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Executive Summary
Spire Financial Limited (SFL) retained Environmental Liability Management Inc. (ELM) to conduct
a scoped Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for property located at 1805 Sawmill Road in
Conestogo, Ontario (hereinafter, the Site). In the past, the Site was used as a commercial feed
mill, and includes typical industrial infrastructure such as driveways, equipment sheds, parking
areas, storage silos, offices, and a warehouse among other features. The proposed activity is to
convert the Site into a restaurant complex across the existing footprint (hereinafter, the Project).
The final design of the Project will reflect the findings from this EIS regarding environmental
management and the available building footprint that can be used without disturbance of adjacent
environmental features found in proximity to the Site. These proximate environmental features
represent the trigger to complete the EIS, as the Site has previously been mapped as adjacent to
a Region of Waterloo (ROW) Environmental Core Feature containing a significant woodland.
Hence, the key objective of the EIS is to evaluate the current boundaries and land use on-Site
relative to the boundaries of the Environmental Core Feature found off-Site. This evaluation will
act to resolve methods to ensure the Project will not result in any significant disturbance to the
Environmental Core Feature. A secondary objective of the EIS is to screen for possible interaction
between species of conservation concern and the Project, again to ensure no significant
disturbances if such species exist on-Site or within 120 m of the property boundaries.
Communications were completed with Staff from ROW, GRCA, and MNRF that refined the design
of the EIS. This refinement reflects the need to resolve the building footprint available for the
Project relative to environmental features on- and off-Site. The basic strategy used within the EIS
was to adhere to technical requirements defined within the ROWOP (2016) along with Ontario’s
Policy and Planning Statement (2014) and other relevant laws and regulations. The EIS is
required to assess the possible disturbance that may arise from the proposed activity associated
with the Project. Hence, the EIS represents an assessment of how the Project may disturb natural
heritage features on- and off-Site.
This EIS used methods previously approved for ecological studies by staff from the ROW, as
defined within the guidelines set out in the Region of Waterloo Official Plan (ROWOP). That is,
staff from ROW guided ELM to ensure the methods applied to the EIS for the Site were
appropriate. Also, information on species of conservation concern were obtained from public
databases and staff from the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF). The
MNRF reported that a total of approximately nineteen (19) species of conservation concern that
possibly use habitats within 1 km2 of the Site. As such, the EIS assessed for the presence of these
rare species as well as suitable habitats. Also, representatives for KSAL outlined to ELM that the
proposed development will conform with the ROWOP for brownfields. For these reasons, the
overall design of the EIS addressed all aspects of the Site history.
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Site investigations were completed between May and October 2018. A qualified ecologist from
ELM led the investigation on-Site, during nine visits to the Site:
• inventorying and assessing the ecological and physical features with focus on areas along
the property boundaries on-Site, and land beyond the property boundaries including
meadows and woodlands on-Site and in close proximity to the Site;
• identifying and documenting significant natural heritage features, and
• assessing mitigation measures (such as Best Management Practices BMPs) to reduce or
eliminate the possible effect(s) of the proposed Project on natural features on-Site.
To assess the ecological and physical features of the site, ELM conducted botanical inventories.
This information was then interpreted using an Ecological Land Classification (ELC) to delineate
vegetation communities. Surveys on-Site identified that more than 50% being nonindigenous to
Ontario. The herbaceous plant communities on-Site can be described as being typical of disturbed
woodland and meadow habitats. All native species were ranked as common or S5 – this identifies
they are known to be common in Ontario and secure in global distribution. A number of plant
species on-Site are also sold at commercial greenhouses (i.e., ornamentals) and are common in
urban areas. No plant species of conservation concern were observed on-Site. This distribution
of plant species and physical features identified nine (9) habitat zones that included:
1.
Low Density Residential: residential homes adjacent to Site;
2.
Industrial Complex: closed feed mill operation;
3.
Cultural Meadow (CUM1-c): along Sawmill Road and throughout the Site.
4.
Cultural Woodland (CUW1): along Sawmill Road;
Cultural Woodland (CUW1-b) along the southern boundary of Site;
5.
Fresh Moist Willow Lowland Deciduous Forest (FODM7-3): Woodland found in
proximity to the drainage ditch dominated by planted hybrid willow (i.e., Crack
Willow Salix fragilis) with Bur Oak (Quercus macrocarpa), Hickory (Carya spp.),
and other trees.
6.
Fresh Moist Bur Oak Deciduous Forest Woodland (FODM9-3): found along the
shoreline of Conestogo River and within the floodplain was historically dominated
by Bur Oak with Hickory, American Basswood (Tilia americana), Red Maple (Acer
rubrum), among other trees including non-native Manitoba Maple (Acer negundo).
7.
Abandoned Orchard: Area includes varied old Apple (Malus spp.) along with
other fruit trees, Manitoba Maple and European Buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica).
8.
Goldenrod Meadow (MEFM1-1): Abandoned pasture in proximity to the Conestogo
River floodplain now dominated by Goldenrod and Aster among many other plants.
9.
Hedgerow (H): row of mature Crack Willow with Bur Oak and other trees.
All of these environmental features are mapped and assessed within this EIS. With this mapping
in mind along with the proposed development concept, the key findings along with the conclusions
are presented, as follows.
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Inspections confirmed a significant FODM9-3 Bur Oak woodland exists south of the Site, and was
designated as a Core Environmental Feature within the ROWOP. The northern boundary of this
Significant Woodland was delineated during the preparation of the ELC map. It is prudent to
restate this Significant Woodland exists south of the south property boundary, on the neighbour’s
property. The northern edge of the Significant Woodland was mapped, to demonstrate how
different types of vegetation exist between the Project and the north boundary of the Significant
Woodland. The key vegetation found between the Site and the Significant Woodland was
classified as CUM1-c cultural meadow on-Site. Also, CUW1-b, with 95% dominance by
nonindigenous Manitoba Maple (Acer negundo) exists off-Site. Hence, the CUM1-c and CUW1b collectively separates the Significant Woodland from activities on-Site.
As a result of findings produced within this EIS from a review of existing records and multiple
inspections on-Site, the following conclusions were identified:
•

The significant natural heritage features on-Site are the FODM7-3 Crack Willow woodland
and FODM9-3 Bur Oak woodland, located east, south, and west of the property boundary;

•

Key vegetation features found along the south property boundary are composed of
CUM1-c cultural meadow with a width of 5 – 20+ m and CUW1-b woodland with a width
of 18 – 50+ m that collectively exist along the property line and buffer the significant
woodland. On the east, it is the CUW1-b woodland with a width of 10 – 15 m and
manicured grass with a width of 2 – 3 m that creates a buffer of vegetation that is 12 – 18
m wide along the woodland. Hence, the cultural meadow, cultural woodland, and lawn
buffer the significant woodlands along the east, south, and west property boundaries;

•

No risk of disturbance of species of conservation concern or highly mobile SAR such as
bats, birds due to no expected disturbance of FODM7-3 and FODM9-3 woodlands;

•

To avoid disturbance of Monarch that use Common Milkweed, this plant will be removed
only after September 15 in any given year;

•

Nonindigenous species are prevalent in the CUM1-c cultural meadow, CUW1-b cultural
woodland dominated by Manitoba Maple, and CUW1 cultural woodland along Sawmill
Road. These areas are well suited for replanting with native species;

•

Observed presence of vegetation buffers along the FOD9-3 woodland range in width from
18 – 50+ m and will protection this woodland within the Environmental Core Feature. This
confirms land use on-Site conforms to ROWOP policies 7.C.10 and 7.C.11 that requires
a minimum 10 m vegetation buffers for the boundary of Core Environmental Features; and

•

Due to past disturbance on-Site and within 120 m, wildlife habitat is concentrated in the
FODM7-3 woodland and FODM9-3 woodland. Since the Project will not disturb the
woodlands, no effects are expected on any resident or migratory wildlife. By extension, no
significant effects are anticipated on the natural environment from the Project.
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These conclusions lead to the following recommendations for future management activities:
•

Efforts should be applied to removal all garbage within the CUM1-c cultural meadows and
CUW1-b and CUW1 cultural woodlands on-Site;

•

Use active control of NIS on-Site, as they are disturbing the ecological functioning of the
FODM7-3 and FODM9-3 woodlands south of the Site. The best approach will involve
application of different methods across species:
i) Remove all European Buckthorn by hand, to avoid harming native trees; and
ii) Actively remove patches of NIS herbaceous species using BMPs that will not
harm native herbaceous species.

•

To complete the control of NIS woody species, native woody species should be planted in
CUW1-b cultural woodland and CUW1 cultural woodland. Future plantings in these areas
should involve species that are ecologically adapted for the drainage, soils, and slope of
the respective areas, and this will act enhance the vegetation buffer species by using
woody species that dominate the FODM7-3 and FODM9-3 woodlands; and

•

Apply recommended measures to mitigate the potential effects of the proposed Project
include BMPs for sediment and erosion control along with appropriate timing windows for
disturbance of the Site. These efforts collectively can be expected to reduce the potential
future disturbance to existing natural heritage features on-Site.

In summary, this EIS involved a combination of review of existing records and a series of Site
visits to document existing natural heritage and physical features from May to October, 2018. The
Site visits allowed for the documentation and identification of herbaceous plant species and
vegetation communities, while searching for species of conservation importance and SAR onSite. The collection of extensive information from spring to autumn allowed for the evaluation of
possible consequences of the Project on the existing natural heritage and physical features onSite, using an EIS approach.
Overall, it is ELM's opinion that the retention of vegetation on-Site and vegetation off-Site that is
adjacent to the FOD9-3 woodland will result in no significant disturbance of the Core
Environmental Feature from the Project. The removal of NIS vegetation from along the boundary
of the woodlands will result in the enhancement of these woodland habitats. A key consideration
is that the adjacent woodlands exist on private property and any future work in these areas
requires the permission of the landowner. Future application of BMPs on-Site during the Project
are anticipated to result in the reduction and/or avoidance of disturbance and thereby the Project
conforms with Ontario’s Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) and the ROWOP.

This summary only represents an overview of the findings and recommendations of the EIS.
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

Environmental Liability Management Inc. (ELM) was retained by Spire Financial Limited (SFL) to
prepare a Scoped Environmental Impact Study (EIS) to assess a proposed land re-development
project of a commercial feed mill to an events centre and restaurant complex with associated
office and storage space (the Project). This EIS focuses on the proposed Project involving
redevelopment by SFL of a former feed mill, located at 1805 Sawmill Road in Conestogo, ON,
N0B 1N0 (hereinafter referred to as the Site; Figure 1). The Site exists within the Township of
Woolwich and is subject to land use planning defined by the Region of Waterloo Official Plan
(ROWOP; ROW 2015). Current land on-Site includes an abandoned commercial feed mill, and
other typical industrial infrastructure features such as driveways, equipment sheds, parking area,
storage silos, warehouse, office, and other features. The southern property boundary is proximate
to a ROWOP Environmental Core Feature containing a significant woodland. The proximity of the
Environmental Core Feature and the proposed change in land use on-Site represents the trigger
to complete this EIS. Hence, the primary objective of the EIS is to evaluate the current boundaries
and land use on-Site relative to the boundaries of the Environmental Core Feature containing the
significant woodland. This evaluation will act to resolve methods to ensure the Project will not
result in any significant disturbance to the Environmental Core Feature. A secondary objective of
the EIS is to screen for possible interaction between species of conservation concern and the
Project, again to ensure no significant disturbances if such species exist on-Site or within 120 m
of the property boundaries.

N

Figure 1: Aerial photograph of the Site in 2017. The Project area considered within this EIS is
represented generally within the red rectangle. This Project will focus on re-constructing the
existing infrastructure and parking area, located in proximity to natural areas on adjacent
properties, with the Conestogo River located > 200 m to the south. This image was obtained from
a public database (i.e. Google Earth).
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The Site includes infrastructure features associated with the former feed mill along with natural
areas to the south and east. These natural areas exist along the property boundaries, and provide
separation from the natural features off-Site. In addition, a small (width of ~1 - 2 m) ditch feature
exists to the south of the property, and collects water along the base of the slope, and then enters
the Site before exiting at the east boundary. This drainage generally is from east to west, and
ends at the Conestogo River. This drainage ditch was previously mapped by the Grand River
Conservation Authority (GRCA) and included within their mapping database (Figure 2).

Figure 2: Map of the Site with the boundaries marked with the red line from the GRCA
(www.grandriver.ca). This map also shows the presence of wooded areas (shown as green
shading) and a drainage ditch (marked with a blue arrow). The ditch flows north-west toward the
Site, and then from west to east on-Site, before exiting at the east property line. This ditch ends
with a confluence at the Conestogo River, > 200 m to the east.
It is prudent to define the meaning of significant woodland in Ontario as it pertains to the ROWOP
Environmental Core Feature adjacent to the Site. A woodland is a treed area that provides
environmental and economic benefits to both the private landowner and the general public, as
well as providing natural habitats for wildlife. These benefits include erosion prevention,
hydrological and nutrient cycling, provision of clean air, filtering of runoff, groundwater infiltration
etc. Significance of a woodland is often defined by the total area. In the ROW urban boundary,
woodlands are automatically designated as significant if they are larger 4 ha in area (ROW, 2015).
The ROWOP Policies 7.C.10 and 7.C.11 concern the need to assess Core Environmental
Features and to identify appropriate vegetation buffers to protect and maintain these habitats.
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These vegetation buffers are intended to facilitate the protection of existing wildlife habitats as
well as allow for maintenance of ecological functions, in terms of species diversity and persistence
(ROW, 2015). The key consideration is that environmental buffers provide an allowance for native
vegetation to persist to the future. It is prudent to also note these policies do allow some forms of
development to be accommodated within the Core Environmental Feature and on adjacent lands,
if their impacts are demonstrated to be small-scale and to not result in significant disturbance to
the woodland (ROW, 2015). In summary, the main objective of the EIS will be to fully understand
the potential interactions between the Project and Core Environmental Feature found in proximity
to the Site, represented by significant woodland along the Conestogo River.
In the ROW, a key mandate for the protection of greenlands is to reduce the disturbance from
nonindigenous species (NIS) including vegetation and wildlife (ROW, 2016). That is, it is feasible
to protect greenlands through the reduction in disturbance from NIS. Such an approach requires
a two-step process, to lower the rate of introduction of NIS, and to control existing NIS. This
problem has become worse during recent years, particularly in greenlands and Environmental
Sensitive Policy Areas within the ROW (ROW, 2016; Shea, 2016). Such NIS includes trees like
European Buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), Norway Maple (Acer platanoides), and Manitoba
Maple (Acer negundo); other NIS species that have become established include Common Mullein
(Verbascum klthapsus), Garlic Mustard (Alliaria petiolate), Periwinkle (Vinca minor), Wild Mint
(Mentha arvensis), among many others. Hence, when new uses for existing properties are
proposed, it provides the opportunity to remove NIS in proximity to and within greenlands, as a
way to provide additional protection to the greenlands (ROW, 2016). For these reasons, the
preparation of a management strategy for NIS on-Site represents a third objective of this EIS.
Key components of this EIS are as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Review of government regulations, natural heritage planning, and the proposed redevelopment strategy, Section 2;
Review of background information, survey methods, and aerial photographs, Section 3;
Survey results for vegetation, including trees and herbaceous species, Section 4;
Bird survey results, Section 5;
Review of information from ecological surveys, Section 6;
Assessment of habitat available for species of conservation concern, Section 7;
Integration of Project relative to ecological and environmental features, Section 8;
Recommendations for maintenance of ecological functioning of Site relative to the
development plan, Section 9.

Information from the different sections of the EIS is then integrated to formulate conclusions and
recommendations regarding the proposed development plan for the Site.
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2.0

REVIEW OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AND NATURAL HERITAGE PLANNING

This section reviews the government regulations that apply to the Project for the Site. Then the
section reviews the consultations completed with various government agencies regarding the
required study components to be included within the EIS. This EIS was prepared by staff from
ELM. The field studies and analyses were completed by Dean Fitzgerald, M.Sc., Ph.D and
Jessica Zadori, B.Sc. A short professional file for Dr. Fitzgerald is included in Appendix A of the
EIS, to confirm his background to lead this study. The proposed development is described below
with additional technical descriptions with Appendix B.
2.1

Government Regulations

In Ontario, the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) was issued under Section 3 of the Planning Act,
and came into effect on March 01, 2005. This document states that planning authorities “shall be
consistent with” policy statements issued under the PA. The PPS includes policies on
development and land use patterns, resources, and public health and safety. It is for this reason
that Official Plans in Ontario require the evaluation of potential disturbance from proposed
developments on natural heritage features. An updated version of the PPS was presented in 2014
(PPS, 2014) that is consistent with the previous version. The PPS (2014) intends to coordinate
environmental management, as defined by other legislation, such as Ontario’s Water Resources
Act (WRA), Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act FWCA), and Conservation Authorities Act (CAA).
These regulations can trigger the need to complete an EIS for habitats that may be disturbed by
proposed developments, as a way to achieve the requirement for satisfactory environmental
management. The EIS represents the process that acts to generate environmental information on
the land, water, and other natural heritage features in question and then this information can be
used for environmental management. For this proposed Project, the close proximity of the Site to
significant woodlands represent a potential interaction with the Project and trigger for this EIS
under the ROWOP (2015). An overview of the guidance provided by staff from ROW to ELM for
this EIS is described in Section 2.2.1.
It is noteworthy to identify that other legal instruments exist that also guide environmental
management in Ontario. For these reasons, this EIS also considers Species At Risk (SAR) plants
and animals as defined under Ontario's Endangered Species Act (ESA) as well as the federal
Species At Risk Act (SARA); this EIS also follows the Migratory Bird Convention Act (MBCA) and
FWCA. Consideration of other legal guidance during the completion of environmental studies
within the ROW represents an essential activity for any proposed development. Hence, the
requirements included in the ROWOP, PPS, ESA, SARA, MBCA, and FWCA were applied
collectively to define the scope of this EIS. The main focus of the EIS is to identify the possible
consequences of the proposed Project on-Site and within 120 m of the property boundaries.
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2.2

Natural Heritage Planning Considerations

In order to evaluate the proposed Project, it is necessary to identify key natural heritage features
located in proximity to the Site within the EIS. For the Site, the natural heritage features include
the surrounding woodlands. As noted, these woodlands that surround the Site provide habitat for
plants and wildlife species. A key consideration is that these woodlands exist beyond the property
boundaries while mapped as a Core Environmental Feature for the general area.
2.2.1

