
Board of Directors Meeting 

Addendum 

Thursday, June 3, 2021 at 7:00 p.m. 

This meeting will be held by WebEx videoconference. 

The meeting can be viewed live on HCA’s You Tube Channel: 
https://www.youtube.com/user/HamiltonConservation 

6. Consent Items for Applications, Minutes and Correspondence

6.4 102 Items of correspondence respecting 140 Garner Road East, Ancaster,
labelled y) to dt) 



From: nancy dingwall
To: Lisa Burnside
Cc: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Ancaster Wetlands
Date: May 27, 2021 2:23:10 PM

Hello
I am writing to ask that you oppose the plan to pave over the wetlands in Ancaster. This
development plan will ruin a very important piece of land which provides storm water control,
is a natural filter and a habitat for animals. Please speak out against this development which
has no care or concern for the environment.
We need to set a precedent and indicate we will not stand by and allow this to happen to the
Ancaster creek and wetlands.
I trust as representatives of the Hamilton Conservation Authority that you will strongly oppose
this development. 
Thank you,
Nancy Dingwall 
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From: Sue Carson
To:

Subject:
Date:

; Jaime Tellier; "Lloyd"; brad.clark@hamilton.ca; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; 
Tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; Esther.pauls@hamilton.ca; sshaw-qp@ndp.on.ca.
HCA Wetland Relocation in Ancaster
May 27, 2021 7:58:57 PM

Dear Chairman Ferguson, HCA Board members and HCA staff,
Since writing to you earlier this month I have taken the opportunity to learn more about the

importance of wetlands in urban areas.  I have visited the marsh at 140 Garner Road and have read
local media reports about the future use of this site.

And I have to urge the board of the Hamilton Conservation Authority to reject outright the

development proposal at 140 Garner Road, Ancaster, coming before it on Thursday June 3rd. 
 With Climate Change affecting weather patterns and serious flooding resulting from more

storms we should be building more wetlands not removing them. The argument is that a new
wetland will be created – but when will that be functioning?  It could take ten years to have the
same capacity as the present area. What will happen in the intervening years? Hamilton has had
numerous floods in the last few years.  The area around 140 Garner is well developed and the extra
concrete and buildings will only mean more run-off water needing a safe place to flow. Replacing the
farm land with warehouses will seriously deplete the land that can absorb water.

 The marsh is at the headwaters of the Ancaster Creek. Will an assessment be done on the
possible affects downstream? Will there be more water or less? How will this affect fish and other
wildlife dependent on the water that is essential to their wellbeing?

 The Credit Valley Conservation reported at their May board meeting that they were now
calling 100 year floods 35 year floods.  Meaning that those once in a century downpours will occur 3
times as often.  What consideration is being given to more frequent flooding? Will HCA be
responsible? Is it  likely you could be sued by homeowners in the Garner Road area if their
basements get flooded should this wetland be moved?

 I understand that turtles have been found in the area and tundra swans land each year here
on their migration north. What consideration is being given to the disruption to wildlife?  As a
Conservation Area Board member isn’t your first concern to water sources and wildlife?  When did
the development of Ancaster businesses come under the jurisdiction of the HCA?

 If warehouses are needed then the Airport land still has plenty of room for development. 
Warehouses built there will be further away from residential areas, have better road access and
more room for employee parking.

 Moving a wetland not allowed under present HCA policy. Therefore I urge you again to take
a very serious look at what this will mean to the creek watershed;  the people who live close by; and
more importantly the wildlife that will almost certainly be killed when their home is destroyed.

 A very concerned Ancaster resident, Sue Carson.
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From: Robert Sutton
To: Lisa Burnside
Cc: Jaime Tellier; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca;

brad.clark@hamilton.ca; maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca;

Subject: Paving wetlands
Date: May 28, 2021 9:26:54 AM

Dear officials:

I strongly object to paving ANY of the many wetlands and headwaters on
Hamilton mountain. 

Robert Sutton B.A. (Hons.)
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From: nature
To: Lisa Burnside; Jaime Tellier
Subject: FW: Hamilton Conservation Authority - Wetlands in Ancaster at Garner Road
Date: May 28, 2021 2:29:27 PM

See below.

Randall Kovacs
Reception
Hamilton Conservation Authority
Phone: 905-525-2181 ext 100

The contents of this e-mail and any attachments are intended for the named recipient(s). This e-mail may contain
information that is privileged and confidential. If you have received this message in error or are not the named
recipient(s), please notify the sender and permanently delete this message without reviewing, copying, forwarding,
disclosing or otherwise using it or any part of it in any form whatsoever. Thank you.

-----Original Message-----
From: Cheryl Colton 
Sent: Friday, May 28, 2021 1:24 PM
To: nature <nature@conservationhamilton.ca>
Subject: Hamilton Conservation Authority - Wetlands in Ancaster at Garner Road

Hello Lisa and Jaime,

I am a resident at 14 Silver Maple Drive and I look out my kitchen window at the pumpkin patch. I have been
following and joining in the meetings related to the plan that is being proposed for this area.

I am very, very concerned about the disruption of the wetlands on this property in order to put up five warehouses.

Hamilton Conservation Authority Board should listen to their own staff and concerned citizens and reject this
proposal to offset this locally significant wetland. The alternative is not suitable.
Please ensure that this letter is sent to the board and added to the June 3rd meeting agenda.

I am hoping for the right thing to be done. The environment must be saved. Please ensure this email is passed to Lisa
Burnside and Jaime Tellier.

Thank you
Cheryl Colton

,
Ancaster Ontario
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From: Kathy Garneau
To: Jaime Tellier
Cc: Lisa Burnside; Collins, Chad; Jackson, Tom; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca; Clark, Brad; Maria Pearson; Lloyd

Ferguson; 
Subject: Ancaster Creek
Date: May 28, 2021 2:56:28 PM

Dear Jaime Tellier,

I implore you to listen to concerned citizens and reject the proposal to offset the locally
significant wetland, Ancaster Creek Headwaters at 140 Garnear Rd E.  Warehouses can easily
be accommodated in parts of Hamilton already zoned industrial.  Ontario is loosing too many
natural habitats and farmland.  

 Please pass my letter on to the board and have it added to the June 3rd meeting agenda.

-- 
-------------
Kathy Garneau

6.4(ac)
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From: Jan King
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Re: Ancaster wetlands
Date: May 28, 2021 3:03:54 PM

 Mr Tellier;

I am appalled by the sheer lack of conservation consideration given to our future and the
health of our community

You cannot relocate the Ancaster Wetlands!  The plans put forward to rebuild the existing
Wetlands is not a replacement, It is a holding pond!  A 3,000 car parking lot and 5 massive
warehouses will destroy an entire ecosystem. These Wetlands are part of the Ancaster
watershed, which controls the natural streams and waterways in 4 environmentally
significant areas within the Niagara Escarpment.
This area is also a unique cold water Wetland.  

A proper assessment is required to determine the long term effects on wildlife habitat and
potential down stream irreversible damages.

Let's not make a short sighted decision to create jobs and entice new business, only to find
the long term results will costs so much more.

Our ancient watershed needs to be protected.

Regards

Jan King

6.4(ad)
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From: Michelle Tom
Subject: Possible Spam Urgent
Date: May 28, 2021 3:13:23 PM

Conservation Hamilton,
We need every last wetland in the place it now stands. Save the wetland at Garner
Road.
We don't need warehouses on wetlands. Already over 200,000 robots are in
warehouses in the US. Automation is happening at a rapid speed globally.
Warehouses will not create sustainable jobs long term. This is a land speculator
opportunity.
Wetlands are incredible carbon sinks. We have high industrial emissions in Hamilton.
We need every wetland and natural area to help sink this carbon.
You are stewards, focus on stewardship.

Thank you,
Michelle

Michelle Tom

        .      

       .
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From: Diane Shamchuk
To: Jaime Tellier
Cc: Lisa Burnside; Chad Collins; Tom Jackson; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca; Brad Clark; Maria Pearson; Lloyd Ferguson;

; Maureen Wilson
Subject: Ancaster creek Headwaters
Date: May 28, 2021 3:51:33 PM

Dear Jaime Tellier,

I am asking you to listen to concerned citizens/stakeholders of Hamilton and reject the permit to pave over Ancaster
Creek Headwaters at 140 Garner Rd E. How do you purpose to replace this important wetland, that is the
headwaters to many streams? If you intend on turning it into a retaining pond, which does not function the same as a
wetland, where is the feasibility study and the data collected that informs you of this idea?

Warehouses can be built in areas that are currently zoned for such and need not be harmful to our environment. By
considering this permit you and this board are acting like environment is in your way. Don’t be so short sighted, it is
a bad precedent to start paving over wetlands.

Please pass my letter on to the HCA Board and have it added to the meeting agenda for June 3rd/2021.

Kind Regards
Diane Shamchuk
A concerned Hamilton resident
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From: christopher cardey
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Ancaster Wetlands
Date: May 28, 2021 4:33:35 PM

Dear J Tellier,

I am writing to you to express my concern with regard to the decision to build warehouses on
the Ancaster Creek Wetlands near Garner Road. We need to say NO! to plan on June3, 2021
when the matter comes up for a vote at the next Hamilton Conservation Authority meetingThe
idea that we can disregard nature on the one hand and then manufacture wetlands in the
future in another location is ludicrous. With wetlands disappearing at an alarming rate due to
human interventions we need to reverse this trend so that our ecosystem can remain healthy.
This is so important given the  climate crisis we are facing at this time. We need to act now so
that our children and grandchildren will have a healthy world.
Thank you,
Chris Cardey

Hamilton

6.4(ag)

9



From: Barbara Wilk-Ridge
To: Jaime Tellier; Lisa Burnside; brad.clark@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca; chad.collins@hamilton.ca;

tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; ester.pauls@hamilton.ca; sshaw-qp@ndp.on
Subject: Honour and Save our Ancient Wetlands
Date: May 29, 2021 2:48:10 PM

Hello:
We are OPPOSED to the pavement of the ancient wetlands at 140 Garner Road, Ancaster.  

May you ask yourselves and brainstorm, “In what way can we utilize the Mount Hope Airport to
support the proposed warehouses and parking space?”  

Can we not continue to honour and remember how ancient wetlands/nature has come to not only
nourish our souls, but our living natural community/species, NOT our bank accounts.   The decision
you make today, what appears to be a sacrifice in saving the ancient wetland, will actually prove to
be the greatest investment you will ever make!

Thank you for your time.   May you lead with your heart and think with your head.

Sincerely,

Jim and Barbara Ridge
Ancaster, ON
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From: Marie Covert
To: brad.clark@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca;

esther.pauls@hamilton.ca; Lisa Burnside; sshaw-qp@ndp.on.ca; Jaime Tellier; Lisa Burnside
Subject: Relocation of Wetlands at 140 Garner Road East - please add to HCA folder for June 3rd Meeting
Date: May 29, 2021 6:45:52 PM

Dear Conservation Staff & Board Members,

Please Save the Ancaster Wetlands!!

The majestic Tundra Swan is one of the many creatures that depend on the Ancaster
Wetlands for survival. These 'whistling swans', so-called because of the sound of their wings as
they fly overhead, land on the Ancaster Wetlands during their 6,000 mile journey from the
Carolinas to the Arctic tundra where they nest and lay their eggs. This stop allows them to
rest, to forage in nearby fields, and to prepare themselves for the remainder of their heroic
flight.
If we allow the Wetlands to be paved over with a parking lot for 3,000 cars and 5 massive
warehouses, there will be no respite for these magnificent birds. We condemn them to a slow
and ugly death as they face starvation and weakness; many will not survive the flight and
others will be too weak to re-produce.
This is just ONE example of the thousands of creatures who will face certain death at the
hands of bulldozers and excavators. Even if song birds, reptiles, coyotes, raccoons, and turtles
survive, their habitat is lost forever. Think: devastation, destruction, death.
Experts say that it takes a very long time for a wetland to properly establish itself, so any
claims by Councillor Ferguson and the developer that a retaining pond can replace the
wetland are foolish. Can toads and turtles over-winter in the mud in the bottom of a "cement
pond"?
To the Conservation Board Members, please listen to your staff who do not recommend
approval of this pre-mature proposal.  Please listen to your conscience since you know that
this ill-conceived design has not been thoroughly assessed for Risk and Liability.  If
underground waterways begin to shift, there are too many unknowns regarding the
Headwaters of the Ancaster Watershed to ensure the safety of all who live within its borders,
humans as well as wildlife.  If there is large scale flooding as the experts forecast, the route of
those underground tributaries has not been studied and the degree of flooding is unknown. 
Damage to the escarpment could lead to road wash outs and death. 
In the middle of this world-wide Climate Crisis, it is inconceivable to me that anyone would
come forward with an idea that would jeopardize the delicate balance we face.  As weather
experts predict more frequent and  more violent storms than we have ever know, now is not
the time to eliminate precious vegetation, marshes, swamps, etc. that control our huge
carbon emissions and hold back erosion.  Surely surplus warehouses (the airport area is still
under-utilized and looking for more tenants) cannot replace human life and Canada’s
commitment to reduce our carbon footprint by 2025.  We all have to make a contribution.    
Please continue in your long and much-needed role to protect our precious water and lands -

6.4(ai)
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wildlife habitat, the natural reservoirs that provide storm water control, and the re-charging
of groundwater.

Respectfully,
Marie Covert
Dundas
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From: Susan Csatari
To: Jaime Tellier; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca
Cc: David Temperley; 
Subject: Fwd: Proposed Relocation of Ancaster Wetlands for Garner Road Warehouse Development
Date: May 30, 2021 3:43:54 AM

> To: The Board of Directors of the Hamilton Conservation Authority (listed below), 
> 

> As a long-time Ancaster resident and concerned citizen, I am writing to urge all Directors to fulfill your mandates to
protect and conserve our irreplaceable wetlands, and to ensure that the headwaters of Ancaster Creek will remain unaltered
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in their current location. 
> 
> The proposal by developers to “relocate” the creek and sensitive wetlands to allow the area to be paved for warehouses
and parking is indefensible and absurd, would forever alter and diminish the last remaining source of water flowing over
the Ancaster escarpment, and would destroy the natural habitat of sensitive and vulnerable wildlife and native plants and
grasses. It is impossible to replace a complex ecosystem with a man-made diversion and holding pond. 
> 
> I urge you in the strongest possible terms to heed the reports and advice of environmental experts as well as the excellent
and cautionary opinion recently expressed by Tom Beckett in the Hamilton Spectator.
> 
> If you, as Directors of the Board of the HCA, allow the developer’s plan to go ahead, you will be in contravention of
your roles as protectors of sensitive and irreplaceable wetlands and guardians of the natural environment of Hamilton and
Ancaster. 
> 
> Your decision will impact the climate and environmental health of the area, affecting current and future citizens of
Ancaster and areas downstream of Ancaster Creek for generations; the damage that would result from the paving and
resulting destruction of the wetland would be irreversible. 
> 
> Yours truly,
> 
> Susan Csatari 
> 
> Sent from my iPhone
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From: June & Brian Wilson-Junner
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Please add this letter to June 3rd Agenda - Ancaster Creek Watershed proposed development
Date: May 30, 2021 9:37:58 AM

I had initially sent this email to an incorrect address.  My apologies.

Begin forwarded message:

From: June & Brian Wilson-Junner < >
Subject: Please add this letter to June 3rd Agenda - Ancaster Creek
Watershed proposed development
Date: May 30, 2021 at 8:20:46 AM EDT
To: jamie.tellier@conservationhamilton.ca

I am writing to you today about Ancaster Creek (Hamilton, Ontario) and to ask
that you please take action now to protect this wetland in the Ancaster Creek
watershed.
On June 3rd the Hamilton Conservation Authority will be hearing a proposal to
pave over the Ancaster Creek Wetland and Pumpkin Patch at 140 Garner Rd E to
make way for warehouses. 

Across Ontario our last remaining wetlands are under threat. As developers and
land speculators continue to sell off undeveloped land to the highest bidder,
Ontario is losing precious habitats and farmland. The Ancaster Creek Wetland is
the headwaters for downstream communities like Dundas, a community already
subject to flooding. While the  of this decision believes a
new wetland can be created, Hamilton Conservation Authority Staff and local
citizens have raised extreme concern regarding this proposal.  

Wetland offsetting should only be used in the most extreme and unavoidable
situations.  This development is not extreme and unavoidable.

We implore you to help to stop the over development and under protection of our
most valuable resources in Ontario and Canada.   Developers don’t care about the
community they want to build in, they just care about the profit line.  We all know
that there are other areas that development wouldn’t be as detrimental to our
natural resources and farmlands, but those areas might not be as profitable or easy
for them.  They bully their way to easy pickings, and our government- whether
municipal, provincial or federal is allowing it-no matter the cost to society now
and to future generations.  

As citizens we are forced to stand by and watch our valuable farmlands over-
developed, and our natural resources not only threatened but devastated.  You see
it everywhere-all over Ontario.  We feel helpless, angry and saddened by the loss
we see around us.   We can only look to our political and conservation leaders and
beg for help.  

Southern Ontario has lost over 72% of its wetlands and wetland loss continues

millionaire proponent
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today.  We are losing enormous acreages of valuable farmland to development-
almost always from developers not even associated to our towns.  We need
protections in place and we need them now.
Please help.

Sincerely,
June Wilson-Junner
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From: Maryanne Lemieux
To: Jaime Tellier; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca;

brad.clark@hamilton.ca; maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca;

Subject: Development on sensitive wetlands
Date: May 30, 2021 9:47:02 AM

I agree 100% with the words of Thomas Beckett, the first Chair of The Hamilton Conservation
Authority, so I am resending his letter to you. He has articulated exactly my objection to the
paving over of wetlands to construct warehouses and parking lots. This kind of destruction
cannot be remediated or compensated for. The damage would be permanent and devastating
and can never be justified by suggesting it is serving "progress" and job creation. Conservation
of wetlands must never be compromised and must not ever be negotiable.

Mr. Beckett's letter: 
"The board of the Hamilton Conservation Authority will soon be voting on a proposed new
policy that would allow development on sensitive wetlands.
One such proposal on Garner Road East in Ancaster would pave over a huge area to allow for
the construction of five warehouses and parking for 3,000 employees. The waters from that
wetland are part of the headwaters of Ancaster Creek, which flows over Tiffany Falls. This
proposal will allow the developer to substitute land elsewhere for the existing wetland,
contrary to existing HCA policy.
The obligation of a board member of any organization, whether private or public, is to always
vote in the interest of the organization. If a member of the HCA board finds they are unable to
support the authority and intends to support the developer's interest instead, then their
obligation is to resign their seat.
This includes the authority's chair, Lloyd Ferguson. Mr. Ferguson cannot serve two masters at
the same time. If he is unwilling to support the authority's principles and policies he should
resign and be replaced by someone who does.
It is ironic that members of the public should find themselves fighting the HCA in order to
maintain the policies and principles of good conservation.
Thomas A Beckett, Dundas"
Hamilton Spectator May 29, 2021

Sincerely,

Maryanne Lemieux
L8N 2J7

6.4(al)
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From: claudia
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: 3C support
Date: May 30, 2021 11:16:10 AM

Hello

Please support Ancaster wetlands, no to developers.
Thank you
Claudia Espíndola

6.4(am)
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From: Janice Currie
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Fwd: 140 Garner Road E., Ancaster
Date: May 30, 2021 11:18:34 AM

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Janice currie 
Date: May 30, 2021 at 10:31:44 AM EDT
To: jamie.tellier@conservationhamilton.ca
Cc: chad.collins@hamilton.ca, tom.jackson@hamilton.ca,
esther.pauls@hamilton.ca, brad.clark@hamilton.ca
Subject: 140 Garner Road E., Ancaster

I am writing to you to express my opposition to the proposal to relocate a wetland
at the subject location.
My understanding is that there is already a regulation preventing such activity
except, perhaps, under very specific circumstances.
I would respectfully implore you to uphold that regulation in this instance.
There is really no point in having by-laws, and regulations, if special interest
entities (big money) can regularly apply for, and receive variance approvals with
promises to create something ‘bigger and better’.
There is also no point in expecting the population at large to respect climate
change and the environment unless our cities and environmental authorities are
setting an example.
Thank you for considering my comments.
Janice Currie

Ancaster, ON

Sent from my iPad

6.4(an)
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From: Larche, Maggie
To: Jaime Tellier; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; brad.clark@hamilton.ca;

esther.pauls@hamilton.ca; maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca; Lisa Burnside
Subject: HCA - proposed development at 140 Garner Road East - strong objection.
Date: May 30, 2021 12:19:03 PM

Dear HCA board,

Jaime, I would be pleased if you could circulate this letter to the entire board. I do not have their
email addresses.

I am concerned that the wetland watercourse at 140 Garner Road East is threatened through the
development of a large warehouse and parking area. This is a hugely significant wetland that should
be conserved. Interfering with this wetland has important downstream consequences including
flooding, and pollution. The HCA’s own policies are to conserve important natural areas. The idea of
“relocating” this wetland at a “later date” is preposterous, and is in direct conflict with the mission of
the Hamilton CONSERVATION Area, indeed is contrary to existing HCA policy.

Putting immediate financial gain ahead of conserving our wetlands is clearly a conflict which should
not be in the hands of politicians. Thomas Beckett, in his recent article in the Hamilton Spectator

(29th May 2021) makes a very important point that the role of any board member in any
organisation is to vote in the interest of that organisation.  The interest of the Hamilton Conservation
Area is to conserve.

I would be grateful if all the board members can consider this when you vote on the 3rd June on this
very significant proposed destruction of the wetlands at 140 Garner Road East.

Board members, I implore you to listen to your staff who have the scientific knowledge,
education and understanding to make the best recommendation for the health of our city. Please
vote against this development.

Respectfully,

Dr Maggie Larché

Dr Maggie Larché, MRCP(UK), PhD
Professor of Medicine,
McMaster University,
Hamilton
Ontario
L9H 5E3
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From: Rose Janson
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Your purpose is to protect precious wetlands!
Date: May 30, 2021 12:32:02 PM

Dear Jaime

We understand that a decision will be made on June 3rd regarding the
Silvestri development proposal near Ancaster Creek.

Please pass on to the members of the Conservation Authority Board that
it would be wrong to build on the proposed wetland. An alternative must
be found.

Wetlands need protection because they mitigate flooding, are homes for
precious frogs and turtles, and promote much-needed biodiversity.

Sincerely,
Rose Janson and Family

--
This email has been checked for viruses by AVG.
https://www.avg.com
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From: Paula Hrycenko
To: Jaime Tellier
Cc: chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca; brad.clark@hamilton.ca; 

maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca
Subject: Stop the Paving of 140 Garner Rd East.
Date: May 30, 2021 12:47:02 PM

Dear HCA board,

Jaime, I would be pleased if you could circulate this letter to the entire board. I do not have their 
email addresses.

I am concerned that the wetland watercourse at 140 Garner Road East is threatened through the 
development of a large warehouse and parking area. This is a hugely significant wetland that should 
be conserved. Interfering with this wetland has important downstream consequences including 
flooding, and pollution. The HCA’s own policies are to conserve important natural areas. The idea of 
“relocating” this wetland at a “later date” is preposterous, and is in direct conflict with the mission of 
the Hamilton CONSERVATION Area, indeed is contrary to existing HCA policy. 

I include here the HCA Staff Recommendation on this proposal:

THAT HCA staff recommends to the Board of Directors:
THAT the Board of Directors refuse the application made by One Properties Real Estate 
Inc., for the relocation of a watercourse and the removal of a locally significant wetland and 
the creation of a new wetland feature in a regulated area
associated with Ancaster Creek as the proposed development does not conform to the 
requirements of Section 3.1.7 of the Hamilton Conservation Authority’s
Planning and Regulation Policies and Guidelines (October, 2011) ) as they relate to the 
implementation of Ontario Regulation 161/06 (HCA’s Regulation of Development, 
Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and
Watercourses) made under the Conservation Authorities Act, R.S.O. 1990.
Putting immediate financial gain ahead of conserving our wetlands is clearly a conflict which should 
not be in the hands of politicians. Thomas Beckett, in his recent article in the Hamilton Spectator 

(29th May 2021) makes a very important point that the role of any board member in any 
organisation is to vote in the interest of that organisation.  The interest of the Hamilton Conservation 
Area is to conserve.

Board members must take the advice of this recommendation and recognize the need to protect the 

ever shrinking green space in our island ecosystem when you vote on the 3rd June on this very 
significant proposed destruction of the wetlands at 140 Garner Road East.

Board members, I implore you to listen to your staff who have the scientific knowledge, 
education and understanding to make the best recommendation for the health of our city. Please 
vote against this development.

Respectfully,

6.4(aq)
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Paula Hrycenko 

Dundas, Ontario
L9H 5E3

23



From: Frances Murray
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: FW: Development at 140 Garner Road
Date: May 30, 2021 1:25:07 PM

Please include the correspondence sent earlier this month (below) in the agenda for June 3 meeting.

Thank you,
Frances Murray

Hamilton, ON

From: Frances Murray 
Sent: Tuesday, May 4, 2021 11:07 PM
To: Lisa.Burnside@conservationhamilton.ca
Cc: lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca; brad.clark@hamilton.ca; Chad.collins@hamilton.ca;
tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; Esther.Pauls@hamilton.ca
Subject: Development at 140 Garner Road

Please reconsider allowing the development of warehouses on a significant wetland in rural
Ancaster.  Wetlands cannot be re-created and moved around by clumsy human-made methods. 
Warehouses can easily be relocated to more suitable areas of development.

Frances Murray

Hamilton, ON    L8P 3L5

        .             .
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From: Mary Anne McDougall
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: 140 Garner Rd
Date: May 30, 2021 3:20:01 PM

To whom it may concern:
I write today to address the HCA Board of Directors in regards to the development application at 140 Garner Rd E
in Ancaster.
As you are aware, this proposal intends to destroy the significant wetland and watercourse at the headwaters of
Ancaster Creek. I have read that the developer plans to “move the wetlands to a new and improved site”. Does the
board honestly believe that? Nature chooses where wetlands have been for centuries. There is significant wildlife
reported in this wetland and also migratory waterfowl use it during spring as a resting place.
I am opposed to this development as a Hamilton resident, birdwatcher and nature lover.
I call on the board’s chair, Lloyd Ferguson to support the staff of HCA and refuse the application made by One
Properties Real Estate Inc.
regards,
Mary Anne McDougall

Hamilton ON
L8r2g7

Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To: Lisa Burnside
Cc: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Proposed development at 140 Garner Road, Ancaster
Date: May 30, 2021 4:12:26 PM

May 30, 2021

ATTENTION:  Councillor Lloyd Ferguson, Chair, and Members of the Board,
 Hamilton Conservation Authority

CONSERVATION:
a careful preservation and protection,

especially the planned management of a natural resource to prevent exploitation,
destruction, or neglect.

I urge that you resist the proposed development coming before the HCA Board on June 3,
2021, to relocate a wetland and part of the headwaters of Ancaster Creek located at 140
Garner Road, Ancaster, in order to construct five warehouses and parking for hundreds of
cars.

The opposition of the HCA staff to this proposal signifies the ecological significance of these
wetlands to all life:  human AND animal.  In addition, such development in this area will
result in traffic issues and potential flooding when heavy rains cannot be absorbed because
of the proposed extensive paved parking area.

Hopefully you will adhere to the recommendation of your professional staff and reject this
proposal.

Yours sincerely,

Dorothy Bartalos
Dundas ON L9H 5B8

6.4(at)

26



From: Kathleen Livingston
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Ancaster wetlands
Date: May 30, 2021 4:38:15 PM

I write to oppose the disturbance of the Ancaster wetlands currently being proposed. This vital
wetlands extends its influence over a vast swath of southern Ontario and cannot be replaced
once developed. The environmental implications of such a development are generational. The
decision regarding the preservation of this valuable ecosystem must also consider the many
generations yet to come, leaving them with an environmentally intact wetland system instead
of a warehouse wasteland.

Please stop the development of the Ancaster Creek wetland!
-- 
Kathleen Livingston
Hamilton ON

“Treat people as if they were what they ought to be and you help them

to become what they are capable of being.” 

JOHANN WOLFGANG VON GOETHE
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From: B B
To: Jaime Tellier; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca;

brad.clark@hamilton.ca; maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca
Cc:
Subject: SAY NO TO WAREHOUSE DEVELOPMENT ON WETLANDS
Date: May 30, 2021 5:08:47 PM

Hello City Councillors,

Please, please, vote to protect and save the wetlands on Garner Road in Ancaster.
I am a 22-year-old resident and I am so disappointed in at my councillors have shown in light
of the Brandon house and preserving Hamilton sustainability in these recent times. 

