in danger of becoming extinct or extirpated from the province 

are identified as being Extirpated, Endangered, Threatened or Special Concern.  These designations 
are defined as follows: 
 

 Extirpated - a species that no longer exists in the wild in Ontario but still occurs elsewhere; 

 Endangered – a species facing imminent extinction or extirpation in Ontario which is a 
candidate for regulation under Ontario's Endangered Species Act; 

 Threatened - a species that is at risk of becoming endangered in Ontario if limiting factors 
are not reversed; and 

 Special Concern (formerly Vulnerable) - a species with characteristics that make it sensitive 
to human activities or natural events. 

 
Under the Act, protection is provided to Endangered or Threatened species and their habitat, as well 

as providing stewardship and recovery strategies for species.  
 
Species of Special Concern require management plans from the MNRF but are not directly protected 
under the ESA nor is their Habitat protected under the ESA. 
 
 

3.3 County of Simcoe Official Plan (2008) 

The western portion of the subject property is within the County’s designated Settlement Area of 
Hillsdale, as shown in Schedule 5.1 – Land Use Designations of the Official Plan in grey colour (Figure 
3).  
 
The County OP also includes a Greenlands designation that includes wetlands, ANSIs, significant 
woodlands, significant wildlife habitat, significant valleylands, fish habitat, Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas (ESAs), major lake, river and creek systems and Niagara Escarpment natural areas. 
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Figure 3.  Extract from County of Simcoe Schedule 5.1 
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Development and/or site alteration in all other areas designated Greenlands may take place where, as 
determined by an EIS there would be no negative impact of the natural features and ecological 
functions. This is also consistent with the PPS (2014). 
 
As noted in Policy 3.8.17 of the County of Simcoe Official Plan, the Greenlands designation does not 
apply to lands within a designated Settlement Area. However, the lands in the eastern portion of the 
subject property (i.e., external to the Settlement Area and outside of the proposed development limits) 
are identified as County Greenlands (County of Simcoe 2008).  
 
Additionally, the interactive online web mapping service of the County of Simcoe 
(https://maps.simcoe.ca/public) identifies an unevaluated wetland in the central section of the western 
portion of the study area. 
 
 

3.4 Township of Springwater Official Plan (1998) 

The Township of Springwater Official Plan (1998, online consolidation 2016) presently identifies a 
Natural Heritage System comprised of Category 1 and Category 2 Environmental Protection Lands. 
Category 1 EP Lands are composed of the following natural heritage features/areas:  
 

 provincially and locally significant wetlands;  

 ANSIs;  

 significant habitat of threatened and endangered species; and  

 significant watercourses and ravines.  
 
Development is not permitted within Environmental Protection Category 1 Lands. 
 
Category 2 EP Lands include the following:  
 

 lands adjacent to Category 1 Lands;  

 unique and significant wildlife habitat;  

 forests and woodlots;  

 natural connections through valley corridors or other linkages between core areas; 

 groundwater recharge and discharge; and 

 natural fish habitat. 
 
Category 2 EP Lands are areas where development may be permitted, subject to the findings of an EIS.  
In this case, an EIS is triggered by the presence of what the Township has identified as EP 2 lands in 
the study area (Schedule B – Natural Heritage [Environmental Protection] Category 2 Lands).  There 
are no areas identified as Category 1 EP lands either within, or adjacent to the study area.  
 
 

3.5 OPA 37 to the Township of Springwater Official Plan, Hillsdale Secondary 
Plan (Ainley Group 2008) 

OPA 37 (Hillsdale Secondary Plan) was approved by the Township of Springwater in October 2008. It 
indicates that lands within the Hillsdale Settlement area that are designated EP 2 and proposed for 



 

 

E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t u d y  H i l l s d a l e ,  T o w n s h i p  o f  S p r i n g w a t e r  

 

E l l   
 

 
Page 7 

 
 

development will be subject to an EIS to define the significance of the natural heritage feature. If new 
information is brought forward through the EIS process that demonstrates that the feature is not 
significant and does not meet the definition of EP 2 Lands, then the designation may be removed without 
requiring an amendment to the Official Plan. In this case, the lands determined to be not significant 
through the EIS “may be used for the same purposes as the adjacent land use designation”, which in 
this case is “Residential”. 
 
 

3.6 Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority (2006) 

The subject property lies within the sub-watershed of the Sturgeon River, which flows north to Severn 
Sound (Georgian Bay). While there is no conservation authority that has jurisdiction over the Severn 
Sound basin (including the Sturgeon River), the Township of Springwater relies on the NVCA for 
technical advice with respect to environmental matters affecting those lands within the Township that 
fall outside the Nottawasaga River watershed.  
 
Within its own watershed the NVCA regulates hazard lands, including creeks, valleylands, shorelines, 
and wetlands. 
 
 

4. Methods  

4.1 Background Data Collection and Review 

Background information was gathered and reviewed at the outset of the project. This involved 
documentation for the subject property from sources that included: 
 

 Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority (Mr. David Featherstone); 

 Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF), Midhurst District office; 
(Mr. Graham Findlay);  

 MNRF Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) rare species database;  

 The County of Simcoe Official Plan (2008) - Regional Greenlands System;  

 The Township of Springwater Official Plan (1998, online consolidation 2016); and 

 OPA 37, Hillsdale Secondary Plan (Ainley Group 2008). 
 

Other sources of information, such as aerial photography and topographic maps, were also consulted 
prior to commencing field investigations. 
 
 
4.2 Field Investigations  

Field investigations on the study area were carried out in 2008 and 2016 to gather information regarding 
the natural heritage features. The field investigations were undertaken in the western half of the subject 
property (study area). 
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4.2.1 Vegetation Communities and Flora 

Vegetation community descriptions were based on the Ecological Land Classification (ELC) system for 
Southern Ontario (Lee et al., 1998). Information based on this system includes dominant species cover, 

community structure, as well as level of disturbance, presence of indicator species, and other notable 
features. Investigations of vascular plants focused on determining the occurrence, or potential 
occurrence, of species at risk and/or provincially rare species. ELC communities were mapped on a 
1:3,000 scale aerial photo of the site.  Botanical surveys were conducted by Beacon in the summer of 
2008 and on May 9 and June 30, 2016. 
 
 
4.2.2 Breeding Birds 

Two visits to the study area were made in the early mornings of June 15 and 22, 2008, and again on 
June 1, June 8 and June 28, 2016 to survey the breeding bird community. On all occasions, the weather 
conditions were suitable (Winds <3 Beaufort Scale, no rain, and the temperature not >5°C above or 
below the average temperature for the time of year.  All birds in suitable habitat and showing some 
propensity to breed (e.g., territorial behaviour) were assumed to be breeding and were tallied by 
“assumed pair”. All representative habitats were surveyed and all parts of the study area were 
approached to within approximately 75 metres.  All birds observed were mapped on an orthophotograph 
of the site in the approximate location observed. 
 