Region of Waterloo

A meeting was held on-Site to discuss the Project on April 26, 2018, reviewed in Appendix C.
This meeting was led by Tim Van Hinte and Albert Hovingh, Environmental Planners from the
ROW, and focused on the required Terms of Reference (TOR) for this EIS. The focus was a
discussion on how it was essential for the TOR for the proposed EIS to include components that
evaluate the Project while matching the requirements of the ROWOP. A key topic that was
discussed was how the Project was proposed to develop within the existing development footprint
while all adjacent lands were managed by a single private land owner. Within this setting, Mr. Van
Hinte advised it was prudent to communicate with the neighbour, to ensure they understood the
Project, and to obtain permission to access the land surrounding the Project for EIS field studies.
During the meeting, a secondary key focus was to discuss how the ROWOP would shape the EIS
to evaluate the Project. This discussion identified that the Project will not be permitted to exist or
disturb significant portions of fish or wildlife habitat. With the identification of this topic for the need
to have no significant disturbance, it was explained by the Proponents the Project was not
expected to extend beyond the existing development footprint used by the now-closed feed mill.
This explanation resulted in the ROW to state that if the Project did not disturb the existing
drainage ditch, then no studies within the ditch were required for the EIS. Further, it was also
stated by the ROW that if the Project did not extend to the existing woodlands surrounding the
Project, it was still necessary to use the EIS to assess possible effects of the Project on the
woodlands, as they had been previously classified as representing an Environmental Core
Feature adjacent to the Site (ROW, 2015). Hence, Mr. Van Hinte recommend that ELM discuss
the need for studies of the drainage ditch with the GRCA as part of the EIS prior to the completion
of the TOR. Such a discussion was completed with GRCA, as described below in 2.2.2.
Other topics reviewed by Mr. Van Hinte included how disturbance is also not allowed within the
habitat of threatened and/or endangered animal and plant SAR, as defined by the ESA and SARA.
Development and alteration of habitats may be permitted on lands adjacent to significant habitats
used by SAR only if it is demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural
features or the ecological functions in these areas. Development may be permitted in, and
adjacent to, the other types of natural heritage features provided that there will be no significant

SFIE001

5

August, 2019

Environmental Liability Management Inc.

negative impacts on the features and functions of SAR that may exist in the area. Hence, Mr. Van
Hinte recommend ELM discuss the need for SAR studies with the MNFR as part of the EIS.
This background was used by ELM to prepare the TOR for the EIS. The proposed TOR included
studies from May to October, representing spring to autumn, was submitted to Mr. Van Hinte for
comment and a revised final version was then accepted by Mr. Van Hinte. A copy of the
correspondence between ELM and ROW regarding the TOR is included within Appendix C.
2.2.2

Grand River Conservation Authority

Following the guidance from Staff from ROW, ELM contacted GRCA regarding the Project. The
GRCA contact for the project was Kaitlyn Rosebrugh. After initial communications, ELM sent Ms.
Rosebrugh a description of the Project and explanation that the proposed future use would not
extend beyond the existing development footprint on-Site. In addition, it was also explained the
Project would not disturb the existing drainage feature that enters the Site from the south. It was
also acknowledged by GRCA that the Conestogo River was located > 200 m from the south
property boundary and would not be disturbed by the Project. With this basis, the GRCA
responded and stated they had no concerns for the proposed Project and deferred all
environmental oversight to the ROW. A caveat within this response was that if the Project
changed, and did include a proposal to disturb the drainage feature, the GRCA would need to
re-review the Project and TOR for the EIS. A copy of the correspondence between ELM and
GRCA regarding the TOR for the EIS is included within Appendix D.
2.2.3

Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources

As suggested by ROW, Staff from ELM initially reviewed the MNRF database (NHIC, 2018) for
records of SAR within one km2 of the Site. This database is maintained through Land Information
Ontario and represents Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) 1 km2 grids referred to as
17NJ4020 and 17NJ4021. Then, ELM completed direct communications, through electronic mail,
with Staff from MNRF’s Guelph office, to identify SAR that may exist in proximity to the Project. A
copy of the correspondence between ELM and MNRF regarding the EIS is within Appendix E.
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2.3

Proposed Development Strategy

For the Site, the main focus of the Project is for SFL to convert the buildings and infrastructure of
the closed feed mill to an events centre and restaurant complex with varied amenities, as reviewed
within Appendix B. This conversion of the existing features has been refined during recent
communications involving SFL, the Township of Woolwich, and ROW since May, 2018. The
development refinement process is on-going whereas this EIS is focusing on the evaluation of
the environmental footprint for the Project relative to the natural features on- and off-Site.
For the Site, the main focus of the Project is for SFL to convert the buildings and infrastructure of
the closed feed mill to an events centre and restaurant complex with varied amenities, as
represented within Plates 1 and 2 showing the building designs as well as within Appendix B.
this conversion will occur within the existing footprint of the closed feed mill. The current design
and layout, includes the following features:
•

separate driveways for dedicated egress and regress to Sawmill Road;

•

upgrades to on-Site parking;

•

retention of many existing infrastructure features;

•

rehabilitation of existing infrastructure features;

•

landscape enhancements along Sawmill Road as well as across Site;

•

improvements to storm water drainage features;

•

installation of septic system;

•

create restaurant and banquet facilities; and

•

establish office and retail commercial space.

Activities on-Site will involve renovations of existing buildings as well as removal of debris
remaining from the closed feed mill. Other activity will include landscaping of the natural areas
and maintenance of the existing trees. Landscape activities will include removal of NIS weeds
while tree maintenance will include removal of NIS trees as well as pruning of existing tree cover.
This vegetation management will be consistent with guidance provided within the ROWOP (ROW,
2015) as well as the greenlands strategy (ROW, 2016). Additional information concerning
vegetation management is included within Sections 8 and 9.
It is also proposed that a septic field will be installed along the southern property boundary within
the existing footprint of the closed feed mill, along the south edge of the parking lot. This area was
selected for a septic field based on separate investigations of groundwater in the area (K.Smart,
2019; Chung & Doelen, 2019). The proposed layout of the Project on-Site within Phase 2 is
presented within Figure 3 while additional Project features are included within Appendix B.
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Figure 3: Proposed development within the existing developed footprint of the closed feed mill.
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Plate 1: Schematic representation of the renovated feed mill, prepared by Imagine Architecture. All activities will occur on the existing
footprint with no extension to the surrounding natural areas.
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Plate 2: Schematic representation of the renovated feed mill, prepared by Imagine Architecture. All activities will occur on the existing
footprint with no extension to the surrounding natural areas.
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2.4

Preparation of EIS Relative to Government Guidance

With available information on the natural heritage and physical features of the study area, a TOR
for the EIS was prepared to assesses the Project on-Site and within the adjacent lands within 120
m of the property boundaries. The preparation of this EIS is expected to allow for an assessment
of the proposed Project relative to the planning guidance received from the ROW, GRCA, and
MNRF within the context of relevant Ontario and federal government laws and regulations. In
summary, the design of the EIS was approved prior to the completion of field surveys on-Site.
This design of the EIS was predicated on the interpretation that limited surface waters or
groundwater features exist on-Site and the studies would focus on natural heritage and physical
features found on-Site and within 120 m of the property boundaries.
2.5

Summary

Communications were completed with Staff from ROW, GRCA, and MNFR that refined the design
of the EIS. This refinement reflects the need to resolve the building footprint available for the
Project relative to environmental features on- and off-Site. Once the approach was refined, a TOR
was submitted to the ROW and approved following revision. The basic strategy used within the
approved design of the EIS was to adhere to the requirements as defined within the ROWOP
(2015) along with the PPS (2014) and other relevant laws and regulations. A key activity to
complete within this EIS concerns the need for a detailed environmental inventory of natural
heritage and physical features on-Site and in close proximity to the Site. This environmental
inventory was to be completed from May to October 2018 along with the review of salient technical
literature. In addition, information was obtained that identified possible species of conservation
concern representing SAR that may be associated with the Site. This information on natural
heritage features and SAR relative to the Project were integrated within the EIS. With this basis,
the integrated information is then used to recommend environmental management strategies to
avoid, reduce and or mitigate disturbance from the Project.
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3.0

DATA COLLECTION, ANALYSIS AND ADDITIONAL RESOURCES

This section reviews key dates and activities for the EIS completed during 2018.
3.1

Key Dates and Weather Observations

Studies of the natural heritage and physical features were completed on, and adjacent to, the
Site from May to October, 2018. This time period can be described as extending from spring to
autumn. The weather during this period was typical for the months and seasons. The exact
dates for these surveys, with weather descriptions, were as follows:
•

April 26 – Meeting with Staff from ROW, Township of Woolwich regarding an explanation
of the requirements for the Terms of Reference for the EIS;

•

May 29 – Vegetation inspections and incidental wildlife surveys;

•

June 12 – Completed the first breeding bird survey, as recommended by OBBA;

•

June 22 – Vegetation inspections and incidental wildlife surveys;

•

July 3 – Completed the second breeding bird survey, as recommended by OBBA;

•

July 17 – Vegetation inspections and incidental wildlife surveys;

•

August 4 – Vegetation inspections and incidental wildlife surveys;

•

August 9 – Vegetation inspections and incidental wildlife surveys;

•

September 13 – met James Dennis, Certified Arborist from Aboud Associates and Albert
Hovingh from ROW to discuss vegetation management; and

•

October 4 – Vegetation inspections and incidental wildlife surveys.

Select photographs of the Site were collected during some visits, and presented in Appendix F.
3.2

Supporting Documents and Resources

A literature review was completed for the Site.
3.2.1

Technical Documents

A paucity of technical documents were found for the Site. Most studies found were associated
directly with the Conestogo River or Grand River and pertained to aquatic species in these
habitats. No studies with a focus on the Site were found.
3.2.2

Aerial Photographs

The literature review identified two aerial photographs from the past showing land use on-Site
and within adjacent areas. These photographs from 2006 and 2016 were reviewed, to visually
assess land use and general features of natural heritage features over time. These photographs
demonstrate the general status of the significant woodlands to the south representing a natural
heritage and physical features as well as evidence of environmental disturbance(s) in proximity
to the Site. Representative aerial photographs are presented in Figures 4 and 5.
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Figure 4: An aerial photograph of the Site in 2006. This view shows the woodland is extensive
in the area south of the Site.

Figure 5: An aerial photograph of the Site in 2016. This view also shows the woodland is
extensive in the area to the south of the Site. This view also suggests the woodland has
become more dense over time.
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3.3

Interpretation

When these photographs were interpreted, the following observations were evident:
•
•
•
•

Dominance by deciduous trees during this time period;
Distribution of trees is consistent and dense, and this implies self-sustaining woodlands;
No evidence of large-scale human or natural disturbance; and
Land-use on Site respects the forest edge environment with no obvious incursions.

Interpretation of aerial photographs of the Site from 2006 to 2016 identify no apparent changes
to the land use or woodland located south of the Site. That is, this woodland shows consistent
distribution with no apparent large-scale harvest whereas the density of trees appears to have
increased during this 10-year period. These photographs also document an absence of other
large types of human and natural disturbance on-Site like forest fire or slope failure.
3.4

Communications with Ministry of Resources and Forestry

The review of the NHIC database as well as communications with MNRF identified 20 SAR during
past surveys reported within 1 km2 of the Site (reviewed in Table 1). The MNRF communicated
that it was necessary to evaluate each species in Table 1 for possible presence based on
essential habitat requirements. This approach is particularly relevant for SAR that are not highly
mobile such as plants but more challenging for highly mobile SAR such as birds that could visit
the Site periodically but not reside there. The list of candidate SAR with conservation status as
Endangered (END), Threatened (THR), or Special Concern (SC) included:
• Butternut Juglans cinera, END;
• Black Ash Fraxinus nigra, THR;
• Broad-leaved Puccoon Lithospermum latifolium, THR;
• Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica, THR;
• Chimney Swift Chaetura pelagica, THR;
• Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus, SC;
• Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus, THR;
• Eastern Wood-pewee Contopus virens, SC;
• Monarch Danaus plexippus, SC;
• Little Brown Myotis Myotis lucifugus, END;
• Northern Myotis Myotis septentrionalis, END;
• Wavy-rayed Lampmussel Lampsilis fasciola, END;
• Elktoe Alasmidonta marginata, THR;
• Rainbow Mussel Villosa iris, SC;
• Silver Shiner Notropis photogenis, THR;
• Black Redhorse Moxostoma duquesnei, THR
• River Redhorse Moxostoma valenciennesi, SC;
• Snapping Turtle Chelydra serpentina, SC;
• Midland Painted Turtle Chrysemys picta, SC; and
• Northern Map Turtle Graptemys geographica, SC.
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Table 1: Review of candidate SAR listed as possibly present within 1 km2 of the Site. This list
reflects species presence reported by NHIC or identified in recent communications with MNRF
staff. The conservation status of each species as reported by COSEWIC is listed, as: Endangered
(END), Threatened (THR), Special Concern (SC).
Type of Species Common name
Scientific name
Plant
Butternut
Juglans cinera
Black Ash
Fraxinus nigra
Broad-leaved Puccoon
Lithospermum latifolium
Bird
Barn Swallow
Hirundo rustica
Chimney Swift
Chaetura pelagica
Bald Eagle
Haliaeetus
leucocephalus
Bobolink
Dolichonyx oryzivorus
Eastern Wood-pewee
Contopus virens
Insect
Monarch
Danaus plexippus
Myotis (Bat)
Little Brown Myotis
Myotis lucifugu
Northern Myotis
Myotis septentrionalis
Freshwater
Wavy-rayed
Lampsilis fasciola
Mussel
Lampmussel
Elktoe
Alasmidonta marginata
Rainbow Mussel
Villosa iris
Fish
Silver Shiner
Notropis photogenis
Black Redhorse
Moxostoma duquesnei
River Redhorse
Moxostoma
valenciennesi
Turtle
Snapping Turtle
Chelydra serpentina
Midland Painted Turtle
Chrysemys picta
Northern Map Turtle
Graptemys geographica

COSEWIC Status
END
THR
THR
THR
THR
SC
THR
SC
SC
END
END
THR
THR
SC
THR
THR
SC
SC
SC
SC

Those SAR listed in Table 1 represent the species of conservation concern of particular
importance for the Project, based on this literature review and communications with MNRF. As
such, ELM considers the records review for SAR for the Site as complete, as of December, 2018.
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4.0

VEGETATION SURVEY

This section describes the surveys completed for herbaceous and woody vegetation on-Site. The
information on plant diversity was then used to classify the assorted habitats in proximity to the
Project area using Ecological Land Classification (ELC) methods.
4.1
Methodology
Plants were assessed during all visits to the Site, between May and October. This assessment
of plants focused on the meadows and woodlands located on- and off-Site. Inspections of the
meadows and woodlands during the spring and summer months allowed for the identification of
general patterns in the vegetation community, based on species presence/absence through the
growing season. When the woodlands were inspected, it facilitated the opportunity to generally
gage community distribution. This basis was used for detailed mapping during July, of the plant
species relative to proximity to the slope, drainage, and the canopy of the woodland. Identification
of plant species was confirmed through multiple inspections. In some instances, specimens were
collected, to confirm the field identification in the office. These plants were identified and named
following Newmaster (1998) with some recent changes in nomenclature for some species. A
number of NIS not evident in Ontario when Newmaster (1998) was prepared were identified using
on-line websites maintained by respected sources such as MNRF and universities.
Observations of the sizes of woody stem were also collected. This collection of size data on woody
stems was required to satisfy the need to prepare an inventory of trees with Diameter at Breast
Height (DBH) > 10 cm, as these trees are to be ideally retained during development projects, as
defined within the ROWOP Conservation of Trees in Woodlands By-law 08-026 and Township of
Wilmot By-law 24-2012 as it applies to tree management on developed properties.
Information on land use and vegetation communities was then used to prepare an ELC map for
the Site. This effort generated polygons to describe the vegetation communities associated with
the Site, following standard methods for southern Ontario (Lee et al. 1998; Lee, 2008). This
application also follows MNRF’s vegetation type classification codes to encompass the range of
natural and cultural vegetation communities with reference to the updated list from December,
2008. For this EIS, interpretation of aerial photographs and field inspections were used to define
vegetation community boundaries as distinct polygons. Then field data on actual plant species
community boundaries were identified, and acted as the basis to classify these communities. It is
prudent to note that the ELC hierarchy recommends that a vegetation community polygon be
greater than or equal to 0.5 ha in size before it is defined. Patches of vegetation less than 0.5 ha
or areas of disturbance that are small, on the landscape perspective, are often integrated with
adjacent communities that are most similar. However, ELM deemed it important to represent each
ecosite on-Site even when it was smaller than 0.5 ha, as vegetation communities in proximity to
the Site differed to such a large degree.
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4.2

Results

All plant species identified on-Site or within 120 m of the property boundary are listed as secure
in global rank (i.e., G5) and species rank (i.e., S4 or S5). In other words, no species of
conservation concern were observed on-Site or within adjacent areas off-Site. Similarly, all NIS
plants are also regarded as common and secure in the global distribution. Some of the plant
species in the study area are also sold at commercial greenhouses, as annual or perennial (i.e.,
ornamentals) and are escapees from gardens. No SAR were identified during any inspection.
4.2.1