These wetlands serve our environment and environmental community and cannot be simply
"moved".  McMaster University biologist James Quinn said he’s concerned “mucking around”
with the headwaters to Ancaster Creek will undermine efforts to improve its water quality
downstream, including by the university.  He said Ontario has already lost too many wetlands,
which mitigate flooding and climate change, and it’s not easy to create a new one, even with
the right depth and hydrology, because it’s not in the spot nature chose.
“You don’t just pick it up and move it,” Quinn said. “For that to develop into something like
this (existing one) would take a very long time,” he said.

“Especially the species that are living here, for them to find this new wetland, they’re not
going to wait around for this new wetland to become a decent wetland.” This bulldozing may
destroy the precious Ancaster Creek and Tiffany falls.  Please vote to move this warehouse
development elsewhere and preserve our wetlands, sacred to waterways in the area and the
health of our environment.

Please, please save the wetlands and do not allow this warehouse motion to pass. 

Sincerely,
Bianca Beraldo

6.4(av)
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From: Rosa Beraldo
To: Jaime Tellier; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; Lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca;

esther.pauls@hamilton.ca; brad.clark@hamilton.ca; maria.pearson@hamilton.ca
Cc: mayor@hamilton.ca; clerk@hamilton.ca; 
Subject: FW: SAY NO TO WAREHOUSE DEVELOPMENT ON WETLANDS And No to the LRT
Date: May 30, 2021 5:25:41 PM

Subject: SAY NO TO WAREHOUSE DEVELOPMENT ON WETLANDS

Hello City Councillors,

Please, please, vote to protect and save the wetlands on Garner Road in Ancaster.
I am a 18 year resident of Ancaster, and long-time Hamiltonian and I am so disappointed in our
councillors and the lack of preservation that they have shown in light of the Brandon house and
preserving Hamilton sustainability in these recent times.   Business and benefit of few at the cost of
our environment which is important to all.

These wetlands serve our environment and environmental community and cannot be simply
"moved".  McMaster University biologist James Quinn said he’s concerned “mucking around” with
the headwaters to Ancaster Creek will undermine efforts to improve its water quality downstream,
including by the university.  He said Ontario has already lost too many wetlands, which mitigate
flooding and climate change, and it’s not easy to create a new one, even with the right depth and
hydrology, because it’s not in the spot nature chose.
“You don’t just pick it up and move it,” Quinn said. “For that to develop into something like this
(existing one) would take a very long time,” he said.

“Especially the species that are living here, for them to find this new wetland, they’re not going to
wait around for this new wetland to become a decent wetland.” This bulldozing may destroy the
precious Ancaster Creek and Tiffany falls.  Please vote to move this warehouse development
elsewhere and preserve our wetlands, sacred to waterways in the area and the health of our
environment.

Please, please save the wetlands and do not allow this warehouse motion to pass. 

Sincerely,
Bianca Beraldo
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To:  Board of Directors, Hamilton Conservation Authority May 30, 2021 

Re:  140 Garner Road East, Ancaster 

Ontario Regulation 161/06 administered by the Hamilton Conservation Authority (HCA) is paramount to 

protecting the people and property across the Hamilton CA watershed from flooding and damage. 

Provincial regulations like these have been in place for decades and are touted as an inter/national gold 

standard for watershed management and flood protection.  

The Regulation serves to ensure that natural features and functions our predecessors had the foresight to 

protect remain to benefit our and future generations. Now, in the face of climate change and dwindling 

municipal budgets, is not the time to forsake these valuable natural assets.  

At the Section 28 Hearing on May 6, 2021, I respectfully ask that you adhere to Ontario Regulation 161/06 

and follow the recommendation of HCA’s expert staff and not issue a permit for the warehouse 

development proposed at 140 Garner Road East, Ancaster.  

The subject lands are located in the headwaters of the Ancaster Creek subwatershed which is part of the 

Spencer Creek system, a system already under stress. The wetland on site is indicative of the hydric soils 

and speaks to the hydrologic function and importance of the area. What happens in the headwaters of a 

watershed has a cumulative impact on the entire downstream system.  

Attempts to interfere with the natural hydrology of these headwaters can lead to costly and unwanted 

impacts on those that live and own businesses downstream. At who’s expense? And would the CA be 

liable if shown that it did not adhere to its own regulation and policies? 

Also of note is that the subject lands were severed just months ago, in July 2020. The Applicant attested in 

their official submission to the City of Hamilton when seeking consent to sever the land that “All natural 

resources will be retained and protected, and there are no proposed revisions to any flood regulation 

areas“. However… 

… just days later, also July 2020, materials submitted by the Applicant included the very plan before you

now for consideration (Item 4.2 Schedule B, May 6, 2021 Agenda Package). That plan clearly does NOT 

protect natural features and clearly requires revisions to flood regulation areas.  

It is your duty as Directors of the regulatory body responsible for administering Ontario Regulation 161/06 

to uphold the applicable regulation and policies. I call on you to adhere to the HCA Code of Conduct and 

your commitment to the interests of HCA. You are responsible for making the right decision for the CA, 

the watershed and its residents, not for private interests nor acute, vociferous municipal interests.   

The mandate and strategic direction of HCA is clear. This request for permit cannot in clear conscience be 

approved. Many Hamiltonians would lose faith in the HCA if approved and it would set a divisive and 

destructive precedent for our watershed. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Zoë Green 

Downstream Resident, Dundas 
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May 30, 2021 

Dear members of the Hamilton Conservation Authority Board: 

     I am writing to recommend in the strongest terms that you should not agree to permit the loss of yet 
another wetland.  As you know, wetlands provide important and valuable ecosystem services and also 
sequester carbon from the atmosphere.  As members of the board your responsibility is not to assess 
whether you agree with the proponents promises of jobs etc..  You are responsible to protect the 
biodiversity of the wetlands and the security of the watershed.   
     Some of you are Council members who unanimously supported the declaration of a climate 
emergency and agreed to serve on the Conservation Authority Board of Directors.  As such it is 
incumbent upon you to make careful conservation-minded decisions.  I hope you will reflect upon 
previous efforts to approve a warehouse on a wetland in Pickering received lots of bad publicity and 
public opposition.  A decision by a CA to approve something that the TRCA tried so hard and succeeded 
to block will be seen as a decision in bad faith.   
     This request is clearly for the personal financial interest of the proponents and should not be 
approved.  There are obviously better locations for warehouses, including the huge area of brownfields 
near Hamilton’s Port and long truck routes on Nicola Tesla Blvd/Burlington Street. 
     Adding impermeable surfaces to the headwaters of Ancaster creek in this age of extreme weather is 
foolish from the perspective of a credible director of a conservation authority.   
     I also note the compelling letter from Thomas Beckett, founding chair of the Hamilton Conservation 
Authority and former supreme court judge that was recently published in the spectator.  Passing this 
permit request would be an absolute travesty of “conservation”.  Please make the right choice on this 
request as well as on your offsetting policy.  For offsetting to make any sense at all from a conservation 
perspective, you should require the creation of a new wetland that has already matured to the point 
where it would replace the functioning wetland that is to be destroyed. 

Sincerely, 

James S. Quinn, PhD 
Professor 
Biology Department 
McMaster University 
LSB 435 

Lab Website: https://sites.google.com/site/mcmasterquinnlab/home 
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From: Sue Yarwood
To: Jaime Tellier; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca;

brad.clark@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca
Subject: Fwd: Ancaster Creek
Date: May 30, 2021 7:38:38 PM

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Sue Yarwood < >
Date: Sun, May 30, 2021 at 4:45 PM
Subject: Ancaster Creek
To: <Jamie.Tellier@conservationhamilton.ca>
Cc: <chad.collins@hamilton.ca>, <tom.jackson@hamilton.ca>, <esther.pauls@hamilton.ca>,
<brad.clark@hamilton.ca>, <lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca>

I am writing to express my deep concern about the proposed 'development' of the wetlands at
the headwaters of Ancaster Creek. 
No individual has the right to threaten the extraordinarily complex and beneficial natural
environment that helps to support the water, air, soil and psychological health of our entire
city.
 Changes to this last remaining, undisturbed headwater threaten to create water quality and
wildlife disruptions for many kilometres downstream. Many of the long term effects will
require costly mitigation by the city, for decades to come, while the 'developer' reaps an
obscene short term financial gain for this destruction. 
I am reminded of Central Park in New York. Clearly many 'developers' over the century
would have had countless arguments for why such financially valuable land should be used for
apartments/businesses/ homes etc. It is only through a communal recognition of the far greater
value of that green space ( with its heat mitigation, capacity to clean the polluted urban air,
provision of essential connection with nature, and eventually huge attraction for tourists) that
this jewel has remained 'undeveloped'. Thank goodness for the foresight of the planners!
Today you have an opportunity to act on behalf of all present and countless future citizens of
Hamilton. It is EXACTLY the mandate of the H.C.A. to act as the voice and protector of such
an important public resource as our watersheds.

 Thank you for continuing to be the champion of our natural environment,
 Sue Yarwood
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From: Bill Lorimer
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Save Ancaster wetlands
Date: May 30, 2021 7:42:16 PM

Hello,
The Ancaster wetlands area should not be for developer’s warehouses. It is too important for many conservation
reasons. And there are places to put this kind of business without destroying needed wetlands.

Blessings, Gail Lorimer.

 Hamilton On
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From: Marg Duncan
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Proposed moving of wetlands at headwaters of Ancaster Creek
Date: May 30, 2021 7:48:51 PM

Good evening
Please protect this wetlands and watercourse of Ancaster Creek at its headwaters south of Garner 
Road.
Please do everything you can to persuade the Board of Directors not to approve this proposal.
Thank you,
Marg and Mike Duncan
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I am writing to express my dismay and objection to the proposed development of the
Ancaster Creek Wetland and Headwater.
Mr. Silvestri’s application to pave over critical wetlands will affect not only the immediate
area, but will have far reaching environmental implications for Dundas and Hamilton as well.

Despite claims by developers and politicians that the area is home to one frog species, this
wetland is, in fact, a sensitive ecosystem that filters the area and services a variety of plants,
animals and birds, including migrating swans, not to mention its importance to our national
heritage. Because of the impact on nearby agricultural lands, Ancaster will also lose its
famous pumpkin patch! The Ancaster Creek is a cold water creek and is locally significant to
the entire area,and its destruction will have devastating effects on our water systems.

I am hopeful that the HCA will listen to its own staff and follow its own mandate to
CONSERVE and protect the rapidly disappearing natural phenomena of our area.

The permit to pave the wetland that the HCA is being asked to approve will not necessarily
result in what is currently being suggested. After the permit is approved, HCA loses control
over what really will happen on that site. At best, the developer will adhere to the proposed
plan and replace the wetland with warehouses and parking lots.

The idea that the wetland can be replicated by simply ‘sliding it across the road’ is ludicrous.
The replacement water hole will be a hole filled with water, not a wetland, and to wedge it in
between pavement and pavement and hope that the wildlife will relocate is shortsighted and,
frankly, stupid. Engineers would agree that this is not best practice.

We know that this government has a pro development agenda. The environment is, it
seems, an inconvenience (hence the ramped up use of MZOs) as the government attempts
to please developers and party donors.
The HCA has, sadly, been altered because of this. It is important that the Authority knows
that citizens are watching, talking, becoming more and more concerned that the HCA
functions to protect what is left of our natural surroundings.
The city councillors who sit on the HCA should take action and rezone this area to be forever
protected. If there appears to be a conflict of interest for the councillor for Ancaster then he
should recuse himself from the decision process.

Please exercise long term vision in this decision. There is no going back once this area is
destroyed. Our children’s children will not care about our politics or pockets if we leave them
nothing but plaques on pavement that tell a story of wanton disregard for the environment.

Sincerely,
Margot Olivieri
Dundas
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From: Ilona Stewart
To: Jaime Tellier
Cc: chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca; brad.clark@hamilton.ca;

maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca; Hamilton350@riseup.net
Subject: Ancaster Creek Wetland
Date: May 30, 2021 8:16:54 PM

To: The Chair, and Members of the HCA Board

I am writing to express my deep concern regarding the proposed development at 140 Garner
Road East and the desecration of the Ancaster Creek Wetland. 

The issues surrounding the wetland have many similarities to the recent Duffins Creek
wetland issue in the Pickering area. It is imperative that Hamilton residents fully understand
what is at stake here given the impact that the removal of this wetland will have throughout
Hamilton, including Tiffany Falls, Dundas Valley, and Cootes Paradise. 

The developer’s proposal to replace the headwaters of the Ancaster Creek with 5 warehouses
and thousands of parking spaces is in stark  contrast to the impressive McMaster University
initiative to restore its wetland. This effort, The Watershed Trust, is an important Hamilton
conservation project aimed at undoing the previous desecration of a wetland with a campus
parking lot. The Hamilton Conservation Authority has the opportunity to model the leadership
of McMaster University in its efforts to preserve ecologically sensitive wetlands. 

As our local councillor and Chair of the HCA, you responded to a neighbour’s recent letter
expressing concern about the proposed development. Your response included the comment "
this is not a provincially significant wet land”.  As Chair of the HCA, your comment was
very disappointing. The HCA’s role is highlighted in the  “National Heritage Offsetting
Discussion Paper”, the link to which was also included in your response. It states: “One of our
most important goals is protect Hamilton’s watershed and to connect people to nature”. 
Whether it’s provincially significant wet land or not shouldn’t matter. 

The discussion paper also states: "In all that we do, we are committed to promoting the value
of our environment. In every case, we will first seek solutions that avoid any negative impact
on the environment. If it can’t be avoided, then the impact should be minimized as much as
possible. This is when offsetting would be considered.”  In the case of the proposed
development of the Ancaster Creek, the environmental impact can clearly be avoided. There
are other configurations and locations that could be considered. At the very least, the
alternatives should be presented for the Authority’s consideration.  Without consideration of
the alternatives, one wonders how such a proposed development, at the expense of our
environment, could even be contemplated, and why. 

I request that my letter be added to the June 3 agenda. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ilona Stewart

Ancaster, ON L9G 0A1
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From: Old Soldier
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: What an Incredibly Bad Idea
Date: May 30, 2021 8:46:46 PM

I wish to comment on the proposed move of the wetland at the headwaters of
Ancaster Creek. 

This is one of the last remaining wetlands in the entire sub-watershed. Disturbing it 
would be a very bad idea indeed.  Excessive development has already destroyed 
most of the town in which I grew up.  Ancaster is just not the same place that it was, 
and the change has most emphatically not been for the better. Ancaster does not 
need a major warehouse development in that wetland, or indeed at all. 

What happens in the headwaters of a watershed has a direct impact on everything 
downstream including flooding, water quality and aquatic habitat.
If permitted, this development will impact the Village of Ancaster and important
ecological areas in Dundas, and set precedent which could result in the loss of even
more wetlands going forward.  Just because we can do a thing, does not mean that
we should.

I am opposed to this proposal.

Yours truly,

David Buck

6.4(be)

37



From: Karijn de Jong
To: Hamilton350@riseup.net; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca; maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; brad.clark@hamilton.ca;

esther.pauls@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; Jaime Tellier; chad.collins@hamilton.ca
Subject: Save our precious headwaters
Date: May 30, 2021 9:59:15 PM

To whom it may concern:

I am writing this as a concerned citizen who works in healthcare, and in regards to the pending
proposal to cover such an important natural feature that serves so many purposes to our shared
ecology and community.

Not only does the Ancaster Creek and wetland serve as precious headwaters that collect, and
filter ground waters, connecting to other important waterways that have already been
compromised, it is also habitat for countless wildlife, some of which appear may be close to,
or already meeting criteria for endagerment. The Creek saves from worsened flooding of our
cities below, and is one of the last remaining original wetlands in this surrounding area, one
that continues to offset our collective greenhouse emissions. In addition to these important
facts, this area also serves local communities with prime farmland and cultural importance,
providing family friendly activities that act as traditions and leisure enjoyed by families and
friends, hereby connecting people to the land and to each other through traditions in times
otherwise consumed by media and technology.

The ecological importance and benefits to our communities provided by this Creek and
wetland are vast: immeasurable by financial means, that far outweigh any fiscal benefits
otherwise to be gleaned by a small few, if the proposal to cover these grounds were to
proceed.  The cost to our environment must be carefully considered. It is absurd to believe that
this area and ecosystem could be relocated or replaced by what would, in reality, equate to a
retaining pond.

I trust that those attending the hearing of the proposal will listen carefully to the evidence
provided by local academics and environmental specialists, to deeply consider the long term
detrimental effects to our environment, to our collective health, and to our immediate
communities, such a project will have if allowed to proceed.

Thank you.
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From: Noam Eppel
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Wetland
Date: May 30, 2021 10:48:50 PM

Hello Jamie,

The wetland and watercourse at Ancaster Creek is one of the last remaining wetlands in the entire subwatershed.

Nature and greenspaces is now one of the most desirable aspects of any neighborhood and community.

It would be a shame and shortsighted to do anything to disrupt that for a warehouse development.

Jamie, please choose nature.

Thank you,
Noam
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From: Carleon Hardie
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Do not move the wetlands!
Date: May 30, 2021 11:12:48 PM

Hello Jaime.

I am a concerned citizen from Dundas.  I am very concerned that the proposed development
at 140 Garner Rd would cause hardship to the ecosystem and our water ways.  Wetlands are so
important for filtering water, giving habitat to wildlife, and naturally preventing flooding.
 With Highway 6 slated to be widened, also allowing development of a warehouse on the site
would be too much pressure on the system and could have devastating and costly
consequences.  Please rethink allowing development here and consider other brown-fields
whose use has less negative effect on our environment.

Thank you, Carleon Hardie

Sent from my iPad
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From: Jessica Bullock
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Wetland "relocation"
Date: May 31, 2021 12:06:36 AM

HCA Board of Directors
c/o Jaime Tellier

I am writing to express my utter dismay at the possibility that the wetland at 140 Garner Road
East in Ancaster would be 'relocated' so that a warehouse could be built. The very notion that
an integral part of the watershed could be relocated is frankly ridiculous. The benefits of the
wetland as a habitat, as an important mitigator of water quality and flow, and as a spiritual and
recreational oasis, should not be overlooked in favour of such a short-sighted development. 

The COVID-19 pandemic has revealed just how important the natural world is to the well-
being of our people. Our green spaces are what make the greater city of Hamilton special; we
must not put them up for sale.

Regards,
Jessica Bullock
Dundas, Ontario
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From: Kelly Pearce
To: Lisa Burnside; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca;

brad.clark@hamilton.ca; maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca;
; letters@thespec.com; Jaime Tellier

Subject: Save the Ancaster Creek Wetlands!
Date: May 31, 2021 7:24:12 AM

In the debate of paving over the Ancaster Creek Wetland, it comes 
down to this:
There are studies that say Hamilton needs wetlands:
“In summary, future development in the headwaters of this 
subwatershed is of primary concern as it increases the potential for 
erosion downstream,” concluded The Ancaster Creek Subwatershed 
Stewardship Action Plan conducted by HCA in 2008. “Present natural 
systems (aquatic & terrestrial) must remain intact and preserved in 
order to keep the integrity of this historically coldwater system.”

There are no studies that say Hamilton needs more warehouses, let 
alone in the suggested location on top of the only remaining natural 
wetland in Ancaster.
There are alternative sites for warehouses that make much more sense 
and instead of debilitating ecosystem services and destroying existing 
habitat would better serve the owners and workers associated with 
warehouses.  There are plenty of brownfields along Burlington Street 
close to trucking and shipping, and closer to the exaggerated number of 
employees that proponents claim will be hired. The assumed "human 
benefit" of warehouses instead of existing wetlands does not outweigh 
the environmental/biodiversity costs. 

The plans to relocate the watershed would devastate the local wildlife 
for two main reasons:
1) It would take years for the relocated pond to grow mature plant life
similar to what currently exists and on which the local wildlife depend.
2) The projected new location would be surrounded by busy roads on all
sides, so once creatures make it in, it would be homicide for them to try 
to leave.

On Friday May 28, 2021 Hamilton experienced a full-day of rain after 
many dry days.  This caused some wastewater overflow at two locations 
by Hamilton Harbour.  If the Ancaster Wetland is converted to the hard 
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surfaces associated with 5 warehouses and parking lots, overflows will 
become more prevalent.  

We are at a turning point where current decisions will impact our city, 
and set the stage for recovery or ongoing destruction of nature.  
Transporting goods by airplane is not the direction we can afford, given 
the climate emergency.  We need to transport goods more sustainably, 
by rail and water.  Build the warehouses closer to train/ship access in 
brownfields near Hamilton’s port.In the debate of paving over the 
Ancaster Wetland, it comes down to this:
There are studies that say Hamilton needs wetlands:
“In summary, future development in the headwaters of this 
subwatershed is of primary concern as it increases the potential for 
erosion downstream,” concluded The Ancaster Creek Subwatershed 
Stewardship Action Plan conducted by HCA in 2008. “Present natural 
systems (aquatic & terrestrial) must remain intact and preserved in 
order to keep the integrity of this historically coldwater system.”

There are alternative sites for warehouses that make much more sense 
and instead of debilitating ecosystem services and destroying existing 
habitat would better serve the owners and workers associated with 
warehouses.  There are plenty of brownfields along Burlington Street 
close to trucking and shipping, and closer to the exaggerated number of 
employees that proponents claim will be hired. The assumed "human 
benefit" of warehouses instead of existing wetlands does not outweigh 
the environmental/biodiversity costs. 

 I live 2 blocks from the Sanctuary Park entrance to the Dundas Valley 
and my parents 2 blocks from the Ancaster Valley.  My family are 
regular donors who will desert supporting the HCA and encourage our 
friends and extended family to do the same if our money is going to be 
spent to allow concrete over conservation. In fact, I will donate an extra 
$1 000 to HCA if the Ancaster Creek Wetlands are saved.

Sincerely,
Kelly Pearce
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From: fawnsarabians
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Ancaster Creek Subwatershed
Date: May 31, 2021 7:50:40 AM

Hello,

As a life long Hamilton area resident, I have always loved our
conservation sites.  Big Corporate Developers don't give a fig about
wilderness areas they just see dollar signs and how to make the most
money.  Of course I'm sure they bought that land cheap because it IS a
wetland.  And now they are whining and stomping their feet like petulant
toddlers because they want to build something where the wetlands are and
acting like they didn't know they couldn't.  But we can just MOOOOOOVE
it!!! They wail...

Come on now, this shouldn't even be a question.  It should be a flat out
no!!!  Go build your warehouse somewhere else!  Leave our important
ecological areas alone!!!

Yours truly,

Stephanie Hoffmann

A Hamiltonian hoping the HCA does the right thing and says NO

--
This email has been checked for viruses by AVG.
https://www.avg.com
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From: Martin Dooley
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: proposed movement of wetlands
Date: May 31, 2021 8:11:57 AM

We are longtime members and supporters of the HCA.

We strongly urge the HCA to REJECT the proposal to move the wetlands and a watercourse 
at the headwaters in Ancaster. 

Yours sincerely,

Martin and Sheelah Dooley

Dundas

6.4(bl)
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From: Kerry Radigan
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: 140 Garner wetlands destruction
Date: May 31, 2021 8:20:36 AM

Hello Jaime,

I have been a resident of Ancaster for 54 years and want to voice my protest at what is being proposed by a
development company to alter a wetland at 140 Garner Rd.

There needs to be protection of these natural habitats for birds, fish, frogs and a myriad of other species that rely on
these wetlands presently. We also need to preserve our Ancaster Creek.

I want this wetland preserved as it is and the developers to maintain it, not destroy it and ATTEMPT to build
another artificially.

I hope HCA is able to provide a strong voice in opposition to the developer’s plan and maintain our wetlands and
beautiful natural flora and fauna in Ancaster.

Warm Regards,

Kerry

Kerry Radigan

6.4(bm)
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From: Laura Christine Munger
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Warehouse proposal
Date: May 31, 2021 8:34:03 AM

Hello,
We are vehemently opposed to the developers proposal to shift the location of the environmentally significant
Ancaster wetland in order to build a mega warehouse.  It is disappointing that this is even being considered by the
HCA.There must be much more suitable and less sensitive lands to accommodate this project.
Please do not allow developers to set precedent with this project which could lead to more environmentally
dangerous projects in the future.
Thank you,
Laura Munger and Tim Hadlow

 Dundas
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From: David Grasley
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: The proposed destruction of Ancaster Wetlands
Date: May 31, 2021 8:46:50 AM

To the Hamilton Conservation Authority Board of Directors,

I am writing to request that you uncategorically deny the application for the proposed
destruction of the Garner Road wetlands. The fact that the chair of this authority, one of the
principal players in the continued destruction of Ancaster is beyond outrageous. 

I grew up across the road from the lands in question. My century old farmhouse stood
surrounded by the orchard, field and the creek that was a part of this particular system. My old
home is what is now known as the Maple Lane Annex. 

Not that it will matter to anyone, but this creek provided a young boy, his siblings and all of
our friends many hours of enjoyment. The well water that we used in our home was the envy
of our extended family, and they would bring any receptacles available to them upon each visit
so that they could take our incredible water home to enjoy for themselves. This is the next
phase of that destruction. 

In today's Hamilton Spectator, Le'Ann Seely is quoted as saying; "We'd like the opportunity to
show we can improve the ecological systems". This is the battle cry of every developer. We
can do it better. Of course! They will absolutely improve upon that which He created. The
lesson here is that THEY DON"T CARE! They are only interested in making money and
therefore they will say anything in order to remove that which stands in their way. 

Ancaster, a place that I called home for almost 50 years of my life, and was a very desired
location is being systematically destroyed. Both of the homes that I have lived in have been
destroyed in the name of development. When is it enough?

I implore you to take a stand as the Hamilton Conservation Authority. You need look no
further than your organization's name as to why you need to lead the charge against this
proposal. 

I cannot impress upon you how much I love Ancaster. I need you to love it as well. 

Respectfully,
David Grasley

6.4(bo)

48



From: Jane Evans
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: just read in today"s Spec. about Prof. Jim Quinn saying
Date: May 31, 2021 10:07:26 AM

that Whare houses (5 of them) being built on what should remain as Conservation grounds be taken up by
companies that have come from Toronto to build things that have not being properly approved of ,why is it even on
our plate to discuss?? Jane Evans

Sent from my iPad

6.4(bp)
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From: sara croke
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Watershed development at 150 Garner Rd East
Date: May 31, 2021 10:39:11 AM

Dear Ms Tellier 

I have recently been made aware of the watershed development for a warehouse.  I am writing
to express my concerns about further developing the watershed. 

With climate change and increasing population demands I feel that the emphasis should be on
preserving the elements that keep our watershed healthy.  

Thank you for your time

Sara Croke

6.4(bq)
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From: Susan Fielding
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: One Properties Real Estate Inc. application concerning wetlands
Date: May 31, 2021 11:56:54 AM

To the Hamilton Conservation Authority,

This email is to express my concern about the application of One
Properties Real Estate Inc. concerning the filling in of the wetland
that forms part of the headwaters of Ancaster Creek.  Our wetlands are
extremely important: they are part of the support for the life of other
species whose existence on this planet supports our own.  We should not
be attempting a dubious "relocation" of a resource that has evolved over
time frames much longer than any of us have been alive.

Yours truly,

Susan Fielding

--

_________________________________________________________________________

Occasionally, the junk mail scanners will remove an email from my
incoming mailbox, or an email may not be received.  If you are sending
instructions via email please make sure that you receive acknowledgement of these.

Client confidentiality is claimed for this email and any attachments.
If you receive this email in error, kindly notify the sender, and delete
the email without reading or making copies.
_________________________________________________________________________

Susan Fielding
Barrister & Solicitor

Lynden, Ontario, L0R 1T0
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From: Gladys DeLorey
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Ancaster Wetlands
Date: May 31, 2021 11:59:13 AM

Please forward to HCA
I understand there is a proposal before the HCA to relocate the Ancaster Wetland. As a homeowner in Dundas I’ve
recently become aware of the HCA role in Delsey Pond and now the decision for the future of Ancaster Wetland. I
strongly oppose this development understanding that replacement of this vital environmental structure should have
be planned and started years ago.

Conservation Agencies and government are asking us to fight erosion, water run off and pollution at home. Yet, the
HCA has the choice to have a much greater impact by wisely preserving and managing what we already have.
Gladys DeLorey
Sent from my iPad
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From: Hanna Schayer
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Fwd: Ancaster Creek
Date: May 31, 2021 1:01:47 PM

I respectfully request that the efforts to save Ancaster Creek wetland and headwaters be added
to the Hamilton Conservation Authority's meeting agenda.
The proposed development jeopardizes the well being of the area's wildlife and is another
example of our mypic vision towards our natural spaces and the critical role they play in our
lives.
Thank you,
Hanna Schayer

6.4(bt)
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From: Rob Stevens
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Proposed major alteration to natural watershed
Date: May 31, 2021 1:17:05 PM

HCA, Board of Directors c/o Ms. Jaime Tellier [Staff] jaime.tellier@conservationhamilton.ca 

I understand that the Hamilton Conservation Authority, Board of Directors will decide on 
Thursday, June 3rd whether to approve the proposed major alteration of a wetland and 
watercourse which will have major impact on the headwaters of a large local subwatershed. 