 
4.2.3 Amphibians  

Amphibian breeding surveys were completed on the evenings of April 22nd and June 2nd, 2008 and 
again on March 30th, May 19th and June 22nd, 2016 following the Canadian Wildlife Service (CWS) 
survey protocol. Species, calling locations and approximate numbers of calling individuals were 
recorded and mapped. The CWS survey method provides an indication of amphibian abundance during 
the breeding season using the following scale based on chorus activity of calling males:  

 

Code 0: none heard; 
Code 1: calls heard without overlapping of calls, possible to count number of individuals 

calling; 
Code 2: calls overlapping, but it is still possible to pick out individuals or count them; and 
Code 3: full chorus where it is impossible to pick out individuals or count them. 

 
Potential breeding sites were examined by habitat assessment and auditory searches following the 
CWS protocol and under appropriate weather conditions. During the surveys of the property, breeding 
activity (i.e., the presence of calling frogs) in ponds adjacent to the property to the north was also 
assessed from the study area. 
 
 
4.2.4 Bat Habitat 

Methods for conducting the bat habitat surveys followed the MNRF’s guidelines for Bat and Bat Habitat 
Surveys of Treed Habitats (2016). The forested areas of the subject lands were surveyed for bat 
roosting and maternity habitat using 11 sample plots on May 9th, 2016.  Plots were selected randomly 
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on an air photo of the site.  Snags (trees with cavities) were documented and snag density was 
calculated using the following MNRF methodology: 
 

 Select random plots across the represented area of the ELC plot. 

 Survey a minimum of 10 plots for sites ≤10 hectares and add another plot for each extra 
hectare up to a maximum of 35 plots. 

 Survey fixed area 12.6m radius plots (equates to 0.05ha) 

 Measure the number of snags/cavity trees ≥25cm dbh in each plot 

 Use the formula π r2 to determine number of snags per hectare 

 Surveys are best conducted during the leaf-off period (i.e. fall to early spring) so viewing of 
tree cavities and crevices is not obscured by foliage. 

 
 
4.2.5 Other Wildlife 

Incidental observations of other wildlife species, including mammals, were made during the above field 
investigations. 
 
 
4.2.6 Landscape Connectivity 

A landscape connectivity analysis was undertaken once features in the study area were described. This 
analysis was supported by topographic mapping, aerial photography and the inspection of surrounding 
accessible lands.  
  
 

5. Existing Conditions 

The subject property is uniformly flat and slopes gently east, to the Sturgeon River. The surficial geology 
of the area has resulted from alternating periods of quiet water deposition (glaciolacustrine) and fluvial 
deposition from glacial meltwater rivers.   
 
The soils on the site consist of Tioga Sandy Loam and Alliston Sandy Loam. The Tioga Sandy Loam 
and Alliston Sandy Loam are both comprised of outwash sands and are characterized by good drainage 
and imperfect drainage, respectively.   
 
The outwash sands were deposited in a fluvial (or near shore) lacustrine environment, while the silts 
and clays were deposited in a quiet water environment. The entire site is characterized as having 
glaciolacustrine soils, with organic deposits associated with Sturgeon Creek to the east.  
 
 

5.1 Vegetation 

The vegetation communities found in the study area are described below using the Ecological Land 
Classification (ELC) system. An initial assessment of the vegetation communities in the study area was 
undertaken and detailed in the Environmental Impact Study Update for the Heritage Village of Hillsdale 
Development, prepared by Beacon Environmental in June 2007. As stated in Section 3.4 (Vegetation) 
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of that report, the vegetation on the adjacent subject property was classified to ELC community type 
based on observations made from the northern edge of the Heritage Village property to the south. For 
the purposes of this EIS, the assessment of vegetation communities in the study area was made from 
on-site field surveys. 
 
Generally speaking, the existing vegetation is strongly influenced by cultural factors, as the lands 
represent the regeneration of what were once actively cultivated farm fields. In addition to natural re-
vegetation having occurred, planting of coniferous trees at various times over the past decades was 
undertaken. As a result, no naturally occurring terrestrial ELC vegetation community types are found on 
the property. The following vegetation communities were identified and mapped for the study area 
(Figure 2). 
 

 
5.1.1 Upland Communities 

Fresh – Moist Poplar Deciduous Forest – FOD8-1 

This small community is found in the south central portion of the subject lands and is characterized by 
a canopy of immature Trembling Aspen (Populus tremuloides) and Balsam Poplar (P. basamifera) up 
to 25 cm diameter at breast height (dbh) in size (Photograph 1).  The area appears to have originally 
been a part of the surrounding pine plantation but the moist soil conditions did not favour the 
establishment of pine species.  Shrub species include Glossy Buckthorn (Frangula alnus) and Red-
osier Dogwood (Cornus sericea).  Herbaceous species vary in cover from sparse to dense and include 
Sensitive Fern (Onoclea sensibilis), Fowl Mannagrass (Glyceria striata) and Reed Canary Grass 
(Phalaris arundinacea). 

 
 
Dry – Fresh Poplar Mixed Forest – FOM5-2 

This forest community is located at the eastern edge of the subject lands.  The closed canopy consists 
of Trembling Aspen, Large-tooth Aspen (Populus grandidentata) and lesser amounts of Eastern White 
Pine (Pinus strobus), White Spruce (Picea glauca), Black Cherry (Prunus serotina) Green Ash (Fraxinus 
pennsylvanica) and White Elm (Ulmus americana) (Photograph 2).  There is also a fair amount of 
Balsam Fir (Abies balsamea) in the sub-canopy.  The main shrub species are Glossy Buckthorn and 
Wild Raspberry (Rubus idaeus).  Herbaceous ground cover is moderate in amount and is mostly Wild 
Strawberry (Fragaria virginiana), Rough Goldenrod (Solidago rugosa), Ciliolate Aster (Symphyotrichum 
ciliolatum) and Graceful Sedge (Carex gracillima). 
 
 
Coniferous Plantation – CUP3 

This community represents an early-mature pine plantation that was established in what was once old 
field habitat. For this community tree cover is greater than 80%. The dominant tree species is planted 
Scots Pine (Pinus sylvestris), however other species include Eastern White Pine (Pinus strobus) and 
White Spruce (Picea glauca) (Photograph 3).  In addition a number of deciduous trees have become 
established in the community including Trembling Aspen (Populus tremuloides) and young Sugar Maple 
(Acer saccharum). The most common shrubs include Common Buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), 
Glossy Buckthorn and hawthorn (Crataegus sp.) which are scattered throughout. Other shrub species 
include Pin Cherry (Prunus pensylvanica), Choke Cherry (P. virginiana), Red-osier Dogwood, 
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Serviceberry (Amelanchier sp.), Raspberry and Blackberry (Rubus allegheniensis). No forest spring 

ephemerals were noted during field investigations. The herbaceous ground layer is sparse and 
represented by typical field weeds and grasses which occur in field meadows found adjacent to the 
plantation. 
 