Woody species

The inspections of woody shrubs and trees allowed for all species associated with the Project to
be identified. This effort resulted in the identification of 25 species (Table 2). A total of 5 woody
species were classified as NIS, representing 20% of the species. Examples of native tree species
within the woodlands included Bur Oak (Quercus macrocarpa) and native woody shrub included
Red-osier Dogwood (Cornus sericea). Examples of NIS trees within the woodlands included
Manitoba Maple (Acer negundo) and NIS woody shrub included European Buckthorn (Rhamnus
cathartica).
A large number of NIS Crack Willow (Salix fragilis), were observed along the drainage ditch onSite and south of the property boundary. It should be noted that Crack Willow is a hybrid of
European Willow (Salix alba) and an Asian Willow (Salix euxina) that does not produce viable
seeds but can propagate from branches that fall to the ground and sprout roots (Meikle, 1992).
Available information indicates that staff from Ontario Lands and Resources (OLR) actively
planted Crack Willow across Ontario after the devastating floods that followed October 1954’s
Hurricane Hazel. The view from OLR was that planting of Crack Willow along all waterways that
lacked woody stems would help ameliorate future flood damage and since this tree did not
produce viable seeds, it would not become a nuisance species (Pross and Lambert, 1967).
Hence, the Crack Willow on-Site show a unique distribution with large specimens likely planted in
the 1950s and small specimens originating from broken branches in the general area.
It was also noted all Black Ash (Fraxinus nigra) and White Ash (Fraxinus americana) on-Site and
in the surrounding areas were all dead, likely attributable to the recent invasion by Emerald Ash
Borer (EAB; Agrilus planipennis). It is notable that some Green Ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica)
were alive on-Site and seem to be recovering from attacks by EAB. The EAB has spread across
Ontario since 2000 and resulted in the death of most ash trees (Herms and McCullough, 2014).
For the Site, most dead ash trees are standing as well as on the ground, and still providing habitat
to wildlife that includes birds, insects, and other species.
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Surveys on-Site and within 120 m of the property boundary only documented Black Walnut
(Juglans nigra) with the physically similar SAR Butternut (Juglans cinera) considered absent. That
is, directed inspections for SAR Butternut found no specimens with only Black Walnut evident. In
summary, no SAR woody stems were observed on-Site or within 120 m of the property boundary.
Table 2: Woody plant species observed in the different habitat zones associated with the Site.
The origin of each plant is listed as Native (N) or Nonindigenous (I) to Ontario. The majority of
native woody plants on-Site below are listed as secure in global rank (i.e., G5) and species rank
(S4 or S5). Black Ash represents the only plant species of conservation concern on-Site.
Habitat zones associated with the Site, as noted in 4.4
CUM1-c
CUW1
CUW1-b FODM7FODM9-3
SAGM2
Common Name
Genus species (N
3
or I)
Trees and Shrubs
American Basswood
Tilia americana, N
√
√
√
American Elm
Ulmus americana,
√
√
√
√
N
Apple spp.
Malus spp.,N
√
√
Bitternut Hickory
Carya cordiformis,
√
√
N
Black Ash
Fraxinus nigra
√
√
√
Black Cherry
Prunus serotina, N
√
√
Black Maple
Acer nigrum, N
√
√
Black Walnut
Juglans nigra, N
√
√
√
√
Bur oak
Quercus
√
√
√
macrocarpa, N
Common (Smooth) Alder Alnus serrulata, N
√
√
Common Lilac
Syringa vulgaris, I
√
√
Crabapple
Malus spp., N
√
√
Crack Willow
Salix fragilis, I
√
√
Chokecherry
Prunus virginiana,
√
√
N
European Buckthorn
Rhamnus
√
√
√
√
√
cathartica, I
Gray Alder
Alnus incana, N
√
Green Ash
Fraxinus
√
√
√
√
pennsylvanica, N
Ironwood
Ostrya virginiana
√
√
√
Manitoba Maple
Acer negundo, I
√
√
√
√
√
Norway Maple
Acer platanoides, I
√
√
√
√
√
Red-ossier Dogwood
Cornus sericea, N
√
√
√
Sugar Maple
Acer saccharum, N
√
√
√
Trembling Aspen
Populus
√
√
tremuloides, N
White Ash
Fraxinus
√
√
americana, N
White Oak
Quercus alba, N
√
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4.2.2

Herbaceous Species

The inspections of herbaceous plants on-Site identified a wide range of species. This effort
resulted in the identification of approximately 59 species (Table 3). Of these total species about
31 species or approximately 54.4% are considered nonindigenous to Ontario. The herbaceous
plant communities found on Site can be described as being typical of a disturbed urban habitat
and those species found in disturbed woodland habitats. Examples of native species found within
disturbed urban habitat include Canada Goldenrod (Solidago canadensis) and Common
Milkweed (Asclepias syriaca). Examples of native species only found within the woodlands
included Canada Moonseed (Menispermum canadense). Examples of NIS found within disturbed
urban habitats included Bull Thistle (Cirsium vulgare), Teasel (Dipsacus fullonum) and Garlic
Mustard (Alliaria petiolate). If a NIS exists in the disturbed urban area, it was also likely evident in
the woodlands. However, repeated inspections on-Site suggested NIS were most abundant in the
areas of cultural meadow and cultural woodlands while NIS showed lower density within the full
closed canopy of the woodlands. This pattern demonstrates how these NIS generally become
initially established in disturbed edges of urban habitats in full sunlight and then migrate to the
shaded woodlands. This information on the spatial distribution of herbaceous plants can be used
to classify the habitats, as noted below.
4.3

Tree Inventory and Preservation

Guidance included in the ROWOP (2015) indicates that trees with a diameter
Planning for the re-development of the Site included the priority to avoid activities that require the
removal of mature trees with DBH > 10 cm. As such, the current plans for the Site attempt to
avoid the removal of mature trees with DBH > 10 cm except for two Bur Oak evident along the
driveway that were documented as hazards. This documentation of the Bur Oak as hazard trees
was described in a letter prepared by Aboud Associates Inc. (copy in Appendix G). Otherwise,
the planned removal of trees will only involve specimens with DBH < 10 cm particularly NIS trees,
such as European Buckthorn and Manitoba Maple from the habitats that exist along Sawmill Road
as well as adjacent to proposed parking areas. In summary, nearly all trees on-Site with DBH >
10 cm will be retained within the Project with tree removal to involve only select Bur Oak identified
as hazards along with NIS trees with DBH < 10 cm.
It should be noted that most woody stems on-Site and within the woodlands show evidence of
herbivory. Damage on woody stems indicates that herbivores like Eastern Cottontail Rabbit
(Sylvilagus floridanus) and White-tailed Deer (Odocoileus virginianus) consume woody stems and
appear to have reduced total tree cover on-Site. For example, the woodlands inspected for this
study show very few to zero saplings of species such as oaks and hickories. This pattern of limited
saplings indicates herbivory is implicated, as these species are known to be vulnerable to browse
by herbivores (MacDougall et al. 2010; ROW, 2016).
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Table 3: Herbaceous plant species observed in the different habitat zones associated with the
Site. The origin of each plant is listed as Native (N) or Nonindigenous (I) to Ontario. All native
plants on-Site below are listed as secure in global rank (i.e., G5) and species rank (S4 or S5). In
other words, no herbaceous species of conservation concern were observed.
Habitat zones associated with the Site
Common Name
Genus species CUM1-c CUW1 CUW1-b FODM7-3 FODM9-3 SAGM2
(N or I)
Herbaceous Plants (groundcover)
Bird’s-foot Trefoil
Lotus
√
corniculatus, I
Brown-eyed Susan
Rudbeckia
√
trilobal, N
Bull Thistle
Cirsium vulgare,
√
I
Canada Goldenrod
Solidago
√
canadensis, N
Canada Moonseed
Menispermum
√
canadense, N
Common Bedstraw
Galium aparine,
√
√
√
N
Common Chicory
Cichorium intyb
√
us, I
Common Dandelion
Taraxacum
√
√
√
√
√
√
officinale, I
Common Evening
Oenothera
√
√
√
Primrose
biennis, N
Common Lambsquarter
Chenopodium
√
√
√
album, I
Common Mallow
Malva sylvestris;
√
I
Common Milkweed
Asclepias
√
syriaca, N
Common Mullein
Verbascum
√
√
√
thapsus, I
Common Nettle
Urtica dioica, I
√
√
√
Common Plantain
Plantago major,
√
I
Common Ragweed
Ambrosia
√
artemisiifolia, N
Common Strawberry
Fragaria
√
√
virginiana, N
Common Toadflax
Linaria vulgaris,
√
I
Common Yellow
Oxalis
√
Woodsorrel
europaea, I
Creeping Bellflower
Campanula
√
rapunculoides, I
Curly Dock
Rumex crispus,
√
I
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Daisy Fleabane
Dame’s Rocket
Garlic Mustard
Golden Sedge
Grass spp.
Great Burdock
Green Foxtail Grass
Lesser Knapweed
Marsh Marigold
Maple Leaf Vibunum
New England Aster

Oxeye Daisy
Panicled Aster

Philadelphia Fleabane

Poison Ivy
Prickly lettuce
Riverbank Grape
Scentless Chamomile
Sensitive Fern
Shasta Daisy
Silvery Sedge
Spotted Jewelweed
St. John’s Wort
Swamp Milkweed
Tansy
Teasel

SFIE001

Erigeron
annuus, N
Hesperis
matronalis, I
Alliaria petiolata,
I
Carex aurea, N
Poa spp., N
Arctium lappa, I
Setaria viridis, I
Centaurea
nigra, I
Caltha palustris,
N
Viburnum
acerifolium L, N
Symphyotrichu
m novaeangliae, N
Leucanthemum
vulgare, I
Symphyotrichu
m lanceolatum,
N
Erigeron
philadelphicus,
N
Toxicodendron
radicans, N
Lactuca serriola,
I
Vitis riparia, N
Tripleurospermu
m inodorum, I
Onoclea
sensibilis
Leucanthemum
× superbum,I
Carex
canescens, N
Impatiens
capensis, N
Hypericum
perforatum, I
Asclepias
incarnate, N
Tanacetum
vulgare, I
Dipsacus
fullonum, I

√

√

√
√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√
√
√
√
√

√
√

x

√
√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√
√

√

√
√

√
√
√

√
√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√
√

√

√

√

√
√

√
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Timothy Grass
Queen Anne’s Lace
Velvetleaf
Virginia Creeper
White Trillium
Viper’s Burgloss
Wild Cucumber
Wild Mint
Wild Mustard
Wild Raspberry
Witchgrass
White Clover

4.4

Phleum
pretense, I
Daucas carota, I
Abutilon
theophrasti, I
Parthenocissus
quinquefolia, N
Trillium
grandiflorum, N
Echium vulgare,
I
Echinocystis
lobate, N
Mentha
arvensis, N
Sinapis
arvensis, I
Rubus idaeus; I
Panicum
capillare, N
Trifolium
repens, I

√

√

√
√

√
√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√
√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√
√
√

√

√

√

Ecological Land Classification

Various information collected on-Site was used to designate these lands following the ELC
framework (Lee et al., 1998; Lee, 2008). Information applied for the designation of lands included
general land use, vegetation species, slope, and evidence of past, recent, and current
disturbance; surface water features also contributed to this analysis. From this information, a total
of ten ELC ecosite polygons types were documented (Figure 6). These ecosites were as follows:
1. Low Density Residential (CVR1): single detached residential houses.
2. Industrial Complex (I): feed mill operation with buildings, lawn, office, parking lot.
3. Cultural Meadow (CUM1-c): located on the west and north sides of the property along
Sawmill Road and throughout the Site. These areas dominated by NIS including Teasel
with some native species like Canada Goldenrod as well as manicured grass.
4. Cultural Woodland (CUW1): along edge of Sawmill Road. This woodland contains a
diverse mixture of trees, including American Elm, Apple, Black Cherry, Bur Oak, Choke
Cherry, European Buckthorn, Manitoba Maple, Sugar Maple, and other species.
5. Cultural Woodland (CUW1-b): surrounds the southern boundary of the property. This
woodland contains a dense stand of Manitoba Maple (likely > 90% of coverage) that
shades the herbaceous community. Due to shading, the herbaceous community is
depauperate with dominance by NIS including Garlic Mustard and Greater Burdock.
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6. SAGM2 Abandoned Orchard: Area includes a number of old Apple, Crab-apple along with
European Buckthorn, Bur Oak, Green Ash, Red Maple, and White Oak.
7. Goldenrod Meadow (MEFM1-1): Abandoned pasture now dominated by Goldenrod and
Aster among a range of other plants.
8. Hedgerow (H): row of mature Crack Willow with Bur Oak and Shagbark Hickory with other
trees along edge of FODM9-3 within Conestogo River floodplain.
9. Moist Willow Lowland Deciduous Forest (FODM7-3): Woodland found in proximity to the
drainage ditch is dominated by planted hybrid willow (i.e., Crack Willow Salix fragilis) with
a few Bur Oak, American Basswood, Red Maple, and dead Green Ash.
10. Fresh Moist Bur Oak Deciduous Forest: Woodland (FODM9-3): found along the shoreline
of Conestogo River and within the floodplain was historically dominated by Bur Oak with
American Basswood, Shagbark Hickory, Bitternut Hickory, Red Maple, and Green Ash.
Crack Willow planted along drainage ditch and near Conestogo River during the 1950s.
These ELC polygons reflect the man-made and natural features evident on-Site as well as the
drainage and disturbance history of the area with harvest of woodlands and creation of agricultural
lands and orchards. Agricultural lands and orchard near the flood plain have been abandoned
whereas it appears forestry is still selectively applied in these areas.
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Figure 6: Ecological Land Classification (ELC) map for the Site, based on vegetation, drainage, and past land use. This map reflects
multiple inspections on dates from May until October, when vegetation was identified, and drainage ranged from high during May to
low during August. Based on the results of vegetation surveys, ELC polygons have been identified. These polygons are as follows:
Low Density Residential (CVR1), Cultural Meadow (CUM1-c), Cultural Woodland (CUW1), Cultural Woodland with dominance (>90%
coverage) by NIS Manitoba Maple (CUW1-b), Fresh Moist Willow Lowland Deciduous Forest (FODM7-3), Fresh Moist Bur Oak
Deciduous Forest (FODM9-3), Abandoned Orchard (SAGM2), Goldenrod Meadow (MEFM1-1 - former pasture), and Hedgerow (H).
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5.0

BREEDING BIRD SURVEYS

This chapter describes the surveys completed for breeding birds on-Site.
5.1

Methodology

A qualified ecologist from ELM (i.e., Dean Fitzgerald, Senior Ecologist) completed two surveys
for breeding birds on-Site. Also, retired Professor of Biology Dr. Edward Kott attended both bird
surveys with Dr. Fitzgerald. These breeding bird surveys followed the methods identified in the
Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA) for southern Ontario. The surveys were conducted during the
morning hours of June 12, 2018 and July 3, 2018. Generally the survey involved walking through
the Site and adjacent lands and then standing at different point-count stations. All birds
encountered were documented at the point-count stations and while walking. The weather on
both days was sunny with light to zero wind, and no precipitation during the previous 24 hours.
5.2

Results

The two surveys identified a total of 45 bird species (Table 4) with 41 species observed on June
12 and 38 observed on July 3. During the inspections, it was noted that the bird diversity varied
across three gross habitat types. This variation of habitats included: building area, woodland, and
floodplain area within 100 m of Conestogo River. Among these three areas, the woodland
demonstrated the highest diversity whereas the lowest diversity was in association with the
building area. A higher number of birds were observed during the June survey compared with the
July survey. It is also prudent to note that most species observed during the survey appeared to
be actively nesting in the respective area or in close proximity. A number of bird species flew over
the Site and did not appear to have nests in the area. An example of a bird that flew over but did
not land included Turkey Vulture (Cathartes aura). All Turkey Vulture flew over the Site and none
were observed perching. Most other birds were foraging, perching, or otherwise resident within
the respective areas.
One SAR was observed during both surveys: Bobolink (Dolichonyx oryzivorus) in association with
a breeding territory within 25 m of the Conestogo River (Figure 7), in an area that had very few
trees but had dense Reed Canary Grass (Phalaris arundinacea). During June, a male Bobolink
was observed flying around one area, from tree to tree. Then during the July survey, the male
Bobolink was associated with four fledgling Bobolink. This area used by the Bobolink was within
the flood plain of the Conestogo River, and > 200 m from the south property line of the Site.
No SAR Barn Swallow were observed during the two surveys or during other visits on-Site. No
Barn Swallow nests were observed on the buildings on-Site. Hence, Barn Swallow is inferred to
be absent from the buildings on-Site and not expected to interact with the Project.
No Chimney Swift were observed during the two surveys or during other visits on-Site. No
Chimney Swift nests were evident on buildings, and so this bird is inferred to be absent on-Site.
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Table 4: Species of Birds identified on-Site. Evidence of habitats or breeding noted as possible, probable, confirmed, unlikely.
Date of Sampling
Bird Species
(Common Name, Genus species)

June 11 (Breeding Evidence)
Building area

American Crow
American Goldfinch
American Robin
Baltimore Oriole
Black and White Warbler
Black-capped Chickadee
Blue Jay

Corvus brachyrhynchos
Spinus tristis
Turdus migratorius
Icterus galbula
Mniotilta varia
Poecile atricapillus
Cyanocitta cristata

Brown-headed Cowbird

Molothrus ater

Bobolink

Dolichonyx oryzivorus

Canada Goose

Branta canadensis

Cedar Waxwing
Chipping Sparrow
Common Grackle
Downy Woodpecker
Eastern Kingbird
Eastern Phoebe
Gray Catbird
Great Blue Heron
House Sparrow
Killdeer
Least Flycatcher
Mallard
Mourning Dove
Northern Cardinal

Bombycilla cedrorum
Spizella passerina
Quiscalus quiscula
Picoides pubescens
Tyrranus tyrannus
Sayornis phoebe
Dumetella carolinensis
Ardea herodias
Passer domesticus
Charadrius vociferus
Empidonax minimus
Anas platyrhynchos
Zenaida macroura
Cardinalis cardinalis

Woodland

Conestogo
River
floodplain

July 3 (Breeding Evidence)
Building
area

√ (Possible)
√ (Confirmed)

√ (Probable)
√ (Probable)
√ (Probable)
√ (Confirmed)
√ (Probable)

√ (Possible)
√ (Possible)
√ (Possible)

√ (Probable)

√ (Possible)
√ (Possible)

√ (Possible)

Woodland
√
√

√
√
√
√
√
√

Conestogo
River
floodplain
√
√
√

√ (Confirmed)
√ (Probable)

Overhead

√ (Probable)
√ (Possible)
√ (Probable)

√ (Possible)

√

√ (Probable)

√
√

√
√
√

√ (Possible)
√ (Possible)
Overhead

√ (Probable)
√ (Possible)

√ (Possible)
√ (Possible)

√
√

√
Overhead
√

√ (Confirmed)
√ (Unlikely)

√
√ (Possible)

√ (Unlikely)
√ (Probable)
√ (Probable)

√
√
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Table 4: continued.
Date of Sampling
Bird Species
(Common Name, Genus species)

Northern Flicker

Colaptes auratus

Ovenbird
Purple Finch
Purple Martin
Red-bellied Woodpecker
Red-winged Blackbird
Ring-billed Gull
Rock Pigeon
Rose-breasted Grosbeak
Ruby-throated Hummingbird
Scarlet Tanager