I can hardly believe that such a proposal is being considered. It seems the height of hubris 
to imagine that a sensitive ecosystem can be moved and re-established in a new location. 
There are simply too many potential negative ecological impacts that would result from 
such a travesty of "development". Leave it natural! And retain your integrity as the 
governing body of a "Conservation" authority.

Rob Stevens

6.4(bu)

54



From: Charles Walker
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: 140 Garner Road East
Date: May 31, 2021 1:53:52 PM

Hello Ms. Tellier,

I'd like to express my concern about the possible destruction of wetland on the property at 140
Garner Road East. I think bulldozing it over is a terrible idea, even if the idea is to redirect or
relocate it. Our watershed and the wildlife it supports are pivotal to the geography and
ecological health of Hamilton. Please don't let yet another development destroy an important
part of our city.

Thank you, Charles Walker.

6.4(bv)
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From: Jaime Tellier
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Fwd: Please forward this email to those who need to receive it!
Date: May 31, 2021 3:04:12 PM

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Jill Regoeczi 
Date: Mon, 31 May 2021 at 15:00
Subject: Fwd: Please forward this email to those who need to receive it!
To: 

To whom it may concern,
>>> 
>>> It is with dismay that I learn that plans are afoot to build massive warehouses and parking
lots on the site of precious wetlands which are part of the headwaters of the Ancaster Creek.   
 This move would have a disastrous bearing on the water systems, animal habitats and
fisheries potential.     Relocating wetlands is against provincial, city and conservation
authority’s policy so with this in mind, I do not see how permission can be granted to allow
the developer to move forward with this plan.
>>> I hope that those of you who are voting at the meeting, will vote against the application.
>>> Thank you,
>>> Jill Regoeczi 
>>> 
>>> Sent from my iPad

6.4(bw)
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From: David Bennett
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Paving Over the Wetlands
Date: May 31, 2021 3:09:11 PM

If Hamilton Conservation agree to the proposal before you on June 3rd to pave over a wetland you will be
doing great damage to the environment (and don't be deluded by those who tell you it isn't significant; it
is) and even greater damage to your own reputation as a custodian of the local environment. Do your
duty!

David Bennett
Hamilton 350

6.4(bx)

57



From: Juliet Dhanraj
To: Jaime Tellier; Lisa Burnside; Lloyd.Ferguson@hamilton.ca; brad.clark@hamilton.ca; chad.collins@hamilton.ca;

Tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; Esther.pauls@hamilton.ca
Subject: Ancaster Creek Wetland
Date: May 31, 2021 3:29:16 PM

Monday 31st May, 2021
Dear Members of the Board of Hamilton Conservation Authority: 
A pleasant good day to you. Hope all is well on your end. 
I am writing to kindly implore you to not go through with the proposed
development coming before the HCA Board on June 3rd, 2021, to relocate
a wetland and part of the headwaters of Ancaster Creek located at 140
Garner Road, Ancaster, in order to construct five warehouses and parking
for hundreds of cars. 
According to the Ramsar Convention of 1971, wetlands are not
wastelands! They are home to many species of plants and animals
and serve a vital life-giving function! Given the opposition of the HCA staff
to the aforementioned proposal and the ecological significance of the
Ancaster Creek Wetland to humans and non-human life, this type of
development has more deleterious impacts than benefits for the
local community. 
Hopefully, good judgement will prevail, and you will adhere to the
recommendations of experts in the field, and heed the public outcry from
the community and in so doing, not move ahead with this unsustainable
development in an area known for its natural beauty.
On that note, I would like to leave you with the admonition of Chief Seattle,
"Humankind has not woven the web of life. We are but one thread within it.
Whatever we do to the web, we do to ourselves. All things are bound
together. All things connect." (Chief Seattle, 1854)

Thank you for your time and for choosing to do the right thing for all of us
including your children and grandchildren who are depending on you to
leave the world a better place for them! 

Yours truly,
Juliet Dhanraj

“The impediment to action advances action. What stands in the way becomes the
way.” (Caesar Marcus Aurelius Antoninus Augustus)
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From: Joanna Sargent
To: Jaime Tellier; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca;

brad.clark@hamilton.ca; maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca; Hamilton350@riseup.net
Subject: Save the Ancaster Wetlands!
Date: May 31, 2021 4:30:02 PM

Dear HCA Board:

I am writing to urge you to reject the development proposal coming before you to relocate a wetland
and part of the headwaters of Ancaster Creek to facilitate warehouse construction.

There are many reasons to reject this proposal, including the fact that relocating wetlands is against
provincial, city and Conservation Authority policy.

Wetlands are natural features located by natural processes, not human constructs. Because they
are so ecologically productive, they are the single best sink for carbon dioxide (better than trees),
and provide critical habitat for many species.
 The developer’s application is jumping ahead apparently to avoid a public consultation this
summer on whether the HCA should have a policy that would contemplate wetland relocation as a
"last resort".
The proposal is to construct five warehouses and several acres of parking on what is currently
agricultural and natural lands. This will greatly increase stormwater runoff. The developers are
planning to build a stormwater pond beside their relocated wetland, so all of this runoff will end up
in Ancaster Creek.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->Therefore, I urge you to follow your staff recommendation
“THAT the Board of Directors refuse the application made by One Properties Real Estate Inc., for the
relocation of a watercourse and the removal of a locally significant wetland and the creation of a new
wetland feature in a regulated area associated with Ancaster Creek as the proposed development does
not conform to the requirements of Section 3.1.7 of the Hamilton Conservation Authority’s Planning and
Regulation Policies and Guidelines (October, 2011) ) as they relate to the implementation of Ontario
Regulation 161/06 (HCA’s Regulation of Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to
Shorelines and Watercourses) made under the Conservation Authorities Act, R.S.O. 1990.”

Please reject the development proposal coming before you to relocate a wetland and part of
the headwaters of Ancaster Creek to facilitate warehouse construction.

Thank you.

Yours, Joanna Sargent

6.4(bz)
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From: Reece Edward
To: Jaime Tellier; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca;

brad.clark@hamilton.ca; maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca; Hamilton350@riseup.net
Subject: Save the Ancaster Wetlands!
Date: May 31, 2021 4:32:16 PM

Dear HCA Board:

I am writing to urge you to reject the development proposal coming before you to relocate
a wetland and part of the headwaters of Ancaster Creek to facilitate warehouse
construction.

There are many reasons to reject this proposal, including the fact that relocating wetlands is
against provincial, city and Conservation Authority policy.

Wetlands are natural features located by natural processes, not human constructs.
Because they are so ecologically productive, they are the single best sink for carbon
dioxide (better than trees), and provide critical habitat for many species.
 The developer’s application is jumping ahead apparently to avoid a public consultation
this summer on whether the HCA should have a policy that would contemplate wetland
relocation as a "last resort".
The proposal is to construct five warehouses and several acres of parking on what is
currently agricultural and natural lands. This will greatly increase stormwater runoff.
The developers are planning to build a stormwater pond beside their relocated wetland,
so all of this runoff will end up in Ancaster Creek.

· Therefore, I urge you to follow your staff recommendation “THAT the Board of
Directors refuse the application made by One Properties Real Estate Inc., for the relocation of
a watercourse and the removal of a locally significant wetland and the creation of a new
wetland feature in a regulated area associated with Ancaster Creek as the proposed
development does not conform to the requirements of Section 3.1.7 of the Hamilton
Conservation Authority’s Planning and Regulation Policies and Guidelines (October, 2011) )
as they relate to the implementation of Ontario Regulation 161/06 (HCA’s Regulation of
Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses)
made under the Conservation Authorities Act, R.S.O. 1990.”

Please reject the development proposal coming before you to relocate a wetland and
part of the headwaters of Ancaster Creek to facilitate warehouse construction.

Thank you.

Yours, 

Edward Reece
Hamilton Chapter, Council of Canadians

6.4(ca)
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From: Zile Ozols
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: ATT: HCA Board of Directors RE: Ancaster Creek Subwatershed
Date: May 31, 2021 4:50:50 PM

Hello,

I've recently learned about the project proposal to shift the wetland in order to place a
warehouse at 140 Garner Rd. E. Approving the proposal would be an irresponsible decision
with consequences for years and generations to come.

Working in Brantford, I'm familiar with the impact that building and living in floodplains has
on community members. Rivers should not be rerouted, and water will always eventually want
to return to it's natural path thereby increasing any ongoing costs to citizens if the development
is ever abandoned.

I'm also concerned to hear that the wetland at the headwaters of Ancaster Creek is one of the
last remaining wetlands in the entire subwatershed. Moving and essentially destroying this
wetland will have a major impact on the habitat and overall biodiversity of the area. In the
time of climate change crisis, we should be striving to make minimal impact on our
environment and habitat. Adding further stressors to natural habitats will only be disastrous,
and one can only imagine the impact a change like this would have downstream.

Finally, if this proposal is approved, what will that say about the values held by the HCA?
What will prevent more and more developers from pushing the limits and destroying the
diverse natural areas of Hamilton? At what point will we stop and realize we have no green
spaces left because they're all paved over and covered in buildings? Please imagine what
we've already lost to development and what more we could lose if we are not careful.

Please do not allow the wetland to be shifted.

Zile

6.4(cb)
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From: Susan Wortman
To: Jaime Tellier; Chad.Collins@hamilton.ca; Tom.Jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca;

brad.clark@hamilton.ca; Maria.Pearson@hamilton.ca; Lloyd.Ferguson@hamilton.ca
Subject: Wetland relocation proposal, Thursday HCA Board meeting
Date: May 31, 2021 5:08:14 PM

To Executive Assistant Jaime Tellier and Hamilton Conservation Authority Board members,

I wrote to the HCA board May 5, just before the May Board meeting, concerning the proposed
relocation of the wetland on developer-owned lands on Garner Road near Highway 6 in
Ancaster. I understand that that agenda item was postponed to this Thursday's June Board
meeting, and so I am writing to reiterate and add to my previously expressed concerns.

I have been a member of the Hamilton Conservation Authority for many years, and feel a
personal connection to the lands you protect, as well as the function you perform in terms of
water management.

This proposal is a very bad idea, something your own staff is clear about. You have no current
mandate to allow a wetland 'relocation'. And it is not a good idea to tamper with the natural
wetland and stream features, especially being the headwaters of Ancaster creek. Your job as
Conservation Authority is to manage the headwaters and watershed of this creek, not cave to
developers' speculation for profit.

It seems to me that this should be enough for you to turn down this developer-driven request.

However there are multiple other reasons:

climate concerns:

wetlands are the most effective carbon sinks

paving over green-fields increases flooding risks, locally and downstream

the increased commercial transportation proposed by 5 warehouses and commuting of 3,000
employees increases greenhouse gas emissions

paving over prime agricultural land decreases our food security

biodiversity: 

this wetland and surrounding areas is home to multiple species of amphibians, birds and
vegetation, as well as large mammals such as deer

a 'relocated' wetland will not rapidly, if ever, replace the natural feature

even if it were 'relocated', wildlife would then be trapped between paved parking and
warehouses, and Highway 6, currently slated for widening

development: 
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there is no guarantee that the proposed 5 warehouses will be built

such development should happen on brown-field properties available within the city limits
where infrastructure and public transportation already exist, not on valuable and limited
wetlands and agricultural lands

development such as this should be served by rail and water, rather than air transport, adding
to climate concerns above

HCA policy and reputation: 

the current policy of the HCA is not to relocate wetlands

if approved, this would be precedent-setting, and open the floodgates to further applications by
developers

the reputation of the HCA would be sullied, and donors would be reticent to contribute monies
or lands if they no longer believed them to be protected

relations with Indigenous peoples would be damaged, as they have not been consulted about
this

Do the right thing. Reject this blatant attempt to please developers at the expense of the
precious environment and the people and other creatures who depend on it.

Thank you, Susan Wortman

-- 
Electronic Communication*: Please note that electronic communication may be 
intercepted between the sender and receiver. 
Electronic communication is not guaranteed secure nor confidential. Your 
continued use of electronic communication confirms that you accept this risk.
*= phone, text, email. etc.

Confidentiality Note: The information contained in this message, and any 
attachments, may contain confidential and/or privileged material.  
It is intended solely for the person or entity to which it is addressed. Any 
review, retransmission, dissemination, or taking of any action in reliance 
upon this information by persons or entities other than the intended 
recipient is prohibited. 
If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the 
material from any computer.
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From: Lilly N
To: Jaime Tellier
Cc: chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca; brad.clark@hamilton.ca;

lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca
Subject: 140 Garner Rd East
Date: May 31, 2021 5:13:04 PM
Attachments: 245m 140 Garner Rd E.png

81 m Cootes.png
highly vulnerable aquifer.png

To the Hamilton Conservation Authority and Board,

I’m am writing today about the proposal to offset a locally significant wetland at 140 Garner Rd East in order to
build 5 warehouses with the associated parking. 

These headwaters of the Ancaster Creek are designated as Highly Vulnerable Aquifer according to Halton-
Hamilton’s Source Protection Plan. From their report, "Highly vulnerable aquifers are defined as subsurface,
geologic formations that are sources of drinking water, which could relatively easily be impacted by the release
of pollutants on the ground surface.” 

And so I’m confused as to why there is this idea to move and change this aquifer and wetland into what would
amount to a stormwater pond to collect pollutants from the parking lot. Ancaster Creek already pickups up
pollutants on its way to Cootes Paradise but do we really need to add more right from the headwaters of the
creek? The aquifer and wetland should remain intact because wetlands are not stormwater ponds. Wetlands are
complex ecosystems.

As well, by changing this lot from a highly permeable, water-retaining wetland and what looks like farmland
into a highly non-permeable warehouse, parking lot and pond, I’m concerned about the speed and quantities of
polluted water that would flow from this area. Wetlands are like sponges but stormwater ponds are not. From a
height of 245m above sea level at 140 Garner Rd E down to 81m above sea level at Cootes Paradise, water falls
164 m or 538 feet. An increase in the quantity of water would cause more erosion through Ancaster Mill falls
and Tiffany Falls and possibly lead to flooding along the way down to Cootes Paradise. If a Conservation
Authority is responsible for anything it is to prevent flooding, especially for those who live downstream of the
Escarpment. 

In conclusion, I would suggest this area is not suitable for 5 warehouses and parking area. Protect this highly
vulnerable aquifer and downstream land from flooding and erosion. And please do not use offsetting policy as a
way to allow all development. It should be used only as a last resort.

Thank you,

Lilly Noble
Former Source Protection Committee Member
City of Greater Sudbury Source Protection Committee
2006-2020

Ancaster, Ontario L9G 5B8
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From: Craig Cassar
To: Jaime Tellier; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca;

brad.clark@hamilton.ca; maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca
Cc: Hamilton350@riseup.net; 
Subject: I Am Opposed to Development On Ancaster"s Wetlands
Date: May 31, 2021 5:52:05 PM

To Board Members of the Hamilton Conservation Authority,

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposal to allow development at 140 Garner Rd
E and request that my letter be included on the agenda for the June 3 board meeting. 
I am certain that you have received many other letters from citizens also expressing their
opposition to the destruction of one of the last remaining wetlands in the area. Those other
letters will undoubtedly have expressed the reasons why paving over wetlands is a
terrible idea, and how replacing them with a man-made 'pond' squeezed in between an
industrial area and a highway is nowhere near a suitable solution.

The point of my message is to express how bizarre it is that citizens need to stand up to the
Board of Directors of a Conversation Authority to conserve a piece of land so important as
this wetland. I understand that the HCA staff are, of course, also opposed to the so-called
offset policy that would seemingly justify the destruction of this wetland. Are you planning to
act on their recommendation to leave the wetland untouched?

What is there to be gained by allowing the wetlands to be destroyed? To those of you who are
also City Councillors, you know that there is already excess employment land across the CIty
for decades to come. Accommodate jobs and growth with that land.

Now ask yourselves, what do all the citizens writing you in opposition have to gain?
Personally, there is nothing to gain for us. We are simply standing up for nature, for the local
ecosystem, for the headwaters of Ancaster Creek, and for the principles that the HCA should
be fighting for!

To quote Thomas Beckett, the first chair of the Conservation Authority, as published
in the Spectator on May 29: The obligation of a board member of any organization,
whether private or public, is to always vote in the interest of the organization. If a
member of the HCA board finds they are unable to support the authority and intends
to support the developer's interest instead, then their obligation is to resign their seat.

I implore you to stay true to the principles of the HCA and protect the wetlands at 140 Garner
Rd E.

Sincerely,
Craig Cassar
Ward 12 Resident
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From: Anne Naumann
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Ancaster wetlands.
Date: May 31, 2021 5:55:30 PM

Please do not let developers destroy wetlands. Flora and fauna will never recover. Nature will never recover.
Developers will destroy natures delicate balance , just for money. You know it is not good for anyone but them.
Please do not let them destroy natural habitat.

Anne

6.4(cf)
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From: Sally Ju
To: Jaime Tellier
Cc: chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca; brad.clark@hamilton.ca;

maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca; Hamilton350@riseup.net
Subject: Protect the Ancaster Creek Wetlands
Date: May 31, 2021 7:00:34 PM

Hello, 

I am a graduate student studying Environmental Sciences at McMaster University. I am a resident of
Hamilton, the traditional territory shared between the Haudenosaunee confederacy and the
Anishinaabe nations. Furthermore, I am lucky to enjoy the beautiful natural areas in this area. 

I am writing to you to please conserve the wetlands in the Ancaster Creek headwaters area. This
is an important ecological area that must be protected from any development. Wetlands are
some of the most imperiled ecosystems in Canada. As of 2002, 78% of wetland area has been lost
compared to its pre-settlement extent, and wetland area continues to dwindle each year. It is crucial
that we stall this trajectory to protect our ecosystem for future generations.  

Wetlands provide valuable ecosystem services such as flood mitigation, carbon storage, and water
filtration - critical features in our local urbanized environment. Wetlands are also biodiversity
hotspots due to their unique habitat features. They provide important habitat for migratory birds,
fish, and reptiles, as well as many Species at Risk in Canada.  As well this year there are more visitors
to natural areas, which reinforces their cultural and social significance.  If the development over the
wetlands moves forward,  habitat fragmentation will destroy one of the most imperiled ecosystems
in Canada. Finally, any disturbance to the headwater stream can impact the entire watershed,
affecting both wildlife and the citizens of the area. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns, 

Sally Ju (she/her)
MSc. Student
Kidd Lab | McMaster University
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From: Harvinder
To: Jaime Tellier; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca;

brad.clark@hamilton.ca; maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca
Subject: Conserve the Ancaster Creek Wetlands
Date: May 31, 2021 8:01:24 PM

Hello, 

I am an undergraduate student studying Hydrology in the Honours Earth and
Environmental Sciences program at McMaster University. I am lucky to study and
enjoy the beautiful natural areas in Hamilton, the traditional territory shared
between the Haudenosaunee confederacy and the Anishinaabe nations. 

I am writing to you to please conserve the wetlands in the Ancaster Creek
headwaters area. This is an important ecological area that must be protected
from any development. Wetlands are some of the most imperiled ecosystems in
Canada. As of 2002, 78% of wetland area has been lost compared to its pre-
settlement extent, and wetland area continues to dwindle each year. It is crucial that
we stall this trajectory to protect our ecosystem for future generations.  

Wetlands provide valuable ecosystem services such as flood mitigation, carbon
storage, and water filtration - critical features in our local urbanized environment.
Wetlands are also biodiversity hotspots due to their unique habitat features. They
provide important habitat for migratory birds, fish, and reptiles, as well as many
Species at Risk in Canada. As well this year there are more visitors to natural areas,
which reinforces their cultural and social significance. If the development over the
wetlands moves forward, habitat fragmentation will destroy one of the most
imperiled ecosystems in Canada. Finally, any disturbance to the headwater stream
can impact the entire watershed, affecting both wildlife and the citizens of the area. 

Thank you for listening to my concerns, and I hope you will choose to conserve
these important wetlands. 

Harvinder
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From: Anka Cassar
To: Jaime Tellier; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca;

brad.clark@hamilton.ca; maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; Ferguson, Lloyd
Cc: hamilton350@riseup.net; 
Subject: I am Opposed to Development on the Ancaster"s Wetland
Date: May 31, 2021 8:06:37 PM

Dear Board Members of the Hamilton Conservation Authority,

I am a resident of Ward 12 and I am opposed to the proposal of bulldozing the wetland on 140 Garner Rd E to make
room for warehouses.   How can the developer think that they can just shift a flourishng wetland that nature has
established and to destroy one of the last existing wetlands in the headwaters of Ancaster Creek?  This will cause the
displacement and destruction of habitat for many animals plus diminish the biodiversity in the wetland and
surrounding green space.  This will negatively impact many waterways in the city and if this proposal is approved
what is the fate of the any of our remaining wetlands?  The role of the Hamilton Conservation Authority is to protect
our watersheds and natural heritage, not to destroy them for development.  As its representatives you are obliged to
do the same, so I ask you to deny the proposal to destroy the wetland on 140 Garner Rd E in Ancaster.

Thank you,

Anka Cassar
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From: Roman Caruk
To: Jaime Tellier
Cc: Lisa Burnside
Subject: Ancaster wetlands
Date: May 31, 2021 8:23:10 PM

I am appealing to you and your staff to please stop that determined action to destroy the
Ancaster wetlands.
These wetlands are essential to our survival. The Conservation Authority has an important task
to protect our natural heritage.
It really upsets me that you can even think to consider moving the wetlands. Its laughable that
the developer can create a new wetlands. As you know it takes centuries for a natural
ecosystem such as a wetland to get established. Stop giving in to greedy developers who have
no moral compass and think nothing of destroying what belongs to all the people.
Roman Caruk
Hamilton
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From:
To: Jaime Tellier
Cc: chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca; brad.clark@hamilton.ca;

lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca
Subject: Stop the relocation of the Ancaster Wetland
Date: May 31, 2021 9:56:10 PM

Hello,

Do not ‘relocate’ this wetland.
This unique cold water wetland has been in place for hundreds of years, quietly
serving,
all of us by filtering out harmful toxins, providing cold water for the spawning of
Chinook salmon and
providing a unique habitat for native species.

We can do better than this.
We are not a stupid species. I know that we can make wise decisions that will
favourably impact generations to come.
Let’s do the right thing.
Thank you, Eileen.
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From: Lara Stewart-Panko
To: Jaime Tellier; Jason; Nrinder; Sam; Chad; Tom; Esther; Ward 8 Office; Brad; Maria; Brenda; Lloyd; Arlene;

Terry; judy.partridge@hamilton.ca; Office of the Mayor
Subject: Ancaster Creek Wetland
Date: June 1, 2021 8:08:59 AM

Hello,

I'm writing to request that the Hamilton Conservation Authority reject the proposal for
development that looks to offset this important wetland, and that city Councillors protect the
land by rezoning it to Conservation zoning under the City of Hamilton's zoning bylaw.
Southern Ontario has already lost almost 75% of its wetlands, and given the climate crisis, we
can't stand to lose any more. 

Wetlands play a critical role in the ecosystem. They provide flood mitigation, groundwater
recharge and discharge, erosion reduction, climate change mitigation, biodiversity habitat,
nutrient cycling, and for some, they play a role in cultural and spiritual activities.

I thank you in advance for making the prudent, ethical choice in protecting the headwaters of
Ancaster Creek.

Sincerely,
Lara Stewart-Panko
L9C 2X2
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From: Kate Lantagne
To: Jaime Tellier
Cc: chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca; brad.clark@hamilton.ca;

maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca
Subject: Letter to the HCA Board regarding 140 Garner Road wetland
Date: June 1, 2021 9:05:57 AM
Attachments: Letter to Hamilton Conservation Authority regarding wetland at 140 Garner.pdf

Good morning,

I would like to begin by thanking you for the opportunity to submit the attached letter
regarding the wetland at 140 Garner Road for inclusion in the June 3 HCA agenda  and for
consideration by the HCA Board Members cc'd on this email.  

It is very important that the HCA Board Members are aware of the concerns of our community
and that we support the mission of the HCA to lead in the conservation of our watershed.

Kindest regards,
Katherine Lantagne
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Ms.	Katherine	Lantagne	
15	Knollwood	Court	
Dundas,	ON	L9H7A4	


	
	
Hamilton	Conservation	Authority	
838	Mineral	Springs	Rd		
Ancaster,	ON	L9G	4X1	
	
Dear	Board	of	the	Hamilton	Conservation	Authority,	
	
Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	submit	this	letter	for	your	consideration	and	to	have	it	added	
to	the	June	3	meeting	agenda.			
	
I	am	writing	to	voice	my	disagreement	with	the	motion	before	the	HCA	to	offset	the	wetland	at	
140	Garner	Road.		As	the	last	original	ecological	setting	left	in	our	area,	next	to	the	highest	
point	between	Lake	Erie	and	Lake	Ontario,	this	“feeder”	wetland	is	of	both	local	and	provincial	
significance.		
	
It	is	home	to	native	species	of	plants,	a	migratory	stopping	off	point	for	birds	such	as	the	Tundra	
Swan	and	with	it	spongy	cold-water	course,	it	is	a	natural	site	for	native	turtles.	The	land	at	140	
Garner	was	established	because	of	key	natural	factors	which	cannot	be	replicated	by	the	
developer.			
	
The	developer’s	suggestion	of	creating	a	standing	water	feature	adjacent	to	what	is	a	natural	
water	course	will	not	be	effective	in	replacing	or	assisting	with	the	natural	landscape	both	on	
the	escarpment,	or	below.		The	sophisticated	aquatic	chain	which	begins	at	the	140	Garner	
wetland,	is	a	series	of	below	and	above	ground	naturally	occurring	features	(waterfalls,	streams	
and	Cootes	Paradise	Sanctuary)	and	interconnected	ecosystems.	The	offer	to	replace	the	
natural	wetland	as	set	out	by	the	developer,	which	I	would	like	to	note	lacked	an	accurate	
review	of	the	present	flora	and	fauna	in	this	parcel	of	land,	does	not	acknowledge,	recognise	
nor	replicate	the	unique	environment,	as	it	is	just	an	uniform	hole,	filled	with	water.	
	
As	a	concerned	member	of	our	community,	I	ask	the	HCA	Board	to	honour	the	HCA	Mission-	to	
lead	in	conservation	of	our	watershed	and	connect	people	to	nature.		I	also	ask	you	to	listen	to	
HCA	own	experts	and	employees	and	to	reject	the	proposal	to	offset	this	locally	significant	
wetland.	HCA	vision	is	our	community’s	vision	–	a	healthy	watershed	for	everyone.	This	can	
only	happen	if	we	honour	and	keep	our	watershed	intact.	No	development	on	140	Garner	is	key	
to	ensuring	a	complete	healthy	watershed.			
	
It	is	exceptional	important	that	members	of	our	community	are	allowed	to	voice	their	concerns	
so	thank	you	again	for	this	opportunity.	
	
Yours	most	sincerely,	


	
Katherine	Lantagne	
	







Ms.	Katherine	Lantagne	
15	Knollwood	Court	
Dundas,	ON	L9H7A4	

Hamilton	Conservation	Authority	
838	Mineral	Springs	Rd		
Ancaster,	ON	L9G	4X1	

Dear	Board	of	the	Hamilton	Conservation	Authority,	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	submit	this	letter	for	your	consideration	and	to	have	it	added	
to	the	June	3	meeting	agenda.			

I	am	writing	to	voice	my	disagreement	with	the	motion	before	the	HCA	to	offset	the	wetland	at	
140	Garner	Road.		As	the	last	original	ecological	setting	left	in	our	area,	next	to	the	highest	
point	between	Lake	Erie	and	Lake	Ontario,	this	“feeder”	wetland	is	of	both	local	and	provincial	
significance.		

It	is	home	to	native	species	of	plants,	a	migratory	stopping	off	point	for	birds	such	as	the	Tundra	
Swan	and	with	it	spongy	cold-water	course,	it	is	a	natural	site	for	native	turtles.	The	land	at	140	
Garner	was	established	because	of	key	natural	factors	which	cannot	be	replicated	by	the	
developer.			

The	developer’s	suggestion	of	creating	a	standing	water	feature	adjacent	to	what	is	a	natural	
water	course	will	not	be	effective	in	replacing	or	assisting	with	the	natural	landscape	both	on	
the	escarpment,	or	below.		The	sophisticated	aquatic	chain	which	begins	at	the	140	Garner	
wetland,	is	a	series	of	below	and	above	ground	naturally	occurring	features	(waterfalls,	streams	
and	Cootes	Paradise	Sanctuary)	and	interconnected	ecosystems.	The	offer	to	replace	the	
natural	wetland	as	set	out	by	the	developer,	which	I	would	like	to	note	lacked	an	accurate	
review	of	the	present	flora	and	fauna	in	this	parcel	of	land,	does	not	acknowledge,	recognise	
nor	replicate	the	unique	environment,	as	it	is	just	an	uniform	hole,	filled	with	water.	