 
Dry – Moist Old Field Meadow Type – CUM1-1 

An old field that is slowly being encroached with regenerating Scots Pine and Jack Pine is found in the 
western portion (Photograph 4) and the eastern third of the study area (Photograph 5).  Trees greater 
than 2 m cover less than 25% throughout. Shrubs and tree regeneration is scattered and typical of old 
field habitat.  These woody species consist of Pin Cherry, Red-osier Dogwood, Green Ash, Staghorn 
Sumac (Rhus hirta) and hawthorn. The ground flora is dominated by field weeds and grasses, including 
Poverty-oat Grass (Danthonia spicata), Orchard Grass (Dactylis glomerata), Brome Grass (Bromus 
inermis), Tufted Vetch (Vicia cracca), Common St. John's-wort (Hypericum punctatum), Wild Carrot 
(Daucus carota), Common Milkweed (Asclepias syriaca), Common Viper's-bugloss (Echium vulgare), 
Common Mullein (Verbascum thapsus), Canada Thistle (Cirsium arvense), and goldenrods (Solidago 
canadensis, S. altissima). 

 
 
5.1.2 Wetland Community 

As noted in Section 3.3, the interactive online web mapping service of the County of Simcoe identifies 
an unevaluated wetland in the central section of the western portion of the subject property (the central 
portion of the study area). The field investigation did not identify a wetland in this area, but identified a 
Fresh – Moist Poplar Deciduous Forest (FOD8-1) as illustrated in Figure 2. 

 
The one wetland found in the study area is described below. 
 
 
Cattail Mineral Shallow Marsh Type – MAS2-1 

This marsh community is represented by a nearly homogeneous stand of emergent Narrow-leaved 
Cattail (Typhya latifolia) with small amounts of Broad-leaf Cattail and Reed Canary Grass (Photograph 
6).  Scattered shrubs of Meadow Willow (Salix petiolaris) are found along the pond edge. Water depth 

is less than 1 m and the pond can be expected to dry up completely during the late summer. The marsh 
community is not diverse, however a number of other wetland plants species are found along the pond 
edge including, Sensitive Fern, Retrose Sedge (Carex retrosa), Tuckerman’s Sedge (Carex 
tuckermanii), Hop Sedge (Carex lupulina), Turtlehead (Chelone glabra), Bulrush (Scirpus atrovirens), 
and Soft-stemmed rush (Juncus effusus).  
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Photograph 1.  View of Fresh-Moist Poplar Deciduous Forest (FOD8-1) (June 30, 2016) 

 
 

 
Photograph 2.  View of Dry – Fresh Poplar Mixed Forest (FOM5-2) (June 30, 2016) 
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Photograph 3.  Coniferous Plantation (CUP3) in Western Portion, Looking South (June 30, 2016) 

 
 

 
Photograph 4.  Old Field Meadow (CUM1-1) in Western Portion, Looking South (June 30, 2016) 
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Photograph 5.  Old Field Meadow (CUM1-1) in Eastern Portion with Pine Regeneration (June 30, 2016) 

 
 

 
Photograph 6.  Cattail Mineral Shallow Marsh (MAS2-1) (June 30, 2016) 
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5.2 Flora 

One hundred and seven (107) species of plants were recorded in the study area (Appendix A).  The 

majority of plant species are typical of anthropogenic communities such as plantations and regenerating 
old fields.   
  
A total of forty (40) non-native species were recorded throughout the study area, representing 37% of 
the species. In southern Ontario, vegetation communities typically support a floristic composition that is 
approximately 65% native species and 35% non-native/introduced species.  For the study area the high 
occurrence of non-native species can be attributed the historic disturbance of the lands which has 
resulted in the spread of non-native grasses, field weeds and open woodland shrubs. 
 
Different species of plants and kinds of plant communities vary in their susceptibility to damage or harm 
and this can be measured with Coefficients of Conservatism (Oldham et al. 1995). Oldham et al. (1995) 

explain conservatism succinctly: 
 
“The native plant species of any particular area vary in their degree of tolerance to 
disturbance, and display varying degrees of fidelity to specific habitats. Species 
conservatism, – the degree of faithfulness a plant displays to a specific habitat or set of 
environmental conditions, – is the basis for this premise. The natural quality of an area 
is reflected by its richness of conservative species.” 

 
Oldham et al. then explain the process of ranking plant species: 
 

“Each native taxon was assigned a rank of 0 to 10 (“coefficient of conservatism”) based 
on its degree of fidelity to a range of synecological (community) parameters. Plants found 
in a wide variety of plant communities, including disturbed sites, were assigned ranks of 
0 to 3. Taxa that typically are associated with a specific plant community, but tolerate 
moderate disturbance, were assigned ranks of 4 to 6. Rankings of 7 to 8 were applied to 
those taxa associated with a plant community in an advanced successional stage that 
has undergone minor disturbance. Those plants with high degrees of fidelity to a narrow 
range of synecological parameters were assigned a value of 9 to 10. … In order to use 
the method to evaluate a site, a species list is compiled, and the coefficients of all native 
plants are summed and divided by the total number of native plants to yield a mean 
coefficient for all the native plants in the assessment area. A “Natural Area Index” (also 
called a Floristic Quality Index) can be calculated by multiplying the mean coefficient by 
the square root of the total number of native species. Natural areas can be compared 
using their mean coefficient and/or the Natural Area Indices.” 

 
No species with a high Coefficient of Conservation (CC) value were found to occur in the study area. 
The highest CC was a 7 out of 10 for both Tuckerman’s Sedge and Turtlehead; both of which are found 
within the Cattail Marsh (MAS2-1). None of the plant species is listed as regionally or locally rare (Riley, 
1989). 
 
No rare vegetation communities (NHIC 2015) were identified and no unique assemblage of flora is 
present. During the site surveys emphasis was placed on the potential for the occurrence of endangered 
and threatened species that could be found to occur including Butternut (Juglans cinerea). During the 
field surveys no plant species listed under the Ontario Endangered Species Act, were identified.   
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Field investigations identified 107 plant species associated with the property, many of which are typical 
of regenerating old field habitat. Flora associated with the property is represented by a predominance 
of non-native, adventive species of grasses and field weeds.  
 
 
5.3 Breeding Birds 

A total of 22 species of breeding birds was recorded on the property in 2016 (Appendix B).  The most 
common species recorded were Black-capped Chickadee (Poecile atricapillus), Red-eyed Vireo (Vireo 
olivaceus), Ovenbird (Seiurus aurocapillus), Indigo Bunting (Passerina cyanea), and Song Sparrow 
(Melospiza melodia). 