Seiurus aurocapilla
Haemorhous purpureus
Progne subis
Melanerpes carolinus
Agelaius phoeniceus
Larus delawarensis
Columba livia
Pheuticus ludovicianus
Archilochus colubris
Piranga olivacea

Sharp-shinned Hawk
Accipiter striatus
Song Sparrow
Melospiza melodia
Swamp Sparrow
Melospiza georgiana
Tufted Titmouse
Baeolophus bicolor
Turkey Vulture
Cathartes aura
Veery
Catharus fuscescens
Warbling Vireo
Vireo gilvus
White-breasted Nuthatch
Sitta carolinensis
Yellow-throated Vireo
Vireo flavifrons
Yellow Warbler
Setophaga petechia
Total species per area
Total number of Species per day

June 11 (Breeding Evidence)
Building
area

Woodland

Conestogo
River
floodplain

July 3 (Breeding Evidence)
Building
area

√ (Probable)
√ (Probable)
√ (Probable)
√ (Probable)
√ (Unlikely)

√ (Probable)
√ (Possible)

Woodland

Conestogo
River
floodplain

√
√ (Possible)
√ (Possible)

√
√
√

√
√

√ (Possible)

√

√
√

Overhead
√ (Probable)
√ (Probable)

√
√ (Possible)
√

√ (Probable)

√ (Possible)

√ (Possible)
√ (Possible)
√ (Probable)
√ (Unlikely)
Overhead

Overhead
√ (Probable)
√ (Possible)
√ (Probable)

14

√ (Probable)
24
41

√
√
√ (Possible)
√ (Unlikely)
20

√
10

20
36

√
15
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Figure 7: View of the Site and primary area of study, marked within the red rectangle. During the
OBBA surveys, Staff from ELM observed habitat use of a breeding pair of Bobolink within the
flood plain of Conestogo River, represented approximately by the black oval. Observations of this
pair of Bobolink during July revealed that four chicks had been fledged from the nest. The birds
used habitat > 200 m from the south property boundary of the Site.
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5.3

Discussion

Areas on-Site with the most natural habitat, such as the FODM7-3 woodland and FODM9-3
woodland, also supported the highest diversity of birds. In contrast, the most disturbed areas onSite supported the lowest diversity of birds. Most birds observed on-Site showed behaviour that
suggested active nesting or were defending territories, indicating that these birds are residents
and are breeding in the respective areas. Some birds appeared to forage in some areas and nest
in other areas. A number of birds were only found in proximity to the flood plain of the Conestogo
River, suggesting an affinity for water. Also, three birds (i.e., Turkey Vulture, Great Blue Heron
Ardea herodias, Ring-billed Gull Larus delawarensis) were observed to only fly over the Site.
It is interesting to note that SAR Bobolink nest on the ground within thick vegetation and are not
regarded to frequently nest in flood plains, due to the risk of loss of nests and eggs during floods
(McCraken, 2005; Diemver and Nocera, 2016). Staff from ELM have observed Bobolink nesting
in other flood plain areas near rivers within 25 km of the Site, and this suggests that Bobolink will
risk establishing ground nests in thick vegetation along rivers, despite the risk of floods. This
pattern implies Bobolink are selecting areas with dense and tall vegetation that is suboptimal,
likely due to limited dry fields with dense and tall vegetation. Placement of nests in a floodplain
represents a trade-off between benefits of preferred vegetation compared with risk of nest loss.
In the past, it was reported by the Owner that Osprey (Pandion haliaetus), also known by the
common name River Hawk because it consumes fish, had established a nest on the tower onSite. Inspections during May revealed that Osprey had abandoned the nest, as no nesting activity
was observed during May or June. Subsequent to the confirmation of no nesting by Osprey, the
tower was removed, as it was identified as unstable and a hazard.
Survey results revealed the majority of the birds identified on-Site and in the area can be
described as common to the rural-urban areas of Ontario with tolerance to various forms of
disturbance. These results demonstrated the most diverse bird habitat exists in the woodland
followed by the Conestogo River flood plain. This woodland and flood plain will not be disturbed
by the Project. In addition, the only SAR observed was Bobolink, confirmed as nesting within the
flood plain of the Conestogo River. No disturbance of SAR Bobolink is expected from the Project.
When the buildings on-Site are refurbished, the common bird species using this urban area will
be disturbed. But it is likely they will simply re-nest in other adjacent areas in the future and not
be disturbed. It will be prudent to remove buildings after the bird breeding season ends, after
August 31 during any given year.
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6.0

INCIDENTAL WILDLIFE OBSERVATIONS

This chapter describes the incidental wildlife observations during the various surveys on-Site.
6.1

Methodology

During each visit to the Site, evidence of wildlife (e.g., scat, tracks, auditory, odour, and visual)
was recorded. The species observed on-Site are noted by common name and Latin equivalents
and the evidence used for the identification.
6.2

Incidental Wildlife Observations

During the inspections from May to October 2018, a number of wildlife were documented as
present. The wildlife documented as present, in addition to the species noted in the previous
surveys, includes 25 additional species, as reviewed in Table 5. None of these species are
regarded as SAR. It is noteworthy to identify that only one reptile was observed, the Eastern
Garter Snake (Thamnophis sirtalis sirtalis; Plate 3). This snake was observed sunning itself on
the parking lot, adjacent to the house on-Site during the afternoon of June 22, 2018. An American
Digger Moth (Acronicta americana) caterpillar was observed on a Bur Oak on August 9, 2018
(Plate 4). It is also noteworthy to identify that no Monarch butterfly were observed during any visit
to the Site although the preferred plant, Milkweed, is evident on-Site.
Table 5: List of incidental wildlife documented on-Site that are not identified in the previous
sections of this EIS. All species noted are considered common and secure in Ontario.
Type of
Wildlife

Common Name

Scientific Name

American Dagger Moth

Acronicta
americana
Pieris brassicae
Aeshna
canadensis
Sympetrum
internum
Libellula lydia

Observed

Observed

Northern Crescent

Erythemis
simplicicollis
Thymelicus
lineola
Phyciodes tharos

Orange Sulphur

Colias eurytheme

Observed

Viceroy

Limenitis
archippus
Sympetrum
obtrusum

Observed

Cabbage White
Canada Darner
Cherry-faced Meadowhawk
Common Whitetail
Dragonflies,
Butterflies and
Moths

Eastern Pond Hawk
European Skipper

White-faced Meadowhawk
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Cottontail Rabbit
Coyote
Deer Mouse
Eastern Chipmunk
Eastern Gray Squirrel
European Hare
Ground Hog

Mammal

Meadow Vole
Muskrat
Red Fox
Striped Skunk
Virginia Opossum
White-footed Mouse
White-tailed Deer

Reptile

Eastern Garter Snake

Plate 3: View of Eastern Garter Snake
on parking lot during the afternoon of
June 22, 2018.

SFIE001

Sylvilagus
floridanus
Canis latran
Peromyscus
maniculatus
Tamias striatus
Sciurus
carolinensis
Lepus europaeus
Marmota monax

Observed

Microtus
pennsylvanicus
Ondatra
zibethicus
Vulpes vulpes

Tracks

Mephitis
Didelphis
virginiana
Peromyscus
leucopus
Odocoileus
virginianus
Thamnophis
sirtalis

Observed
Observed

Tracks
Observed
Observed
Observed
Observed
Den (hole)

Tracks
Tracks

Tracks
Observed, Tracks
Observed

Plate 4: View of American Digger Moth
caterpillar on Bur Oak in FODM9-3 during
the afternoon of August 9, 2018.
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7.0

REVIEW OF INFORMATION FROM ECOLOGICAL SURVEYS

This section reviews the findings from the ecological surveys on-Site. When information on
species presence and distribution is known, ecological functions can be evaluated relative to
criteria from MNRF (2015), to assess the potential for effects on wildlife species from the Project.
General recommendations for environmental management are also presented in this section with
additional insights provided in Sections 8.0 and 9.0.
7.1

Surface Water Features, Wetlands and Fish Habitat

Surface waters include creeks, rivers, ponds, and lakes. A small drainage ditch enters the Site
from the south and then flows from west to east. This drainage ditch is south of the existing parking
lot and surrounded by vegetation with no disturbance from the Site. The parking lot on the south
side of the Site ends at the top of the slope, north of the ditch. In addition, the Conestogo River is
located > 200 m to the south whereas the Grand River is located > 500 m to the east.
7.2

Terrestrial Habitats associated with Woodlands

Terrestrial habitats on-Site vary from built structures, manicured areas, and wooded areas. Also,
built structures, meadows and woodlands exist off-Site. The woodlands to the south were
designated as Core Environmental Feature with significant wildlife habitat (ROW, 2015).
7.3

Man-made habitats

A range of man-made features exist on-Site with only tolerant wildlife observed. No SAR birds
were evident on the buildings. These man-made features will be modified during the development
of the Project. During the modifications, it will be prudent to remove NIS from the manicured areas
such as grass strips along parking areas as well as the CUM1-c around buildings and driveway
and CUW1 along Sawmill Road. It is also proposed that a septic field will be installed along the
southern property boundary within an area currently mapped as CUM1-c. This area was selected
for a septic field based on drainage and groundwater studies (K.Smart, 2019)
7.4

Significant Woodland

A Significant Woodland exists south of the Site, and was designated as a Core Environmental
Feature within the ROWOP (ROW, 2015, 2016). The northern boundary of the Significant
Woodland was delineated during the preparation of the ELC map. It is prudent to restate this
Significant Woodland exists south of the south property boundary. The northern edge of the
Significant Woodland is represented on Figure 8, to demonstrate how different types of vegetation
exist between the Project and the north boundary of the Significant Woodland. The key vegetation
found between the Site and the Significant Woodland was classified as CUM1-c on-Site. Also,
CUW1-b, with 95% dominance by non-native Manitoba Maple exists off-Site. Hence, the CUM1c and CUW1-b separates the Significant Woodland from the Site.
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Figure 8: Aerial view of Site at 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario. The white line represents
the boundary of the Significant Woodlands. The red dotted lines represent the distance from the
edge of the existing parking lot to the edge of the Significant Woodland, as presented in Table 6.
The vegetation between the Site and the Significant Woodlands was classified as predominantly
CUM1-c and CUW1-b. Thus, the CUW1-b represents a vegetation buffer separating the Project
from the Significant Woodland.
Field measurements presented in Figure 8 and Table 6 demonstrate the distances between the
southern property boundary and northern edge of the Significant Woodland. When these
distances were measured, it was identified that a minimum of 18 m of CUW1-b exists between
the south property line and northern edge of the Significant Woodland. However, an area of
CUM1-c spans an additional ~20 m between the edge of the parking lot and southern property
boundary. Thus, an area of 38 m of CUM1-c and CUW1-b exist between the parking lot and
Significant Woodland. This area of CUM1-c is proposed to contain a future septic bed, based on
separate groundwater studies (REF, Section 2-4). Since the CUW1-b and Significant Woodland
exist on the neighbours property, they will not be disturbed by the Project. One option is to
recommend plantings of additional woody stems within the CUW1-b to enhance the ability of the
CUW1-b to function as a vegetation buffer. The owner of the land will have to consent to these
future plantings, however. For example, it is probable that NIS like European Buckthorn and
Manitoba Maple can be removed from the CUW1-b and FODM7-3 to enhance the ecological
functioning of these habitats. After these NIS trees are removed, native trees currently present,
such as Bur Oak, Red Maple, and Shagbark Hickory could be planted, to enhance these habitats.
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Table 6: Summary of the measurement points between the south edge of the existing parking
lot and the north edge of the Significant Woodland, south of the Site. The various survey points
are represented in Figure 8.
Point

1

Approximate distance from
south property line to northern
edge of Significant Woodland
(metres)
18

2

24

3

28

4

>30

5

>50

Description

Measurement was taken from the south property
boundary through CUW1-b located west of the
cylindrical storage silo. Area of CUM1-c spans an
additional ~20 m between the edge of the parking lot
and southern property boundary. Thus, an area of 38 m
of CUM1-c and CUW1-b evident between parking lot
and northern edge of Significant Woodland.
Measurement was taken from the south property
boundary through CUW1-b located east of the cylindrical
storage silo. Area of CUM1-c spans an additional ~5 m
between the edge of the parking lot and southern
property boundary. Thus, an area of 29 m of CUM1-c
and CUW1-b evident between parking lot and northern
edge of Significant Woodland.
Measurement was taken from the south property
boundary through CUW1-b west of the small storage
shed. Area of CUM1-c spans an additional ~10 m
between the start of the measurement and the edge of
the parking lot. Thus, an area of 38 m of CUM1-c and
CUW1-b evident between parking lot and northern edge
of Significant Woodland.
Measurement was taken from the south property
boundary through CUW1-b south of the small storage
shed. Additional cultural meadow in this area that is ~ 7
m wide. Total distance to north edge of Significant
Woodland ~ 37 m.
Measurement was taken from the south property
boundary through CUW1-b south of the large storage
shed. Additional cultural meadow in this area that is ~ 5
m wide. Total distance to north edge of Significant
Woodland ~ 55 m.

These observations demonstrate the CUW1-b is acting as a vegetation buffer for the Significant
Woodland from the Site. It is relevant to restate the CUW1-b and Significant Woodland exist offSite and south of the property boundary, and no disturbance is proposed for these areas.
However, the CUW1-b can be enhanced, with permission of the landowner, to improve the
functionality as a vegetation buffer along the north boundary of the Significant Woodland.
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8.0

ASSESSMENT OF HABITAT AVAILABLE FOR SPECIES OF CONSERVATION
CONCERN

This section reviews the findings from the ecological surveys on-Site relative to species of
conservation concern. When information on species observations is assessed relative to existing
habitats, it is feasible to infer what SAR could exist in an area. In contrast, if critical habitat for
SAR is absent, then it is also likely that SAR specimens are also absent.
8.1

Habitat Available For Rare Species

This EIS identified on SAR: Bobolink associated with the flood plain of the Conestogo River. The
absence of other SAR listed in Table 1 likely reflects 1) long-term disturbance of the Site and
adjacent areas from past feed mill activities, agriculture, forestry, house development, road
development etc. and 2) the SAR in question exists in the Conestogo River and was not surveyed
due to the distance from the Project. Thus, inventories of available habitat on-Site and within 120
m of the property lines identified potential for SAR but none were documented as present. The
process that was used to determine no risk to SAR from the Project is now explained in detail.
Surveys on-Site were completed and identified one plant of conservation concern, Black Ash.
However, all Black Ash specimens documented on-Site were dead. The death of these trees is
likely as a result of the recent infestation of Emerald Ash Borer in Southern and Central Ontario.
Based on this, there is no expected disturbance to live Black Ash specimens and this species
should be considered absent from the Site. It is also prudent to note that in the past, Butternut
was observed within 1 km2 but no specimens were found on-Site or within 120 m. This absence
of Butternut may reflect that this tree prefers well-drained soils, like the related Black Walnut. This
study identified only a few specimens of Black Walnut, but these poorly drained soils are used by
trees like Bur Oak, Crack Willow, and Red Maple. The habitats on-Site have been previously
disturbed by agriculture (represented by old pastures and abandoned orchards) and forestry, so
Butternut could have been lost in the past. Thus, it is not surprising that Butternut was determined
to be absent.
Historical records indicate that Broad-leaved Puccoon was evident near the Site. This plant with
distinctive yellow flowers was not observed on-Site or within 120 m of the property boundaries.
For this reason, it is inferred that Broad-leaved Puccoon is absent from the area.
Both Barn Swallow and Chimney Swift are designated as SAR, and were reported by MNRF as
observed in the general area of the Site during the last five years. Both of these birds use manmade habitat that does exist on-Site. Specifically, Barn Swallow often builds nests on human
structures, but no such nests were observed on-Site. Chimney Swift uses chimneys for nests but
no suitable chimneys exist on-Site. Thus, suitable habitat does generally exist but no SAR Barn
Swallow or Chimney Swift specimens and no nests for these two birds were observed. Thus, it is
inferred that Barn Swallow and Chimney Swift are absent from the area.
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Large birds like SAR Bald Eagle have been reported from the area by MNRF during the last five
years. Inspections revealed no Bald Eagle specimens and no large stick nests on-Site or within
120 m of the property boundary. Thus, it is inferred that Bald Eagle is absent from the area.
Eastern Wood-pewee was not documented during the June or July bird surveys and was also not
observed during other inspections on-Site. However, this highly mobile bird may use the FODM73 woodlands and/or FODM9-3 woodlands found near the Site. If this bird does exist in the area,
it is unlikely to be disturbed, as the Project will not extend to the woodlands.
No myotis (i.e.,bats) were observed on-Site. However, it is probable they are in the area, possibly
residing in mature trees of the FODM9-3 woodland or FODM7-3 woodland. Since no mature trees
will be removed from the woodlands, it is inferred that myotis will not be disturbed by the Project.
Similarly, if the hazard Bur Oak is removed, the removal timing will be when bats would not be
roosting or overwintering to thereby avoid any disturbance of any specimens.
Monarch could potentially use habitat on-Site but no specimens were observed. Inspection of
vegetation on-Site by Staff from ELM documented two patches of Common Milkweed. One patch
of about ten (10) stems of Common Milkweed evident as part of the Cultural Meadow near Sawmill
Road as well as about ten (10) stems along Cultural Meadow near the south property boundary.
These patches of Common Milkweed do not meet the minimum density to be designated as
significant habitat for Monarch (MNRF, 2015). Future site activities should avoid disturbance of
Common Milkweed during August and September, to avoid interactions with adult Monarch or
Monarch caterpillars.
The remaining SAR reported by MNRF within 1 km2 includes freshwater mussels, fish, and turtles:
•

Wavy-rayed Lampmussel, END;

•

Elktoe, THR;

•

Rainbow Mussel, SC;

•

Silver Shiner, THR;

•

Black Redhorse, THR

•

River Redhorse, SC;

•

Snapping Turtle, SC;

•

Midland Painted Turtle, SC; and

•

Northern Map Turtle, SC.