As	a	concerned	member	of	our	community,	I	ask	the	HCA	Board	to	honour	the	HCA	Mission-	to	
lead	in	conservation	of	our	watershed	and	connect	people	to	nature.		I	also	ask	you	to	listen	to	
HCA	own	experts	and	employees	and	to	reject	the	proposal	to	offset	this	locally	significant	
wetland.	HCA	vision	is	our	community’s	vision	–	a	healthy	watershed	for	everyone.	This	can	
only	happen	if	we	honour	and	keep	our	watershed	intact.	No	development	on	140	Garner	is	key	
to	ensuring	a	complete	healthy	watershed.			

It	is	exceptional	important	that	members	of	our	community	are	allowed	to	voice	their	concerns	
so	thank	you	again	for	this	opportunity.	

Yours	most	sincerely,	

Katherine	Lantagne	



From: meighan colterjohn
To: isa.burnside@conservationhamilton.ca; Jaime Tellier; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca;

esther.pauls@hamilton.ca; brad.clark@hamilton.ca; maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca
Cc:
Subject: Proposed "relocation" of Ancaster wetlands
Date: June 1, 2021 9:07:39 AM

Good Morning,
Please do not allow this proposal to be pushed through. It should be
obvious to all that the protection of our wetlands is of the utmost
importance for a wide variety of reasons - protection of our
headwaters, control of flooding, wildlife habitat, and so forth. We know
this and we also know that one cannot just 'relocate' a wetland and
expect the same results as one that has been in existence for countless
years. 
You must do the right thing and take a stand against this continuous
and unrelenting push from developers. It will not end. In fact, it will only
increase if you allow this to go through. As governors of our land and
our elected officials, you must do this so that future generations will be
able to enjoy the things we take for granted.
Thank you,
Meighan Colterjohn
L9H 3W5
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From: Trish Mills
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Wetland Relocation Concerns
Date: June 1, 2021 10:13:26 AM

 Hi Jaime,

I almost never write in about projects,  but i have serious concerns about the HCA considering
a plan to relocate a wetland on Hamilton mountain. 

As someone who has studied restoration,  we both know that Wetlands can't be relocated
without losing a vast amount of biological and organic diversity.  A moved or restored wetland
is never as adequate or functional as an original one, no matter how small. 

I encourage and expect the HCA to work within their mandate and scope to deny this project.
Within this city alone we have deteriorated the natural ecosystems to the point of pushing out
it's once natural inhabitants, and the cost is displaced wildlife,  invasive species, and flooding.

I hope these things,  as well as meaningful consultation from invested Indigenous Nations -
including the Haudenosaunee and Missisaugas, both band and clan systems - are considered
within the decision. 

thank you for your time
Trish Mills

6.4(co)

77



From: B B
To: Lisa Burnside; Jaime Tellier; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca;

brad.clark@hamilton.ca; maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; Ferguson, Lloyd; ;
; ; ; 

Subject: Register for Opposition for Paving of Wetlands
Date: June 1, 2021 12:30:24 PM

Dear City Councillors, 

I am urging you all to please listen to expert staff that have recommended against the proposal
of Warehouse Development on Ancaster Wetlands.  Please do NOT try and "move" this
wetland. 

As written in the Offsetting Policy, Offsetting should be a last resort and the first goal is to
"design development projects that avoid any negative impact to natural heritage features."  I
am urging Councillor Lloyd and all Hamilton Councillors to protect these wetlands at all costs
and ask that the development be moved elsewhere to avoid any negative impact to this
significant wildlife area.

Thanks, 
Bianca
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From: Barb Morse
To: lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca
Cc: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Re: 140 Garner Road
Date: June 1, 2021 12:51:33 PM

> On Jun 1, 2021, at 12:38 PM, Barb Morse <barb@morsefamily.ca> wrote:
>
> Dear Mr. Ferguson:
>
> I am writing to object to the proposed plan to remove the existing wetland and create a new wetland elsewhere on
the site at 140 Garner Road.  This is yet another clear example of trampling over sensitive environmental lands that
should remain protected.  Once again, Ancaster’s natural resources, environment, natural habitats and green spaces
are being attacked by developers.  How many by-laws will be challenged in the attempt to put this ill-conceived
proposal into action? 
>
> Please vote no to this proposal.  Do not allow developers to remove/relocate this important existing wetland. This
will not only destroy what nature has created, but will inevitably and irrevocably set a dangerous precedent for
future decisions regarding development in green spaces, wetland spaces, core lands, and, natural heritage lands. 
These important environmental spaces are what keep our environment viable and liveable for humans, wild animals,
flora and fauna. Our future depends on preserving these important environments. Biodiversity is key to a healthy
environment.  I want my Ancaster to remain a healthy place to live, for all species that currently live here.
>
> Interfering with this existing wetland is a mistake that cannot be undone.  The wetlands at 140 Garner Road are
the headwaters for the Ancaster Creek and a fresh water contributory to Cootes paradise. Water is a very precious
commodity and development cannot be allowed to risk such an important water source for our community.  The
proposal does not conform to HCA planning and Regulation Policies and Guideline (Sec. 3.1.7, Oct. 2011).  These
policies and guidelines exist to protect the environment from development.  Do not enable developers to destroy this
sensitive water source and habitat.
>
> My Ancaster is very rapidly becoming unrecognizable. Building and development intensification has exploded,
leading to traffic congestion, overcrowding, urbanization, poor air quality, and fewer natural green spaces. We are
on the cusp of doing irreversible harm to our community.  If we do not start to protect Ancaster’s environmental
spaces, we will lose her beauty and ruin what we love so much about living here.  We must say no to this dangerous
proposal to interfere with such an important wetland environment. 
>
> Vote NO to the proposal at 140 Garner Road.
>
> Thank you for your consideration regarding my concerns.
>
> Please confirm that you have received this email and that you will add my objection to the record and have my
objection included in any further meetings regarding this important environmental decision. Thank you.
>
> Sincerely,
>
> Barb Russell-Morse
> 
> Ancaster, ON L9G 2M9
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From: Charles
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: wetlands.
Date: June 1, 2021 12:59:28 PM

The fact that citizens suddenly last year were no longer on the board of
The Conservation authority was a wake up cal. l if this is allowed what
else will the vultures decide to do to destroy our environment?

At 91 in two weeks I wont be affected but future generations will be.
Why are we allowing this group to destroy a wetland for five huge
buildings? Except for money for a few what does it do for both those of
us breathing air now and future generations. I say NOTHING. i beg you.
Don't allow it. Lorna Johnston-Ancaster citizen since 1958
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From: Kathleen McDonald
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Fwd: Ancaster Creek Watershed
Date: June 1, 2021 1:57:06 PM

Your address was confused.  Hope this reaches you!

Subject: Ancaster Creek Watershed

Regarding the proposed changes to the
above watershed, I am very much against
making any changes to natural waterways in
Ontario.     

I wonder, has this change been given
approval by the Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources?   In which case, a complete
investigation and survey of the impact on
natural flora and fauna would already have
been undertaken, I’m sure.

There are many underground watersheds on
the escarpment and to change this one could
impact others.   My concern, for example, is
the spring on the south side of Twenty Road,
which could be a part of this underground
waterway.    This spring flows under Twenty
Road by way of culverts and into a pond
system on the property of Twenty Place, an
Adult Community (of seniors),  of which I
am a resident.  Any changes to the Ancaster
Creek Watershed could possibly impact the
flow of the spring on Twenty Road, which
could leave no water flow at all.   There are
four ponds in this water system, which after
flowing off the property at Twenty Place
then continues through scrub land and
eventually flows into Lake Ontario in
Stoney Creek.

Surely there is land aplenty to build on,
including the Airport land, without
damaging the water sheds in our Province?

I SAY ‘NO’!   Do not change the Ancaster
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Creek Watershed!

Yours truly,
Kathleen McDonald

Sent from my iPad

82



From: Ann Morgen
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Ancaster Creek Subwatershed
Date: June 1, 2021 3:12:08 PM

Dear Conservation Hamilton,

As a stakeholder, as an educator, as someone who is part of a society that has been told wetlands are
critical to our ecosystems for the last 50 years, that educates our children on the significance of wetlands,
I am amazed this is even a conversation we are having.

It is wrong, it is bad, it is gratuitous development for an insatiable consumer culture, that building on a
wetland is even being considered. Destroying it, and creating another, results in untold death to the
creatures and systems that are THERE NOW. 

Find an existing parking lot, or several, and repurpose those for warehouse(s). 

Concerned citizen

Ann Morgen

Dundas, ON   L9H6W7
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From: Em G
To: Lisa Burnside; Jaime Tellier; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca; brad.clark@hamilton.ca; maria.pearson@hamilton.ca;

lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca; ; ; ; 
Cc: ; Merulla, Sam; mayor@hamilton.ca; minister.mecp@ontario.ca
Subject: Opposition to the Natural Heritage Offsetting Policy.
Date: June 1, 2021 3:17:04 PM

Hello everyone, 

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed "natural heritage offsetting" policy. While I understand other
Conservation Authorities have these, one being Toronto, I do not believe it is in the best interest of Hamilton to move
a wetland. 

My thoughts are bulleted below, and research and sources are linked at the bottom of this email.

1. It takes 10-20 years for a wetland to develop in an already naturalized area. This does not include the re-population
of affected flora and fauna. How will The Conservation Authority and the City's tourism, air pollution, noise pollution,
and populations of established flora and fauna be affected?

2. The amount of vacant land and abandoned factories in Hamilton is staggering. I live in Ward 4, and when I drive
from Kenilworth down Cannon to Dundas, I pass at least 6 sites that could host a warehouse. I have included
Hamilton's own residential vacant land report from 2019 in the sources below; even with residential only, there is
enough space for warehouses in the city.

3. Building warehouses on vacant lots in the City that already have bus service (and potentially LRT service) seems like
a much cheaper and more equitable option for job-seekers in Hamilton, and future transit planning. The average
warehouse position pays about $16.62/hour; that isn't enough to live on AND own a car in the City. This is also
underlined by the fact that Hamilton ranked the third most expensive City to live in, behind Toronto Vancouver; cities
that are much larger with more robust transit already. Source: Indeed Salary Scale; source for affordability scale
below.

4. The Mission and Vision of the City are:
To provide high quality cost conscious public services that contribute to a healthy, safe and prosperous community, in
a sustainable manner”.
The vision, is this: To be the best place to raise a child and age successfully” reflects the kind of city Hamiltonians
want to aspire to become.

The Mission and Vision of the Conservation Authority are: 

Our Vision
A healthy watershed for everyone.

Our Mission
To lead in the conservation of our watershed and connect people to nature.

Can you please help me understand how a decision to build in the proposed area supports these statements? 

5. I feel that a decision in favour of the warehouse would affect the memberships for the HCA. I have purchased a
membership for years, but would not continue should decisions be made in the interest of developers, and not
citizens.

6. Finally, a study out of the University of Waterloo found that Targeted wetland restoration in heavily farmed areas
would dramatically reduce the amount of nitrogen polluting rivers, lakes and coastal areas. Could you help me
understand the reasoning for considering the opposite?

Thank you kindly for your time. 
Emily Guthro

Scientific Sources:
1. Wetland development infographic
Source: https://www.nps.gov/pore/learn/management/upload/planning_giacomini_wrp_construction_summary_habitat_conversion.pdf
2. Academic article explaining the chemical and biological processes in wetland soil development:
https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/earth-and-planetary-sciences/wetland-
soil#:~:text=Characteristics%20indicative%20of%20hydric%20soils,et%20al.%2C%201999).
3. COH Vacant Residential Land report
https://www.hamilton.ca/sites/default/files/media/browser/2020-05-04/vacant-residential-land-total-report-dec2019.pdf

4. Cost of Living:
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/hamilton/affordability-canada-1.6034606
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Mission and Vision sources: 
https://www.hamilton.ca/government-information/trust-and-confidence-report/our-commitment-our-
community#:~:text=The%20City's%20mission%2C%20%E2%80%9CTo%20provide,services%20across%20all%20our%20priorities.

HCA: https://conservationhamilton.ca/about-us/

6. Waterloo Wetland and Farmland Study:
https://uwaterloo.ca/news/news/restoring-wetlands-near-farms-would-dramatically-reduce
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From: Dennis/Patricia Baker
To: Jaime Tellier
Cc: Dennis/Patricia Baker
Subject: Ancaster Wetland application
Date: June 1, 2021 3:27:27 PM

Sirs: as a member of the Hamilton Conservation Foundation I was appalled to read
that the HCA Board could go against staff recommendation and approve the
relocation of such a sensitive part of the Ancaster Wetlands. I do not think there
should be a violation of Conservation Authority.  There are plenty of places where a
developer can build warehouse without the need to desecrate such wetlands.
Please ensure that this application is denied.
Sincerely, Patricia Baker
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From: E. Robert Ross
To: Lisa Burnside; Jaime Tellier; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca;

brad.clark@hamilton.ca; maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca;

Subject: wetlands
Date: June 1, 2021 3:49:53 PM

Dear People listed above:

I am writing to express my absolute opposition to the plan to destroy the wetlands in question.

This concept that a wet land can be moved is utter nonsense.  All the flora and fauna currently
on that site will be destroyed 
by the bulldozers. This would include many species already struggling to find suitable habitat.
  A wetland develops over centuries and once destroyed cannot be replaced.  During this time
of climate change we need to be even more protective of wetlands and their ability to clean
water and absorb flood waters during major storms.  We know already that the frequency and
force of major storms has increased.  Storm water runoff from large paved areas is greatly
contributing to poor water quality.   The landscape architect who claims that the 'new wetland'
will replace the old is not worthy of the designation.  She should certainly know better than to
make these claims.

The conservation authority system was created in response to Hurricane Hazel so that lands
would be preserved to mitigate floods from major weather events.
The current provincial government seems intent on gutting the conservation authorities raison
d'etre which is to prevent so called development.

Sincerely,
Wendy Leigh-Bell BSc (biology) U of Guelph
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From: Thomas Beckett
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Save the wetlands in Ancaster - Read Immediately
Date: June 1, 2021 4:30:13 PM

Ms. Jaime Tellier and the HCA Board of Directors, 

Stop the madness and save the wetlands in Ancaster!!! In your upcoming vote, you all must
wake up and do what is RIGHT for the environment and wetlands and stop this project: The
Details - A mega warehouse development is proposed for the exact location of this
important wetland at 140 Garner Rd E. The developer is proposing to 'shift the wetland'
landing it right next to Highway 6. That highway is slated to be widened.

The Location -- The Ancaster Creek subwatershed is part of the Spencer Creek watershed
system. From the headwaters south of Garner Road the creek runs past Ancaster Village,
through the Ancaster Old Mill, and down to Dundas into Cootes Paradise marsh. 

The wetland at the headwaters of Ancaster Creek is one of the last remaining wetlands in
the entire subwatershed.
The HCA Board of Directors that will make the final decision on June 3. Can you imagine
what will happen if precedent is set for developers are permitted to move wetlands and
flood plains?! This must not pass! Not now, not ever!
What happens in the headwaters of a watershed has a direct impact on everything
downstream including flooding, water quality and aquatic habitat. If permitted, this
development will impact the Village of Ancaster and important ecological areas in Dundas,
plus all the sensitive points of interest along the way downstream from that location.

In the spirit of my Uncle Thomas A. Beckett, first Chair of the Hamilton Conservation
Authority, retired Judge and citizen of this Hamilton Wentworth region please read his letter
once again and do what is right, which is to cancel this project now. This warehouse can
find another suitable location where no harm will come to the environment.
"The board of the Hamilton Conservation Authority will soon be voting on a proposed new
policy that would allow development on sensitive wetlands.
One such proposal on Garner Road East in Ancaster would pave over a huge area to allow
for the construction of five warehouses and parking for 3,000 employees. The waters from
that wetland are part of the headwaters of Ancaster Creek, which flows over [Sherman
Falls]. This proposal will allow the developer to substitute land elsewhere for the existing
wetland, contrary to existing HCA policy.
The obligation of a board member of any organization, whether private or public, is to
always vote in the interest of the organization. If a member of the HCA board finds they are
unable to support the authority and intends to support the developer's interest instead, then
their obligation is to resign their seat.
This includes the authority's chair, Lloyd Ferguson. Mr. Ferguson cannot serve two masters
at the same time. If he is unwilling to support the authority's principles and policies he
should resign and be replaced by someone who does.
It is ironic that members of the public should find themselves fighting the HCA in order to
maintain the policies and principles of good conservation.
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Thomas A Beckett, Dundas"
Hamilton Spectator May 29, 2021"

Thank you for reading this and sharing it with Lloyd Ferguson and the HCA Board of
Directors. Think of our future and the future of your children and grandchildren and beyond.
Wake up and do what is right for the environment!

Sincerely,

Thomas G. Beckett

Past Ancaster resident and present Hamilton resident
, Hamilton, ON., Canada, L8P 4B4
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From: Evan Ubene
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Ancaster Creek Development Project
Date: June 1, 2021 5:16:52 PM

Hello Jaime,

Please forward this letter to the Hamilton Conservation Authority Board:

Dear board members,

It has come to my attention that the board is considering a proposal that would result in the
Ancaster Creek Wetland and Pumpkin Patch at 140 Garner Rd. being paved over to make way
for warehouses. Developing on wetlands is needless and irresponsible. 

In the face of the climate emergency we are facing. Developing warehouses on wetlands so
that they can be near airport properties does not make any sense.

1) We must be preserving as much of the natural environment as possible. 72 % of Ontario's
wetlands have already been destroyed which results in leaving areas more susceptible to as
flooding, droughts, algal blooms, soil erosion, and exposure to animal habitats which can
increase the spread of disease (for example, lyme disease in Southern Ontario). 
2) Air transportation is the most carbon intensive method of transport and so cannot be used if
we are to meet climate targets.
3) There are plenty of empty properties and unused land for the city to utilize within its inner
core that will not increase sprawl and cause unnecessary pollution. It will also likely be more
expensive to operate warehouses on the mountain due to long transportation distances from
the inner city.

A responsible conservation board would never approach this project, which proposes
relocating the last natural wetland (p7) left in Ancaster creek. It does not make environmental
or logistical sense. If we want a healthy place to live in for the forseeable future the city of
Hamilton must take the climate emergency in earnest and veto projects like this one that
propose more environmental destruction.

Thank you,

Evan Ubene (Ward 1)

.
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From: Miriam
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Opposition to "moving" the wetland of Ancaster Creek
Date: June 1, 2021 9:21:21 PM

Hello, 

I am writing to add to the record my strong opposition to the "relocation" of a wetland 
and part of the headwaters of Ancaster Creek to make way for five proposed 
warehouses on Garner Road at Highway 6.

It is a clear case of hubris to think that we can control nature in such a way. Wetlands 
provide important environmental services - including flood prevention and providing a 
unique ecosystem that is home to many species. It would not be a "development", it 
would be destruction. 

We can live without warehouses. We cannot live without a thriving ecosystem and the 
chain of life. 

Please do not allow the drive for profit to push you to subvert the purpose of the 
Conservation Authority.

Thank you, 

Miriam Sager
Ward 1, Hamilton Ontario
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From:
To: Jaime Tellier; Lisa Burnside; LLOYD.FERGUSON@HAMILTON.CA
Cc: SSHAW-CO@NDP.ON.CA; FILOMENA.TASSI@PARL.GC.CA; ;

; B ; CHAIR@BRUCETRAIL.ORG;
; WWF_CANADA@WWF.CA; INFO@CAROLINIAN.ORG;

; COMMUNITY@CONSERVATION.ORG
Subject: Wetlands Conservation
Date: June 1, 2021 9:31:58 PM

June 1,2021

TO: Hamilton Conservation Authority
ATTN: Board Members

To the Board Members of the Hamilton Conservation Authority,

It has recently come to my attention the proposal to turn a sensitive wetland area in Ancaster at 140
Garner Road into a large warehousing complex.
Recently I have seen language in proposals sent from the Hamilton Conservation Authority to
prepare regular “offsets” to such projects when removing sensitive conservation areas.

There seems to be a serious lack of oversight in view of the current pandemic and I understand that
there has been no proper environmental assessment at 140 Garner Road but a project is imminent.
During the past few years with the change in government at several levels it seems to be a mission
to remove such sensitive conservative lands from their status and enable various projects without
proper
Assessment. Such rush from concept to development seems unusual.

The foundation of Environmental Stewards such as the Hamilton Conservation Authority are used in
the language which guides us “Dedicated to the Conservation and Enjoyment of the Watershed
Lands and Water Resources”.
Although some of these lands may be privately owned, there is governance that is monitored in a
responsible manner not only to protect the sensitive area itself, but also the lands that are directly
connected through natural relationships.
I live in an area where the Ancaster Creek passes through my property. I have noticed distinct
changes in the conditions of the creek when simple changes in property grades upstream are
changed in dramatic fashion. Over the past couple of years the creek has improved and last summer
I saw fish in the creek and this year ducks nesting on the property. Any changes to the wetlands have
multiple impacts. Positive action also has positive results.

The wetlands are not only the source of the headwaters for our drinking water, but also act as the
kidneys for our area and reduce toxins in the environment. More importantly, the wetlands are an
important source of reducing climate change as they act as a cooling area which assists in
neutralizing the impact of the climate change. This has been impactful in Hamilton for the past
several years and flooding is an ongoing result of the changes.

I hope that the various levels of government assess this and all future challenges to the sensitive
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wetlands areas.  

When I first moved to Ancaster 13 years ago, I was taken by the abundance of nature. When I drove
down Wilson or Jerseyville Road I was impressed by the sign which announced UNESCO World
Biosphere Reserve.
Our stewardship of the environment is critical and all leaders of the community are measured by
their actions as we aim to improve our planet, our country, our neighborhood and our gardens.

Please bare this in mind when you are making your consideration with respect to this project and
any other in the future.

Sincerely,
John Chaffey
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From: Laurel Imeson
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Protect Ancaster Creek Wetland and Headwaters
Date: June 1, 2021 10:23:06 PM

Hello,

Southern Ontario has already lost 75% of its wetlands and more continue to be lost. This
wetland has been identified as locally significant and is the last originally located wetland in
the Ancaster Creek Watershed.  Listen to your own staff and protect not pave the Ancaster
Creek Wetland.  

Wetland offsetting policies are not enough.

I will be watching with great interest.  I hope you and others in charge do all they can to
protect all wetlands in Ontario.

Thank you,
Laurel Imeson
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From: Marilyn Daniels
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Submission to the Board: Shifting the Wetland
Date: June 2, 2021 5:34:35 AM

HCA Board of Directors
c/o Ms. Jaime Tellier
Hamilton Conservation Authority

Dear Members of the Board,

I am writing this letter in order to register my strong opposition to the proposal to 'shift the
wetland' in Ancaster to make way for a warehouse development.

We in Ancaster / Dundas are blessed to live alongside the rare beauty of the conservation area
and it is our responsibility to preserve and conserve that area.  To my way of thinking one
cannot 'shift' a wetland the way one can move a chair or any other inanimate object.  Each part
of a fragile ecosystem needs to be protected and each part is intimately connected to every
other part.  Development needs to respect the existing environment, not threaten it.

Please turn down this development proposal.

Marilyn Daniels, M.A., M.Ed, CPCC

Ancaster, ON L9G2V6
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From: theresa mccourt
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Stop this now
Date: June 2, 2021 6:27:29 AM

On Thursday June 3 the Hamilton Conservation Authority is deciding on a project that proposes to move a wetland
and a watercourse (!) at the headwaters of a local subwatershed.

The Action -- We need you to take 10 minutes to send an email to the HCA Board of Directors and tell them what
you think of this idea, c/o Ms. Jaime Tellier [Staff]  jaime.tellier@conservationhamilton.ca

The Location -- The Ancaster Creek subwatershed is part of the Spencer Creek watershed system. From the
headwaters south of Garner Road the creek runs past Ancaster Village, through the Ancaster Old Mill, and down to
Dundas into Cootes Paradise marsh. Refer to map.

The wetland at the headwaters of Ancaster Creek is one of the last remaining
wetlands in the entire subwatershed.

The Details -- A mega warehouse development is proposed for the exact location of this important wetland at 140
Garner Rd E. The developer is proposing to 'shift the wetland' landing it right next to Highway 6. That highway is
slated to be widened.

HCA staff recommended not approving this but it’s the Board of Directors that will make the final decision on June
3. Can you imagine what will happen if precedent is set for developers are permitted to move wetlands and flood
plains?!

What happens in the headwaters of a watershed has a direct impact on everything downstream including flooding,
water quality and aquatic habitat.

If permitted, this development will impact the Village of Ancaster and important
ecological areas in Dundas, plus other points of interest
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From: cynthia meyer
To: Jaime Tellier; Chad; Tom; Maria Pearson; Lloyd Ferguson; Lisa Burnside; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca
Subject: Fwd: Headwaters of Ancaster Creek and Wetlands
Date: June 2, 2021 7:29:22 AM

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: cynthia meyer 
Date: May 5, 2021 at 4:45:12 PM EDT
To: Jaime.Tellier@conservationhamilton.ca
Subject: Headwaters of Ancaster Creek and Wetlands

Please help us preserve our wetlands and headwaters in Ancaster. Please do not
give permission for a project that will pave over this area.
Trusting in your willingness to do the right thing,
Cynthia Meyer

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Laurie Nielsen
To: Lisa Burnside; Jaime Tellier; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca;

brad.clark@hamilton.ca; maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca;

Subject: RE: Ancaster Creek wetlands
Date: June 2, 2021 8:58:34 AM

Hello Hamilton Conservation Authority Board members,

I am asking board members to protect his wetland and listen to staff when they recommend against
the proposed development of a warehouse on this piece of natural land.  Listen to the experts.  Any
suggestion that it can be relocated is absurd.  A man-made “marsh” is nothing but a stormwater
retention pond.  No man-made pond can come anywhere close to the efficiency of nature’s own
time-proven method to deal with stormwater, which has become an ever increasing problem with
climate change.  The wildlife at this wetland can never be relocated as quickly as one thinks, if ever.

The developer’s suggestion that the warehouse will create 3,000 jobs is based on old operating
systems which have been replaced with robotics.  To the Councillors on this board please note that
there is no regular public transportation to this site for what will be largely low-paying jobs.  These
warehouses should be built closer to the airport where land has already been put aside for this
purpose, near the roads already in place to handle the traffic.

Thank you for your time.

Laurie Nielsen

Please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to.
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From: Stephen Hudecki
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: The June 3rd decision
Date: June 2, 2021 9:42:11 AM

I agree with the staff not to support this proposal. Please add my voice to the chorus of voices saying put the
warehouse on a more suitable location.
Leave the watershed alone. Don’t move it arrogant fools.

Sincerely,

Stephen Hudecki

Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To: Jaime Tellier
Cc: Collins, Chad; Jackson, Tom; esther.pauls; brad.clark; Ferguson, Lloyd; Pearson, Maria; hamilton350
Subject: Save the Ancaster Creek Wetlands and Headwaters.
Date: June 2, 2021 10:10:00 AM
Importance: High

Dear HCA Board Members:  

Please consider this letter written in opposition to this development proposal with which I
respectfully ask that it be added to the agenda of June 3rd. 

Here we are again: another classic battle of Man vs. the Environment. 

In the green corner, the defending champ; the Ancaster Wetlands, the 1.8-hectare wetland, part
of the headwaters of Ancaster Creek, which flows over Tiffany Falls, and home to  a variety of
wildlife and birds, including migratory ducks and swans which use this area as a resting spot. 

In the black corner, the challenger: the proponent of building a 1.3-million-square-foot
warehouse complex with five warehouses and parking for 3,000 employees, which would
provide employment and supposedly boost the local economy.  

At stake: the fate of an environmentally sensitive area which not only provides a home to
many species of wild and plant life, but is vital in the filtering and cleansing of our natural
waterways which flow well beyond the property lines of this site. . 

I have likened the situation to a boxing match, but it shouldn't be one versus the other, but one
working with the other. Shuffling a wetland to another location is not 'working with the other' -
that's like paving over Gage Park and planting some trees across a city block and declaring
victory!  Granted, "...the interests of the economy, development and money have to be
balanced with the interests of our environment. And where they can't, the interests of the
environment should prevail." (The Hamilton Spectator (November 13, 2020 - "Don't give
free rein to Ontario's developers").This should be carved in rock and placed in a prominent
place in every HCA Board  member's office! 