 
There were two main bird communities on the site. The first is the low-diversity forest community 
associated with the pine plantation area. This community primarily consisted of Red-eyed Vireo, Black-
capped Chickadee, and Ovenbird. The latter is an area-sensitive forest species.  Area-sensitive species 
are those which either require a larger area in which to breed, or which are more productive in larger 
areas. 
 
The other bird community was a moderate diversity shrub and open area bird community. Apart from 
Song Sparrow (Melospiza melodia), no one species was dominant. Other species included three 
additional species of sparrow and Cedar Waxwing (Bombycilla cedrorum).   

 
The small wetland community contained only one bird species identified as Red-winged Blackbird 
(Agelaius phoeniceus).   

 
The eastern-most natural forest (FOM5-2 in Figure 2) adjacent to the eastern edge of the study area 

and contiguous with a very large area of off-site forest contained a few forest bird species, including the 
area-sensitive Ovenbird and Pileated Woodpecker (Dryocopus pileatus), as well as Eastern Wood-
Pewee (Contopus virens).  Since there was only a small amount of this forest type in the study area, it 
could be assumed that all three species had only a portion of their territory in the study area, and the 
rest to the east. 
 
An additional seven species were recorded in 2008. These were: Black-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus 
erythropthalmus), Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii), Eastern Kingbird (Tyrannus tyrannus), 
European Starling (Sturnus vulgaris), Yellow Warbler (Setophaga petechia), Savanah Sparrow 
(Passerculus sandwichensis) and Common Grackle (Quiscalus quiscula).  However there appears to 
have been a change in the breeding bird communities present since that time, as most of these species 
are field or shrub species. Conversely, there were eight species recorded in 2016 which were not 
observed in 2008, and many of these new species were forest species.  Thus, the 2008 bird data is no 
longer considered to be representative of the site. 
 
There was one avian Species at Risk recorded.  This was Eastern Wood-Pewee, which is provincially 
designated as Special Concern.  This species, although listed, is a very common species of deciduous 
and mixed woodlands of all sizes.  It was observed at the eastern edge of the study area. 
 
No species ranked as S1 through S3 (Critically Imperiled, Imperiled, or Vulnerable) by the province 
were recorded.  Based on our professional experience, none of the species observed would be 
considered to be regionally rare. 
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A barn situated on the south side of the large agricultural field to the south did not contain any Barn 
Swallow nests.  Barn Swallow are a Threatened species. It contained one active American Robin nest 
(Turdus migratorius).   

 
 
5.4 Amphibians and Reptiles 

An early spring and early summer survey was conducted to document amphibian breeding in the study 
area. The species presence and abundance is presented in Table 1. All species observed are common 
in Ontario (NHIC 2008).  One pond (cattail marsh) occurring in the study area was identified as 
amphibian breeding habitat. The pond was found to support breeding by three species: Northern Spring 
Peeper (Pseudacris crucifer), Gray Treefrog (Hyla versicolor) and Wood Frog (Lithobates sylvaticus).   
 

Table 1.  Results of the Breeding Amphibian Surveys 

Pond 
Location 

Species and Chorus Strength 
2008 2016 

April 16 
Air temp 12oC 

Wind calm 

May 26 
Air temp 18oC 

Wind calm 

March 30 
Air temp 7°C 

Wind calm 

May 19  
Air temp 13°C  

Wind calm 

June 22 
Air temp 16°C 

Wind calm 

Wetland on 

subject 

property 

(MAS2-1) 

Spring Peeper - 

Code 2 

 

Wood Frog - 

Code 2 

Spring Peeper - 

Code 1 

 

Gray Treefrog - 

Code 2 

No calls Spring Peeper – 

Code 3 

No calls 

Wetland to 

north of 

study area  

Spring Peeper - 

Code 3 

 

Wood Frog - 

Code 3 

 

N. Leopard Frog 

–  

Code 3 

 

American Toad 

–  

Code 2 

Spring Peeper  

- Code 2 

 

Gray Treefrog –  

Code 3 

 

N. Leopard 

Frog –  

Code 2 

 

Green Frog - 

Code 2 

 

No calls Spring Peeper – 

Code 3 

 

American Toad 

–  

Code 2 

No calls 

 

 

5.5 Wildlife Attributes and Functions 

5.5.1 Deer Yard 

The study area is bisected from east to west by the outer boundary of what the Ministry of Natural 
Resources and Forestry (Midhurst District Office) has identified as Stratum 2 White–tailed Deer 
(Odocoileus virginianus) wintering habitat (Figure 2), forming part of the Hillsdale Deer Yard (Allan et 
al. 2005). Field surveys conducted in April 2008 indicate concentrated use by deer over the winter, 
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based on the presence of droppings, in the pine plantation (CUP3a) found in the study area. Inspection 
of the shrubs associated with plantation edges found significant evidence of browsing by deer.  
 
Based on MNRF criteria, Stratum 2 deer wintering habitat is considered to represent an important 
feeding area that supports the core deer wintering areas. Stratum 1 wintering habitat provides both core 
feeding areas, as well winter cover refuge habitat. Stratum 1 habitat, which occurs on the adjacent 
property immediately to the north of the study area, meets the definition of Significant Wildlife Habitat 
under the Provincial Policy Statement (2014). Stratum 2 is not considered Significant Wildlife Habitat 
but has nevertheless been flagged as important to wintering deer by the MNRF. In the study area, the 
Stratum 2 plantation used by deer during the winter is less than 5 ha in size and is therefore of limited 
importance for supporting deer numbers associated with the considerably larger Stratum 1 wintering 
habitat situated to the north, outside the Hillsdale Settlement Area.  
 
 
5.5.2 Bat Habitat 

Two species of bats listed under Ontario’s Endangered Species Act (2007) (Little Brown Myotis and 
Northern Myotis) have the potential to occur within the forested habitat in the study area.  These species 
require snags – larger trees with cavities – for roosting.  Using the MNRF’s methodology, 11 snag 
density plots were inspected, the locations of which are shown in Figure 2, and the results are 
summarized below. 
 