All of these noted SAR require aquatic habitats, such as the Conestogo River or Grand River.
Since these two rivers are located > 200 m from the south boundary of the Site, it is likely the
Project will not disturb these rivers. Since no disturbance will be evident in either river, it follows
that these SAR, if specimens or habitat exist in the area, will also not be disturbed.
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In summary, the only SAR observed in 2018 was Bobolink nesting within the flood plain of the
Conestogo River and are not expected to interact with the Project. For the remaining SAR
reported as observed in the past within 1 km2 of the Site by MNRF, the SAR specimens are absent
or critical SAR habitat is absent, and no negative interactions are expected from the Project.
8.2

Evaluation of Plant and Wildlife Species

With the information on plant communities and SAR wildlife evident on-Site, it is now feasible to
evaluate these species relative to a matrix of habitat descriptions provided by MNRF (2015). This
evaluation builds upon past analyses included within the OMNR Significant Wildlife Habitat Guide
(2000). When completed, these analyses act to provide direction to the environmental
management that may be required, based on the existing species and documented habitat
features. These analyses are presented as Table 5 and will also be used to guide the
recommendations for environmental management for the Site in conjunction with the analyses
included within Chapter 8 and Chapter 9.
Existing vegetation features on-Site and within the general area allows for this area to be classified
as potential habitat for wildlife, represented by possible use by White-tailed Deer (MNRF, 2014).
Within the MNRF (2014) classification strategy, the Site and surrounding area represents summer
grazing habitat for White-tailed Deer. The Site may also represent habitat where deer could
congregate in autumn, referred to as winter staging area (also called Stratum II habitat). In
contrast, the FODM7-3 and FODM9-3 as well as the cultural woodland adjacent to the Site does
not represent core deer overwintering habitat (also called Stratum I habitat) due to the lack of
dense conifer trees with DBH > 30 cm (MNRF, 2014). For the Site and area in proximity to the
property boundaries, the proposed Project will be located on habitats inferred to represent
summer deer grazing area as well as deer winter staging areas and will not disturb core
overwintering habitat. Hence, the proposed approach of disturbance of deer grazing area and
deer winter staging area does not require detailed study (MNRF, 2014).
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Table 5: Evaluation of the habitats on-Site relative to MNRF (2015) significant habitat features
and species observed on-Site in proximity to the Project.
Habitat

ELC Communities

Waterfowl
Stopover & Staging
Areas (Terrestrial)

Mineral Cultural Meadow &
Thicket (CUM1, CUT1) with
spring flooding

Waterfowl
Stopover & Staging
Areas (Aquatic)
Shorebird
Migratory Stopover
Area
Raptor Wintering
Area
Bat Hibernacula
Bat Maternity
Colonies

Bat Migratory
Stopover Area

Turtle Wintering
Areas

Snake
Hibernaculum

Colonially-Nesting
Bird Breeding
Habitat (Bank &
Cliff)
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Meadow Marsh (MAM1-6),
Shallow Marsh (MAS1-3),
Shallow Water (SAS1, SAM1,
SAF1), & Deciduous Swamp
(SWD1-7)
Beach/Bar (BBO1-2, BBS1-2,
BBT1-2), Sand Dune (SDO1,
SDS1, SDT1), & Meadow Marsh
(MAM1-5)
Combination of Forest (FODM,
FOM, FOC) & Upland Cultural
(CUM, CUT, CUS, CUW)
Crevice (CCR1-2) & Cave
(CCA1-2)
Mature Deciduous or Mixed
Forests (FODM, FOM) with >10
large diameter (>25 cm DBH)
trees per hectare
No specific ELC communities.
Location & characteristics of
habitat unknown & being
determined.
Swamp (SW), Marsh (MA),
Open & Shallow Water (OA,
SA), Open Bog (BOO), & Open
Fen (FEO)
Talus (TA), Rock Barren (RB),
Crevice & Cave (CC), Alvar
(AL), & other dry ecosites
Mineral Cultural (CUM1, CUT1,
CUS1), Bluff (BLO1, BLS1,
BLT1), Carbonate Cliff (CLO1,
CLS1, CLT1), & other areas
with eroding banks, sandy hills,
borrow pits, steep slopes, sand
piles, cliff faces, bridge
abutments, silos or barns
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Observation
Habitat present > 120 m
south of property boundary,
along Conestogo River
floodplain. Area will not be
disturbed by Project.
Habitat absent on-Site but
may exist near Conestogo
River, > 120 m from
property boundary.

Habitat absent.
Habitat possibly present in
FODMM7-3. However,
these mature trees will not
be disturbed by the Project.
Habitat not present.

Habitat exists on-Site.

No bats observed during
Site investigations.

Habitat absent.

Habitat absent.

Habitat absent.
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Habitat
Colonially-Nesting
Bird Breeding
Habitat
(Tree/Shrubs)
Colonially-Nesting
Bird Breeding
Habitat (Ground)

Migratory Butterfly
Stopover Areas

ELC Communities

Observation

Deciduous & Mixed Swamp
(SWD1-7, SWM2-3, SWM5-6),
& Treed Fen (FET1)

Habitat absent.

Meadow & Shallow Marsh
(MAM1-6, MAS1-3), & Cultural
(CUM, CUS, CUT) with rocky
islands or peninsulas or in close
proximity to watercourse
Combination of Cultural field
(CUM, CUS, CUT) &
Forest/Plantation (FODM, FOM,
FOC, CUP) that are >10 ha &
within 5 km of Lake Ontario

Landbird Migratory
Stopover Areas

Forest (FODM, FOM, FOC), &
Swamp (SWD, SWM, SWC)
that are >10 ha & within 5 km of
Lake Ontario

Deer Winter
Congregation
Areas

Forest (FODM, FOM, FOC), &
Swamp (SWD, SWM, SWC)
that are >100 ha

Habitat absent.

Habitat absent.

Habitat in form of FODM7-3
and FODM9-3 evident offSite, along Conestogo River
floodplain and likely used by
migratory birds. However
these woodlands will not be
disturbed.
Habitat as FODM7-3 and
FODM9-3 evident off-Site,
along Conestogo River
floodplain but does not
appear to represent deer
overwinter habitat.

The findings identified in Table 5 clarify the presence or absence of significant wildlife habitat and
provide context for ecological features on-Site but do not explicitly consider the theme of shading
of sunlight on habitat. For this reason, shade as a potential source of disturbance requires explicit
consideration, given potential negative consequences of sunlight deprivation to plants. That is,
excessive shading could potentially negatively affect the plants on-Site.
Shading and Possible Influences on Natural Heritage Features
The Project will result in no difference in shading of the woodland, as all buildings will be smaller
or equal in height to existing buildings on-Site. For this reason, shading is not likely to affect the
significant woodland or other features of Core Environmental Feature downslope and off-Site.
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8.3

Rare Vegetation Communities and / or Specialized Habitats

Rare or specialized habitats include rare vegetation communities. These specialized areas may
also provide habitat to rare or SAR. According to MNRF (2015) guide, the following explicit
definitions of rare vegetation communities and specialized habitats was presented:
Rare vegetation communities include:
•

Areas that contain a provincially rare vegetation community.

Specialized Habitats include:
•

Areas that support wildlife species that have highly specific habitat requirements;

•

Areas with high species and community diversity; and

•

Areas that provide habitat that greatly enhance species survival.

Habitats that meet these definitions of rare vegetation communities or specialized habitats were
considered during the Site visits. The NHIC Biodiversity Explorer records revealed that there are
no rare plant communities within 1 km2 surrounding the Site classified as rare or specialized.
Guidelines contained within the Significant Wildlife Technical Guide (OMNR, 2000) were also
used to evaluate possible presence of these habitats on-Site. The typical ELC communities that
occur in rare vegetation communities or specialized habitats are noted and compared to existing
habitats on-Site, as presented in Table 6 and Table 7 below.
Table 6: Comparison of habitats on-Site with typical Rare vegetation communities.
Habitat
Cliffs & Talus Slopes
Sand Barren

Alvar

Old Growth Forest
Savannah
Tallgrass Prairie
Other Rare
Vegetation
Communities
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ELC Communities
Open, Shrub & Treed Talus (TAO, TAS, TAT)
Open, Shrub & Treed Cliff (CLO, CLS, CLT)
Open, Shrub & Treed Sand Barren (SBO1,
SBS1, SBT1)
Open, Shrub & Treed Alvar (ALO1, ALS1,
ALT1)
Dry-Fresh Pine or Cedar Coniferous Forest
(FOC1, FOC2)
Bedrock Cultural Meadow, Thicket, Savannah
& Woodland (CUM2, CUT1, CUS2, CUW2)
Deciduous, Coniferous & Mixed Forest (FODM,
FOC, FOM)
Tallgrass Savannah (TPS1, TPS2)
Tallgrass Woodland (TPW1, TPW2)
Bedrock Cultural Savannah (CUS2)
Open Tallgrass Prairie (TPO1, TPO2)
Provincially rare S1-S3 vegetation
communities.
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Observation
Habitat absent.
Habitat absent.

Habitat absent.

Habitat absent.
Habitat absent.
Habitat absent.
Habitat absent.
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Table 7: Comparison of habitats on-Site with specialized wildlife habitat.
Habitat

Waterfowl
Nesting Area

Bald Eagle &
Osprey
Nesting,
Foraging &
Perching
Habitat
Woodland
Raptor
Nesting
Habitat
Turtle
Nesting
Areas
Seeps &
Springs
Amphibian
Breeding
Habitat
(Woodland)
Amphibian
Breeding
Habitat
(Wetlands)
8.4

ELC Communities
Include all upland areas that are adjacent
to: Meadow & Shallow Marsh (MAM, MAS),
Shallow Water (SA), Bedrock & Mineral
Thicket Swamp (SWT1, SWT2), & Mineral
Deciduous Swamp (SWD1, SWD2, SWD3,
SWD4)
Deciduous, Mixed & Coniferous Forest
(FODM, FOM, FOC), & Deciduous, Mixed &
Coniferous Swamp (SWD, SWM, SWC)
communities adjacent to riparian areas

Deciduous, Mixed & Coniferous Forest
(FODM, FOM, FOC), Deciduous, Mixed &
Coniferous Swamp (SWD, SWM, SWC), &
Coniferous Plantation (CUP3)
Exposed mineral soil areas (sand/gravel)
adjacent to: Meadow Marsh (MAM),
Shallow Marsh (MAS), Shallow Water (SA),
Open Bog (BOO1) & Open Fen (FEO1)
Any forested ecosite (FODM, FOM, FOC)
located in headwater areas.

Observation
Habitat likely exists in the
drainage feature and along
shoreline of Conestogo River.
These habitats are > 200 m
from the Site and will not be
disturbed by the Project.
Habitat formerly present.
However, the tower that
included an Osprey nest was
removed due to safety
concerns. Also, the Osprey did
not establish a nest during
2018.
Habitat present along shoreline
of Conestogo River. This area >
120 m south of property line.
Such habitat will not be
disturbed by the Project.
Habitat absent.

Habitat absent.

Deciduous, Mixed & Coniferous Forest
(FODM, FOM, FOC), & Deciduous, Mixed &
Coniferous Swamp (SWD, SWM, SWC)

Habitat may exist along the
drainage feature. This habitat
will not be disturbed by the
Project.

Swamp (SW), Marsh (MA), Fen (FE), Bog
(BO), Open water (OA) & Shallow Water
(SA)

Habitat may exist but will not be
disturbed by the Project.

Wildlife Movement Corridors

Wildlife often use habitat corridors for movement between and among habitat patches. In this
context, a corridor is defined as habitat that links two (2) or more other wildlife habitats that are
critical to the maintenance of a population of a particular species or group of species. The key
ecological function of wildlife movement corridors is to enable wildlife to move to and between
areas of significant habitat or core natural areas with minimum mortality. They can provide critical
links between shelter, foraging, watering, growing and nesting locations (Lee et al., 1998). Such
habitat also provides an opportunity to interact with the Conestogo River and Grand River.
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Wildlife and/or habitat corridors can help increase genetic diversity and aid in the re-establishment
of populations after random events such as forest fires or disease outbreaks. These corridors
can help to increase biodiversity and population stabilization (Lee et al., 1998).
It is also probable the abandoned orchard evident south of FODM7-3 provides habitat that could
be used as a migration corridor with the adjacent FODM9-3 woodland and cultural woodlands.
According to the OMNR Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) Technical Guide (2000) and MNRF
(2015), the FODM7-3 woodland and FODM9-3 woodland south of the property boundary are likely
an animal movement corridor for amphibians, birds, and mammals.

Amphibian movement

corridors may be present in proximity to the existing drainage ditch off and on-Site. These
corridors link breeding and summer habitats, and may be extremely important for local
populations. In summary, it is probable that wildlife migrates all along the edge of the Conestogo
River, as well as through the FODM7-3 woodland, FODM9-3 woodland, and abandoned orchard.
However, these areas will not be disturbed by the Project.
8.5

Habitats of Species-at-Risk or Species Conservation Concern

Habitats for species of conservation concern include:
•

Habitat of SAR, species that are rare or substantially declining, or have high percentage
of their global population in Ontario and are rare or uncommon in the planning area;

•

Species that are rare in a planning area, even though they may not be provincially rare;

•

Species that are listed as rare or historical in Ontario based on records kept by the NHIC
(S1 is extremely rare, S2 is very rare, S3 is rare to uncommon, SH is historical); and

•

Species identified as nationally endangered or threatened by the COSEWIC, which are
not protected in regulation under ESA or SARA.

A summary of the ELC communities that occur in each habitat used by species of conservation
concern and SAR (based on MNRF 2015) are compared with the habitats observed on-Site. This
information is reviewed in Table 8.
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Table 8: Comparison of general habitats of other SAR relative to existing habitats on-Site.
Habitat
Marsh Bird Breeding
Habitat
Woodland AreaSensitive Bird
Breeding Habitat

ELC Communities
Meadow Marsh (MAM), Shallow
Water (SA), Open Fen (FEO1) &
Open Bog (BOO1)
Deciduous, Mixed & Coniferous
Forest (FODM, FOM and FOC),
& Deciduous, Mixed & Coniferous
Swamp (SWD, SWM, SWC)

Open Country Bird
Breeding Habitat

Mineral & Bedrock Cultural
Meadow (CUM1, CUM2)

Shrub/Early
Successional Bird
Breeding Habitat

Cultural Thicket (CUT1, CUT2),
Cultural Savannah (CUS1,
CUS2), & Cultural Woodland
(CUW1, CUW2)

Terrestrial Crayfish

Meadow Marsh (MAM) & Shallow
Marsh (MAS)

Special Concern
(SC) & Rare (S1-S3,
SH) Wildlife Species

Ecosites associated with any SC,
S1-S3 or SH plant or animal
element occurrences within 1 or
10 km from project location.

Observation
Habitat absent.
Habitat evident. Areas
designated as FODM7-3 and
FODM9-3 exist off-Site and will
not be disturbed by Project.
Habitat present. Areas on-Site
have been designated as Cultural
Meadow (CUM1-c).
Habitat present. Adjacent
habitats also contains similar
shrubs and thickets, and will not
be disturbed.
No evidence of this species or
associated Ecosites in proximity
to the Project area. May exist
near Conestogo River > 120 m
from property boundary.
Habitat absent.

Summary
Detailed inspections of the Site were completed from May to October, 2018. When the Site was
inspected, information on natural heritage features was used to document possible interactions
involving species of conservation concern and SAR in proximity of the Project. Due to extensive
past disturbance history from agriculture, forestry, house construction, past operation of feed mill
etc., the inspections identified the Site lacks sensitive natural heritage features. With the proposed
Project to focus on existing developed footprint, no disturbance is expected within natural areas
on the varied adjacent properties. In summary, these adjacent properties that contain portions of
the Core Environmental Feature will not be disturbed by the Project, and the existing natural
features evident off-Site will also not be disturbed.
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9.0

EVALUATION OF DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL RELATIVE TO INFORMATION
FROM ECOLOGICAL SURVEYS

This section describes an evaluation of the development proposal relative to natural heritage and
physical features on-Site (Section 7) and within close proximity to the Site. When information on
species presence is evaluated relative to available natural features (Section 8), it provides a basis
to assess the potential for effects on plants and wildlife from the proposed development. In other
words, it is only feasible to evaluate possible effects from a proposed activity when the existing
natural heritage and physical features as well as the biodiversity are known. Key natural heritage
features are defined as those that contain wetlands, fish habitat, woodlands, wildlife habitat, and
migration corridors. Presence of SAR is also considered an important natural heritage feature.
All of these features are important for their environmental and social values as a legacy of the
natural landscapes as defined in the PA, ESA, SAR, FA, FWCA, and MBCA, as explained in the
PPS (2014). It is prudent to first review the key components of these habitat features to facilitate
evaluation of the Project within this EIS.
9.1

Introduction

This chapter first defines the natural heritage feature and then evaluates the survey results for
the Site in this context. The evaluation provides a determination of the status (i.e., importance) of
the natural heritage features. Once the status of each natural heritage feature is determined, it is
feasible to identify suitable forms of environmental management to be applied during future
activities that will occur during the proposed development to reduce or eliminate disturbance.
9.2

Surface Waterbodies, Wetlands and Fish Habitat

Surface waterbodies include drainage ditches, creeks, rivers, ponds, and lakes. The Site contains
a small drainage ditch. This drainage ditch will not be disturbed by the Project. In addition, the
shoreline of the Conestogo River is > 200 m from the south property line, and is also not expected
to be disturbed by the Project.
9.3

Significant Woodlands

Woodlands are treed areas that provide a diverse array of environmental and economic benefits.
These benefits include wildlife habitat, erosion prevention, water retention, recreation, sustainable
harvest of woodland products etc. Woodlands are composed of treed areas, forest areas, and
vary in their level of significance (PPS, 2014). Woodland significance is typically determined by
evaluating key criteria that relate to total area, ecological function, and presence of uncommon
woodland species, economic values, social value, and wildlife populations. Larger areas are more
likely to contain a greater diversity of plant and animal species and communities than smaller
areas, and are better buffered against edge effects of urban activities or other disturbances.
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The Core Environmental Feature on-Site is represented by the FODM9-3 woodland. These
woodlands meet the criteria to be significant, due to the size and maturity of the canopy trees.
Due to the presence of wildlife, natural habitat included within the proposed development
represents an essential component for environmental management. It is prudent to mention that
this EIS mapped the boundary of the significant woodlands within the Core Environmental Feature
as defined by the presence of cultural woodlands, meadows, and abandoned orchard. This
mapping of the significant woodlands identified the presence of NIS throughout these areas. It
has been established that NIS can disturb significant woodlands and control of NIS in significant
woodlands represents a BMP that can be applied during re-development (ROW, 2016).
9.4

Significant Valleyland

The PPS (2014) identifies significant valleyland as natural areas that reflect local landforms with
water flowing through or standing for measurable periods (e.g., months) of the year. As noted,
the Site does not contain a significant valleyland.
9.5

Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest

Areas that contain ANSI are defined by presence of land and/or water with features identified as
having important life science or earth science values related to protection, scientific study or
education. This could include geological, plant, or animal features. In addition, MNRF uses
structured evaluation procedures established by the province, to designate and review ANSI sites
(PPS, 2014; MNRF, 2015). As such, ANSIs are divided into two (2) types: life science ANSI and
earth science ANSI. Specifically, a life science ANSI can contain specific types of forests, valleys,
prairies and wetlands of ecological importance.
In summary, an ANSI represent examples that are relatively undisturbed in terms of geology,
vegetation community, and/or landforms associated with that vegetation, or wildlife. Those sites
listed as provincially significant life science ANSIs are the best examples of that particular natural
heritage feature(s) in the province. In contrast, earth science ANSIs includes representative
examples by bedrock, fossil, and landforms in Ontario, and on-going geological processes.
Available evidence identifies no ANSIs within or near the Site.
9.6

Significant Wildlife Habitat

Wildlife habitats are defined as areas where plants, animals and other organisms live and are
able to find adequate amounts of food, water, shelter and space needed to sustain their
populations (PPS, 2014; MNRF, 2015). Specific wildlife habitats of concern may include areas
where species concentrate at a point during the annual life cycle, and those areas important to
newly hatched cohorts; habitat used by resident and migratory species is also of interest.
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In the case of the Site, surveys completed during this EIS confirmed the presence of migratory
and resident species. This EIS confirmed the presence of FODM7-3 woodland and FODM9-3
woodland represents critical habitat for wildlife. This habitat is referred to as significant, if it is
deemed ecologically important in terms of feature, function, representation or area, and
contributing to the quality and diversity of an identifiable geographic area or Natural Heritage
System; areas of wildlife concentration also meet the designation as significant habitat under
government regulations (PPS, 2014; MNRF, 2015).
A significant wildlife habitat is described under four (4) categories:
•

Seasonal concentrations of animals;

•

Rare vegetation communities or specialized habitats for wildlife;

•

Wildlife movement corridors; and

•

Habitats of species of conservation concern.