Trusting that you will collective make the right decision, I remain respectfully and
sincerely yours, 

Stan Nowak

Dundas, Ontario
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From: John Tagg
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Ancaster Creek subwatershed
Date: June 2, 2021 10:22:21 AM

I have just been informed that the Hamilton Conservation Authority, Board of Directors will
decide on Thursday, June 3rd whether to approve the proposed major alteration of a wetland
and watercourse which will have major impact on the headwaters of Ancaster Creek
subwatershed.
I can hardly believe that such a proposal is being considered. It seems totally contrary to your
mission and the trust that the people of greater Hamilton have placed in you to "Conserve" the
environment that we all desperately need.. There are simply too many potential negative
ecological impacts that would result from such a travesty of "development". A
megawarehouse can be built anywhere. Unless you are more interested in the money generated
by this action, leave it natural!  And retain your integrity as the governing body of a
"Conservation" authority.

John Tagg
,

East York, ON M4C 3W6

6.4(di)

101



From: Janice Coulson
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: wetlands
Date: June 2, 2021 10:22:56 AM

please leave the wetlands alone...we need you to preserve this land for our health and future...thank you jaime for
doing the right thing!
stay safe...janice

Sent from my iPad
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From: Audrey Nicol
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: FW: Wetland Relocation in Ancaster
Date: June 2, 2021 10:53:41 AM

I’m most concerned about the proposed relocation of the wetlands and part of the headwaters of Ancaster Creek.
These wetlands are ecologically important, not only to wildlife, but human and animal life as well.

When land is donated or sold to the Conservation Authority it is with the assumption that the land will be kept free
of development and left in a natural state.  This seems like a betrayal of that trust,

Surely when the professional staff feels this proposal should be rejected it is important to carefully consider their
recommendation.  I urge you to reject this proposal.

Yours
Audrey Nicol
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From: MaryAnn
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Please Do Not Allow commerce to destroy miles of wetlands
Date: June 2, 2021 11:23:14 AM

Dear HCA Board of Directors,

As a resident of Dundas and living in the Hamilton area almost my entire life, I always
felt secure in the knowledge that the Hamilton Conservation Authority would act in the best interests of the natural
environment in and around Hamilton. We have natural beauty beyond measure and I enjoy it all especially the birds
and turtles that we protect in Dundas.
If this wetland and water course is moved, disrupted and dare I say destroyed, then we have committed a grave
offense against the nature we are all bound to protect from our encroachment. And for what purpose? To build a
warehouse? Is this not caving in to purely financial gain and exploitation? What will we say to our grandchildren
when they ask, “Did you let this happen? Why didn’t you stop it?”
In June 3rd 2021, and beyond, you can uphold your mandate to protect and conserve the vulnerable areas of our
community by voting No! to this destruction of wildlife habitats and natural watershed behaviour.
I trust you will uphold this mandate and act responsibly and respect what we have nurtured for all this time. Thank
you.

Sincerely yours,
MaryAnn Hudecki Thompson
Dundas, Ontario
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From: Apryl Lark
Subject: Ancaster Creek Wetland - June 3rd Meeting
Date: June 2, 2021 11:34:44 AM

Councillor/HCA Board Member,

I am writing to you today as a concerned citizen residing in Hamilton. On Thursday June 3rd yourself and
fellow members on the Hamilton Conservation Authority Board will be hearing a permit application to pave
over the locally significant Ancaster Creek Wetland located at 140 Garner Rd. E. 

The proponent is seeking to offset the wetland despite this being the last originally located wetland in the
Ancaster Creek Watershed - Southern Ontario has lost 75% of its wetlands. The only rationale to relocate
this wetland is to increase the value of the land as it is currently zoned as employment lands within the City
of Hamilton. I have concerns that offsetting is being seen by developers as a tool they can use across the
province, especially after the provinces issuance of an MZO to offset the provincially significant Duffins
Creek earlier this year. 

What happens in the headwaters of a watershed has a direct impact on everything downstream, including
flood prevention, water quality, carbon sequestration, biodiversity and aquatic habitat. If permitted, the
development will impact the Village of Ancaster, important ecological areas in Dundas, Sherman Falls,
Tiffany Falls and the already fragile Cootes Paradise among many others.

HCA staff have been very clear about their recommendations against offsetting the locally significant
wetland as it does not conform to HCA’s own policies. “Sliding over” a wetland without a feasibility study
or any vetting of proposals is extremely short-sighted and potentially irreversibly damaging to our
communities and ecological areas. The proposed retaining pond is by no means a replacement for a well-
established ecologically diverse wetland. 

You have the power to take action to better protect Ontario’s last remaining wetlands here in Hamilton and
set a precedent for our community and Ontario as a whole. Going into Thursday’s meeting I urge you to
please remember your role on the board and it’s responsibility to the vision, policies and mission of the
HCA, to lead in the conservation of our watershed and connect people to nature, and to vote against paving
over the Ancaster Creek Wetland. Economic development should never be a part of the offsetting
evaluation process. Offsetting should be the absolute LAST resort. 

Thomas A Beckett, First Chair of the Hamilton Conservation Authority, said it perfectly by saying, “The
obligation of a board member of any organization, whether private or public, is to always vote in the best
interest of the organization. If a member of the HCA board finds they are unable to support the authority
and intends to support the developers interest instead, then their obligation is to resign their seat.”

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Apryl Lark 

Hamilton, ON L9A 3R5
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From: Lynn Prince
To: Jaime Tellier; Lisa Burnside
Cc: chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca; brad.clark@hamilton.ca;

maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca; ;
; ; ; 

Subject: 140 Garner Rd E., Ancaster – Ancaster Creek wetland and headwaters
Date: June 2, 2021 11:53:29 AM

Hello All, 

I am writing to express my opposition to a permit application to pave over the Ancaster Creek
wetland at 140 Garner Road East, Ancaster, in order to build warehouses. 

I'm at a loss to understand how consideration is even being given to pave over wetland with the
thought it can just be moved to another location. This wetland has frogs, toads, snakes, salamanders
and many birds that depend on the wetland, as well as migratory ducks and swans using the area as
a resting spot. Wetland are wildlife resting places and nurseries. All of this will be destroyed.  

I understand that a consultant with One Properties Real Estate Inc. in seeking the application has
indicated that this wetland isn't provincially significant. I would hope that the  Hamilton
Conservation Authority ("HCA") Board would, prior to making its decision, arrange for it's own
investigations into this matter and not depend completely on the information provided by the
corporation that is making the application. 

I also understand that HCA expert staff are recommending against destroying this locally significant
wetland. I ask that you listen to your staff recommendations and save this wetland. 

I'm not opposed to development, but have concerns about the impact that this development will
have on this wetland and the environment.  

Regards,

Lynn Prince

Sent from Outlook
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From: SJR
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Action 13
Date: June 2, 2021 12:22:44 PM

Action 13

MhaytSa 3iusp0osuo altnf so6ao:nruerd5h1a uPMf  · 

On Thursday June 3 the Hamilton Conservation Authority is deciding on a project that proposes to move a 
wetland and a watercourse (!) at the headwaters of a local subwatershed. 

The Action -- We need you to take 10 minutes to send an email to the HCA Board of Directors and tell them 
what you think of this idea, c/o Ms. Jaime Tellier [Staff] jaime.tellier@conservationhamilton.ca

HCA Board,

This is obviously a bad idea, there must be an alternative location they can build on. 

Thank you,

S Rasmussen
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From: Donna Caprice
To: Jaime Tellier
Subject: Wetlands - Action 13
Date: June 2, 2021 1:47:37 PM

What will happen if precedent is set for developers are permitted to move wetlands and 
flood plains?! 

What happens in the headwaters of a watershed has a direct impact on everything 
downstream including flooding, water quality and aquatic habitat.

If permitted, this development will impact the Village of Ancaster and important

ecological areas in Dundas, plus all the points of interest shown on the map along the way.

We need to move forward not backwards in the preservation of our wetlands and show our 
environment the respect it deserves.

Sincerely,

Donna Caprice

Donna Caprice
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From: Mothersill, Carmel
To: Jaime Tellier
Cc: chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca; brad.clark@hamilton.ca;

lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca
Subject: Ancaster Creek
Date: June 2, 2021 2:08:07 PM

Hi Jaime,

In regard to the proposed offsetting of a wetland feeding Ancaster Creek, we wish the
following points to be added to the agenda for your meeting on June 3rd

It is the duty of a conservation authority to conserve habitats, not engage in "bait and switch"
tactics with property developers. Ecosystems cannot be moved or replaced - each is entirely
unique. It would be similar to destroying a Rembrandt painting and replacing it with a picture
constructed using the same colour palette. We urge you not to accept that the environment is
negotiable and can be sold off to the highest bidder.

Sincerely,

Dr Carmel Mothersill and Dr Colin Seymour

Professors in the Department of Biology at McMaster University
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From: Erin Davis
To: nature; Jaime Tellier; Ferguson, Lloyd; 
Cc: ; Chad.Collins@hamilton.ca; Susan Fielding; brad gautreau;

; Bishop, Kathy; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca; Clark, Brad;
maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; ; Terryberry, Wayne; ;
Hamilton350@riseup.net; Nancy Hurst; PAWS PAWS; Lisa Burnside

Subject: Protect Wetlands! Do not pave over 140 Garner Rd. E : the headwaters of Ancaster Creek
Date: June 2, 2021 2:07:56 PM
Attachments: Restrictive Covenants Ancaster Wells 2019 Title Search_HCA in violation of law.pdf

aug 23 MOH internal document NO Health Order.pdf

Greetings Jaime, Maria ( Advisory Chair) , Lloyd ( Board Chair) et al, 

I understand that on June 3rd the Hamilton Conservation Board of Directors will be hearing 
a proposal to pave over the Headwaters Wetland of Ancaster Creek, and a pumpkin patch 
at 140 Garner Rd. E in order, to make way for some warehouses. 
I understand Jaime, you have received over 70 letters from the public opposing this 
development proposal at 140 Garner Rd. E Ancaster including that of Thomas Beckett. ( one 
of the Founding Fathers of HCA)

I ask that you ensure ALL voting members receive this email, along with the others received 
and yet to be received be emailed to :
1 - every voting member of the HCA Board of Directors before June 3rd 2021 and the vote.
2 - every member of the Advisory Board
3 - and be made available to the public via the meeting notes on your website, including all 
attachments.
My reason for this ask is shared at the bottom of this message. 

Why is the proposal to destroy a Wetland even an issue to be considered? Isn't the HCA 
part of the legislative branch that oversees ALL watershed issues within its jurisdiction? I ask 
that each voting board member lead with your conscience, and vote 'no' to this absurd 
application proposal. There are whispers that the HCA Board members, specifically Lloyd 
Ferguson and other councillors, who are to represent the public, are considering accepting 
this development. The role of the HCA is mandated to protect and conserve our 
environment, not open it up for development.

Isn't the mandate of conservation to protect such lands? I ask each and everyone of you to 
help your fellow member rise up, and vote unequivocally 'no' to this development proposal. 
140 Garner Rd. E isn't just any wetland, it is the headwaters of Ancaster Creek. It is a most 
precious and locally significant wetland on Ancaster farmland. How can anyone think a 
warehouse is comparable?

What is the role of a conservation if not to protect our water at its source? The headwaters 
to Ancaster creek that meanders through Ancaster, Dundas and Hamilton is clean water 
that contributes to the healthy ecosystem throughout it's reaches, all the way down to 
cootes, which ultimately leads to our drinking water. Does it not go through CA lands as it 
meanders?

Have you really thought this through? I trust the input you have received to date shares 
several reasons why this is NOT the right decision for these lands. 

Again, I ask that all members of the Advisory Board and the Board of Directors hold each 
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other accountable and vote 'NO' to this developer's proposals to destroying these
significant Ancaster Creek Headwaters' Wetlands. This is greed at it's finest as well as a lack 
of leadership.

The reason that I ask that all parties receive this email and it's attachment, and all other 
communications BEFORE June 3rd meeting, is simply due to my past experience with the 
unlawful sequester of Ancaster Wells in 2017:
There was NO health order provided, and remains to be NO health order on that water 
source, (FOIA requests received in 2019 show this) . Secondly, there is a restrictive covenant 
on title of Ancaster Wells that should have prohibited the decision of HCA staff, Advisory 
and Board, and should have resulted in keeping the Ancaster Wells open and FREE access 
to the public in perpetuity as per the legal conditions on title. ( see attached) Both 
documents were withheld from the HCA Board members ( Advisory and BoD).

Please confirm receipt of this email and that you will add my objection to the
record and have my objection included in any further meetings regarding this
important environmental decision. Thank you

Let's step up and correct the wrongs of the past, and stay on track doing the right 
thing. 

Regards

Erin L Davis

"Inspired Solutions. Principled Results. For the People"

This e-mail (and any attachment) is intended for use of the individual or entity to which it is 
addressed, itmay be privileged and/or confidential. Any distribution, use or copying of this e-mail
or the information it contains by other than an intended recipient is unauthorized. The sender does 
not waive any related rights
and obligations. If you received this e-mail in error, please advise the sender and delete this 
message immediately.
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ENGINEERING
SCIENCE
RESEARCH

 Targeted wetland
restoration in heavily farmed
areas would dramatically
reduce the amount of nitrogen
polluting rivers, lakes and
coastal areas, a new study
finds.
Researchers at the University of Waterloo and the University of Illinois Chicago (UIC) examined detailed data on wetland locations and

From: Nancy Hurst
Cc: Lisa Burnside; Jaime Tellier; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca; Clark, Brad; maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; Ferguson, Lloyd;

; ; ; 
Subject: Ancaster wetland
Date: June 2, 2021 3:57:55 PM
Attachments: EIS Stantec 140 Garner rd E.pdf

Dear Board members of the HCA, 

I've had a look at the developer's presentation slides and I wish to say that I implore you to listen to science and lived
experience, rather than pay heed to a splashy powerpoint full of misinformation. I can pick apart almost every slide but I'll
mention the glaring ones here. I've been to the wetland on several occasions and am acquainted with Ron Book and Carrier
Hewitson who farm the land. Ron's family owned that land and much more for decades until grandma sold it in the 70s.
Nevertheless, they continue to lease and farm the land and we have spoken at length about the wildlife and biodiversity
that is found both within the wetland and in the fields and forests nearby. The wetland is indeed viable and alive with well
more than one solitary American toad. It is not overrun with Phragmites and over half of it is cattails. It is not ecologically
unstable and it does support at-risk and locally significant species. 

I've read the Environmental Impact Study that was completed by Stantec in 2016. I urge you to as well and I have attached
it. There are endangered Butternut trees, American chestnut trees, Eastern Wood Peewee, Little Brown Myotis bat
maternity roosts nearby, Milkweed critical to Monarchs, a variety of wetland, forest and ground nesting bird species which
rely on wetlands and undisturbed areas like them to forage, nest and breed. Tundra swans land en masse by the hundreds
in the flooded fields in the spring to rest and feed before continuing on. Deer congregate on the fields in the winter.
Jefferson salamanders have been recorded as being present here historically. There was a historic stone barn on the
property which provided habitat for endangered and protected barn swallows and bats until May 2017 when Silvestri's
agent came with a backhoe and demolished it sending the swallows and bats fleeing for their lives. And this was done in
nesting season.  The law requires that alternative nesting habitat be provided for the swallows within 1 km and to my
knowledge and that of Ron and Carrie, this has not been done. I have been in communication with Daniel Williams from
the Ministry of Env. Cons and parks who is following up with the Ministry of Natural resources to enquire about whether
an alternative habitat was ever provided. A Blanding's Turtle was found on Garner road in 2013 in front of this property.
They are threatened and protected and she could well still be living here as they live for decades. This is significant because
Blanding's make the largest overland movement of any Ontario turtles, travelling up to several kilometres between
summer habitat and nesting sites or overwintering habitat. This will be impossible to do when surrounded by warehouses.

You might be thinking this is just one small insignificant wetland, but that is how we have come to the point where 72% of
Ontario's wetlands are gone. Bit by bit with decisions like this, we have slowly chipped away at and paved thousands of
'small, insignificant' wetlands. It has to stop. This wetland and every single wetland needs to now be preserved because
climate change will not wait for us to make better decisions tomorrow. We need to make those decisions now. Today's
decisions will greatly impact tomorrow and I would argue that since Hamilton already has a warehouse district, located in
a part of town where public transport is frequent and folks who are likely to benefit from a $16.00/hr warehouse job might
already live nearby, then you consider Burlington Street as a better choice for warehouses going forward. 

In closing I will leave you with this information below and again implore you to remember that we are in the midst of a
climate emergency, and in an era of unprecedented loss of biodiversity. We are polluting, destroying and paving that which
sustains us. We have limited time to reverse these trends, to reduce our greenhouse gas emissions and to listen to science
including your own HCA professionals who are recommending against this permit.

Sincerely,
Nancy Hurst
Ancaster
Environmental impact study attached

Restoring wetlands near farms would dramatically reduce water pollution

Targeted wetland restoration in heavily farmed areas would dramatically reduce the amount of nitrogen polluting rivers, lakes and coastal areas, a
new study finds.
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1.0 Introduction 


Stantec was retained by Garner Road Investments to prepare an Environmental Impact Study 
(EIS) in support of a Proposed Plan of Subdivision for the Subject Property shown on Figure 1, 
Appendix A. The proposed development will include the extension of Woodmount Avenue and 
three (3) new internal roadways serving fourteen (14) new Employment blocks, as part of the 
City of Hamilton Airport Employment Growth District (AEGD) lands. The proposed development 
will also include an additional block for the stormwater management (SWM) pond. 


This EIS identifies the natural heritage features and functions on and within 120 m of the Proposed 
Plan of Subdivision boundary that may pose constraints to development, and recommends 
appropriate measures to avoid and mitigate potential impacts and enhance the natural 
heritage features and associated ecological functions, where possible. 


1.1 STUDY AREA 


The Subject Property is approximately 35.27 ha in size and is bounded by Garner Road East to 
the north, a hydro corridor and agricultural lands to the south, agricultural lands and a 
woodland feature to the west, and Highway 6 to the east (Figure 1, Appendix A). The Subject 
Property is comprised mainly of agricultural lands, with a linear wetland feature on the eastern 
section of the property and a mature deciduous forest in the southwest corner. Cultural 
woodlands occur adjacent to the off-site residential properties at the north end of the property. 
For the purposes of this report, the Study Area includes the Proposed Draft Plan of Subdivision 
boundary (referred to as the Subject Property) and the 120m area beyond the Subject Property 
(Figure 1, Appendix A).   


1.2 REGULATORY AND ADVISORY AGENCY CONSULTATION 


Various review and approval agencies were contacted to solicit initial comments, identify 
potential concerns and obtain pertinent information for consideration during the development 
of the proposed Plan of Subdivision, and completion of the EIS.   


A pre-consultation site visit was undertaken with Stantec, the City of Hamilton and Hamilton 
Conservation Authority (HCA) staff on September 10th, 2015 to review and discuss the natural 
heritage features identified within the Study Area and future submission requirements, including 
the Terms of Reference (ToR) for this EIS.  The ToR was approved by the City of Hamilton and HCA 
staff on February 23, 2016 and is included in Appendix B. 


An information request was submitted to the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) 
on February 16, 2016 in order to confirm existing background data collected by Stantec for the 
Study Area, and to request any further information not included in Stantec’s background review 
A response was received on April 11, 2016 and is included in Appendix B. 
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This report follows the City of Hamilton EIS Guidelines Document (City of Hamilton, 2015a), and is 
submitted to provide a summary of potential opportunities and constraints for this Proposed Plan 
of Subdivision. 
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2.0 Natural Heritage and Hazard Policy Considerations 


An assessment of the natural heritage features and functions within the Study Area was 
undertaken to comply with the requirements of the following policy and guideline documents 
discussed below. 


2.1  PROVINCIAL POLICY STATEMENT 


The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) was issued under Section 3 of the Planning Act, and came 
into effect on May 22, 1996. It was revised in 2005 and most recently in April 2014. Decisions 
made by Planning Authorities shall be consistent with the policy statements issued under the 
Planning Act, such as the PPS, which includes policies on development and land use patterns, 
resources and public health and safety.  


According to Section 2.1.4 of the PPS, development and site alteration shall not be permitted in 
the following features: 


a) significant wetlands in Ecoregions 5E,6E and 7E; or, 


b) significant coastal wetlands. 


According to Section 2.1.5 of the PPS, development and site alteration shall not be permitted in 
the following features, unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts 
on the natural features or their ecological functions: 


a) significant woodlands; 


b) significant valleylands; 


c) significant wildlife habitat; 


d) significant areas of natural and scientific interest; or 


e) coastal wetlands that are not subject to policy 2.1.4(b).  


Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in the following features, except in 
accordance with provincial and federal requirements: 


a) significant portions of the habitat of endangered or threatened species; or, 


b) fish habitat. 


2.2 URBAN HAMILTON OFFICIAL PLAN 


The Urban Hamilton Official Plan (OP) came into effect on August 16, 2013 with the exception of 
select policies, schedules, maps, appendices that remain under appeal.  The Study Area is not 
included in these exceptions; therefore, the Natural Heritage policies of the 2013 OP apply to the 
Subject Property. 
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Schedule B of the OP designates the areas of the Natural Heritage System including land 
identified as Core Areas and Linkages. 


Section C.2.5.2 of the OP states that new development and site alteration shall not be permitted 
within significant habitat of threatened and endangered species. According to Section C.2.5.3, 
new development and site alteration shall not be permitted within fish habitat, except in 
accordance with provincial and federal requirements.  


Section C.2.5.4 outlines that new development and site alteration shall not be permitted within 
Significant Woodlands and significant wildlife habitat unless it has been demonstrated that there 
shall be no negative impacts on the natural features or on their ecological functions. 


In Chapter G of the OP, significant woodland designations are based on size, presence of 
interior forest, proximity to water or other significant natural areas, age and the presence of rare 
species including species at risk. For the purposes of this report, significant wildlife habitat is 
based on the SWH Criteria Schedules for EcoRegion 7E (MNRF, 2015). 


Section C.2.5.10 recommends the following information on buffers to significant natural features: 


Where vegetation protection zone widths have not been specified by watershed and sub-
watershed plans, secondary, Environmental assessments and other studies, the following 
vegetation protection zone widths shall be evaluated and addressed by Environmental Impact 
Statements. Other agencies, such as Conservation Authorities, may have different vegetation 
protection zone requirements. 


a) Coldwater Watercourse and Critical Habitat – 30-metre vegetation protection zone on 
each side of the watercourse, measured from the bankfull channel. 


b) Warmwater Watercourse and Important and Marginal Habitat – 15 metre vegetation 
protection zone on each side of the watercourse, measured from the bankfull channel. 


c) Unevaluated wetlands – Unevaluated wetlands and locally significant wetlands require a 
15 metre vegetation protection zone, measured from the boundary of the wetland, as 
approved by the Conservation Authority or Ministry of Natural Resources, unless an 
Environmental Impact Statement recommends a more appropriate vegetation 
protection zone. 


d) Woodlands – 10-metre vegetation protection zone, measured from the edge (drip line) 
of the woodland. 


e) Significant woodlands – 15-metre vegetation protection zone, measured from the edge 
(drip line) of the significant woodland. 


f) Significant Habitat of Threatened or Endangered Species and Significant Wildlife Habitat: 
the minimum vegetation protection zone shall be determined through Environmental 
Impact Statements, dependent on the sensitivity of the feature. 


Vegetation protection zone widths greater or less than those specified above may be required if 
ecological features and functions warrant it, as determined through an approved Environmental 
Impact Statement. Widths shall be determined on a site-specific basis, by considering factors 
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such as the sensitivity of the habitat, the potential impacts of the proposed land use, the 
intended function of the vegetation protection zone, and the physiography of the site. (Section 
C.2.5.11) 


2.3 RURAL HAMILTON OFFICIAL PLAN 


Schedule B of the 2012 Rural Hamilton Official Plan (OP) identifies significant natural heritage 
features across the rural Hamilton area including Detailed Natural Heritage Features, Key Natural 
Heritage Features and Significant Woodlands. 


Although the Subject Property is outside of the Rural Hamilton OP boundary, lands directly west 
of the Subject Property are included in the Rural Hamilton OP.  According to Schedule B of the 
Rural Hamilton OP, the adjacent lands are not identified as significant natural heritage features.  


2.4 THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF HAMILTON-WENTWORTH WOODLAND 
CONSERVATION BY-LAW NO. R00-054 


The Regional Municipality of Hamilton-Wentworth Woodland Conservation By-law (No. R00-054) 
is administered and enforced by the City of Hamilton. Established in February 2003, this policy 
requires the compilation of an approved Tree Preservation Plan or landscape planting plan 
imposed as a condition of a consent, plan of subdivision, plan of condominium or site plan 
approved by an area municipality where tree removal is proposed (Section 4.1 (g)). 


2.5 WOODLAND CONSERVATON BY-LAW FOR PRIVATE PROPERTY WITHIN THE URBAN 
AREA (CITY OF HAMILTON) 


The intent of the Woodland Conservation By-law (By-Law #14-212 approved August 15, 2014) is 
to promote the conservation of woodlands that occur on private property within Urban 
Hamilton. This by-law applies to woodlands greater than or equal to 0.2 ha in size.  Woodlands 
are classified using the definition from the forestry Act R. S. O. 1990, Chapter F.26 as follows:  


“woodlands” means land with at least, 


a) 1,000 trees, of any size, per hectare, 


b) 750 trees, measuring over five centimetres in diameter, per hectare, 


c) 500 trees, measuring over 12 centimetres in diameter, per hectare, or 


d) 250 trees, measuring over 20 centimetres in diameter, per hectare, 


but does not include a cultivated fruit or nut orchard or a plantation established for the purpose 
of producing Christmas trees. 


The draft by-law does not include a narrow linear strip of trees that defines a laneway or a 
boundary between fields, or a plantation established or continuously managed for the sole 
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purpose of complete removal at rotation in accordance with a Forest Management 
Prescription. 


Within this draft by-law, an owner may injure or destroy a tree in their woodland, or permit the 
injury or destruction of their tree in a woodland, provided that they comply with a permit 
obtained from the Director of By-law and Parking Services.  A permit application form will be 
required to be submitted to the Director, and the Director may require a Forest Management 
Prescription to be prepared prior to approving the permit. Where a permit is issued, the Director 
may impose conditions, including the requirement of replacement trees to be planted. 


2.6 HAMILTON CONSERVATION AUTHORITY POLICIES 


Pursuant to Ontario Regulation 161/06 (Development, Interference with Wetlands and 
Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses, May 2006), prior permission is required from the HCA 
for any development within a floodplain, valleyland, wetland, or other hazardous land.  
Permission is also required from the HCA for any alteration to a river, creek, stream or 
watercourse or any interference with the hydrological function of a wetland.  Generally, any 
development, interference or other alteration that may negatively impact the control of 
flooding, erosion, dynamic beaches, pollution or the conservation of land are not permitted.  
The decision-making policies for such Permits are contained within the Planning and Regulation 
Policies and Guidelines (HCA, October 2011). 


Any alteration to a watercourse within the jurisdiction of the Authority must be in accordance 
with the policies and guidelines in Section 2.1.3 of the HCA Planning and Regulation Policies and 
Guidelines and must be to the satisfaction of the Authority. 


Any development and/or site alteration within the jurisdiction of the Authority and in, on or 
adjacent to natural heritage features must be in accordance with the policies and guidelines in 
Section 3.1 of the HCA Planning and Regulation Policies and Guidelines and must be to the 
satisfaction of the Authority. 


Section 3.1.7 (a) states that development, site alteration, and/or interference with wetlands will 
generally not be permitted: 


i. In or on the areas of Non-PSWs; 


ii. Within the adjacent lands of PSWs (120 m); or 


iii. Within the adjacent lands of Non-PSWs (30 m) 


unless the hydrological, hydrogeological, and ecological function of the Subject Property and of 
the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that there will be no 
negative impacts on natural features or their ecological functions. Such proposals may require 
the completion of an EIS, and should utilize all opportunities for protection and rehabilitation of 
the wetland feature. 
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2.7 ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 


The Endangered Species Act (ESA) protects habitat and individuals of wildlife species 
designated as threatened, endangered, or extirpated in Ontario. Provincial species at risk are 
identified and assessed by the Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO). 


The ESA protects species listed by COSSARO as threatened, endangered, or extirpated in 
Ontario and their habitats by prohibiting anyone from killing, harming, harassing or possessing 
protected species, as well as prohibiting any damage or destruction to the habitat of the listed 
species. All listed species are provided with general habitat protection under the ESA aimed at 
protecting areas that species depend on to carry out their life processes, such as reproduction, 
rearing, hibernation, migration or feeding.  Some species have had detailed habitat regulations 
passed that go beyond the general habitat protection to define specifically the extent and 
character of protected habitats. 