Table 2.  Results of Snag Density Survey, May 9, 2016 

Plot 
number 

Cavity 
trees over 
25 cm dbh 

Snags per ha 
(0.05 ha sample 
plot x 20 = 1 ha) 

Comments 

1 0 0 Several live, healthy White Pine >25cm dbh, but no cavities 

2 0 0 Several live, healthy White Pine >25cm dbh, but no cavities 

3 0 0 A few dead trees, but <25cm dbh and no cavities 

4 0 0 3 Trembling Aspen <25 cm dbh with small, shallow cavities 

5 0 0 A few dead saplings (<20cm dbh), no cavities 

6 0 0 A few dead saplings (<20cm dbh), no cavities 

7 0 0 A few small (<20 cm dbh) dead or dying Scots Pine, no 

cavities 

8 0 0 No cavity trees 

9 0 0 Several live, healthy White Pine >25cm dbh, but no cavities 

10 1 20 Scots Pine snag 5 m tall, 26 cm dbh, decay class 3, 8 cavities 

all below 1 m high 

11 0 0 No cavity trees; younger stand with very few trees >25cm dbh 

 
 
The total area sampled for snags was 0.55 ha (0.05 ha x 11 plots) with only one low quality snag 
counted.  Based on these sample plot results, there is an estimated 1.8 snags per hectare. 
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5.6 Landscape Connectivity  

Landscape connectivity, including the concept of wildlife corridors, has become recognized as an 
important part of natural heritage planning. Although there is not universal agreement on the net benefits 
of corridors, a wide range of benefits can be attributed to maintaining connectivity within the natural 
landscape. In the fragmented landscape of southern Ontario, connectivity functions range from low, 
where major development features (e.g., highways, railways) fragment a pathway, to high, where 
natural features dominate the landscape and are more or less contiguous.  
 
The study area occurs at the extreme southern edge of a broad area where the local landscape supports 
areas of relatively large unbroken forested lands, which at the landscape level support both east-west 
and north-south  landscape connectivity function. Within the study area, north–south connectivity 
functions are not supported, since agricultural lands (approved for residential development) and the 
existing built-up part of the community of Hillsdale lie to the south of the study area. The northern limit 
of the property lies adjacent to a large tract of forested lands that extend northward for three kilometres 
to Orr Lake. These forested lands link two large north-south corridors within Simcoe Country. The study 
area lies at the very southern limit of the forest block and residential development lies directly to the 
west, along Highway 93 (Penetanguishene Road).   
 
Based on the existing conditions, east-west landscape connectivity function at a regional level occurs 
on lands directly to the north of the study area. No north-south connective function is associated with 
the study area. For the local area, north-south connectivity functions are associated with the Provincially 
Significant Wetland (Copeland-Craighurst-Guthrie Complex) which is associated with the floodplain of 
the Sturgeon River that lies approximately 600 m to the east of the study area.  
 
 

6. Summary and Key Functions 

The ecological features, functions and connectivity associated with the study area have been identified 
in the previous sections of this report. Field work and analysis was used to identify important aspects in 
each of the following areas: 
 

 vegetation communities and flora; 

 breeding birds;  

 amphibians and reptiles;  

 other wildlife attributes; and 

 landscape connectivity. 
 
Existing key features were also integrated into this existing conditions assessment. Two key features 
are discussed below.   
 
 

6.1 Stratum 2 Deer Habitat 

White-tailed Deer that winter within the Hillsdale Deer Yard to the north (Figure 2) use the study area 
as a feeding area, where they browse on low shrubs around the perimeter of the conifer plantations. 
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On occasion, deer have also been observed feeding on waste grain in the agricultural fields (approved 
Heritage Village of Hillsdale subdivision) to the south of the study area. These observations have 
typically been made at winter’s end (i.e., mid- to late March) and therefore it appears that deer make 
temporary and opportunistic use of the study area and the agricultural lands to the south (which will be 
converted to a residential use in the near future). However, the site itself is not considered significant 
wildlife habitat as defined by the PPS; this designation only applies to the Stratum I (core) feeding and 
shelter habitat associated with the dense conifer cover situated further to the north (see Figure 2).  
 
Following development of the Heritage Village subdivision, deer feeding opportunities in the study area 
will be reduced due to the presence of nearby residential dwellings. Similarly, if the study area is 
developed there is still ample deer feeding habitat available on the lands to the north and east. In 
addition, the grassy areas associated with the wastewater infiltration beds proposed in the east end of 
the study area (see Figure 3) will provide feeding opportunities, particularly if they are planted with 
vegetation that is typically utilized by deer as browse. 
 
 
6.2 Bat Habitat 

The MNRF’s Technical Note Species at Risk (SAR) Bats (2015) states “If the snag density is calculated 
to be ≥10 snags/hectare then this ELC polygon should be considered high quality potential maternity 
roost habitat”, and “All high quality maternity roost habitat should be monitored to ensure full coverage 
of the ELC polygon”.   
 
Based on the results of the snag density survey and using the MNRF’s Guidelines for Bat and Bat 
Habitat Surveys of Treed Habitats, it was determined the immature treed habitats in the study area do 
not represent high quality potential maternity roost habitat due to the lack of suitable snags/cavity trees.  
Thus, acoustic monitoring to determine the presence of bats was deemed not required. 
 
 

7. Proposed Development 

A draft plan of subdivision has been prepared for the study area by Malone Givens Parsons Ltd., and 
is illustrated in Figure 4.  The development will be primarily residential, with an internal loop road, a 
stormwater management pond and a tile field for the disposal of treated wastewater. Access to the 
property will be from the approved draft plan of subdivision to the south, via two internal roads 
(Figure 4).  
 
A communal septic area is proposed to be constructed on the eastern portion of the study area and 
extends beyond the Settlement Area boundary but only within the culturally disturbed community of old-
field and scattered Scotch Pine plantation.  The communal septic area is not proposed within the natural 
Poplar Mixed Forest community (Figure 4).  Wastewater from the residential units will be treated in a 
communal septic system on the adjacent Heritage Village lands and discharged to sub-surface 
infiltration beds in the study area. The infiltration beds will require an imported sand base. 
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The development will also require 2 through 100 year post-to-pre stormwater quantity control and 
enhanced quality control. The site will include a 5 year storm roadside ditch system, with additional 
flows being conveyed via overland flow to a stormwater management pond located at the eastern end 
of the property.  
 
 

8. Impact Assessment 

In general, potential effects of the proposed residential development of the study area could include the 
following:  
 

 direct loss of vegetation and habitat; 
 effects on vegetation communities due to changes in groundwater; 
 noise and light effects; 
 water contamination due to run-off or swimming pool backwash from rear yards; 
 soil compaction; 
 garbage/composting in natural areas; and 
 trampling and cutting of vegetation. 

 
 
In addition to these potential direct and indirect effects of the proposed development, there are effects 
that can be anticipated as the general landscape urbanizes. Many wildlife species respond to changes 
in land use at the landscape level, and these kinds of effects can neither be assessed nor mitigated at 
the individual property level.  
 
In a general sense, urbanization at the landscape scale likely results in instability in the populations of 
“urban-sensitive” species; these are species which are more often habitat specialists. This is at the 
expense of species that are generalist in nature and often “urban-tolerant”. To some extent this effect 
is already evident in the study area, as most typical urban sensitive species are already absent. This is 
reflected in the plant and animal communities and species that have been documented to occur on the 
site. Further changes can be anticipated as the lands within the Hillsdale Settlement Area to the south 
of the study area continue to urbanize.  
 