9.7

Seasonal Concentration Areas for Wildlife

Areas of seasonal concentrations of animals are defined as “areas where animals occur in
relatively high densities at specific periods in their life cycle and/or particular seasons” (Lee et al.,
1998). This view is also advocated within the PPS (PPS, 2014) and MNRF (MNRF, 2015). Areas
of seasonal concentrations are typically small in comparison to larger habitat areas that the
species uses at other times of the year. Thus, it is important for these features to be assessed
during field surveys. Key features that define wildlife habitat are presented in Table 9.
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Table 9: Habitat features possibly used by wildlife on-Site.
Habitat

Observations

Deer Winter Yards

Habitat absent.

Moose Late Winter Habitat/Feeding Area

Habitat absent.

Waterfowl/Shorebird/Colonial Bird/Landbird
Migratory Stopover, Staging or Nesting Areas

Habitat absent on-Site. Likely present offSite along Conestogo River, > 120 m from
the property boundary, and will not be
disturbed by the Project.

Wild Turkey Winter Range & Turkey Vulture
Summer Roosting Area

Habitat absent on-Site. Likely present offSite along Conestogo River, > 120 m from
the property boundary, and will not be
disturbed by the Project.

Raptor Winter Feeding and Roosting Area

Habitat absent on-Site. Likely present offSite along Conestogo River, > 120 m from
the property boundary, and will not be
disturbed by the Project.

Reptile Hibernacula

Habitat absent on-Site.

Amphibian Concentration Area

Habitat absent on-Site.

Bat Hibernacula

Habitat could exist in some trees on-Site but
these trees will not be disturbed.

Bullfrog Concentration Area

Habitat absent on-Site.

Migratory Butterfly Stopover Area

Habitat present. Small number of Common
Milkweed evident on-Site available for
Monarch, due to land use and NIS.

Available evidence identifies significant wildlife habitat exists in the FODM7-3 woodland and
FODM9-3 woodland. In addition, highly mobile wildlife like bats, birds, and Monarch are able to
move among the woodlands and the flood plain of Conestogo River, over different times of year.
The wildlife found on-Site are likely dominated by species that have adapted to environmental
disturbance that involved agriculture, forestry, and house development. As such, the wildlife are
regarded as tolerant of habitat modification. Such patterns of biodiversity are evident in other
significant woodlands, such as Kitchener’s Homer Watson Park (Vincent, 2009; Shea, 2016)
9.8

Rare Vegetation Communities or Specialized Habitat

Rare or specialized habitats include rare vegetation communities or concentrations of rare plants.
These specialized areas may also provide habitat to rare animal species. A summary of rare
vegetation communities and specialized habitats as they pertain to the Site and subject property
were presented in Section 7 and Section 8, and demonstrated to be absent or off-Site. Due to
their absence, no potential exists for interaction with the Project.
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9.9

Wildlife Movement and Habitat Corridors and Habitat

Wildlife movement corridors include habitats that link two (2) or more other wildlife habitats that
are critical to the maintenance of a population of a particular species or group of species. The key
ecological function of wildlife movement corridors is to enable wildlife to move to and between
habitats without high risk of mortality. The east and north woodlands and other natural features
on-Site are likely used as corridors for migration on a daily, weekly, or monthly basis. Such
woodlands are regarded as ideal corridors for migration (MNRF, 2015) and it explains why they
were previously designated as Core Environmental Features of ESPA #31.
Wildlife habitat corridors can also help increase genetic diversity and aid in the re-establishment
of populations after random events such as fires or disease. These corridors can help to increase
biodiversity and population stabilization (Lee et al., 1998). This habitat often allows for movements
between shelter, feeding, watering, growing and nesting locations (Lee et al., 1998). Studies have
demonstrated that migration corridors are essential habitats (MNRF, 2015).
9.10

Evaluation of Existing Habitat

The preceding analysis demonstrates significant habitat exists in FODM7-3 woodland and
FODM9-3 woodland. Since the Project will not modify any significant woodland habitats, this
implies habitat functionality within the woodlands will be retained in the future, after the Project is
completed. However, the Project provides an opportunity to enhance existing habitats within the
significant woodlands, as described in Section 10.
9.11

Summary

Inspections of the Site during 2018 confirmed the presence of a range of habitat features and
these are used to differing degrees by wildlife species. A key habitat features is the FODM7-3
woodland and FODM9-3 woodland off-Site, south of the property boundary. All species observed
on-Site and in proximity to the Site are regarded as abundant and tolerant of human disturbance
with no observed SAR or species of conservation concern. However, SAR Bobolink was observed
within the Conestogo River flood plain, > 120 m south of the property boundary. For this reason,
the proposed Project can be described as unlikely to result in significant environmental
disturbance if BMPs are used during the proposed development. However, detailed consideration
of the Project relative to natural heritage features is warranted, to fully resolve project interactions,
as addressed within Section 10.
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10.0

ENIVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES TO REDUCE DISTURBANCE
FROM THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

This section describes options to use during the construction phases of the Project, to achieve a
high level of environmental management to avoid disturbance or reduce disturbance.
10.1

Relationship between Proposed Project and Natural Features

Any re-development activity holds potential to cause effects on existing natural heritage and
physical features as well as on adjacent areas. For this Project, the majority of the land was used
previously for the feed mill facility whereas the majority of the natural heritage features of concern
exist beyond the property lines, on one neighbour’s land. That is, the Project is surrounded by
private property with extensive natural heritage features. This implies that the Project needs to be
particularly careful about activities, to ensure disturbance does not occur to adjacent private
property. A key consideration of the Project is that activities will not extend beyond the property
line. Vegetation found along the boundaries (west, south, east) of the Project currently acts to
buffer the off-Site Significant Woodlands from disturbance. Specifically, studies within this EIS
reported in Section 5 and Section 7 that the majority of land along the south property line contains
cultural meadow (i.e., CUM1-c). Then the vegetation transitions to cultural woodland (i.e., CUW1b) to the west, south, and east of the property lines to the Significant Woodland. This Significant
Woodland includes areas dominated by Bur Oak (i.e., FODM9-3) as well as areas where Crack
Willow was planted in the 1950s in gaps of the Bur Oak woodland (i.e., FODM7-3).
Findings reported within Section 7 noted the width of cultural meadow along the south property
line varies from 5 to 20 m wide while cultural woodland south of the property line varies from 18
to 50+ m wide (Figure 7, Table 4). These observations identify that the width of existing cultural
vegetation on-Site varies from 38 to 55 m along the south property line to the different portions of
the Significant Woodland. This vegetation pattern identifies existing cultural vegetation is
protecting the Significant Woodland on the west, south, and east boundaries and the cultural
vegetation needs to be carefully managed in this area. Thus, existing cultural vegetation along
the boundary of the Site is currently protecting the Significant Woodlands to the south.
10.2

Significant Woodlands

Analyses within this EIS have documented species diversity and evaluated the composition of the
woodlands south of the Site are dominated by Bur Oak (FODM9-3) as well as woodlands
dominated by Crack Willow (formerly dominated by Bur Oak). This evaluation has confirmed these
significant woodlands provide habitat for varied birds and other wildlife, a pattern similar to other
studies of such habitats in the ROW (e.g., ROW, 2016; Shea, 2016). It is important for the
Significant Woodlands to be buffered by native vegetation from future activities from the Project.
A challenge with this approach is that most of the cultural woodlands that provide vegetation buffer
the Significant Woodlands exist on private property. This reality implies the Owner needs to seek
permission from the neighbour to apply environmental activities to enhance the buffers.
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For these reasons, ELM recommends that a minimum of 5 m of the cultural meadow found onSite along the south property line be designated as environmental buffer. After this designation,
the meadow area can be re-planted with native herbaceous species and native woody stems.
Then, ELM recommends management of the cultural woodland due south of the property line
dominated by 95% NIS Manitoba Maple, after approval by the neighbour. This recommendation
includes removal of some of the Manitoba Maple followed by replanting of native woody stems.
For the cultural woodland found to the east, it would be appropriate to remove all NIS European
Buckthorn on-Site and along the property line. Then native woody stems could be planted to
enhance these areas. This approach of removal of NIS plants followed by planting of native plants
will act to enhance the vegetation buffers that separate the Project from the significant woodlands
as well as retain the functionality and persistence of the Core Environmental Feature south of the
property line. If this approach is taken, the 5 m of cultural meadow plus a minimum of 18 m wide
cultural woodland will create vegetation buffers that equal or exceed 23 m along the entire south
property line. This approach is reviewed in Table 10, and matches consistent and acceptable
management strategies identified for greenlands in the ROW (ROW, 2015, 2016). This
consistency reflects the inference greenlands will benefit from the removal of NIS followed by
enhancement of native vegetation buffers along the perimeter of the Core Environmental Feature.

Table 10: Summary of the expected effects of the Project on significant woodland habitat south
of the property boundary, classified as high sensitivity to disturbance. This table also identifies
proposed mitigation measures to reduce and/or eliminate future disturbance to the woodlands.
Feature

Sensitivity

Land Use

Area of Possible
Disturbance

Proposed Mitigation
Enhance vegetation within
cultural meadow along
property line.

FODM9-3
Bur Oak
Woodlands

High

Wildlife habitat

FODM7-3
Crack Willow
Woodlands

High

Wildlife habitat
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10.3

Other Woody Stems on-Site

This EIS documented woody stems exist across the Site, within the cultural woodlands along
Sawmill Road, along the driveway, as well as within hedgerows and elsewhere. These woody
stems include both NIS and native species and they all provide habitat to wildlife as well as other
environmental benefits (e.g., aesthetics, air purification, shade). For the Project, ELM
recommends that native trees on-Site are protected during the development of the Project with
application of tree protection BMPs. Also, ELM agrees with the finding presented by Aboud
Associates Inc. that the large hazard Bur Oak along the driveway represents a risk, and should
be removed (Appendix G). On this theme, ELM recommends to remove this tree after August 31
to avoid disturbance of any bird nests or myotis that may exist in the tree. On this theme, ELM
recommends that trees with a DBH > 10 cm that are removed to be compensated with a ratio of
3 plantings for each tree that is removed, to be consistent with the tree management bylaws of
Woolwich and ROW. For this compensation, ELM recommends all future plantings only involve
native species that are ecologically adapted to the habitats. In other words, all future plantings
will involve only trees native to ROW with plantings of species tolerant of the local moisture, slope,
and soil conditions. For example, species such as Bur Oak, Red Maple, Shagbark Hickory and
Eastern White Cedar are well suited for planting within the cultural woodlands. It is expected that
a future detailed landscape plan for woody stems for the Project will be submitted, reviewed and
approved as part of a Site Plan Approval process.
10.4

Herbaceous Plant Management on-Site

This EIS documented herbaceous plants exist across the Site, within cultural meadows as well
as along the edges of cultural woodlands. These herbaceous stems include both NIS and native
species and they all provide habitat to wildlife as well as other environmental benefits (e.g.,
aesthetics, air purification, reduction of risk of erosion). For the Project, ELM recommends that
native herbaceous plants on-Site are retained or replanted during the development of the Project
using appropriate BMPs. For example, along the property lines and along Sawmill Road, due to
the extensive presence of NIS Garlic Mustard, Common Mullein, Great Burdock etc., would be to
grade these areas and then replant them with native herbaceous species. Another useful activity
would be to remove NIS along the edges of the woodland, the property boundaries as well as the
driveways, and then replant with native species. It is expected that a future detailed landscape
plan for herbaceous stems for the Project will be submitted, reviewed and approved as part of a
Site Plan Approval process.
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10.5

Impact Avoidance Measures

This EIS has identified key natural features at and around the Site, and resolved the possible
effects of the proposed development on these features, based on documented species and
habitat features. Best Management Practices for construction activities should be applied to
mitigate other types of disturbance on the environment associated with the Project. A key
consideration for the Project will be to engage the neighbour, to confirm the environmental
management approach will be acceptable, as this EIS recommends activities along the entire
south property line to mitigate all types of possible disturbance. Such mitigation needs to avoid
disturbance of the vegetation buffers along the woodland edges and consider factors that could
disturb habitats. For example, the Project would need to carefully manage the generation and
transfer of dust, noise, vehicle exhaust, along with water and salt runoff from future activities onSite. A suite of methods are presented by Hamilton Conservation (2006) and those methods
relevant to future environmental management on-Site are reviewed in Table 9. This EIS proposes
that these mitigation measures could be applied during the Project and would be expected to
reduce the extent and duration of disturbance that may arise from the proposed development onSite and adjacent lands. In addition, prescribed mitigation measures act to respect the natural
heritage features observed at or adjacent to the Site.
10.5.1 Sediment and Erosion Control
It is important to recognize the difference between erosion control and sediment control measures
when preparing an effective erosion and sediment control plan. These measures are required, as
the existing parking lot drains downslope toward the existing drainage ditch, within the woodlands.
It is prudent to note the difference between erosion and sediment control methods, to ensure
existing drainage on-Site is properly managed. Specifically, such control methods are as follows:
•

Erosion control is the process by which the potential for erosion is minimized through the
use of BMPs like reducing total area of bare soil during construction; and

•

Sedimentation control is the process to limit the potential for eroded soil to be transported
and/or deposited beyond the limits of the construction site through the use of BMPs like
sediment erosion control fences.

Measures to address both erosion control and sedimentation control are required for the Project.
Therefore, the design of erosion and sedimentation control measures is expected to be flexible
and evolve throughout the construction process. Various BMPs can be applied to limit the effects
of erosion and sedimentation associated with the proposed development as reviewed in Table
11. These measures will limit effect(s) on surrounding areas (Hamilton Conservation, 2006).
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Table 11: Examples of BMPs for sediment and erosion control available for use on-Site.
BMP

Silt Fence

Vegetative
Buffer

Straw
Bales

Dust
Mitigation

•

Advantage
Effective way to prevent off-site
transport

•

Relatively inexpensive

•
•

Reduces runoff and sediment
transport
Mitigates erosion

•

Retains existing vegetation

•

Reduces erosion

•

Reduces runoff

•
•

Filters air
Mitigates erosion and improves
runoff

•

Relatively inexpensive

•

Reduces the amount of airborne
dust particles that may be
generated on-Site and migrate to
adjacent habitats
Reduces the amount of
sedimentation and by association
water pollution
Reduces the impact on respiratory
systems of wildlife and workers in
area
Should always use secondary
containment
Reduces the amount of pollution
that may be accidentally released
to environment from routine
activities such as adding fuel to onSite machines

•
•
•

Spill
Prevention
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Limitation
• Must be installed properly to prove
• Not suitable in areas with
concentrated runoff volumes
• Not suitable on rock or hard
surfaces
• Not suitable for high wind
• Regular inspection required
• Ensure protective measures are
taken
• Space consuming depending on
size
• Can be costly if buffer covers large
area of land
• Must be installed properly to prove
effective
• Not suitable in areas with
concentrated runoff volumes
• Can be costly
• May increase muddy conditions
on-Site

• Requires Site preparation and
equipment for secondary
containment etc.
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All BMPs should be regularly inspected. These inspections should be followed by maintenance,
to ensure functionality. It is also important that construction staff pay attention to weather
forecasts. To prepare for upcoming rain events, operators should walk around the construction
site to ensure that BMPs are operating properly. This preparation should verify that dumpsters
are covered, paint and other chemicals are covered, and no oil spills are possible. Operators
should also visually inspect all BMPs when the site will be inactive for several days, such as
weekends or holidays. Such activity will help to prepare for rain events that may occur when
workers are off-Site. These planned preparation procedures with help minimize the risk of on or
off-Site property damage.
The exact use of the BMPs will occur in conjunction with different phases of the proposed
development of the Project. It is expected the use of BMPs will result in avoidance or reduction of
disturbance at the Site. However, it is essential for proper timing of the use of BMPs, to ensure
they reflect typical seasonal constraints, such as high runoff during autumn rains, etc.
10.6