Activities that may impact a protected species or its habitat require the prior issuance of a 
Permit from the MNR, unless the activities are exempted under Regulation. The current Ontario 
Regulation 242/08 identifies activities which are exempt from the permitting requirements of the 
Act subject to rigorous controls outside the permit process including registration of the activity 
and preparation of mitigation. Activities not exempt under O. Reg. 242.08 require a complete 
permit application process. 
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3.0 Methods for Data Collection 


3.1 BACKGROUND DATA COLLECTION 


In addition to reviewing the natural heritage policies and mapping in the natural heritage and 
hazard policy documents, the following background documents and sources of information 
were consulted to collect information on significant natural heritage features and species: 


• Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) Element Occurrence Data (NHIC, 2015); 


• Land Information Ontario Natural Heritage Mapping (LIO, 2015); 


• Atlas of the Breeding Birds of Ontario (Cadman et al. 2007); 


• Atlas of the Mammals of Ontario (Dobbyn, 1994); and 


• Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (Ontario Nature, 2015). 


The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) Natural Heritage Information Centre 
(NHIC) database on the Lands Information Ontario (LIO) website (LIO, 2015) was reviewed to 
document the presence/absence of known occurrences of rare floral or faunal species (i.e., 
nationally and/or provincially endangered, threatened or special concern species) within the 
vicinity of the Study Area. The LIO database was also reviewed to document the presence or 
absence of known sensitive natural heritage features, including areas of natural and scientific 
interest (ANSIs), provincially significant wetlands (PSWs), environmentally significant areas (ESAs), 
provincial or national parks, or conservation areas.  Additionally, the MNRF was contacted to 
request additional details on potential species at risk and natural heritage features in the Study 
Area (MNRF correspondence is included in Appendix B).  


The Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (Ontario Nature, 2016), Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas 
(Cadman et al, 2007) and the Atlas of the Mammals of Ontario (Dobbyn, 1994) were accessed 
to identify species with known ranges that overlap with the Study Area, including species at risk 
and provincially rare species.    


A habitat assessment for all terrestrial species at risk and provincially rare species identified 
through the atlas searches and NHIC background review is included in Appendix C. 


3.2 FIELD INVESTIGATIONS 


The field investigations were conducted according to the approved ToR (Appendix B). Field 
studies and natural heritage inventories were completed in the Study Area, where property 
access was available, to confirm and refine the boundaries, characteristics and significance of 
the natural features that may be affected by the proposed development. A summary of the 
field investigations undertaken for this project is provided in Table 3.1. 
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Table 3.1 Ecological Field Work 


Purpose of Field Work Date(s) of Field Work Personnel 


Vegetation Surveys 


Ecological Land Classification (ELC) and Fall 
Botanical 


October 15, 2015 J. Ball 


Spring Botanical May 18, 2016 J. Ball 


Summer Botanical August 15, 2016 J. Ball 


Wildlife Surveys 


Amphibian Call Count Surveys April 20, 2016 J. Ball 
B. Holden 


May 12, 2016 J. Ball 
A. Corrigan 


Breeding Bird Surveys June 6 and 20, 2017 B. Holden 


Bat Maternity Roost Survey March 10, 2016 J. Ball 


Incidental Wildlife Observations Completed During  
All Surveys 


All Surveyors 


Aquatic Surveys 


Headwaters Assessment March 10, 2016 M. Faiella 
 


3.2.1 Vegetation Communities 


Vegetation communities were identified using the Ecological Land Classification (ELC) field 
guide for Southern Ontario (Lee et al., 1998), with the corresponding 2008 updates. All 
vegetation communities in the Study Area were first identified on aerial imagery and then 
checked in the field. ELC was completed to the finest level of resolution (vegetation type) where 
feasible. Provincial significance of vegetation communities was based on the rankings assigned 
by the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC, 2014). The results of these surveys are 
summarized in Section 4.5.2. 


Survey times, weather conditions, and observers in 2015 are provided below in Table 3.2. 


Table 3.2: Vegetation Community Survey Dates, Times, and Weather Conditions 


SURVEY DATE/TIME 


WEATHER 


SURVEYORS Temp. 
(°C) 


Wind 
(Beaufort 


Scale) 


Cloud 
(%) PPT / PPT last 24 hours 


1 October 15, 
2015 12 2 0 None/None J. Ball 
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3.2.2 Vascular Plant Species 


Spring, summer and fall botanical surveys were completed in all vegetation communities in the 
Study Area where access allowed. Flora nomenclature was based primarily on the Database of 
Vascular Plants of Canada (VASCAN) (Brouillet et al. 2010+) with updates to genera, specific 
epithets and family names as necessary to reflect recent taxonomic revisions.  The primary 
source of revised nomenclature was VASCAN (2016). 


Specific attention was paid during the surveys for potential provincially rare species or species at 
risk known to occur in the vicinity of the Study Area, such as Butternut and American Chestnut, 
as well as rare vegetation community types (e.g., prairie, savannah and oak woodlands).  


The provincial status of all plant species was based on Natural Heritage Information Centre 
(MNRF, 2015a). Identification of potentially sensitive native plant species is based on their 
assigned coefficient of conservatism (CC) value, as determined by Oldham et al. (1995). This CC 
value, ranging from 0 (low) to 10 (high), is based on a species’ tolerance of disturbance and 
fidelity to a specific natural habitat. Species with a CC value of 9 or 10 generally exhibit a high 
degree of fidelity to a narrow range of habitat parameters. 


The results of these surveys are summarized in Section 4.5.3 and a complete list of vegetation 
species identified during the various surveys is provided in Appendix D. Survey times, weather 
conditions, and observers are provided below in Table 3.3.  


Table 3.3: Vascular Plant Survey Dates, Times, and Weather Conditions 


SURVEY DATE/TIME 


WEATHER 


SURVEYORS Temp. 
(°C) 


Wind 
(Beaufort 


Scale) 


Cloud 
(%) Precipitation 


1 October 15, 
2015 


12 2 0 None J. Ball 


2 May 18, 2016 14 1 0 None J. Ball 


3 August 15, 2016 24 1 50 None J. Ball 


3.2.1 Wetland Delineation 


The wetland in the eastern section of the Study Area was delineated during a field visit with the 
HCA and Stantec staff on September 21, 2016.  The wetland delineation was based on the 
protocols outlined in the Ontario Wetland Evaluation System (OWES) (MNRF 2014). In general, 
where greater than 50% of the tree canopy consists of species known to commonly inhabit wet 
areas, the community is considered wetland.  Where a tree canopy does not exist, or is 
inconclusive, the shrub or herbaceous layer is then assessed using the same principle.  Where 
plant species do not indicate a clear boundary, additional evidence, such as the nature of the 
underlying substrate, may also be considered (MNRF, 2014).   
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Upon confirmation of the wetland boundary by the HCA, the boundary was surveyed by a 
professional surveyor.  The location of the confirmed wetland boundary is shown on Figures 3, 4 
and 5 in Appendix A. 


3.2.2 Woodland Delineation 


The dripline of the woodland in the southwest corner of the Study Area was delineated during a 
field visit with the City of Hamilton and Stantec Staff on September 21, 2016.  Upon confirmation 
of the woodland boundary by the City of Hamilton, the boundary was surveyed by a 
professional surveyor.  The location of the confirmed woodland boundary is shown on Figures 3, 
4 and 5 in Appendix A. 


3.2.3 Amphibian Surveys 


Amphibian call count surveys were conducted at 5 stations within the Study Area. Call count 
point locations are shown on Figure 3, Appendix A. Survey methods were based on the Marsh 
Monitoring Program manual (Environment Canada, 2008). The survey station area was a 100 m 
radius semicircle. The surveyor stood at the edge of the station and listened from left to right (see 
field sheets for a diagram). At each call count survey and station, all calling toads and frogs 
were identified and recorded over a three-minute time-period. Call levels were described using 
values of 1, 2, or 3. Level 1 indicated that individuals could be counted and calls were not 
simultaneous. Level 2 indicated that calls were distinguishable with some simultaneous calling. 
Level 3 indicated a full chorus where calls were continuous and overlapping (Environment 
Canada, 2008). Calling toad or frog species from outside of the survey station, or those heard off 
property, were also recorded. Results of the survey are included in Section 4.5.4. 


Survey times, weather conditions, and observers are provided below in Table 3.4. 


Table 3.4: Amphibian Survey Dates, Times, and Weather Conditions 


SURVEY DATE/TIME 


WEATHER 


SURVEYORS Temp. 
(°C) 


Wind 
(Beaufort 


Scale) 


Cloud 
(%) PPT / PPT last 24 hours 


1 April 20, 2016 
20:26-21:10 6 2 40 None/None J. Ball 


B. Holden 


2 May 12, 2016 
20:50-21:31 14 1 100 None/None J. Ball 


A. Corrigan 


 


3.2.4 Breeding Bird Surveys 


Breeding bird surveys were conducted in all natural vegetation communities in the Study Area 
on June 6 and June 20, 2017. Surveys consisted of recording all species of birds that were seen or 
heard within each habitat in the Study Area. A conservative approach to determining breeding 
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status was taken; i.e., all birds seen or heard in appropriate habitat during the breeding season 
were assumed to be breeding.   


Surveys began at, or within, half an hour of sunrise, and were completed by 10:00 a.m. Weather 
conditions (i.e., precipitation and visibility) were within the parameters required by monitoring 
programs such as Environment Canada’s Breeding Bird Survey or the Ontario Forest Bird 
Monitoring Program.  


The results of these surveys are summarized in Section 4.5.5. Survey times, weather conditions, 
and observers are provided below in Table 3.5.  


Table 3.5: Survey Dates, Times, and Weather – Breeding Birds 


SURVEY DATE/TIME 


WEATHER 


SURVEYORS Temp. 
(°C) 


Wind 
(Beaufort 


Scale) 


Cloud 
(%) PPT / PPT last 24 hours 


1 
June 6, 2017 
06:00-08:00 


14 1-2 95-100 None/Rain B. Holden 


2 
June 20, 2017 


07:00-09:00 
17-20 1-2 100 None/Rain B. Holden 


 


3.2.5 Bat Maternity Roost Surveys 


A bat maternity roost survey was conducted within the WODM4-4 community to confirm and 
assess the potential presence of bat maternity colonies (BMC). This survey followed guidelines 
provided by the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) through the use of Bats and Bat Habitats: 
Guidelines for Wind Power Projects (July 2011). The Guidelines identify deciduous and mixed 
forest communities >1 ha as candidates for the bat maternity roost survey.  Forest community 
delineation of the Study Area was determined using the Ecological Land Classification (ELC) 
protocol (Lee et al, 1998), as per the Guidelines.   Although, the WODM4-4 community is not 
classified as a forest, a bat maternity roost assessment was conducted since the community is 
within the proposed development area.  Other forest communities within the Study Area 
including the FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities are outside of the proposed development 
footprint, and were therefore not assessed as part of the field investigation and assumed to 
provide significant habitat for bat maternity colonies. 


In order to assess the WODM4-4 community for Bat Maternity Roosts, all trees with suitable 
cavities to support BMC (small, narrow openings) were recorded. This generally included but was 
not limited to trees with a decay class of 1-3, trees that were ≥25 cm in diameter at breast height 
(dbh) and cavities 10 m or higher from the ground. Surveys were conducted during leaf-off so 
cavities could be observed clearly. Results of the bat maternity roost surveys are summarized in 
Section 4.5.6. 
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3.2.7 Wildlife Habitat Assessment 


A candidate significant wildlife habitat assessment of the Study Area was undertaken during the 
ELC and botanical surveys. Criteria used to identify candidate significant wildlife habitat in the 
Study Area were derived from the Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (MNR, 2000) and 
the Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 7E (MNRF 2015b). 


3.2.8 Incidental Wildlife Observations 


Incidental wildlife observations were recorded during all field investigations. All wildlife species 
identified by sight, sound or distinctive signs during all surveys were recorded.  


3.2.6 Headwater Drainage Feature Assessment 


Aerial photographs of the Study Area were reviewed to identify potential locations of 
headwater drainage features prior to conducting fieldwork.  Fieldwork for the headwaters 
assessment consisted of an early spring field visit to verify the presence/absence of flowing 
headwater drainage features.  


Headwater drainage features on any given site are assessed using the document entitled 
Evaluation, Classification and Management of Headwater Drainage Features Guidelines (CVC 
and TRCA, TRCA Approval July 2013; finalized January 2014), hereafter referred to as the 
guidelines). These guidelines, as outlined in the document, can generally be applied to any 
drainage feature that is: 


• part of the drainage network (i.e. drainage channels that are identified from aerial 
photography, and/or drainage lines resulting from ArcHydro analysis), or  


• a groundwater seepage area or spring, or  


• a connected headwater wetland (a surface outlet connects to downstream), and  


• not a mapped or known perennially flowing stream.  


The guidelines employ a multiple survey approach to headwater drainage feature assessments 
(HDFA), where warranted, in order to capture seasonal variability in hydroperiod, as well as to 
identify other potential ecological functions of these features on the landscape.  In general, the 
need for additional surveys and the timing of each visit is dictated by the results of the previous 
survey, as follows: 


Site Visit 1 is conducted during a window of approximately 2 weeks, immediately after the snow 
pack has dissipated and the frost is out of the ground.  The survey window is typically during late 
March or early April, but is subject to variation depending on the weather in any given year.  
During the first site visit, all drainage lines generated using ArcHydro, aerial photography 
interpretation or contour interpretation must be examined. Both the flow condition and feature 
type during this site visit determine if the HDF requires further investigation or, if it is a feature 
exhibiting limited functions. If the feature is dry or standing water, or if there is no defined feature 
present, it is likely that the feature would be considered as “limited functions” and no additional 
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data are required; therefore no further field visits are required.  If the feature exhibits functions 
beyond the “limited functions” criteria, such as a defined flow path and active flow, further data 
collection is then required to define those functions more fully. 


Site Visit 2 is conducted for features that are determined to possess functions beyond “limited” 
during Site Visit 1.  The second visit is conducted after the freshet has ended when the melt/thaw 
related interflow has ceased and, preferably, after a few days with no precipitation. Timing of 
this visit should occur before spring plant growth is very far advanced to permit unobstructed 
examination of features, and is typically from late April through mid-May. During this site visit, flow 
condition and fish presence are assessed 


If the feature is dry during Site Visit 2, or, as is often the case, it has been removed by cultivation, 
a third site visit is not required.  If water is present, Site Visit 3 can be scheduled to obtain further 
data. 


Site Visit 3 is conducted if water was present in the feature during Site Visit 2.  The timing of the 
third visit is from July to mid-September, preferably after several days without a significant (i.e. 
flow generating) amount of rain. During this site visit flow condition and fish presence are 
assessed. The presence of flow during this visit automatically results in classification as an 
“important” feature, so fish presence has no effect on management recommendations. Where 
isolated standing pools exist, sampling should be conducted, as described for site visit 2 (above), 
to determine the upstream limit of year-round fish utilization. 


The data and observations collected from site visits are used to inform a series of classifications 
of the feature in relation to its function with respect to hydrology, riparian character, fish and fish 
habitat, and terrestrial habitat.  These classifications are then used to navigate a flow chart that 
determines the most appropriate management approach for the feature.  Management 
approaches can range from protection in situ to “no management” requirements (i.e. removal is 
possible), with interim management approaches that include replication of form and function or 
replication of function alone. 


3.3 ANALYSIS OF SIGNIFICANCE AND SENSITIVITY 


Biological field data were evaluated to determine the significance of natural heritage features.  
Status rankings (SRANKs) for plants, vegetation communities and wildlife are based on the 
number of occurrences in Ontario and have the following meanings: 


S1:  critically imperiled; often fewer than 5 occurrences 
S2:  imperiled; often fewer than 20 occurrences 
S3:  vulnerable; often fewer than 80 occurrences 
S4:  apparently secure 
S5:  secure 
S?:  unranked, or, if following a ranking, rank uncertain (e.g. S3?). 


The global, federal and provincial status of wildlife was determined by reviewing species 
accounts published by the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC, 2013). Provincial 
significance of vegetation communities is based on the rankings assigned by the Natural 
Heritage Information Centre (NHIC, 2013). The provincial status of all plant species is based on 
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Newmaster et al. (1998), with updates from the database of the Natural Heritage Information 
Centre (NHIC, 2013). Species at risk protected under the Endangered Species Act include those 
listed on the current Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) List. Locally rare species will be identified 
using the HCA Nature Counts 2 Species Checklists (HCA, 2013). 


Identification of potentially sensitive plant species was based on the coefficient of conservatism 
value (CC) assigned to each native species in southern Ontario (Oldham et al. 1995). The value 
of CC, ranging from 0 (low) to 10 (high), is based on a species’ tolerance of disturbance and 
fidelity to natural habitats. Species with a CC value of 9 or 10 generally exhibit a high degree of 
fidelity to a narrow range of habitat parameters and undisturbed environments. 


The potential significance of the natural heritage features and associated ecological functions 
was evaluated in accordance with the following provincial and municipal guideline documents: 


• Natural Heritage Reference Manual for Natural Heritage Policies of the Provincial Policy 
Statement, 2005 (MNR, 2010) to determine Provincially Significant natural heritage 
features and associated ecological functions 


• SWH Criteria Schedules for EcoRegion 7E (MNRF, 2015) to determine the significance of 
identified wildlife habitat features and functions 


The potential sensitivity of natural heritage features and functions, such as existing wetlands and 
drainage functions, was also assessed in consideration of: 


• surface water and groundwater patterns 


• habitat quality, floral quality index, degree of disturbance 


• potential linkage and corridor functions
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4.0 Site Description and Natural Features 


The information contained in this section describes the existing natural heritage features and 
functions identified for the Study Area, including information identified during the background 
review and updated using field investigations. 


4.1 GENERAL OVERVIEW OF SITE CONDITIONS 


The Study Area is comprised mainly of agricultural lands, with a linear wetland feature on the 
eastern section of the property and a mature deciduous forest in the southwest corner. Cultural 
woodlands occur adjacent to the off-site residential properties at the north end of the Subject 
Property. 


4.2 DESIGNATED NATURAL FEATURES 


According to Schedule B of the Urban Hamilton Official Plan, the Study Area contains three 
woodlands identified as Linkages, and one drainage feature. The drainage feature is 
designated as a Key Hydrological Feature (streams) on Schedule B-8. The drainage feature and 
associated wetland and buffers are regulated by the HCA under Regulation 161/06.  


4.3 PHYSIOGRAPHY 


The Study Area is located within the northern belt of the physiographic region classified by 
Chapman and Putnam (1984) as the Haldimand Clay Plain (Chapman and Putnam, 1984). The 
area is characterized by a series of east to west trending recessional till moraines with subdued 
relief and intervening troughs filled with glaciolacustrine silt or clay. 


4.4 HYDROLOGY 


4.4.1 Ground Water 


Available data from the Hydrogeology Report (Stantec 2017) indicate the depth to 
groundwater across the Site ranges from approximately 2.3 m BGS to 5.5 m BGS under high 
water table conditions (e.g., April 2016), with about 1 m of seasonal fluctuation based on the 
data collected to late July 2016.  The interpreted direction of groundwater flow is to the 
northeast. The velocity of horizontal groundwater flow through the shallow overburden is 
calculated to range from less than 0.1 m per year to 3.4 m per year. Overall, the recharge 
function of the Site is expected to be minimal, given that infiltration will be limited by the low 
permeability surficial silty clay deposits that cover the Site.  


The potential for groundwater discharge at the Site is negligible. A review of fish habitat 
mapping presented in Dillon and Aquafor Beech (2011) indicates that the intermittent drainage 
draw in the eastern portion of the Site is a seasonal warmwater drainage, suggesting that it is 
likely not sustained by groundwater inputs. 
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4.4.2 Surface Water  


Surface water features within the Study Area include a drainage draw identified as a key 
hydrological feature by the Urban Hamilton OP(Figure 2, Appendix A). 


Small, shallow vernal pools were observed in the woodlot at the southeast corner of the Study 
Area, directly adjacent to Highway 6, during the March 10, 2016 aquatic assessment.   


4.4.3 Wetlands 


An unevaluated wetland approximately 1.8 ha in size was identified in the Study Area during ELC 
surveys. The wetland was comprised of a cattail meadow marsh (MAMM1-2) at the south end, a 
common reed meadow marsh (MAMM1-12) in the center, and a willow swamp thicket (SWTM3-
8) at the north end.  The wetland was surrounded by active agriculture, and the headwater 
tributary of Ancaster Creek originated from the center of the wetland.  The wetland 
communities that make up the unevaluated wetland are described below in Table 4.1 and 
shown on Figure 3, Appendix A. 


4.5 TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES 


4.5.1 Landscape Ecology 


The Study Area is located in the Niagara section of the Deciduous Forest Region (Rowe, 1972). 
This area is also known as the Carolinian Forest. The extreme southern tip of Ontario represents 
the northern limit of Carolinian Forest. Forests in this region are dominated by broadleaved trees 
including sugar maple, American beech, basswood, red maple, red oak, white oak, and bur 
oak, butternut, bitternut hickory, rock elm, silver maple and blue beech. Species such as black 
cherry, black walnut, sycamore, swamp white oak, and shagbark hickory are also occasionally 
present. Species considered rare to the province, such as pignut hickory, tulip-tree, chinquapin 
oak, pin oak, black oak, black gum, blue ash, cucumber-tree, paw paw, Kentucky coffee-tree, 
red mulberry and sassafras are sporadically present in this forest region. Needle-leaved trees 
such as hemlock, white pine, tamarack, eastern white cedar, eastern red cedar and black 
spruce may be found in isolated patches where soil conditions are favorable. 


4.5.2 Vegetation Communities 


The Study Area was dominated by active agricultural lands.  A linear wetland consisting of marsh 
and swamp communities and an intermittent drainage draw, extended along the eastern 
section of the Subject Property. Cultural woodlands occurred at the northern border of the 
Subject Property, adjacent to residential properties situated along Garner Road.  Mature 
deciduous forest patches occurred at the southwest and southeast corners of the Subject 
Property.  The forest at the southwest corner is contiguous with an extensive tract of deciduous 
forest and deciduous forest located immediately west of the Subject Property.   
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The vegetation communities recorded during field investigations, based on the ELC system for 
Southern Ontario, are shown on Figure 3, Appendix A. The vegetation community types are 
briefly described in Table 4.1 below. 


Table 4.1 Ecological Land Classification (ELC) Vegetation Types 


ELC TYPE Community Description 


UPLAND COMMUNITIES 


FOREST (FO) 


Deciduous Forest (FOD) 


FODM1-1 
Dry-Fresh Red Oak 
Deciduous Forest 


This mid-aged to mature community was located immediately east of the Subject 
Property, at the south end of the Study Area, and was surveyed from the Subject 
Property boundary, because no property access was granted.  The canopy was 
dominated by red oak (Quercus rubra) with an abundance of black cherry 
(Prunus serotina) and occasional white pine (Pinus strobus).  


FODM2-1 
Dry-Fresh Oak-Red 
Maple Deciduous Forest 


This mid-aged to mature community was located at the southwest corner of the 
Subject Property.  The canopy was dominated by red oak and red maple (Acer 
rubrum).  Canopy associates included black cherry and white ash (Fraxinus 
americana).  The dense shrub layer was comprised of black raspberry (Rubus 
canadensis) with occasional Tartarian honeysuckle (Lonicera tatarica) and white 
ash.  The moderately dense shrub layer was dominated by garlic mustard (Alliaria 
petiolata) with an abundance of herb-robert (Geranium robertianum) and white 
ash. 


FODM11 
Naturalized Deciduous 
Hedgerow 


The naturalized FODM11 hedgerow was comprised of mature black cherry and 
rare occurrences of mature sugar maple and red oak.  The shrub layer was 
dominated by multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora), with occasional occurrences red 
raspberry (Rubus idaeus strigosus) and wild grape (Vitis riparia). 


WOODLAND (WO) 


Deciduous Woodland (WOD) 


WOM/WOD 
Mixed Woodland/ 
Deciduous Woodland 


This cultural community was located at the north end of the Subject Property, 
adjacent to the residential properties.  It was a complex of planted deciduous 
and coniferous tree species that have become naturalized.  Planted species 
included: Colorado spruce (Picea pungens), birch (Betula) species, white cedar 
(Thuja occidentalis) and Scot’s pine (Pinus sylvestris).  Naturalized species 
associated with this community included Manitoba maple (Acer negundo), red 
maple, Norway maple (Acer platanoides), trembling aspen (Populus 
tremuloides), black locust (Robinia pseudo-acacia) and black walnut (Juglans 
nigra).  The dense ground vegetation was dominated by Canada goldenrod 
(Solidago canadensis), grasses and New England aster (Symphyotrichum novae-
angliae).  


WODM4-4a 
Dry-Fresh Black Walnut 
Deciduous Woodland 


The mid-aged WODM4-4a woodland was comprised almost entirely of black 
walnut in the canopy, with rare occurrences of black cherry.  The shrub layer was 
very dense, dominated by black raspberry (Rubus occidentalis) with an 
abundance of Tartarian honeysuckle.  Ground cover was slightly less dense with 
garlic mustard dominating, and an abundance of avens species (Geum sp.).  


WODM4-4b 
Dry-Fresh Black Walnut 
Deciduous Woodland 


The WODM4-4b woodland was similar in composition to the WODM4-4a 
woodland with slightly more variation in the canopy, including occasional Scott’s 
pine. The shrub layer was less dense than the WODM4-4a woodland; however, 
black raspberry remained the dominant species, and there was a greater 
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Table 4.1 Ecological Land Classification (ELC) Vegetation Types 


ELC TYPE Community Description 
abundance of wild grape and less Tartarian honeysuckle present.  The ground 
layer of the WODM4-4b woodland was denser than the WODM4-4a woodland; 
however, species dominance was consistent.   


WODM5 
Fresh-Moist Deciduous 
Woodland 


The WODM5 community was a small lowland woodland surrounded by 
agricultural lands and located immediately west of the MAMM1-2 community.  
This small community was comprised of eastern cottonwood and willow (Salix) 
tree species.  Canada goldenrod, and swamp aster (Symphyotrichum puniceum) 
dominated the ground layer. 


THICKET (TH) 


Deciduous Thicket (THD) 


THDM2 
Dry-Fresh Deciduous 
Shrub Thicket 


The THDM2 community was located immediately west of the Subject Property, at 
the north end of the Study Area, and was surveyed from the Subject Property 
boundary, because no property access was granted.  Common buckthorn 
(Rhamnus cathartica) dominated this community, with an abundance of gray 
dogwood (Cornus foemina ssp. racemosa) and occasional occurrences of 
Manitoba maple and red-osier dogwood (Cornus sericea).  The ground layer was 
dominated by goldenrod species.  


THDM2/MEFM1-1 
Dry-Fresh Deciduous 
Shrub Thicket/ 
Goldenrod Forb 
Meadow 


This highly disturbed community was located in the northeast section of the 
Subject Property.  Evidence of heavy motorbike use was observed.   It was a 
complex of deciduous thicket comprised of gray dogwood and red-osier 
dogwood, and meadow dominated by Canada goldenrod and grasses. 


THDM3a 
Dry-Fresh Deciduous 
Hedgerow Thicket 


This hedgerow separated the tilled agricultural field from the roadside meadow 
community along Highway 6 on the eastern edge of the Subject Property.  The 
THDM3a hedgerow was comprised of young black walnut and white elm (Ulmus 
americana) with gray dogwood and Tartarian honeysuckle in the shrub layer. 
Ground cover associated with the hedgerow was dominated by Canada 
goldenrod, grass species and occasional reed canary grass (Phalaris 
arundinacea).   


THDM3b 
Dry-Fresh Deciduous 
Hedgerow Thicket 


The THDM3b hedgerow thicket was surrounded by agricultural lands on all sides.  
It was dominated by gray dogwood with occasional red-osier dogwood, red 
raspberry and rose species.  Ground cover associated with the hedgerow was 
dominated by Canada goldenrod and swamp aster. 


MEADOW (ME) 


MEFM1-1 
Goldenrod Forb 
Meadow 


There was a small, cultural MEFM1-1 community adjacent to a former barn at the 
north end of the Subject Property, and a larger cultural MEFM1-1 community 
immediately east of the Subject Property along Highway 6.  Both communities 
were dominated by Canada goldenrod and grass species.  There were numerous 
planted Scot’s pine saplings within the Highway 6 community.  


WETLAND COMMUNITIES 


SWAMP (SW) 


Deciduous Swamp (SWD) 


SWDM4-1/MAMM1-3 
Willow Mineral 
Deciduous Swamp/ 


This community was located in the northeast section of the Subject Property.  It 
was a complex of a treed willow swamp hedgerow along the intermittent 
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Table 4.1 Ecological Land Classification (ELC) Vegetation Types 


ELC TYPE Community Description 
Reed Canary Grass 
Mineral Meadow Marsh 


drainage draw, and a reed canary grass meadow marsh with an abundance of 
calico aster (Symphyotrichum lanceolatum ssp. lanceolatum) and swamp aster. 


Thicket Swamp (SWT) 


SWTM3-6 
Mixed Willow Mineral  
Deciduous Thicket 
Swamp 


The SWTM3-6 community occurred in the center of the linear wetland along the 
east side of the Subject Property.  The community was dominated by multiple 
willow shrub species with occasional red-osier dogwood and willow tree species.  
The relatively sparse wetland layer was dominated by reed canary grass with 
occasional swamp aster and purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria).  
No standing water was observed during the fall survey; however, water was 
present within the intermittent drainage draw during the spring freshet in mid-
march (observed during the headwaters assessment on March 10, 2016). 