 

9. Mitigation and Net Impacts 

9.1 Seasonal Field Feeding by Deer 

Late winter foraging opportunities for deer wintering in the Hillsdale Deer Yard can be maintained post-
development, in part, on the eastern end of the study area, where the tile beds will be constructed, and 
on lands to the east of the proposed development limit.  Since the former area will have to be maintained 
as an open (i.e., non-forested) condition, there is an opportunity to develop an area of meadow habitat. 
Species of cool season forage plants such as clovers, Red Fescue (Festuca rubra) and Bird’sfoot Trefoil 
(Lotus corniculatus) which are favoured by deer as browse (Voigt et al. 1997) could be grown and 
maintained in this area.  When the snow cover on these fields melts off at the end of the winter these 
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early developing plants quickly begin to green-up, providing a forage crop for deer that has enhanced 
nutrient availability (i.e., digestible energy and protein concentration) over the woody browse the 
animals have been eating for most of the winter. 
 
The deer that utilize the study area during the winter will be displaced by the proposed residential 
development but will find ample food and shelter within the extensive forested lands that extend several 
kilometres to the north and east. This is the Stratum 1 (core area) deer wintering habitat associated with 
the Hillsdale Deer Yard.      
 
 

9.2 Amphibian Breeding Pond 

There is a small (0.2 ha) pond situated near the west end of the study area that supports a low number 
of breeding amphibians, represented by three common species.  The numbers and species recorded 
indicate that the pond is not a highly productive amphibian breeding site. In contrast, a larger pond (the 
extent of which has been estimated through airphoto interpretation) located approximately 100 m to the 
north of the study area (see Figure 2), was found to support breeding of six amphibian species, with 

many exhibiting a chorus code of 3, indicating large numbers of individuals. Based on the results of our 
2008 and 2016 field surveys we conclude that the pond located to the north of the study area is a 
productive breeding site for maintaining the local amphibian populations and will continue to function in 
this capacity after development of the study area.  
 
 

9.3 Construction Timing 

The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act protects the nests, eggs and young of most bird species from 

harm or destruction. As the breeding bird season in southern Ontario is generally from mid-April to late-
July, any clearing of vegetation should be done outside of these dates. For any proposed clearing of 
vegetation within these dates, or where birds may be suspected of nesting outside of typical dates, an 
ecologist should undertake detailed nest searches immediately prior to site alteration to ensure that no 
active nests are present. However, as many bird nests are difficult to locate (e.g., cavity, conifer and 
grassland nesters) this is often not feasible and the presence of territorial birds during the breeding 
season should be taken to indicate that nests are actually present. 
 
 

9.4 Rear Yard Fencing 

The rear lot line of all lots adjacent to natural features should be fenced to reduce access to the natural 
areas located north of the study area. This will reduce access for pets (although it will not eliminate 
access). To help ensure that heavy equipment does not impinge on the adjacent property to the north 
and east, filter fabric and paige wire fencing should be installed to define the development limit prior to 
any site alteration and should be maintained during the development process. All silt fencing should be 
removed when development work is completed and exposed soils have been stabilized. 
 
Standard Best Management Practices should also be employed during the construction process.  
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9.5 Net Effects 

With the proposed mitigative measures implemented, the effects of the proposed development at the 
site-specific level will be limited to the loss of some common flora and fauna that primarily occupy the 
cultural plantation and old field portions of the study area. None of these loses are expected to be at a 
level that could be considered significant at the Township of Springwater, Region of Simcoe or 
Provincial levels.  
 
 

10. Policy Conformity 

Section 4 of this report provided an overview of the natural heritage policies and regulations of the 
Provincial Policy Statement, the County of Simcoe, the Township of Springwater, and the Nottawasaga 
Valley Conservation Authority. The proposed undertaking, existing conditions and net effects of the 
proposed development are reviewed here in the context of those natural heritage policies and 
regulations. 
 
 

10.1 Provincial Policy Statement (2014) 

The PPS (2014) defines six natural heritage features, providing planning policies for each. The Natural 
Heritage Reference Manual (OMNR 2010) is a technical document used to help assess the natural 

heritage features.  The study area does not support any of the following PPS natural heritage features: 
significant wetlands, significant woodlands, significant wildlife habitat, significant valleylands, significant 
Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs) or coastal wetlands.  Nor does the site support 
significant habitat of endangered and threatened species or fish habitat. 
 
The central plantation in the study area does include a portion of Stratum 2 (Supporting) Deer Habitat, 
which means that deer use these lands temporarily and opportunistically for feeding purposes.  
However, Stratum 2 deer habitat is not considered significant wildlife habitat under the PPS (2014). The 
Stratum 1 deer wintering habitat to the north will not be impacted by the proposed development. 
 
 

10.2 County of Simcoe Official Plan (2008) 

The Ontario Municipal Board-approved Schedule 5.1 – Land Use Designations of the Simcoe County 
OP depicts the Greenlands boundary at the northern and eastern study area boundaries. The lands in 
the eastern portion of the subject property (i.e., external to the Settlement Area and the proposed 
development limits) are identified as County Greenlands (County of Simcoe 2008).  
 
None of the lands within the proposed development limits are designated as Simcoe County 
Greenlands. Field investigations have identified that the lands immediately beyond the Settlement Area 
boundary at the eastern edge of the study area are regenerating agricultural lands dominated by non-
native species.  The location, scale, and form of the septic area respects the protection of the County's 
natural heritage system.  This area does not represent the types of natural heritage features or areas 
meant to be included in the County’s Greenlands, as defined by the plan (i.e., it does not contain 
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wetlands, ANSIs, significant woodlands, significant wildlife habitat, significant valleylands, fish habitat, 
etc.).  
 
 

10.3 Township of Springwater Official Plan (1998) and OPA 37 (2008) 

The Township of Springwater Official Plan and OPA 37 identify the forests to the north and east of the 
study area, as well as the central portion of the study area as Environmental Protection Category 2 
lands. Development may be permitted within Category 2 lands if it can be demonstrated that negative 
impacts on the ecological features or functions of the components of the Natural Heritage System of 
the Township will not occur. 
 
The EIS has determined that the lands designated Environmental Protection Category 2 are not natural 
features that are listed in the Official Plan as those requiring this designation. These lands are 
regenerating agricultural lands in the form of a cultural plantation. This plantation, described in Section 
5.1.1 above, is a culturally-modified monoculture, dominated by a non-native tree species and supports 

few species in the understory.  No species of flora or fauna were found that are provincially or nationally 
threatened or endangered.  As such, there will be no negative impacts on the ecological features or 
functions defined in the plan. 
 
The Hillsdale OPA 37 depicts the central coniferous plantation as the only “environmental” lands 
associated with the study area and assigns this area an EP 2 designation.  As noted above, this EIS 
has demonstrated that the Environmental Protection Category 2 lands in the study area are not 
significant in terms of any Natural Heritage feature. Therefore, this overlay should be removed from 
Schedule A-7, meaning that these lands can be used for the same purposes as the adjacent land use 
designation (residential) without an amendment to the Township’s Official Plan. 
 