Timing Windows for Removal of Woody Vegetation

This EIS proposes that nonindigenous trees such as European Buckthorn and Manitoba Maple
be actively removed in selected habitats. Standard practices for removal of these species should
be followed. Such practices require the trees to be removed at times of the year that will not
interfere with the breeding activities of migratory birds. A similar strategy of appropriate timing
should also be applied for woody stems that are removed from walkways, gardens, stair area etc.
for the Project. Convention states that woody stems should be removed before April 15 or after
August 31 in any given year, as a conservative way to avoid disturbance of nesting activity of
migratory birds (e.g., MNRF, 2015). If tree removal in these planted areas is to be conducted
outside of the window of September 1 to April 30, then a qualified ecologist should be retained to
inspect the woody stems for the presence of nests. If an active nest is found in a woody stem, the
ethical path forward is to allow the bird to complete the nesting cycle before stem removal. That
is, provide the bird time to fledge the chicks observed in an active nest. Detailed guidance on
timing windows for environmental disturbance and wildlife is available from MNRF and GRCA if
additional details are required.
However, this EIS will recommend vegetation plantings of additional woody stems within the
CUW1-b to enhance the ability of the CUW1-b to function as a vegetation buffer. The owner of
the land will have to consent to these future plantings, however.
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11.0

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The proposed development that represents the Project involves conversion of a closed feed mill
to restaurant complex. As such, the Project will be located on previously-disturbed land. The
findings from this EIS revealed the past disturbance on-Site likely resulted in the presence of
tolerant and common species in this area whereas natural areas off-Site show higher biodiversity
and also include a ROW-mapped Core Environmental Feature with Significant Woodlands. In
general, the Project conforms with the planning requirements prescribed under the ROWOP along
with the tenets promoting redevelopment of unused land. This approach of redevelopment within
established urban areas is a preferred option, as defined within Ontario’s Places to Grow Act
(Ontario, 2005). For this reason, the proposed land use represented by the Project is consistent
with the preferred approach to redevelop land, as described within the ROWOP.
This EIS was designed to focus on the Core Environmental Feature found in proximity to the
Project based on comments received from Staff from the ROW and MNRF. The EIS initially
mapped the Core Environmental Feature and identified it was represented by the FODM9-3
woodland; the FODM7-3 woodland is separated from the FODM9-3 woodland due to the
presence of an abandoned orchard and abandoned pasture that is now a meadow. However, a
number of trees exist in both woodlands, such as Bur Oak, Red Maple, and Shagbark Hickory.
This mapping of the Core Environmental Feature as well as the flood plain of the Conestogo River
then provided the basis for the evaluation of potential effects of the Project on natural heritage
and physical features present on-Site and within 120 m of the property boundaries. A unique
consideration for the Project is that the entire Core Environmental Feature is located off-Site, and
so future management of this area will require approval of the private landowner.
This EIS involved a combination of review of existing records and a series of Site visits to
document existing natural heritage and physical features from May to October, 2018. The Site
visits allowed for the documentation and identification of herbaceous plant species and vegetation
communities, while searching for species of conservation importance and SAR on-Site. The
collection of extensive information from spring to autumn allowed for the evaluation of possible
consequences of the Project on the existing natural heritage and physical features on-Site, using
an EIS approach.
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As a result of findings produced within this EIS from a review of existing records and multiple
inspections on-Site, the following conclusions were identified:
•

The significant natural heritage features on-Site are the FODM7-3 woodland and FODM93 woodland, located east, south, and west of the property boundary;

•

Key vegetation features found along the south property boundary are composed of
CUM1-c cultural meadow with a width of 5 – 20+ m and CUW1-b woodland with a width
of 18 – 50+ m that collectively exist along the property line and buffer the significant
woodland. On the east, it is the CUW1-b woodland with a width of 10 – 15 m and
manicured grass with a width of 2 – 3 m that creates a buffer of vegetation that is 12 – 18
m wide along the woodland. Hence, the cultural meadow, cultural woodland, and lawn
buffer the significant woodlands along the east, south, and west property boundaries;

•

No risk of disturbance of species of conservation concern or highly mobile SAR such as
bats, birds due to no expected disturbance of FODM7-3 and FODM9-3 woodlands;

•

To avoid disturbance of Monarch that use Common Milkweed, this plant will be removed
only after September 15 in any given year;

•

Nonindigenous species are prevalent in the CUM1-c cultural meadow, CUW1-b cultural
woodland dominated by Manitoba Maple, and CUW1 cultural woodland along Sawmill
Road. These areas are well suited for replanting with native species;

•

Observed presence of vegetation buffers along the FOD9-3 woodland range in width from
18 – 50+ m and will protection this woodland within the Environmental Core Feature. This
confirms land use on-Site conforms to ROWOP policies 7.C.10 and 7.C.11 that requires
a minimum 10 m vegetation buffers for the boundary of Core Environmental Features; and

•

Due to past disturbance on-Site and within 120 m, wildlife habitat is concentrated in the
FODM7-3 woodland and FODM9-3 woodland. Since the Project will not disturb the
woodlands, no effects are expected on any resident or migratory wildlife. By extension, no
significant effects are anticipated on the natural environment from the Project.

These findings collectively confirm that past land use focused on agriculture, including pastures
and orchard within the flood plain of the Conestogo River. Forest cover in the past was likely
dominated by FODM9-3 Bur Oak woodlands. Subsequent disturbance from forestry and road
building resulted in the degradation of the Bur Oak woodlands leading to the planting of NIS Crack
Willow during the 1950s. Additional disturbance of the area can be attributed to the development
of residences, roads, and other considerations. For example, during the last 30 years, the intensity
of the flooding of the Conestogo River and Grand River has been mitigated through the
construction of dams across the Grand River Watershed (ROW, 2016). As a result, the intensity
of spring floods has declined leading to changes in the woodlands along the river shorelines.
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These conclusions lead to the following recommendations for future management activities:
•

Efforts should be applied to remove all garbage within the CUM1-c cultural meadows and
the CUW1-b cultural woodland and the CUW1 cultural woodland on-Site;

•

Use active control of NIS on-Site, as they are disturbing the ecological functioning of the
FODM7-3 and FODM9-3 woodlands south of the Site. The best approach will involve
application of different methods across species:
i) Remove all European Buckthorn by hand, to avoid harming native trees; and
ii) Actively remove patches of NIS herbaceous species using BMPs that will not
harm native herbaceous species.

•

To complete the control of NIS woody species, native woody species should be planted in
CUW1-b cultural woodland and the CUW1 cultural woodland. Future plantings in these
areas should involve species that are ecologically adapted for the drainage, soils, and
slope of the respective areas, and this will act enhance the vegetation buffer species by
using woody species that dominate the FODM7-3 and FODM9-3 woodlands; and

•

Apply recommended measures to mitigate the potential effects of the proposed Project
including BMPs for sediment and erosion control along with appropriate timing windows
for disturbance of the Site. These efforts collectively can be expected to reduce the
potential future disturbance to existing natural heritage features on-Site.

Overall, it is ELM's opinion that the retention of vegetation on-Site that is currently adjacent to the
FOD9-3 woodland will result in no significant disturbance of the Core Environmental Feature. The
removal of NIS vegetation from along the boundary of the woodlands will result in the
enhancement of these habitats. A key consideration is that all woodland south of the Site exist on
private property and the recommended activities to enhance these nature features require the
approval of the landowner. Future application of BMPs on-Site during the Project are anticipated
to result in the reduction and/or avoidance of significant disturbance and thereby the Project
conforms with the PPS (2014) and ROWOP (ROW, 2015).
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12.0

LIMITATIONS AND CLOSURE

This EIS was prepared for exclusive use by Spire Financial Limited. The reader’s attention is
specifically drawn to the Statement of Limitations in Appendix H as it is considered essential
that the caveats be followed for the proper use and interpretation of this report.
If you require additional information, please contact Dean Fitzgerald via electronic mail at:
Dean@elminc.ca or by phone at: 226-606-1072.

Sincerely,
Environmental Liability Management Inc.

Dean Fitzgerald, M.Sc., Ph.D.
Senior Ecologist
Director of Environmental Services
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Appendix A
Short Resume for Dean Fitzgerald.
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Senior Ecologist, Director of Environmental Services
Dean@elminc.ca; Mobile: 226-606-1072

FIELDS OF EXPERTISE

PROFESSIONAL SUMMARY

Expert witness for aquatic and terrestrial ecology
Species-At-Risk (SAR) studies for plants, animals
(including myotis/bats) in Ontario
Environmental Assessments (EA)
Environmental Impact Statements (EIS)
Environmental Chemistry in Soil and Water
SAR Plans and Permits Revegetation Plans
Sample collections and analysis for sediment,
plants, invertebrates, water, fish, other fauna in
streams, rivers, lakes
Water crossing studies concerning SAR
Demolition and Brownfields Redevelopment
Risk Assessments for Aquatic and Terrestrial Sites
First Nation and Public Consultations
Statistical Analyses (linear, multivariate)

EDUCATION
• Natural Sciences and Engineering Research
Council (NSERC) Industrial Fellowship 20062007, EcoMetrix Incorporated.
• NSERC Ecology Fellowship 2001 – 2002,
Cornell University, New York, U.S.A.
• Cornell University, 2003 – 2005 Additional
research funded by government agencies.
• Ph.D. (Biology), University of Windsor, 2000;
focus on lake ecology and fisheries biology.
• M.Sc. (Biology), University of Waterloo, 1996;
focus on stream ecology and environmental
management with chemistry and toxicology.
• Honours B.Sc. (Biology), Wilfrid
University, 1994 with focus on ecology.

Laurier

• Senior Ecologist with project experience that
dates to 1990s.
• Completed ecological studies across Canada,
U.S.A., Chile, Panama, Peru, and Uruguay.
• Co-author of > 30 peer-reviewed articles in
journals and chapters of books.
• Completed > 85 presentations at scientific
conferences since 1994.
• Mentored B.Sc., M.Sc., Ph.D. thesis students
at five universities in Canada and U.S.A.
• Interact with scientists at Cornell University to
conduct research on aquatic ecology
• Past President of Ontario
American Fisheries Society

Chapter

of

SELECTED PROJECT EXPERIENCE
• Sample collections and analysis of sediment,
water, and/or fish in all Great Lakes.
• Familiar with the analysis of contaminants in
water such as metals, metalloids, as well as
hydrocarbons, ash, cinders, and asbestos.
• Studies for ground-mounted solar arrays.
• Participated in various Municipal Class EAs
for dams, demolitions, roads in Ontario.
• Studies of SAR plants and animals from bats
to birds to fish to turtles at > 50 sites.
• Dam removal and rehabilitation of > 2500 m
of creek, and designed revegetation plan.

PROFESSIONAL HISTORY

• Mine baseline, routine monitoring, closure.

• Director, ELM Inc., June 2018 – present

• EIS for land development studies.

• Senior Ecologist, Premier, 2014 – 2018

• Expert witness testimony at Ontario Municipal
Board (OMB) regarding ecology and SAR.

• Senior Ecologist, exp Services, 2010 – 2014
• Intermediate Ecologist, EarthTech, 2008 – 2010
• Intermediate Ecologist, Ecometrix, 2005 – 2008
• Research Associate, Cornell, 2003 – present
• Visiting Research Fellow, Cornell, 2001 – 2002

• First Nation consultations, including expert
witness review and land use studies.
• Review of impacts from oil and gas well
development and pipelines.
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Appendix B
Additional Information Describing the Proposed Development
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Representative drawings of the Project, prepared by Imagine Architecture.

Scoped Environmental Impact Study
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Appendix C
Communications with Region of Waterloo regarding the Design of the EIS.
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From: Tim Van Hinte <TVanHinte@regionofwaterloo.ca>
Sent: Friday, June 1, 2018 1:17 PM
To: 'Dean Fitzgerald'
Subject: RE: Site at 1805 Sawmill Road in Conestogo
Ok sounds good no problem
From: Dean Fitzgerald [mailto:deanfishy@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, June 01, 2018 12:13 PM
To: Tim Van Hinte
Subject: Re: Site at 1805 Sawmill Road in Conestogo
Thanks for the positive feedback. I will be sure to include the Core Environmental Feature
boundary in to the report.
Appreciate the quick turn around, given you were away.
Hope you have a nice weekend.
From: Tim Van Hinte <TVanHinte@regionofwaterloo.ca>
Sent: Friday, June 1, 2018 12:00 PM
To: 'Dean Fitzgerald'
Subject: RE: Site at 1805 Sawmill Road in Conestogo
Thanks Dean – this looks good. I would only add that you will provide a recommended Core
Environmental Feature (Significant Woodland) boundary limit and buffer as per applicable
policies in the Regional Official Plan.
Have a good weekend,
Tim
From: Dean Fitzgerald [mailto:deanfishy@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 29, 2018 6:05 PM
To: Tim Van Hinte
Subject: Site at 1805 Sawmill Road in Conestogo
Hi Tim,
We met at 11805 Sawmill Road in Conestogo during late April.
Since the meeting, I did share email and a phone call with Kaitlyn Rosebrugh at GRCA. She
wrote in the email and then confirmed over the phone that the GRCA will follow the Region of
Waterloo's guidance on this activity in Conestogo and will not request an EIS. She said the
GRCA will review the documents submitted for the site to ROW etc.
I can forward the email to you, if you would like to have a copy.
At this time, I wanted to outline a proposed terms of reference for the environmental study for
1805 Sawmill Road, as discussed.

Following the conversation, we propose to complete the following tasks / activities for the
environmental study:
1) literature review of existing reports and biological records for the study area;
2) two breeding bird surveys with Ontario Breeding Birds Atlas (OBBA) protocol from June-July;
3) document incidental wildlife observations during study period of June to September;
4) complete herbaceous plant survey for the property and along the lands that are directly
adjacent to the property boundaries during June, July, and September;
5) identify the boundary of the significant woodland that exists between the river and property
boundary;
6) recommend non-native plant management strategies for the property;
7) develop a plan for enhancement and planting of native plant species. This plan will include an
inventory of all woody stems that have DBH > 10 cm along with a preservation strategy for
these larger woody stems;
8) communicate with MNRF about concerns for Species At Risk;
9) integrate information within a scoped Environmental Impact Study for submission to ROW;
and
10) be available to answer questions on the project that may arise from the ROW and/or GRCA.
I look forward to reading your response and comments regarding this proposed terms of
reference.
It is also prudent for me to note I have resigned from Premier and will be working for a new
company. So, I request that you respond to this email address. Similarly, I can be reached via
my mobile line, at: 226-606-1072.
Sincerely,
Dean Fitzgerald
___________________________________
Dean Fitzgerald, M.Sc., Ph.D.
Director of Environmental Services
ELM Inc.
Cambridge, Ontario
Mobile: (226) 606-1072
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April 30, 2018; 3:00 PM
Phone call with Kaitlyn Rosebrugh at the Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA) regarding
future studies at 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo.
This phone call reviewed the email below and focused on the fact the proposed development
would not disturb the existing drainage feature on-Site. This review identified that the GRCA did
not require additional surveys beyond what was identified by the Staff at Region of Waterloo.
Then Ms. Rosebrugh stated that if the future development did create disturbance of the
drainage feature, follow up communications would be required with the GRCA.
---------From: Kaitlyn Rosebrugh [mailto:krosebrugh@grandriver.ca]
Sent: April-30-18 2:07 PM
To: Dean Fitzgerald
Subject: RE: Propoed redevelopment of site in Conestogo
Hi Dean,
We are not requesting completion/review of an EIS to address GRCA requirements for this
particular proposal.
We can chat about this if you’d like. I’m here for the rest of the afternoon if you wanted to give
me a call.
Cheers,
Kaitlyn Rosebrugh | Resource Planner
Grand River Conservation Authority
400 Clyde Road, PO Box 729, Cambridge ON N1R 5W6
Phone: 519-621-2763 x 2292 | Fax: 519-621-4945
www.grandriver.ca
From: Dean Fitzgerald [mailto:dfitzgerald@premiercorp.ca]
Sent: Monday, April 30, 2018 1:35 PM
To: Kaitlyn Rosebrugh
Subject: Propoed redevelopment of site in Conestogo
April 30
Good Day Kaitlyn,
Hope you are having a fun Monday.
On this side, I am assisting with the proposed development at 1805 Sawmill Road in
Conestogo. We attended a meeting with the Region of Waterloo last week, and they asked me
to request guidance on required environmental studies. Please refer to the attached map for an
exact location.
If Tim Van Hinte has not communicated with you, he requested a scoped EIS be completed, to
assess potential risk from the activity. He asked for: 1) OBBA bird surveys, vegetation inventory,
vegetation management plan, Species At Risk surveys. He deferred to your side regarding any

need for surveys for species such as anurans. We agreed last week that it has been too cold for
frog/toad surveys and so, we have not missed the early season surveys for these species yet.
To review, the proposed redevelopment will not extend in to the adjacent woodlands and will
only use the existing parking lot and building footprints in the future. A consideration unknown at
this time is how the septic will be upgraded. The plan is to also retain the tower on site, as it is
currently home to an osprey nest.
Do you want to share a phone call about the site?
Look forward to reading your response.

Later,
Dean Fitzgerald
___________________________________
Dean Fitzgerald, M.Sc., Ph.D.
Director of Environmental Services
ELM Inc.
Cambridge, Ontario
Mobile: (226) 606-1072
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Graham.Buck@ontario.ca>
Sent: October 30, 2018 10:42 AM
To: Dean Fitzgerald <Dean@elminc.ca>
Subject: SAR_screening _1805_Sawmill_Road

Hello,
There are records in the area for the following species at risk (SAR) and provincially tracked
species:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Wavy-rayed Lampmussel Lampsilis fasciola Threatened
Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Special Concern
Silver Shiner Notropis photogenis Threatened
Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica Threatened
Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus Threatened
Elktoe Alasmidonta marginata
Black Redhorse Moxostoma duquesnei Threatened
Greater Redhorse Moxostoma valenciennesi
Rainbow Mussel Villosa iris Special Concern
Eastern Wood-pewee Contopus virens Special Concern
Snapping Turtle Chelydra serpentine Special Concern
Northern Map Turtle Graptemys geographica Special Concern

Threatened and Endangered Species receive both individual species and habitat protection
under the Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA). SAR habitat prescribed under regulation is
listed in Ont. Reg. 242/08 (https://www.ontario.ca/laws/regulation/080242).
Please be advised that because the province has not been surveyed comprehensively for the
presence of listed species, the absence of a record does not necessarily indicate the absence of
SAR from an area. To determine the presence of SAR for a given study area, the District’s
recommended approach is as follows:
I. Habitat Inventory
The Ministry recommends undertaking a comprehensive botanical inventory of the entire area
that may be subject to direct and indirect impacts from the proposed activity. The vegetation
communities should be classified as per the “Ecological Land Classification (ELC) for Southern
Ontario” system, to either the “Ecosite” or “Vegetation Type” level. For aquatic habitats in the
study area, we recommend that you collect data on the physical characteristics of the
waterbodies and inventory the riparian zone vegetation, so that these habitats can be classified
as per the Aquatic Ecosites described in the ELC manual.