MARSH (MA) 


Meadow Marsh (MAM) 


MAMM1-2 
Cattail Graminoid 
Mineral Meadow Marsh 
 
Inclusion: 
MAMM1-3 
Reed Canary Grass 
Mineral Meadow Marsh 


The MAMM1-2 community was located at the south end of the linear wetland on 
the east side of the Subject Property.  It was dominated by narrow-leaved cattail 
(Typha angustifolia), with an abundance of purple loosestrife and swamp aster. 
There were several trails approximately 2m wide cut through the community.  No 
standing water was observed during the fall survey; however, some standing 
water was present along the eastern edge of the community during the spring 
freshet in mid-march (observed during the headwaters assessment on March 10, 
2016). 
 
There was an inclusion of reed canary grass mineral meadow marsh (MAMM1-3) 
at the southern tip on the MAMM1-2 community. 


MAMM1-12 
Common Reed 
Graminoid Mineral 
Meadow Marsh 


The MAMM1-12 community occurred along the linear wetland along the eastern 
section of the Subject Property, and was dominated by highly invasive common 
reed (Phragmites australis), with rare occurrences of willow tree species and 
occasional occurrences of red-osier dogwood.  Purple loosestrife and swamp 
aster were abundant throughout this community.  No standing water was 
observed during the fall survey; however, some standing water was present 
during the spring freshet in mid-march (observed during the headwaters 
assessment on March 10, 2016). 


CULTURAL COMMUNITIES 


Open Agriculture (AG) 


OAGM1 
Annual Row Crops 


The annual row crops closest to Garner Road consisted of pumpkins.  Other areas 
away from the road consisted of soy and an unknown crop.   


Tilled Areas marked as tilled indicate that the area had been recently tilled to prepare 
the land for agricultural uses; however, it did not appear to have been used in 
2015 for annual row crops, as remnants of native vegetation were observed 
throughout the tilled soil. 


Constructed (CV) 


CVR 
Residential 


One CVR unit consisted of a large farm property, and three others consisted of 
private, rural residential properties, one with a commercial component.   
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All of these communities is ranked S5 by the NHIC; common and secure in Ontario. 


4.5.3 Vascular Plants 


A complete list of vascular plants recorded during the vegetation surveys is located in 
Appendix D. A total of 151 species of vascular plants were recorded from the Study Area, of 
which 67% are native to Ontario. Of the 67% native species, 90% have a provincial rank of S5, 
indicating they are common and secure within Ontario. Six recorded species, Black Walnut 
(Juglans nigra), White Ash (Fraxinus americana), Green Ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), Common 
Pokeweed (Phytolacca americana Americana), Virginia Smartweed (Persicaria virginiana) and 
Virginia Creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia) have a provincial rank of S4, indicating they are 
uncommon but their population is apparently secure in Ontario.  


Two provincially rare species (rank of S1, S2 or S3) were observed in the Study Area:  Butternut 
(Juglans cinerea) and American Chestnut (Castanea dentata).  These species are both 
designated as provincially and federally endangered species, and are discussed in further detail 
in Section 5.2.  No other nationally or provincially endangered, threatened, or special concern 
species were found. 


No conservative species (i.e. those with a C value of 9 – 10) were observed in the Study Area. 


4.5.4 Amphibians  


Two rounds of surveys were conducted at five stations throughout the Study Area. Amphibian 
call count stations are located on Figure 3, Appendix A. Details from each amphibian call count 
survey are provided below in Table 4.2. Written summaries and additional details of each call 
count station and survey are included below the tables. 


Table 4-2  Amphibian Survey Results 


Station 
ID Round Date 


Surveyed Species Present (Highest Call Code) 


A 
1 April 20, 2016 Spring Peeper (3) calling in the woodlot on east side of Hwy 6 


outside of Study Area 


2 May 12, 2016 Spring Peeper (3) calling in the woodlot on east side of Hwy 6 
outside of Study Area 


B 
1 April 20, 2016 Spring Peeper (3) calling in the woodlot immediately west of the 


Study Area 


2 May 12, 2016 Spring Peeper (3) calling in the woodlot immediately west of the 
Study Area 


C 
1 April 20, 2016  


2 May 12, 2016  


D 
1 April 20, 2016 American Toad (1-3)  


2 May 12, 2016 American Toad (1-3); Green Frog visual observation at Station D  
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E 
1 April 20, 2016  


2 May 12, 2016  
 
Station A targeted small, shallow vernal pools located within a mature deciduous forest on the 
southeast edge of the Study Area.  Water was observed in the pools in March during the 
headwaters assessment; however, it was likely too shallow to support breeding amphibians. No 
amphibians were heard at Station A during the surveys.  


Station B targeted potential vernal pooling located in the deciduous forest at the west edge of 
the Study Area.  There was no access to the feature to determine whether vernal pools occurred 
in the woodlot; however, it was assumed that Spring Peeper, which was heard calling in a full 
chorus during both surveys, was breeding in a pond on the adjacent property, outside of the 
Study Area boundary. 


Station C targeted the center of the southern part of the wetland on the Subject Property that 
consisted of cattail and common reed meadow marsh.  There was only shallow pooling 
observed in this feature in the spring.  No calls were heard at Station C during the surveys. 


Station D targeted the north end of the wetland on the Subject Property.  There was an area 
approximately 3 m x 10 m in size and approximately 30 cm deep along the intermittent drainage 
draw. American Toad was observed calling in this feature during both surveys.  


Station E targeted the intermittent drainage draw north of the wetland on the Subject Property. 
Water was observed in the channel during both surveys.  Water was flowing during the April 
survey, and standing during the May survey. No calls were heard at Station E during the surveys. 


4.5.5 Breeding Birds  


A complete list of birds observed during the breeding bird survey is located in Appendix E. In 
total, 47 species of birds were observed during the breeding bird survey; 44 of which are likely to 
be breeding in the Study Area. Observed species not expected to be breeding within the Study 
Area due to the absence of suitable habitat include Great-Blue Heron, Ring-billed Gull and Cliff 
Swallow. All species observed are ranked S5 (Secure; common and widespread), or S4 
(Apparently secure; uncommon but not rare).   


In addition to species recorded during breeding bird surveys, Great-crested Flycatcher and Red-
bellied Woodpecker were observed during the summer botanical inventory as incidental 
observations, and are likely breeding in the Study Area. American Woodcock was observed 
conducting its mating display during the April amphibian survey and it is also considered to be 
breeding in the Study Area.  These species are also ranked as S4. 


Eastern Wood-Pewee, a provincially and federally designated special concern species, was 
observed singing in the deciduous forest community (FODM2-1) at the southwest corner of the 
Study Area during both breeding bird surveys. Habitat requirements and an assessment of the 
habitat suitability for Eastern Wood-Pewee is outlined in Section 5.4.3. 
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Locally rare or uncommon species in the Hamilton area identified during breeding bird surveys 
included Great-blue Heron, Red-bellied Woodpecker, Eastern Phoebe, Cliff Swallow, Brown 
Thrasher, Vesper Sparrow, Blackburnian Warbler and Chestnut-sided Warbler.   


4.5.6 Bat Maternity Colonies 


The majority of the trees observed in the WODM4-4 community during the bat maternity colony 
assessment were black walnuts approximately 25-50 cm in diameter at breast height (dbh); 
however, none of these trees provided suitable bat maternity colony habitat.  One tree cavity 
was observed in a black cherry identified at the northern edge of the community, as outlined 
below in Tables 4.3 and 4.4.  


Table 4.3: Bat Maternity Colony Assessment Summary 


Tree 
# Species Diameter at Breast 


Height (cm) 
Estimated Tree 


Height (m) 


Estimated Cavity 
Height 


(m) 


UTM  
(Zone 17T) 


1 Black Cherry 72 20 10 0583586/ 
4783801 


Table 4.4: Bat Maternity Roost Suitability 


Tree 
# 


One of 
tallest trees 


in 
community 


Exhibits 
cavities/ 
crevices/ 


scars/ 
woodpecker 


holes 


Largest DBH 
in 


community 


Cavity or 
crevice is 
high up 
in tree 


(>10 m) 


Within 
highest 
density 


or 
cluster 


of 
cavity 
trees 


Large 
amount 
of loose, 
peeling 


bark 


Open 
canopy 


 
 


Early 
stages of 


decay 
(class 1-


3) 


1  X X    X  


 


Although the tree identified in Tables 4.3 and 4.4 above exhibited potential habitat for bat 
maternity colonies, it is not located within a concentration of suitable cavity trees that would 
attract an abundance of maternal bats. 


The FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities both contain an abundance of large diameter trees 
that likely provide suitable habitat for bat maternity colonies.  Development is not proposed 
within these communities, and surveys were therefore not conducted to determine suitability of 
these communities for bat maternity colonies.  The FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities have 
been assumed to provide significant habitat for breeding bats.   
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4.5.7 Species at Risk 


Several young Butternuts were located along the THDM3 hedgerow along the eastern edge of 
the Subject Property, and three young Butternuts were observed in the FOD in the northwest 
corner of the Subject Property. 


One American Chestnut (endangered provincially and federally) was located in the FODM2-1 
community in the southwest corner of the Subject Property.   


No other nationally or provincially endangered or threatened species were observed during 
field investigations. 


Appendix C lists threatened and endangered species known to occur in the City of Hamilton as 
per MNRF Correspondence (Appendix B); however, field investigations confirmed that habitat 
for threatened and endangered species is absent from the Study Area, with the exception of 
habitat for endangered bat species.  Potential habitat for endangered bat species is discussed 
below in Section 4.5.8.1.  


4.5.8 Wildlife Habitat 


Significant wildlife habitat is one of the more complicated natural heritage features to identify 
and evaluate. Pursuant to the SWH Criteria Schedules for EcoRegion 7E (MNRF 2015), there are 
four general types of significant wildlife habitat: (a) seasonal concentration areas, (b) rare or 
specialized habitat, (c) habitat for species of conservation concern and (d) animal migration 
corridors. The Wildlife Habitat Assessment table in Appendix F provides an assessment for each of 
the Candidate Wildlife Habitat features listed in the SWH Criteria Schedules. A summary of each 
type of significant wildlife habitat is provided in Sections 4.5.8.1 to 4.5.8.4. 


4.5.8.1 Seasonal Concentration Areas 


Seasonal concentration areas are those sites where large numbers of a species gather together 
at one time of the year, or where several species congregate. Such areas include, but are not 
limited to, deer yards, snake and bat hibernacula, waterfowl staging and moulting areas, raptor 
roosts, bird nesting colonies, shorebird staging areas, and passerine migration concentrations. 
Only the best examples of these concentration areas are usually designated as significant 
wildlife habitat. Areas that support a species at risk, or areas where a large proportion of the 
population may be lost if the habitat is destroyed, are examples of seasonal concentration 
areas which should be designated as significant (MNR, 2000). 


The following candidate habitat for seasonal concentration areas was identified within the Study 
Area during field investigations: 


Bat Maternity Colonies 
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According to the SWH Criteria Schedule, significant bat maternity colonies can be found in FOD, 
FOM, SWD and SWM ELC communities. Potential candidate bat maternity colony habitat 
therefore occurs in the Study Area within the FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities.  All trees 
within the WODM4-4 community were surveyed for potential suitable tree cavities for roosting 
bats during leaf-off. Only one suitable tree was observed, and the community is not considered 
significant. 


4.5.8.2 Rare or Specialized Habitat 


Rare or specialized habitats are two separate components. Rare habitats are those with 
vegetation communities that are considered rare in the province. It is assumed that these 
habitats are at risk and that they are also likely to support additional wildlife species that are 
considered significant. Preliminary field investigations indicated that the ELC communities within 
the Study Area are all considered common in Ontario (S5). Therefore, no rare habitats exist within 
the Study Area, pending confirmation of the ELC communities during summer surveys. 


Specialized habitats are microhabitats that are critical to some wildlife species. The SWH Criteria 
Schedules for EcoRegion 7E (MNRF 2015) identifies a number of habitats that could be 
considered specialized habitats, such as habitat for area-sensitive species, forests providing a 
high diversity of habitats, amphibian woodland breeding ponds, turtle nesting habitat, highly 
diverse sites, seeps and springs. 


No rare or specialized habitat for wildlife was identified in the Study Area. 


4.5.8.3 Habitat for Species of Conservation Concern 


The largest habitat group to be assessed is habitat for species of conservation concern. This 
includes four types of species: (a) those that are rare, (b) those whose populations are 
significantly declining, (c) those that have been identified as being at risk to certain common 
activities, and (d) those with relatively large populations in Ontario compared to the remainder 
of the globe. 


Rare species are considered at five levels: (1) globally rare, (2) nationally rare (COSEWIC), (3) 
provincially rare (COSSARO), (4) regionally rare (at the Site Region level) and (5) locally rare (in 
the municipality or Site District). This is also the order of priority that should be attached to the 
importance of maintaining species. 


Field investigations screened the Study Area for the presence or absence of marsh breeding 
birds, area sensitive breeding birds, terrestrial crayfish and species of conservation concern 
within the Study Area.  Investigations documented two species of conservation concern that are 
summarized below. 


Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species 


Eastern Wood-Pewee and Monarch were observed during the field investigations.  
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Eastern Wood-Pewee 


Eastern Wood-Pewee, was observed singing in the deciduous forest community (FODM2-1) at 
the southwest corner of the Study Area during both breeding bird surveys. The Eastern Wood-
Pewee is ranked as S4B (apparently secure breeding status) in Ontario and is designated as 
special concern provincially. 


The Eastern Wood-Pewee is a forest bird of deciduous and mixed woods. Nest-site selection 
favors open space near the nest, typically provided by clearings, roadways, water, and forest 
edges. Nests are cryptic as they are covered with lichens, typically appearing like a knot on top 
of a branch and little is known about nesting behavior (Cadman et al, 2007). 


Eastern Wood-Pewee is presumed to be breeding within the FODM2-1 community. 


Monarch 


Monarch was observed along the eastern edge of the wetland feature during the summer 
botanical survey. Monarch is provincially ranked as S4 (apparently secure) and is designated as 
special concern federally and provincially.  In southern Ontario, Monarch (Danaus plexippus) is 
found primarily wherever milkweed and wildflowers (including goldenrods, asters and purple 
loosestrife) exist (COSEWIC, 2010). The Larvae occur only where milkweed exists; adults are more 
generalized, feeding on a variety of wildflower nectar (OMNR, 2010). This includes abandoned 
farmland, along roadsides, and other open spaces where these plants grow (COSEWIC, 2010). 
An abundance of milkweed was not observed in any of the vegetation communities in the 
Study Area.  Significant habitat for this species is therefore not considered present in the Study 
Area.  


Appendix C lists special concern species known to occur in the City of Hamilton as per MNRF 
Correspondence (Appendix B) and the NHIC database search. This includes ten birds, four 
reptiles, one mammal, two insects and two plant species. Although potential habitat for these 
species was identified during the habitat assessment, targeted surveys excluded most of the 
species from being present in the Study Area. Targeted surveys were not conducted for 
Woodland Vole, and potential habitat for this species may occur in the FODM2-1, FODM1-1 and 
WODM4-4 communities in the Study Area. 


4.5.8.4 Animal Movement Corridors  


Migration corridors are areas that are traditionally used by wildlife to move to one habitat from 
another. This is usually in response to different seasonal habitat requirements. The SWH Criteria 
Schedules for EcoRegion 7E (MNRF, 2015) speak specifically to amphibian movement corridors. 
These corridors are only considered when wetland breeding amphibian habitat is identified for 
Eastern Newt, Blue-spotted Salamander, Spotted Salamander, Gray Treefrog, Spring Peeper, 
Western Chorus Frog or Wood Frog. 


No significant wetland breeding amphibian habitat was identified within the Study Area and 
therefore no Animal Movement Corridors are present within the Study Area. 
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4.5.9 Incidental Wildlife Observations 


Incidental mammal species observed during the field surveys included White-tailed Deer and 
Eastern Cottontail. Bird species included American Woodcock, Blackburnian Warbler, Eastern 
Kingbird, Great-crested Flycatcher, Red-bellied Woodpecker and Ruby-crowned Kinglet. A 
complete list of wildlife species observed during all field investigations is located in Appendix E. 


4.6 AQUATIC RESOURCES 


The drainage draw within the wetland boundary was walked along its entire length, and four 
other locations around the Study Area were walked to determine if headwater drainage 
features were present.  Flowing water was noted in the ditch of the Highway 6 right-of-way. The 
only flowing feature observed in the Study Area was the drainage draw contained within the 
boundaries of the wetland on the east side of the site. Some disconnected areas of standing 
water were observed in the agricultural fields, and standing water was also present within the 
furrows at the edge of the wetland vegetation.  These areas were not connected by flow paths 
to any channel or natural feature, and would be considered as no feature present in the 
headwater drainage feature guidelines. Standing water was present only due to snow melt on 
the landscape. Active flow was observed in the channel feature of the wetland, and no other 
flowing features were observed on site. The wetland drainage draw was observed on 
subsequent site visits for amphibian call count surveys conducted on April 20 and May 12.  
Active flow was observed during the April 20 visit, while standing water was present on May 12. 
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5.0 Significant Natural Features and Policy Implications 


This section provides an assessment of significance of each of the natural heritage features and 
associated ecological functions within the Study Area. This assessment is based on the Natural 
Heritage Reference Manual for Natural Heritage Policies of the Provincial Policy Statement 
(MNR, 2010) and the SWH Criteria Schedules for EcoRegion 7E (MNRF, 2015b). Consideration for 
the natural heritage designations of the Urban Hamilton Official Plan, which implements similar 
policies, is also provided. 


5.1 SIGNIFICANT WETLANDS 


5.1.1 Provincially Significant Wetlands 


There were no provincially significant wetlands identified within the Study Area.  


5.1.2 Other Wetlands 


An unevaluated wetland community was identified on the east section of the Study Area (Figure 
3, Appendix A). This wetland has not been identified as a Key Natural Hydrological Feature in the 
Urban Hamilton OP.  Section 3.1.7 (a) of the HCA Policies states that development, site 
alteration, and/or interference with wetlands will generally not be permitted in or on the areas of 
non-PSWs or within the adjacent lands of non-PSWs (30 m) unless the hydrological, 
hydrogeological, and ecological function of the Subject Property and of the adjacent lands has 
been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on 
natural features or their ecological functions. 


5.2 SIGNIFICANT HABITAT FOR ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES 


Several young Butternuts were located along the THDM3 hedgerow along the eastern edge of 
the Subject Property, and three young Butternuts were observed in the FOD in the northwest 
corner of the Subject Property. The Ontario Recovery Strategy Series for Butternut (MNR 2013) 
identifies a 25 m setback to the stem of a Butternut tree. An MNRF authorization may be required 
for development adjacent to the Butternut occurrences. Authorization requirements depend in 
part on the results of a Butternut Health Assessment.  


One American Chestnut (endangered provincially and federally) was located in the FODM2-1 
community in the southwest corner of the Subject Property, approximately 20.3m from the edge 
of the proposed woodland buffer.  The Ontario Recovery Strategy Series for American Chestnut 
(MNR 2012) recommends habitat for American Chestnut to include the ELC community where 
the tree is located, and if an individual is close to the polygon edge, a 30 m setback from the 
stem of the tree. An MNRF authorization may be required for development adjacent to the 
American Chestnut occurrence. 
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No other nationally or provincially endangered or threatened species were observed during 
field investigations. 


Appendix C identifies potential habitat for various threatened and endangered species in the 
Study Area; however, field investigations confirmed that species at risk habitat is absent from the 
Study Area, with the exception of habitat for endangered bat species.  Potential habitat for 
endangered bat species is discussed below in Section 5.6.1.  


5.3 FISH HABITAT 


The intermittent drainage draw does not provide direct fish habitat. The drainage draw has 
important functions related to baseflow, and should be retained within the wetland feature. 


5.4 SIGNIFICANT WOODLANDS 


There are no significant woodlands identified in the Urban Hamilton Official Plan (City of 
Hamilton 2013) or the Rural Hamilton Official Plan (City of Hamilton 2012); however, the Study 
Area contains three woodlands identified as Linkages in the Urban Hamilton OP (discussed in 
Section 5.8 below). 


5.4.1 Significant Woodland Evaluation 


Criteria suggested by the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (MNR, 2010) for designating 
Significant Woodlands include woodland size, ecological function (shape, proximity to other 
woodlands or natural features, linkages), species diversity, uncommon characteristics, and 
economic and social values. However, it is the local planning authority’s responsibility to 
designate Significant Woodlands. 


The Urban Hamilton OP significant woodland designations are based on size, presence of interior 
forest, proximity to water or other significant natural areas, age and the presence of rare species 
including species at risk. 


The WODM4-4, FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities have been assessed for significance in 
Table 5.1 using the Urban Hamilton OP criteria based on observations of this community in the 
field and GIS analysis. 


Table 5.1 Significant Woodland Evaluation 


Woodland 
Evaluated 


≥4 ha? 
Y/N 


Interior forest 
Present? 


Y/N 


Within 50 m of a 
Significant Natural 


Area? 
Y/N 


Within 30 m of a 
hydrological 


feature? 
Y/N 


10 or more trees 
over 100 yrs old? 


Y/N 


Rare species 
present? 


Y/N 


FODM2-1 Y N N Y N Y 


FODM1-1 N N N N N N 


WODM4-4 N N N N N N 
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The minimum patch size for woodland significance is determined using percent forest cover for 
the planning unit described in the Urban Hamilton OP. For the subject planning unit forest cover 
is <15% and forested areas 4 ha or greater are considered significant. The FODM2-1 community is 
approximately 10 ha (including contiguous forest to the west of the Subject Property) and 
therefore meets the size criteria for significance.  It also supports an endangered species 
(America Chestnut) and is within 30 m of a hydrological feature. The boundary of this woodland 
was delineated under supervision of City of Hamilton staff on September 21, 2016 (Section 3.2.2). 


The FODM1-1 and WODM4-4 communities did not meet the size criteria for significance. No rare 
species were observed in either community, and the features were not located within 50 m of a 
significant natural area or within 30 m of a hydrological feature. The WODM4-4 and FODM1-1 
communities are therefore not considered significant for the purposes of this report. 


5.5 SIGNIFICANT VALLEYLAND 


There are no significant valleylands identified within the Study Area according to the Urban 
Hamilton Official Plan (City of Hamilton, 2013). 


5.6 SIGNIFICANT WILDLIFE HABITAT 


According to the Wildlife Habitat Summary in Section 4.5.8, potential candidate significant 
wildlife habitat for bat maternity colonies occurs in the Study Area within the FODM2-1 and 
FODM1-1 communities, and confirmed significant wildlife habitat for Eastern Wood-Pewee, 
occurs in the deciduous forest community (FODM2-1) at the southwest corner of the Study Area. 
Potential habitat for Woodland Vole may occur in the FODM2-1, FODM1-1 and WODM4-4 
communities in the Study Area. 


5.7 SIGNIFICANT AREAS OF NATURAL AND SCIENTIFIC INTEREST 


No ANSIs have been identified on or within the Study Area.   


5.8 LINKAGE ASSESSMENT 


Linkages are intended to increase local species richness and biodiversity, provide more 
immigration and movement opportunities for individuals among core natural areas, and provide 
greater likelihood of seed dispersal and exchange of other genetic material between 
populations. The size and nature of linkages depend on the ecological function it is intended to 
perform. Environment Canada et al. (2013) suggest a minimum corridor width of 50 to 100 m.  
Corridors 50 m in width can facilitate movement for common generalist mammal species 
(Environment Canada, 2013), such as white-tailed deer and raccoon. Other relevant guidelines 
referenced by Environment Canada (2013) include: 


Corridors as narrow as 10 to 30 m are sufficient to support the majority of plants in riparian areas 
(Spackman and Hughes, 1995) 
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Corridors in urban environments < 50 m support urban adapted breeding birds (e.g. Mourning 
Dove, House Wren), while forest birds (e.g. Hairy Woodpecker) are only found in corridors >50 m 
wide (Mason et al., 2007) 


The WODM4-4, FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities are identified as linkages in Section C.2.7.5 
of the Urban Hamilton Official Plan.  


Table 5.3 provides an overview of these designated linkages. Ecological functions in the table 
were derived in part from the Linkage Assessment Guidelines (City of Hamilton, 2015b). 
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Table 5.2 Summary of Designated Linkages and Ecological Functions, Viability and Integrity 


Ecological Functions WODM4-4 FODM2-1 FODM1-1 


ELC Communities WODM4-4 – Mid-aged 
community dominated by 


black walnut in the 
canopy, with rare 


occurrences of black 
cherry. It is approximately 
0.8 ha as mapped in the 


OP.   


FODM2-1 – Dry-Fresh Red 
Oak Deciduous Forest: 
Mid-aged to mature 


community dominated by 
red oak and red maple 
with black cherry and 


white ash.  Approximately 
1.6 ha as mapped in the 


OP. 


FODM1-1 – Dry-Fresh Red 
Oak-Red Maple 


Deciduous Forest: Mid-
aged to mature 


community dominated by 
red oak with and 


abundance of black 
cherry and occasional 


white pine.  
Approximately 1.9 ha as 


mapped in the OP. 


Soil Type/Moisture Loam/Dry-Fresh Loam/Dry-Fresh Loam/Dry-Fresh 


Watercourse, water 
bodies, other drainage 


None None None 


Areas of groundwater 
recharge or discharge 


None None None 


Significant species 
None 


American Chestnut, 
Eastern Wood-Pewee. 


 
None 


Use by other wildlife, 
including foraging, resting 
or dispersal areas for 
species in the Core Area 


Common bird species, 
small mammals and 
Eastern Gartersnake.  


Common bird species, 
small mammals and 
Eastern Gartersnake. 


Common bird species, 
small mammals and 
Eastern Gartersnake. 


Connects habitat needed 
by wildlife to complete 
their lifecycles (e.g. 
amphibian movement 
corridors) 


No No No 


Adjacent to Core Area No No No 


Adjacent to natural area 
outside Study Area No Yes No 


Continuous or Broken 
Linkage 


The 0.8 ha WODM4-4 
community is located in 
the northwest corner of 


the Subject Property 
surrounded by agricultural 


lands to the north, west 
and south, a residential 


property to the north and 
cultural woodlands to the 
east. It acts as a broken 


linkage between two 
natural features. 


The 1.6 ha FODM2-1 
community is connected 
to a larger natural feature 


to the west, however it 
terminates in the 


agricultural field that 
dominates the Study 


Area. It does not act as a 
continuous or broken 
linkage between two 


natural features.    


The 1.9 ha FODM1-1 
community is bound by 
agricultural fields to the 


south and west, Highway 
6 to the east and cultural 
meadow to the north. It 


does not act as a 
continuous or broken 
linkage between two 


natural features.  
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Scale of Linkage Function Local broken connection 
between natural feature 


to the west and the 
headwaters 


feature/intermittent 
drainage in the east. 


Supports a larger natural 
heritage feature to the 
west of the FODM2-1 


community.  It does not 
have a linkage function. 


Isolated woodland along 
Highway 6.  It does not 


have a linkage function. 


Linkage Width Approximately 78 m as 
mapped in the OP.  


Approximately 135 m as 
mapped in the OP. 


Approximately 62 m as 
mapped in the OP 


 
The FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities do not act as a continuous or broken linkage between 
two natural features.  The FODM2-1 community supports a larger natural heritage feature to the 
west; however, it terminates in the agricultural field with no nearby natural features to connect 
to.  The FODM1-1 community is an isolated woodlot along the west side of Highway 6, with no 
nearby natural features.  


The WODM4-4 community does not connect Core Areas in the Urban Hamilton OP, or significant 
natural heritage features in the Rural Hamilton OP.   The feature is fragmented from other natural 
areas (40 m to the west and 20m to the east); therefore, it was evaluated to determine it if 
supported important natural features or functions on its own. Significant wildlife habitat functions 
were not identified. It may support local movements of common wildlife, and provide other 
habitat functions for common species, such as resting, feeding and nesting. These habitat 
functions for common wildlife are not indicators of a high functioning ecological linkage.   


The EIS did not identify any linkages required to connect habitats needed by wildlife to 
complete their lifecycles (e.g. linkages between wetlands and upland areas that allow reptiles 
and amphibians to move between breeding and summer/winter habitat). 


As per Policy of 2.2.2 of the Urban Hamilton OP, the boundaries of Linkages shown on Schedule B 
can be refined through an EIS; however, major changes, including the removal of Core Areas 
and Linkages require an amendment to the OP. 