 

10.4 NVCA Regulations 

Although the NVCA regulates watercourses, valleylands, shorelines, and wetlands within its jurisdiction, 
in this part of the Township of Springwater its role in plan review is more of an advisory one. The NVCA 
will likely have an interest in the small wetland area on the site, however, as described above this feature 
is very small, not diverse in terms of species composition and does not perform significant ecological 
functions.  
 
 

11. Summary 

A background review and detailed seasonally appropriate field investigations were undertaken in the 
study area. An analysis of features and functions was undertaken and potential impacts were identified. 
Mitigation measures have been included to reduce potential impacts on existing features.  Net effects 
to natural heritage functions and features as a direct result of the proposed undertaking are expected 
to be limited to the loss of common and or abundant flora and fauna presently using the regenerating 
cultural plantation and old-field meadow that comprises most of the study area.  
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A p p e n d i x  A  

Vascular Plants for the Hillsdale Property 

Family Name Scientific Name Common Name CC Origin COSEWIC COSSARO 
S-

RANK 

Simcoe 
County (Riley 

1989) 
Aceraceae Acer negundo Manitoba Maple 0 N     S5   

Aceraceae Acer platanoides Norway Maple 0 I     SNA   

Aceraceae Acer rubrum Red Maple 4 N     S5   

Aceraceae 
Acer saccharum var. 
saccharum Sugar Maple 4 N     S5   

Anacardiaceae Rhus hirta Staghorn Sumac 1 N     S5   

Apiaceae Daucus carota Queen Anne's Lace 0 I     SNA   

Apocynaceae 

Apocynum 
androsaemifolium ssp. 
androsaemifolium Spreading Dogbane 3 N     S5   

Asclepiadaceae Asclepias syriaca Common Milkweed 0 N     S5   

Asteraceae 
Achillea millefolium var. 
millefolium Common Yarrow 0 I     SNA   

Asteraceae Cichorium intybus Chicory 0 I     SNA   

Asteraceae Cirsium arvense Creeping Thistle 0 I     SNA   

Asteraceae Cirsium vulgare Bull Thistle 0 I     SNA   

Asteraceae Erigeron strigosus Daisy Fleabane 0 N     S5   

Asteraceae 
Eutrochium maculatum 
var. maculatum Spotted Joe-pye Weed 3 N     S5   

Asteraceae Hieracium aurantiacum Orange Hawkweed 0 I     SNA   

Asteraceae Hieracium caespitosum Field Hawkweed 0 I     SNA   

Asteraceae Leucanthemum vulgare Oxeye Daisy 0 I     SNA   

Asteraceae Solidago canadensis Canada Goldenrod 1 N     S5   
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Family Name Scientific Name Common Name CC Origin COSEWIC COSSARO 
S-

RANK 

Simcoe 
County (Riley 

1989) 

Asteraceae 
Solidago rugosa ssp. 
rugosa Rough Goldenrod 4 N     S5   

Asteraceae 
Symphyotrichum 
ciliolatum Ciliolate Aster 6 N     S5   

Asteraceae 

Symphyotrichum 
lanceolatum ssp. 
lanceolatum Panicled Aster 3 N     S5   

Asteraceae 
Symphyotrichum novae-
angliae New England Aster 2 N     S5   

Asteraceae Taraxacum officinale Common Dandelion 0 I     SNA   

Asteraceae 
Tragopogon pratensis 
ssp. pratensis Meadow Goat's-beard 0 I     SNA   

Boraginaceae Echium vulgare Common Viper's-bugloss 0 N     SNA   

Caprifoliaceae Lonicera tatarica Tartarian Honeysuckle 0 I     SNA   

Caprifoliaceae 
Viburnum opulus var. 
americanum Highbush Cranberry 5 N     S5   

Caryophyllaceae Silene latifolia Bladder Campion 0 N     SNA   

Clusiaceae Hypericum perforatum St. John's-wort 0 N     SNA   

Cornaceae 
Cornus sericea ssp. 
sericea Red-osier Dogwood 2 I     S5   

Cupressaceae Thuja occidentalis Northern White Cedar 4 N     S5   

Cyperaceae Carex bebbii Bebb's Sedge 3 N     S5   

Cyperaceae Carex gracillima Graceful Sedge 4 I     S5   

Cyperaceae Carex lupulina Hop Sedge 6 I     S5   

Cyperaceae Carex retrorsa Retrorse Sedge 5 I     S5   

Cyperaceae Carex tuckermanii Tuckerman Sedge 7 I     S4   

Cyperaceae Carex vulpinoidea Fox Sedge 3 N     S5   

Cyperaceae Scirpus atrovirens Woolgrass Bulrush 3 N     S5   

Dennstaedtiaceae 
Pteridium aquilinum var. 
latiusculum Bracken Fern 2 I     S5   

Dryopteridaceae Dryopteris carthusiana Spinulose Wood Fern 5 I     S5   
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Family Name Scientific Name Common Name CC Origin COSEWIC COSSARO 
S-

RANK 

Simcoe 
County (Riley 

1989) 
Dryopteridaceae Onoclea sensibilis Sensitive Fern 4 I     S5   

Equisetaceae Equisetum arvense Field Horsetail 0 N     S5   

Fabaceae Vicia cracca Tufted Vetch 0 N     SNA   

Fagaceae Fagus grandifolia American Beech 6 N     S5   

Fagaceae Quercus rubra Northern Red Oak 6 N     S5   

Juncaceae 
Juncus effusus ssp. 
solutus Soft Rush 4 N     S5   

Juncaceae Juncus tenuis Slender Rush 0 N     S5   

Lamiaceae Clinopodium vulgare Field Basil 4 N     S5   

Liliaceae Asparagus officinalis Asparagus 0 I     SNA   

Oleaceae Fraxinus pennsylvanica Green Ash 3 N     S5   

Oleaceae Syringa vulgaris Common Lilac 0 I     SNA   

Onagraceae Oenothera biennis Common Evening-primrose 0 N     S5   

Pinaceae Abies balsamea Balsam Fir 5 N     S5   

Pinaceae Picea glauca White Spruce 6 N     S5   

Pinaceae Pinus resinosa Red Pine 8 N     S5   

Pinaceae Pinus strobus Eastern White Pine 4 N     S5   

Pinaceae Pinus sylvestris Scotch Pine 0 I     SNA   

Plantaginaceae Plantago lanceolata English Plantain 0 I     SNA   

Plantaginaceae Plantago major Nipple-seed Plantain 0 I     SNA   

Poaceae 
Bromus inermis ssp. 
inermis Smooth Brome 0 I     SNA   

Poaceae Dactylis glomerata Orchard Grass 0 I     SNA   

Poaceae Danthonia spicata Poverty Oat-grass 5 N     S5   

Poaceae Elymus repens Quack Grass 0 I     SNA   

Poaceae Glyceria striata Fowl Manna Grass 3 N     S5   

Poaceae Panicum capillare Old Panic Grass 0 N     S5   

Poaceae Phalaris arundinacea Reed Canary Grass 0 N     S5   

Poaceae Phleum pratense Timothy 0 I     SNA   

Poaceae Poa compressa Canada Bluegrass 0 N     S5   



 