II. Potential SAR within the Study Area
A list of SAR that have the potential to occur in the area can be produced by cross-referencing
the ecosites described during the habitat inventory with the habitat descriptions of SAR known
to occur within the planning area. The list of SAR known to occur in the Township of Woolwich
is attached for your reference. The species-specific COSEWIC status reports

(https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/services/committee-status-endangeredwildlife.html) are a good source of information on habitat needs and will be helpful in
determining the suitability of the study areas ecosites for a given species.
Please note that the Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) List is a living document that is
periodically amended as a result of species assessment and re-assessments conducted by the
Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO). The SARO List can be
accessed on the following webpage: https://www.ontario.ca/environment-and-energy/speciesrisk-ontario-list.
COSSARO also maintains a list of species to be assessed in the future. It is recommended that
you take COSSARO’s list of anticipated assessments into consideration, especially when the
proposed start date of an activity is more than 6 months away, or the project will be undertaken
over a period greater than 6 months. This list can be viewed at:
https://www.ontario.ca/page/how-comment-protecting-species-risk.

III. SAR Surveys
The Ministry recommends that each potential SAR identified under Step II is surveyed for,
regardless of whether or not the species has been previously recorded in the area. The survey
report should describe how each SAR was surveyed for, and provide a rationale for why certain
species were not afforded a survey (e.g., habitat within the study area is not suitable for a
specific SAR). Please note that some targeted surveys may require provincial authorizations
(e.g., ESA permit or Wildlife Scientific Collector’s Permit).
Graham
Graham Buck
Management Biologist
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
Guelph District
1 Stone Road West Guelph ON
N1G 4Y2
519 826 4505
graham.buck@ontario.ca

From: Dean Fitzgerald [mailto:Dean@elminc.ca]
Sent: October-17-18 7:41 AM
To: ESA Guelph (MNRF)
Cc: Buck, Graham (MNRF)
Subject: Species At Risk screening request for 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo
October 17, 2018
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry
Species At Risk Branch
Guelph District Office
1 Stone Road West
Guelph, ON N1G 4Y2
To Whom This May Concern:
RE: REQUEST FOR SPECIES AT RISK SCREENING FOR 1805 SAWMILL ROAD,
CONESTOGO
Environmental Liability Management Inc. was retained to complete environmental studies to
support the redevelopment of the lot with the municipal address 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo,
Township of Woolwich, Region of Waterloo (hereinafter, the Site). The proponents would like to
redevelop the abandoned feed mill in to a restaurant. This redevelopment is to use the existing
buildings and be limited spatially to the existing development footprint with no extension to the
natural areas located to the south or east; adjacent land is owned by another individual. Please
refer to the map on oversize paper submitted with this letter for an updated development plan for
the Site. At this time, we request a screening for Species At Risk for this proposed redevelopment.
The Site exists within Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) grid #: 947134. The UTM coordinates are: 17T 540550 4820936.
Please refer to the attached letter and map for information to support this request.
If the attached files are difficult to open or additional information is required, please feel free to
write or call my mobile line, at: 226-606-1072.
Sincerely,
Dean Fitzgerald.
___________________________________
Dean Fitzgerald, M.Sc., Ph.D.
Director of Environmental Services
ELM Inc.
Cambridge, Ontario
Mobile: (226) 606-1072
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Appendix F
Selected Photographs from the Site.

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 1
Date: June 22,
2018
Description:
View of the
property sign
associated with the
Site in Conestogo.

Photo No. 2
Date: June 22,
2018
Description:
General view of the
Exotic Form Field
Meadow (CUM1c) located on the
western half of the
property. Common
Milkweed
(Asclepias syriaca)
is visible in the
midground of this
photo. This plant is
often associated
with the Monarch
Butterfly (Danaus
plexippus).

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 3
Date: April 26,
2018
Description:
General view of the
Cultural Woodland
CUW1 present
along the east
driveway on-Site.

Photo No. 4
Date: June 22,
2018
Description:
A view of the silo,
parking lot, barn,
and Cultural
Woodland CUW1b evident in
background.

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 5
Date: June 22,
2018
Description:
General view of the
Cultural Woodland
(CUW1-b) present
surrounding the
Site. Vegetation
consistent with
areas of Cultural
Meadow CUM1-c
visible just off the
gravel area of the
parking lot.

Photo No. 6
Date: June 22,
2018
Description:
A second view of
the Cultural
Woodland (CUW1b) surrounding the
Site. Vegetation
consistent with
areas of Cultural
Meadow CUM1-c
visible just off the
gravel parking lot.

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 7
Date: June 22,
2018
Description:
View of some of
the existing
buildings on-Site.
This shed may be
considered
candidate habitat
for SAR Barn
Swallow (Hirundo
rustica), however
no nests were
observed during the
varied inspection
dates.

Photo No. 8
Date: June 22,
2018
Description:
View of some of
the existing
buildings on-Site.
This large garage
may be considered
candidate habitat
for SAR Barn
Swallow (Hirundo
rustica), however
no nests were
observed during the
varied inspection
dates. Also, no
Barn Swallow
specimens were
observed.

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 9
Date: June 22,
2018
Description:
Another general
view of an area of
Cultural Woodland
CUW1-b that exists
south of property
lines for the Site.

Photo No. 10
Date: July 17,
2018
Description:
Another general
view of the existing
buildings and
parking lot on-Site.
Sawmill Road and
an area of Cultural
Meadow CUM1-c
alongside the road
are visible in the
background.

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 11
Date: July 17,
2018
Description:
Another view of
the west barn
parking area
adjacent to a barn
with Sawmill Road
visible. Areas with
Cultural Meadow
CUM1-c exist
along Sawmill
Road.

Photo No. 12
Date: July 17,
2018
Description:
View of an area of
heavy erosion
located on-Site
along Sawmill
Road. This area
will be revegetated
with native
plantings in the
future.

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 13
Date: July 17,
2018
Description:
View of the
Cultural Meadow
CUM1-c which
backs onto the
Exotic Cultural
Woodland (CUW1b) located on west
half of the Site
along Sawmill
Road.

Photo No. 14
Date: July 17,
2018
Description:
View of Lesser
Knapweed
(Centaurea nigra)
observed in areas
of CUM1-c.
Centaurea nigra is
a common, nonnative species in
Ontario.

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 15
Date: July 17,
2018
Description:
View of non-native
Great Burdock
(Arctium lappa;
black arrow)
observed in areas
of CUM1-c near
the south property
line. This specimen
of Great Burdock is
in the vegetative
stage with large
leaves and purple
stem compared
with reproductive
stage with tall
green stem and
small leaves (not
evident).
Photo No. 16
Date: July 17,
2018
Description:
View of Bird’s-foot
Trefoil (Lotus
corniculatus)
observed in areas
of CUM1-c. Lotus
corniculatus is a
non-native species
in Ontario.

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 17
Date: July 17,
2018
Description:
View of Oxeye
Daisy
(Leucanthemum
vulgare) observed
in areas of CUM1c. Leucanthemum
vulgare is a
common, invasive
species in Ontario.

Photo No. 18
Date: July 17,
2018
Description:
View of an area of
CUW1-b. Exotic
Cultural Woodland
surrounding the
existing parking
area and
infrastructure on
Site. A common
plant in this area
was Raspberry (

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 19
Date: July 17,
2018
Description:
Another view of an
portion of Cultural
Woodland CUW1b found on-Site,
south of property
line. The dominant
tree species in this
area is non-native
Manitoba Maple
(Acer negundo).

Photo No. 20
Date: July 17,
2018
Description:
View of Wild
Cucumber
(Echinocystis
lobate) observed in
areas of CUW1-b.
Echinocystis lobate
was seen frequently
throughout the
forest floor in
proximity to the
Site.

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 21
Date: July 17,
2018
Description:
View of the
drainage area
located on the
eastern side of the
Site. This area may
be considered
floodplain and
likely only holds
standing surface
water following
heavy precipitation
or snow melt.

Photo No. 22
Date: August 4,
2018
Description:
View of the Exotic
Cultural Meadow
(CUM1-c) located
on the west side of
the property behind
existing
infrastructure. This
area backs onto the
Cultural Woodland
CUW1-b.

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 23
Date: August 4,
2018
Description:
View of a mature
planted Crack
Willow (Salix
fragilis) located
adjacent to ditch,
behind a shed on
the south side of
the parking area
on-Site. This tree
has endured
significant damage
created by
woodpeckers.

Photo No. 24
Date: August 9,
2018
Description:
View of non-native
Tansy (Tanacetum
vulgare) plant
observed alongside
the existing
infrastructure at the
Site. Tanacetum
vulgare is
aggressively
spreading across
Ontario and was
observed through
the CUM1-c onSite.

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 25
Date: August 9,
2018
Description:
View of adult
American Toad
(Anaxyrus
americanus) found
in proximity to the
eastern laneway onSite.

Photo No. 26
Date: August 9,
2018
Description:
View of another
juvenile American
Toad found onSite.

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 27
Date: August 9,
2018
Description:
View of a Spotted
Apatelodes
caterpillar
(Apatelodes
torrefacta) found
on a Bur Oak
(Quercus
macrocarpa) south
of the property line.

Photo No. 28
Date: August 9,
2018
Description:
View of an old
drainage pipe
located on the
eastern half of the
Site. This pipe
drains into the
floodplains and
drainage area
previously
photographed on
July 17 (Photo No.
21).

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 29
Date: October 4,
2018
Description:
View of wood
debris on parking
lot from past
operation of feed
mill. Such debris
will be cleaned up
in the future.

Photo No. 30
Date: October 4,
2018
Description:
Another view of
wood debris on
parking lot from
past operation of
feed mill. Such
debris will be
cleaned up in the
future.

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 31
Date: October 4,
2018
Description:
Another view of
wood debris on
parking lot from
past operation of
feed mill. Such
debris will be
cleaned up in the
future. This area
was adjacent to the
south property line.

Photo No. 32
Date: October 4,
2018
Description:
Another view of
four non-native
Common Mullein
growing within the
parking lot area.
These weeds will
be cleaned up in the
future.

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 33
Date: October 4,
2018
Description:
View of ditch area
adjacent to the
parking lot. This
slope was very dry
and also showed
evidence of
slumping. In the
future, woody
stems will be
planted on this
slope to enhance
stability.
Photo No. 34
Date: October 4,
2018
Description:
Pooled water
evident in the
ditch, south of the
parking lot. This
ditch showed no
flows and water
was from recent
rain storms.

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 35
Date: October 4,
2018
Description:
View of Cultural
Woodland CUW1b south of the
property line. This
woodland is
dominated by nonnative Manitoba
Maple.

Photo No. 36
Date: October 4,
2018
Description:
View of where
trees were mapped
that represented the
north edge of the
significant
woodland. Orange
tape is on a
Bitternut Hickory
(Carya
cordiformis)
growing next to a
large Crack
Willow. The trees
in the foreground
were mapped as
part of the Cultural
Woodland CUW1b, dominated by
non-native
Manitoba Maple
with DBH ~ 10 cm.

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 37
Date: October 4,
2018
Description:
View of non-native
Vipers Bugloss
(Echium vulgare)
growing within the
cultural meadow
CUM1-c near
Sawmill Road.

Photo No. 38
Date: October 4,
2018
Description:
View of Clouded
Sulphur (Colias
philodice) found on
non-native Vipers
Bugloss in the
cultural meadow
CUM1-c.

Representative Photographs of 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario

Photo No. 39
Date: October 4,
2018
Description:
View of dead
branches of
unhealthy Bur Oak
located south of the
east driveway. This
tree was assessed
by a Certified
Arborist from
Aboud Associates
Inc., and identified
as a hazard and at
risk of falling in the
near term. The
recommendation
was to remove the
tree while trying to
reduce damage to
adjacent trees.

Scoped Environmental Impact Study
1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario
Appendix G
Report from Aboud & Associates Inc., Guelph, ON, regarding hazard trees.
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190 Nicklin Road
Guelph . Ontario
N1H 7L5

December 20, 2017
Sent by email: steve@ksmart.ca

519.822.6839
info@aboudtng.com
www.aboudtng.com

URBAN FORESTRY
ARBORIST REPORTS
MANAGEMENT PLANS
TREE PRESERVATION PLANS
TREE RISK ASSESSMENT
GIS TREE INVENTORIES
TREE APPRAISALS
MONITORING

ECOLOGICAL RESTORATION
NATURAL SYSTEMS DESIGN
HABITAT RESTORATION
EDGE MANAGEMENT PLANS
RAVINE STEWARDSHIP PLANS
NATURALIZATION PLANS
INTERPRETIVE DESIGN
MONITORING
CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION

ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES
SUBWATERSHED STUDIES
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENTS
ECOLOGICAL LAND
CLASSIFICATION
WETLAND EVALUATION
VEGETATION ASSESSMENT
BOTANICAL INVENTORIES
WILDLIFE SURVEYS
MONITORING

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE
MASTER PLANNING
RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITIES
COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL
HEALTHCARE AND EDUCATION
STREETSCAPES
PARKS AND OPEN SPACES
TRAIL SYSTEMS
GREEN ROOFS
CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION

EXPERT OPINION
OMB TESTIMONY
LEGAL PROCEEDINGS
PEER REVIEW
RESEARCH
EDUCATION

Dean Fitzgerald, Senior Ecologist
Environmental Lialbility Management Inc.
Cambridge, Ontario
c/o
Steve Jefferson
K. Smart Associates Limited
85 McIntyre Drive
Kitchener, ON N2R 1H6
Re:

Tree Risk Assessment (Level 1, Limited Visual)
1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo
Township of Woolwich

Dear Mr. Fitzgerald:
This letter report is a brief overview of the tree risk assessments (ISA TRAQ Level
1) conducted on September 13, 2018. Two large bur oak (Quercus macrocarpa)
trees are situated adjacent a proposed redevelopment of the property at 1805
Sawmill Road in Conestogo.
One of the bur oak trees is located directly adjacent a proposed parking area and
driveway. This tree is dead and has large limbs attached. The risk rating assigned
to this tree would be ‘Moderate’ (‘Low’ would be the lowest risk rating, while ‘High’
and ‘Extreme’ are higher ratings than Moderate). This rating considers the size of
the part that could fail (either the large branches or whole tree) combined with the
likelihood that the part will fail in the next five (5) years and the increased
probability of the part striking a target and causing severe damage when the
development is completed.
The other bur oak is a very large tree, mostly dead, with severe decay in the trunk
and large, dead limbs in the crown. This tree is situated at the toe of a slope, set
back from the existing driveway approximately 10 metres, and surrounded by trees
with codominant or subordinate canopies. The risk rating for this tree is Low, due
mainly to the lower likelihood of a tree part impacting a target after failure. Failure
causing severe consequences is considered ‘Possible’ within five (5) years, but the
distance from targets and the aspect of the tree reduce the risk rating of the tree.
One large limb overhangs the driveway, and pruning this would be sufficient risk
mitigation if whole tree removal is not desirable.

1

Mr. Dean Fitzgerald
Tree Risk Assessment, 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo

October 31, 2017

The risk ratings for these trees are not prescriptive. They are intended to provide specific
information to be used in addition to other factors informing the management decision of the
tree owner/manager.
Should work on these trees be considered as a mitigating action, the tree directly adjacent the
parking lot and driveway could be removed without causing a significant disturbance to the
vegetated area around it. Removing the tree that is setback from the driveway would likely
require more equipment and possibly more disturbance. Pruning large branches and reducing
the height of the tree would sufficiently mitigate any currently unacceptable risk while keeping
the disturbance to a minimum. All wood from the trees that cannot be used for salvage should
remain on the floor of the vegetated area.
Please contact the undersigned should you require additional information of the above.
Yours truly,

A BOUD & ASSOCIATES INC.

James Dennis, M.Sc. F.
ISA Certified Arborist ON-1580A, ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified
Arboriculture Lead

A BOUD & ASSOCIATES INC.
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STATEMENT OF LIMITATIONS

For this study, the information, conclusions and recommendations given herein are specifically
for Spire Financial Limited (the Client) only and for the scope of work described herein for the
proposed land development proposals at 1805 Sawmill Road, Conestogo, Ontario, N0B 1N0. The
scope of work involves environmental screening for constraints based on a desk top review and
a field study. These activities were directed by varied government agencies that provided
communications directly to ELM Inc. Hence, the findings from study may not be sufficient for other
uses. ELM Inc. does not accept responsibility for this or other uses by third parties.
The data, conclusions and recommendations included within this report, and the quality thereof,
are based on the scope authorized by the Client. Note however, that no scope of work, no matter
how exhaustive, can identify all environmental constraints, environmental contaminants or all
conditions above and below ground that may exist. For example, environmental observations may
differ across survey dates. Hence, conditions may differ from those encountered in the
investigation. Similarly, flood zone features may vary dramatically from year to year even when
the site in question is not mapped as flood plain by government agencies. Plant and wildlife
surveys were part of this studies. Plants and wildlife are known to be highly variable in their spatial
distribution and appearance. This report therefore cannot warrant that all conditions on or off the
Site are presented by those identified at specific locations on a date or varied dates. This study
is limited by the vagaries commensurate with ecological communities in the natural world. Any
recommendations and conclusions provided that are based on conditions or assumptions
reported herein will inherently include any uncertainty associated with those conditions or
assumptions. In fact, many aspects involving professional judgment such as habitat available for
Species At Risk, potential for Species At Risk to migrate to the site in question and follow up study
recommendations inherently contain a degree of uncertainty that cannot be eliminated. This
uncertainty should be managed by periodic review and refinement as additional information
becomes available. The same challenges apply to forest boundaries that change over time.
Note also that standards, guidelines and best practice related to environmental investigations may
also change with time. Those standards, guidelines, and best practices are applied at the time of
this investigation may become obsolete or unacceptable at a later date. Also, the scope of work
and findings reported may not be sufficient to determine all of the factors that may affect future
construction or other on-site activities. Contractors bidding on future aspects of this undertaking
should, therefore, make their own interpretation of the factual information presented and draw
their own conclusions as to how the conditions may affect their work. Similarly, ELM Inc. cannot
warranty the accuracy of information supplied by the Client regarding legal boundaries of the Site.