 

A p p e n d i x  A   

 

 
Page A-4 

 
 

Family Name Scientific Name Common Name CC Origin COSEWIC COSSARO 
S-

RANK 

Simcoe 
County (Riley 

1989) 

Poaceae 
Poa pratensis ssp. 
pratensis Kentucky Bluegrass 0 N     S5   

Polygonaceae 
Rumex acetosella ssp. 
acetosella Sheep Sorrel 0 I     SNA   

Polygonaceae Rumex crispus Curly Dock 0 I     SNA   

Pyrolaceae Pyrola elliptica Shinleaf 5 N     S5   

Ranunculaceae 
Anemone virginiana var. 
virginiana Virginia Anemone 4 N     S5   

Ranunculaceae Ranunculus acris Tall Buttercup 0 I     SNA   

Rhamnaceae Frangula alnus Glossy Buckthorn 0 I     SNA   

Rhamnaceae Rhamnus cathartica Buckthorn 0 I     SNA   

Rosaceae Amelanchier sp. Serviceberry Species 0 N         

Rosaceae Crataegus sp. Hawthorn Species 0 N         

Rosaceae 
Fragaria virginiana ssp. 
virginiana Wild Strawberry 2 N     S5   

Rosaceae Malus pumila Common Apple 0 I     SNA   

Rosaceae Potentilla recta Sulphur Cinquefoil 0 I     SNA   

Rosaceae Prunus pensylvanica Fire Cherry 3 N     S5   

Rosaceae Prunus serotina Wild Black Cherry 3 N     S5   

Rosaceae 
Prunus virginiana var. 
virginiana Choke Cherry 2 N     S5   

Rosaceae Rosa blanda Smooth Rose 3 N     S5   

Rosaceae Rubus allegheniensis Allegheny Blackberry 2 N     S5   

Rosaceae 
Rubus idaeus ssp. 
strigosus Wild Red Raspberry 0 N     S5   

Rosaceae Sorbus aucuparia European Mountain-ash 0 I     SNA   

Rubiaceae Galium palustre Marsh Bedstraw 5 N     S5   

Rubiaceae 
Galium trifidum ssp. 
trifidum Small Bedstraw 5 N     S5   

Salicaceae 
Populus balsamifera 
ssp. balsamifera Balsam Poplar 4 N     S5   
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Family Name Scientific Name Common Name CC Origin COSEWIC COSSARO 
S-

RANK 

Simcoe 
County (Riley 

1989) 
Salicaceae Populus grandidentata Large-tooth Aspen 5 N     S5   

Salicaceae Populus tremuloides Quaking Aspen 2 N     S5   

Salicaceae Salix bebbiana Bebb's Willow 4 N     S5   

Salicaceae Salix discolor Pussy Willow 3 N     S5   

Salicaceae Salix petiolaris Meadow Willow 3 N     S5   

Scrophulariaceae Chelone glabra Turtlehead 7 N     S5   

Scrophulariaceae Verbascum thapsus Common Mullein 0 I     SNA   

Scrophulariaceae Veronica officinalis Common Speedwell 0 I     SNA   

Solanaceae Physalis heterophylla Clammy Ground-cherry 3 N     S4   

Solanaceae Solanum dulcamara Climbing Nightshade 0 I     SNA   

Tiliaceae Tilia americana American Basswood 4 N     S5   

Typhaceae Typha angustifolia Narrow-leaved Cattail 3 N     S5   

Typhaceae Typha latifolia Broad-leaf Cattail 3 N     S5   

Ulmaceae Ulmus americana American Elm 3 N     S5   

Vitaceae Parthenocissus vitacea Thicket Creeper 3 N     S5   

Vitaceae Vitis riparia Riverbank Grape 0 N     S5   

 
By Beacon Environmental in Summer 2008 and May 9 and June 30, 2016 
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A p p e n d i x  B  

Breeding Bird Species – Study Area and Adjacent Lands 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Status  
  

Number of 
Pairs / 

Territories 

National 
Species at 

Risk 
COSEWICa 

Species at 
Risk in 
Ontario 
Listing a 

Provincial 
breeding 
season 

SRANK b 
Area-sensitive 

(OMNR)c 
Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura     S5   2 

Pileated Woodpecker Dryocopus pileatus     S5 A 1 

Eastern Wood-Pewee Contopus virens SC SC S4   1 

Blue Jay Cyanocitta cristata     S5   1 

American Crow Corvus brachyrhynchos     S5   1 

Black-capped Chickadee Poecile atricapillus     S5   5 

Red-breasted Nuthatch Sitta canadensis     S5 A 2 

American Robin Turdus migratorius     S5   2 

Cedar Waxwing Bombycilla cedrorum     S5   4 

Red-eyed Vireo Vireo olivaceus     S5   5 

Nashville Warbler Oreothlypis ruficapilla     S5   1 

Chestnut-sided Warbler Setophaga pensylvanica     S5   1 

Ovenbird Seiurus aurocapillus     S4 A 4 

Common Yellowthroat Geothlyphis trichas     S5   1 

Indigo Bunting Passerina cyanea     S4   4 

Chipping Sparrow Spizella passerina     S5   2 

Field Sparrow Spizella pusilla     S4   2 

Vesper Sparrow Pooecetes gramineus     S4   2 

Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia     S5   4 

Red-winged Blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus     S4   2 

Baltimore Oriole Icterus galbula     S4   1 

American Goldfinch Spinus tristis     S5   2 
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Field Work Conducted On: June 1, 8, 28, 2016 
 
Number of Species: 22 
Number of (provincial and national) Species at Risk: 1 (Eastern Wood-Pewee) 
Number of S1 to S3 Species: 0 
Number of Forest Area-sensitive Species: 3 (Pileated Woodpecker, Red-breasted Nuthatch, Ovenbird) 
 
KEY  
a COSEWIC = Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada 
a Species at Risk in Ontario List (as applies to ESA) as designated by COSSARO (Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario) 
END = Endangered, THR = Threatened, SC = Special Concern  
 
b SRANK (from Natural Heritage Information Centre) for breeding status if:  
 S1 (Critically Imperiled), S2 (Imperiled),S3 (Vulnerable), S4 (Apparently Secure), S5 (Secure) 
SNA (Not applicable…'because the species is not a suitable target for conservation activities'; includes non-native species) 
 
c Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (OMNR). 2000. Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (Appendix G). 151 p plus appendices. 