5.9 SIGNIFICANT NATURAL HERITAGE FEATURES SUMMARY 


In summary, the following significant natural heritage features were found in the Study Area: 


• Wetland in the east section of the Subject Property (MAMM1-2/MAMM1-12/SWTM3-6 
wetland) 


• Intermittent headwater drainage feature with important hydrological function within the 
wetland. 


• Significant Habitat for Endangered or Threatened Species: 


o Butternut in the THDM3 hedgerow along the east border of the Subject Property and 
in the FOD community in the northwest corner of the Subject Property 
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o American Chestnut (FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities) 


• Significant Woodlands (FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities) 


• Significant Wildlife Habitat: 


o Potential Bat Maternity Colony Habitat (FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities); and 


o Confirmed Habitat for Species of Conservation Concern (FODM2-1 community that 
supports Eastern Wood-Pewee) 
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6.0 Natural Hazards 


Pursuant to Section 3.1 of the PPS, development shall generally be directed to areas outside of 
the hazardous lands adjacent to river and stream systems that are impacted by flooding 
hazards and/or erosion hazards.  Similar policies exist for HCA to direct development away from 
hazardous areas.  According to HCA’s natural hazard mapping, the intermittent drainage draw 
through the center of the Subject Property occurs within the HCA Regulation Limit, and will be 
subject to HCA development policies.  The location of the HCA Regulation Limit is shown on 
Figure 2, Appendix A. 


 











140 GARNER ROAD ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY  


Proposed Development 
April 17, 2018 


 \\cd1004-f01\01603\active\160311401\design\report\environmental\140_garner_rpt_160321401_eis_20180417_final.docx 7.1 


7.0 Proposed Development 


The AEGD Secondary Plan (Dillon and Aquafor Beech, 2011) establishes the phasing, specific 
land uses, infrastructure, and design principles to guide development within the AEGD 
Secondary Plan Area.  In accordance with the AEGD Secondary Plan, it is proposed to develop 
the Subject Property as an Employment development consisting of 14 development blocks, a 
road network with two connections to Garner Road West, and one stormwater management 
block (Block 18).  Open space blocks include a wetland and intermittent drainage draw in the 
east section of the Subject Property, and a significant woodland in the southwest corner of the 
Subject Property. The layout of the proposed development is provided on Figure 5, Appendix A. 


7.1 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 


The stormwater management (SWM) criteria for the proposed development site outlined in the 
Preliminary Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report (Stanec 2018) are as 
follows: 


• Water Quality – Provide Enhanced (Level 1) water quality control as identified in Table 3.2 of 
the Stormwater Management Planning and Design Manual (MOE, 2003) 


• Water Quantity – Control proposed flows to pre-development peak flow rates up to and 
including the 100-year return period event  


• Infiltration – Evaluate the infiltration potential on the site as it relates to the existing water 
budget and recommend measures to meet the goal of maintaining or enhancing 
groundwater recharge.  


The site will also have two stormwater management facilities (main pond and east pond) for 
controlling post development rates to pre-development levels for events from 2-year to 100-year 
(inclusive). Dry detention facilities are required, due to their proximity to the existing Hamilton 
Airport (Dillon and Aquafor Beech, 2011).   


The main pond is located in Catchment 1 and is a dry detention facility that provides water 
quality and receives flow from the entire site except for Catchments 2, 3, 5, 11, and 12.   
Catchments are delineated on Figure 8 of the FSR (Stantec 2018). The main pond provides 
approximately 18,490 m3 of onsite storage which controls flows up to and including the 100-year 
return period event.  


The east pond is a dry detention facility that receives flow from Catchment 3 only.  It provides 
approximately 4,097 m3 of storage which controls flows up to the 100-year return period event.  


Flow from the southern section (Catchment 2) of the Subject Property, including the FODM2-1 
woodland, will be routed along the south edge of the site, then down the east edge of the site 
via a vegetated swale.  The swale will outlet into the intermittent drainage draw downstream of 
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the wetland (Catchment 5).  The existing wetland will continue to outlet to the existing channel 
as it currently does.   


7.2 INFILTRATION 


Low Impact Development (LID) facilities have been developed for the roads, parking lots, and 
roofs for treatment and infiltration of small events, and to maintain groundwater recharge as per 
the pre-development water balance. Infiltration targets are to be met using infiltration based LID 
source and conveyance controls.  The LID proposed for the site include linear bioretention 
swales for the road, infiltration galleries for roof runoff, and bioretention cells for parking lot runoff.  
The bioretention will provide both treatment and infiltration, as road and parking surfaces must 
be pre-treated prior to infiltration.  


7.3 WATER BALANCE 


A water balance specific to the wetland was completed in the Functional Servicing Report (FSR) 
to demonstrate that the proposed development does not adversely impact the central wetland 
feature.   
 
An overall site yearly infiltration, runoff, and groundwater water balance analysis for both existing 
and proposed development conditions was undertaken to assess the potential changes in flows 
to the wetland associated with proposed development.  


The water balance was split to show the runoff and infiltration to the wetland from separate 
parts of the site. The separate parts are as follows: 


• Area to remain undeveloped:  19.9 ha of agricultural land south of the site 


• Area to be developed: 16.8 ha in the north and central portion of the site that is to be 
developed. 


The area remaining undeveloped contributes both surface flows and groundwater flows to the 
wetland during pre-development conditions. Under Post-development conditions, the surface 
flows will be diverted northeast around the wetland and only groundwater flows will be 
contributing to the water balance of the wetland area.  


The area to be developed also contributes both surface flows and groundwater flows to the 
wetland under pre-development conditions. Under Post-development conditions, the proposed 
development consists of approximately 13% roads and 87% lots, which use LID facilities to 
infiltrate runoff.   


Therefore, along with pervious areas contributing to groundwater flow post-development, 45% of 
the precipitation on impervious surfaces will also be contributing to groundwater recharge 
through constructed LID measures. Post-development surface flows will be diverted to SWM 
facilities downstream of the wetland for treatment. 
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The water balance analysis indicates that the average annual groundwater recharge rate 
occurring under predevelopment conditions is approximately 86,911 m3/year, with average 
annual runoff rate of approximately 57,940 m3/year. Under post-development conditions, 
surface water will be directed to SWM facilities or around the development leading to a surface 
runoff deficit towards the wetland from developed areas. However, with the infiltration 
augmentation provided by LIDs, there will be a groundwater recharge surplus of 38, 731 m3/yr.  
Based on the hydrogeological report, groundwater flow for the site is to the northeast, which is 
towards the wetland (See Figure 8, Appendix A of Hydrogeology Report).  The surplus in 
recharge to the shallow overburden deposits may therefore increase groundwater flows and 
contributions to the northeast portion of the site, which where the wetland resides. 
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8.0 Potential Impacts of Development and Mitigation 
Recommendations 


The environmental effects that might reasonably be expected to occur as a result of the 
proposed development have been identified and discussed in this section.  Potential direct and 
indirect impacts, associated with the proposed development have been considered and 
appropriate mitigation measures recommended.  An assessment of overall net environmental 
impacts is also provided based on the implementation of appropriate mitigation measures, as 
feasible.  


8.1 IMPACTS ON SIGNIFICANT NATURAL FEATURES 


The following is an assessment of potential direct and indirect impacts on the specific significant 
natural heritage features and ecological functions on the Subject Property, and recommended 
mitigation measures proposed and incorporated into the proposed draft plan. 


8.1.1 Unevaluated Wetland 


No development is proposed within 15 m of the wetland (MAMM1-2/MAMM1-12/ SWT3-6) 
located in the east section of the Subject Property (Figure 4, Appendix A).  Increased human 
access to the wetlands (e.g., for recreational purposes) is not anticipated since the 
development is for business purposes, and not for residential use.  Mitigation measures to avoid 
impacts during construction adjacent to the wetland are discussed in Section 8.3. 


8.1.2 Significant Habitat for Endangered and Threatened Species 


Butternuts were identified along the THDM3 hedgerow along the east boundary of the Subject 
Property and in the northwest corner of the Subject Property (Figure 4, Appendix A). A tissue 
DNA analysis can be conducted during leaf-out to determine whether the Butternuts are 
hybrids, which are not protected under the Endangered Species Act, 2007 and can be 
removed.  The DNA lab processing time takes approximately 10 weeks.  If the trees are not 
determined to be hybrids, a Butternut Health Assessment can be completed by a Certified 
Butternut Health Assessor, and submitted to the MNRF.  The MNRF will review the BHA within 30 
days to determine whether the Project is eligible for registration under O. Reg. 242/08, or whether 
a full Overall Benefit Permit is required, which could take up to a year to acquire. In the absence 
of the DNA results and the Butternut Health Assessment, a 25 m buffer to development has been 
applied to the Butternut locations, which is consistent with the regulated habitat for the species 
in the Ontario Recovery Strategy Series for Butternut (MNR 2013).     


An American Chestnut was located in the FODM2-1 community, setback approximately 20.3 m 
from the proposed development (the setback includes the woodland buffer). A 30 m setback to 
development has been applied to the American Chestnut location, which is consistent with the 
regulated habitat for the species in the Ontario Recovery Strategy Series for American Chestnut 
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(MNR 2012). The MNRF will need to determine whether the project is eligible for registration under 
O. Reg. 242/08, or whether a full Overall Benefit Permit is required, which could take up to a year 
to acquire. 


Potential bat maternity colony habitat for endangered bat species is present in the FODM2-1 
and FODM1-1 communities. No development is proposed in the FODM1-1 and within 10 m from 
the FODM2-1 community.  Potential effects of construction on endangered bat species include 
habitat avoidance and/or disturbance caused by noise and dust. Mitigation and net effects of 
construction on this type of habitat are discussed in Section 8.3.  


8.1.3 Significant Woodlands 


No development is proposed within 10 m of the FODM2-1 significant woodland, and no 
development is proposed within the FODM1-1 significant woodland.  Increased human access 
to the wetlands (e.g., for recreational purposes) is not anticipated since the development is for 
business purposes, and not for residential use. Mitigation measures to avoid impacts during 
construction adjacent to the significant woodland are discussed in Section 8.3.  


8.1.4 Significant Wildlife Habitat 


Significant wildlife habitat for Eastern Wood-Pewee was identified in the FODM2-1 community 
located in the southwest corner of the Subject Property. No development is proposed within 
10 m of the feature.  


Potential effects of construction on Eastern Wood-Pewee include habitat avoidance and/or 
disturbance caused by noise and dust. Mitigation and net effects of construction on this type of 
habitat are discussed in Section 8.3.  


8.2 OTHER IMPACTS 


8.2.1 Vegetation Removal 


Although the majority of the proposed development is located in agricultural fields where no 
natural vegetation removal will be required, there are tree removals proposed for the WODM4-4 
(0.7 ha), WOD/WOM (1.4 ha), WODM5 (0.1 ha) and THDM3 (0.2 ha) communities, and 
vegetation clearing proposed for MEFM1-1 meadow communities (0.1 ha).    


To avoid inadvertent damage of existing vegetation, the limits of clearing should be clearly 
marked prior to the initiation of clearing. It is anticipated that stabilization of any exposed soils in 
the work areas will occur through re-vegetation after clearing. Mitigation measures to avoid 
impacts to wildlife and adjacent natural heritage features during vegetation removal are 
discussed in Section 8.3. 
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As a condition of Site Plan Approval, a Tree Preservation Plan will be completed during final 
design of storm water management, grading, and servicing plans, to further refine trees to be 
retained and protected, and trees to be removed to facilitate development. 


8.2.2 Hydrologic Impacts 


Development introduces impervious ground surfaces resulting in an increase in overland flow for 
any given storm event and a reduction in infiltration rates.  As well, the quality of this storm run-off 
is impacted by urban land uses and activities, which if left uncontrolled, may impact 
downstream water quality.  Stormwater management facilities are therefore proposed and 
designed to control and treat run-off prior to discharge.   


Potential indirect impacts to the wetland include changes to the existing water budget as a 
result of altered surface runoff quantity and patterns or altered shallow groundwater flow, 
changes to water quality, and disturbance from increased anthropogenic activity.  


No hydrologic impacts to the wetlands are anticipated as the pre-development water balance 
is being maintained.  The runoff deficit predicted for the wetland is offset by a recharge surplus. 


8.3 RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES 


The primary protection mechanism to avoid impacts on significant or sensitive natural features is 
to identify and avoid site-specific constraints to the greatest extent possible.  In addition, 
mitigation measures are implemented to help avoid or minimize the potential negative effects 
of the proposed development.  Such measures include the establishment of development 
setbacks to avoid direct impacts, the establishment of buffer mechanisms to address indirect or 
long-term impacts, the implementation of construction controls (i.e. work site, sediment and 
erosion controls, and stormwater management) and/or the incorporation of restoration and 
enhancement measures (as appropriate) to offset any residual impacts that may occur.  These 
management and mitigation measures are discussed below. 


8.3.1 Buffers and Setbacks 


Setbacks are a physical distance separation between a natural feature and the activity being 
proposed to avoid or mitigate potential adverse impacts. Buffers are planned and managed 
strips of land and vegetation located between natural features and the development site 
intended to protect and sustain the natural feature and its ecological functions over the long 
term. Buffers can be a combination of topography, vegetation, soil and drainage catchments in 
a relatively narrow band of land.  In many cases, setbacks form part of a proposed buffer area 
and are combined with restoration or naturalization to minimize or offset potentially adverse 
impacts. Based on current field conditions, the recommended buffers have been described 
below for each of the significant natural heritage features described above.   
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The following development setbacks are recommended for the proposed development, the 
greatest extent of which is illustrated on Figure 4, Appendix A: 


• Minimum 15 m setback from the delineated wetland 


• Minimum 15 m setback from the intermittent drainage draw 


• Minimum 10 m setback from the FODM2-1 significant woodland 


• 25 m setback to Butternut stems 


• Minimum 30 m setback to American Chestnut stems 


The 15 m buffer at the wetland edge provides a suitable setback to the wetland to allow it to 
retain its function.  The 15 m buffer along the intermittent drainage draw will allow vegetation to 
naturalize around the feature, and allow for additional protection of the feature.  A stormwater 
management pond is proposed for the area adjacent to the intermittent drainage draw, which 
will also act as a buffer to the feature. 


The 10 m setback from the FODM2-1 significant woodland is an improvement to the active 
agriculture that is currently occurring up to the edge of the feature.  The 10 m buffer will allow for 
better protection of the edge of the FODM2-1 woodland.  


The 25 m setback to the Butternut locations is consistent with the recommended buffer in the 
Ontario Recovery Strategy Series for Butternut (MNR 2013); if any activity that may cause harm to 
a Butternut, including grading or development within 25 m of the stem of a Butternut tree, MNRF 
authorization may be required for the activity. Authorization requirements depend in part on the 
results of a Butternut Health Assessment.  


The 30 m setback to the American Chestnut location is consistent with the recommended buffer 
in the Ontario Recovery Strategy Series for American Chestnut (MNR 2012); if any activity that 
may cause harm to a American Chestnut, including grading or development within 30 m of the 
stem of an American Chestnut tree, MNRF authorization may be required for the activity.  


Although there is no recommended setback from the FODM1-1 woodland in the southeast 
corner of the Study Area, prior to development, an arborist should assess the edge of the feature 
to determine an appropriate location for the Tree Protection Fence to reduce impacts to the 
woodland edge. 


8.3.2 Stormwater Management 


Urban development is typically associated with an increase in the quantity and a decrease in 
the quality of post-development flows.  Appropriate quantity and quality controls have been 
proposed in the Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report (Stantec 2018) in 
accordance with the Stormwater Management Practices Planning and Design Guidelines (MOE, 
2003).  Enhanced water quality control and peak flow detention will be provided through the 
proposed onsite LID controls and the SWM facility as part of the proposed development.   
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8.3.3 Erosion and Sediment Control 


Prior to any grading or servicing works commencing onsite, erosion and sedimentation control 
measures shall be implemented as detailed on the Pre-grading, Erosion and Sedimentation 
Control Plans.  Appropriate erosion and sediment controls should be employed during all phases 
of construction to minimize the potential deposition of silt and sediment into adjacent natural 
heritage features as a result of site grading works.  Measures to restore any disturbed areas as 
soon as possible should be combined with appropriately designed erosion control measures to 
minimize erosion potential and capture any eroded materials prior to being discharged into the 
adjacent natural features. The proposed erosion and sedimentation controls include the 
following items: 


• Steep slopes (>3:1) shall have erosion blankets. 


• Light and/or heavy duty silt fencing will be erected on all site boundaries where there is 
potential for runoff to be discharged offsite, to protect adjacent and downstream lands 
from migration of sediment in overland flow.  The location of this fencing will be adjacent 
to the limit of grading.  Silt fence attached to paige wire fencing will be installed 
adjacent to sensitive areas, including the FODM2-1 significant woodland and the 
delineated wetland.  Silt fencing should be erected before grading begins to protect 
adjacent and downstream areas from migration of sediment in overland flow. 


• Erosion control berms/swales will be located in appropriate (critical) areas to divert flows 
to the sediment basins. 


• A construction entrance feature (“mud mat”) will be provided at all site entrances to 
minimize the offsite transport of sediment via construction vehicles. 


• Runoff will be directed to temporary sediment basins via swales to minimize untreated 
runoff discharged from site. 


• Swales constructed onsite will have coir logs to help attenuate flows and encourage 
deposition of suspended sediment where appropriate. 


• All disturbed areas where construction is not expected for 30 days shall be re-vegetated 
with 50 mm of topsoil and hydro-seeded according to OPSS 572. 


• During construction, all catchbasins are to be sealed until roads are paved to prevent 
sediment deposition in the batch basin’s sumps and conveyance of silt to the stormwater 
management pond. 


• An Erosion Control Implementation Schedule has been included with the Detailed 
Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan. 
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• Following completion of construction, and site stabilization, all erosion and sediment 
control measures and accumulated sediment are to be removed. 


• In the event of accidental damage to trees, or unexpected vegetation removal, these 
disturbed areas will be restored to pre-existing conditions through the seeding or planting 
of native species.  Any trees damaged during construction will be inspected by a 
qualified arborist and appropriate measures implemented at their direction.   


• All sediment and erosion controls should be monitored regularly and properly 
maintained, as required. Controls are to be removed only after the soils of the 
construction area have been stabilized and adequately protected until area is re-
vegetated. Where evidence of sedimentation or erosion exists, corrective action should 
be taken as soon as conditions permit. 


• Inspectors will ensure construction vehicles and personnel stay within the construction 
envelope, thereby limiting the disturbance of natural vegetation. 


• All refueling activities will occur greater than 30m from all wetlands. In the event of an 
accidental spill, the MOE Spills Action Centre should be contacted and emergency spill 
procedures implemented immediately. 


• Any fuel storage and activities with the potential for contamination will occur in properly 
protected and sealed areas greater than 30m from a wetland. 


8.3.4 Construction Grading and Timing 


Maintaining minimum setbacks during grading and construction activities will avoid soil 
compaction within the root zones of the tree species to be retained and prevent inadvertent 
damage or encroachment into the natural features.  Soil compaction by heavy machinery may 
lead to reduced oxygen available to roots, reduced soil water infiltration, impaired drainage 
and corresponding reduced root growth and ability to absorb water and minerals.  
Encroachment by heavy machinery may damage the root zone, limbs or trunks of edge species 
or disturb / destabilize natural vegetation.   


To prevent potential impacts, a construction fence (or heavy duty silt fence) should be installed 
prior to any on site work and maintained during all phases of construction to control potential 
sediment transport from erosion and to function as a visual boundary to mark the limits of the 
work site and assist in controlling encroachment or incidental damage to edge species during 
construction and grading activities.   


Compared to existing agricultural activity, noise levels during construction will be higher than 
those experienced during the majority of the year.  Heavy machinery (i.e. bulldozers and 
scrappers) will be the primary contributor to ambient noise, although more sudden, intense 
noises will likely startle some wildlife species.  The proper muffling of construction machinery 
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should occur to keep noise levels at a minimum.  Many of the edge species are not likely to be 
critically impacted by construction noise as they become accustomed to increased ambient 
noises.  However, the more sensitive wildlife species may move deeper into the wooded areas.  
These impacts will be temporary during construction and once construction activity ceases, 
many of these species will return.   


Over the long term, noise levels in the area will decline. 


Timing of various construction activities (i.e. vegetation removal) should occur outside of the 
critical breeding periods of bird species.  Given the presence of breeding birds on, and 
adjacent to, the Subject Property, tree and vegetation removal (i.e. disturbance to nests) should 
avoid the breeding bird window between April 1st and August 31st in accordance with the 
Migratory Bird Convention Act.  This window will also avoid impacts to potential breeding bat 
species on the Subject Property. 


8.4 RECOMMENDED RESTORATION MEASURES 


Naturalizing the buffer areas provides the opportunity to increase the size of the natural features 
and to improve the corresponding habitat conditions and ecological functions.  Naturalization 
of these areas can be achieved through the planting of trees and shrubs, the seeding of the 
buffer with native herbaceous species (ground cover) and/or allowing the buffer area to 
naturally regenerate.  Methods for naturalization of the buffers will be further outlined in the Tree 
Preservation Plan, to be completed as a condition of Site Plan Approval, during the final design 
of storm water management, grading, and servicing plans. 


8.5 NET ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 


Methods employed in the design of the Plan of Subdivision to minimize potential environment 
impacts include: 


Avoidance - No development is proposed within the wetland, significant woodlands and 
significant wildlife habitat. 


Mitigation – Setbacks have been established between the development and the wetland, 
significant woodlands and wildlife habitat to retain the ecological functions of these features.  
Appropriate stormwater, erosion and sediment controls will be implemented to manage surface 
runoff during construction and following development to maintain pre-development quality and 
quantity.  Additional measures to mitigate impacts during construction (i.e. grading, noise and 
timing) have also been proposed. 


Restoration and Enhancement – Naturalizing the buffer areas through the planting of trees and 
shrubs, the seeding of the buffer with native herbaceous species (ground cover) and/or allowing 
the buffer area to naturally regenerate.  Methods for naturalization of the buffers will be further 
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outlined in the Tree Preservation Plan, to be completed as a condition of Site Plan Approval, 
during the final design of storm water management, grading, and servicing plans. 
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9.0 Conclusion and Recommendations 


9.1 CONCLUSIONS 


The following can be concluded based on the results of the background review, applicable 
policies and field investigations conducted by Stantec in support of the EIS: 


• A MAMM1-2/MAMM1-12/SWT3-6 wetland is present on the east side of the site (Section 
5.1.2), and contains an intermittent headwater drainage feature. A 15 m setback has been 
proposed to protect this feature from the proposed development (Section 8.1.1). 


• Butternut is located along the THDM3 hedgerow along the east boundary of the Subject 
Property and the northwest corner of the Subject Property (Section 5.2).  A Butternut Health 
Assessment is required to be completed by a Certified Butternut Health Assessor to assist with 
the determination of authorization requirements under the Endangered Species Act, 2007 
(Section 8.1.2).  


• American Chestnut is located in the FODM2-1 community in the southwest corner of the 
property (Section 5.2); development is proposed within the 30 m setback from the stem of 
the tree, therefore MNRF will need to determine whether there will be any authorization 
requirements under the Endangered Species Act, 2007 (Section 8.1.2). 


• The FODM2-1 community has been determined to be a significant woodland (Section 5.3). A 
10 m setback has been proposed to protect this feature from the proposed development 
(Section 8.1.3). 


• The FODM2-1 community provides significant wildlife habitat for Eastern Wood-Pewee 
(Section 5.6.3). A 10 m setback has been proposed to protect this feature from the proposed 
development (Section 8.1.3). 


• The FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities provide suitable bat maternity colony habitat for 
endangered bat species (Section 5.6.1).  No development is proposed in the FODM1-1 
community and within 10 m from the FODM2-1 community to protect these features from the 
proposed development (Section 8.1.2). 


• The intermittent drainage draw does not provide direct fish habitat (Section 5.3). A 15 m 
setback has been proposed to protect this feature from the proposed development (Section 
8.3.1). 


• The FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities do not form broken or continuous linkages in the 
Study Area. The WODM4-4 community is fragmented from other natural areas, and did not 
support important natural features or functions on its own (Section 5.8). 


• The water balance for the wetland will experience a deficit in surface runoff, however this 
will be offset by a resulting groundwater recharge surplus due to the use of on-site LIDs. 
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9.2 RECOMMENDATIONS 


Impacts to wildlife and adjacent properties arising from the proposed development are 
expected to be minor, and can be minimized through the use of the following mitigation 
measures: 


• Disturbance to nesting birds covered under the Migratory Birds Convention Act can be 
avoided through restriction of tree clearing activities between April 1 and August 31. This 
window will also protect potential breeding bats on the Subject Property. 


• Prior to the start of any construction activities, the limits of construction must be clearly 
marked. 


• Standard sediment and erosion control measures are recommended. All sediment and 
erosion controls must be monitored regularly and properly maintained, as required. 


• Where evidence of sedimentation or erosion exists, corrective action must be taken as soon 
as conditions permit. 


• Sediment and erosion controls are to be removed only after the soils of the construction area 
have been stabilized and adequately protected until cover is reestablished. 
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Stantec Consulting Ltd. 


100-300 Hagey Boulevard 


Waterloo ON  N2L 0A4 


Tel: (519) 579-4410 


Fax: (519) 579-6733 


 


  


 


February 22, 2016 


File: 160321401 


Attention: Ms. Melissa Kiddie 


 


Natural Heritage Planner 


City of Hamilton 


Planning and Economic Development Department 


City Hall 


71 Main Street West, 5th Floor 


Hamilton, ON  L8P 4Y5 


Dear Ms. Kiddie, 


Reference: Revised Terms of Reference for a Scoped Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for a 


proposed Plan of Subdivision at 140 Garner Road East in Hamilton, Ontario 


We recognize that a key component for the successful completion of a Scoped Environmental 


Impact Study (EIS) is the establishment of a Terms of Reference (ToR) through consultation with the 


various review and approval agencies.  In this case, the development and approval of the ToR is 


required from the City of Hamilton and the Hamilton Conservation Authority (HCA) for the 


completion of a Scoped EIS to assess potential constraints and opportunities that support a 


proposed Plan of Subdivision at 140 Garner Road East in Hamilton, Ontario (Figure 1).  This revised 


ToR includes emailed comments received from the City of Hamilton and HCA on February 2, 2016.    


The proposed Plan of Subdivision is currently being refined based on the initial field 


findings/surveys.  It is anticipated that this will follow the land uses identified in the AEGD/zoning 


and will include a road network and stormwater management pond to service the development.   


The Subject Lands are approximately 35.3 ha in size and are bounded by Garner Road East to the 


north, a hydro corridor and agricultural lands to the south, agricultural lands and a woodland 


feature to the west, and Highway 6 to the east.  The Subject Lands are comprised mainly of 


agricultural lands, with a linear wetland feature on the eastern half of the property and a mature 


deciduous forest in the southwest corner.  Cultural woodlands occur adjacent to the off-site 


residential properties at the north end of the property.    


According to Schedule B of the Urban Hamilton Official Plan, the Subject Lands contain two 


woodlands identified as Linkages, and one watercourse (identified by HCA as a coldwater, 


headwater tributary of Ancaster Creek).  The watercourse is designated as a Key Hydrological 


Feature (streams) on Schedule B-8.   The watercourse and associated wetland and buffers are 


regulated by the HCA under Regulation 161/06.  The Subject Lands are designated as “Airport 


Employment Growth District” in Schedule E-1 of the Urban Hamilton Official Plan.   
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Stantec Consulting Ltd. (Stantec) has been retained by Silvestri Investments to prepare this ToR for 


the completion of a Scoped EIS in support of a proposed Plan of Subdivision.  This letter outlines the 


scope of work planned in support of this task. 


PURPOSE 


The studies described in this ToR are intended to address Policy C.2.5.3 to C.2.5.7 of the Urban 


Hamilton Official Plan, by defining and describing the functions of natural features on and 


adjacent to the Subject Lands, identifying and assessing the potential environmental impacts of 


development on and adjacent to the Subject Lands, and providing recommendations for 


appropriate mitigation, restoration and enhancement measures.   


The ToR shall be completed to the satisfaction of the City, in consultation with the HCA (Section 


3.2.1.5 of the Urban Hamilton Official Plan). 


BACKGROUND INFORMATION AND PRELIMINARY FIELD INVESTIGATIONS 


An initial review of existing policies and background information was undertaken during the 


preparation of this ToR to identify any designated natural heritage features present on and 


adjacent to the Subject Lands.  A pre-consultation site visit was undertaken with Stantec, an 


Ecologist and Environmental Planner from the City of Hamilton and HCA staff on September 10th, 


2015 to confirm field study requirements.  A preliminary Ecological Land Classification (ELC) 


vegetation community survey and fall botanical inventory was conducted on October 15th, 2015 


to identify potential constraints and opportunities that exist on and adjacent to the Subject Lands, 


in order to assist with the site design.   


In compiling the Scoped EIS, we will address the policy documents described below, and 


undertake a desktop review and summary of existing background information, including but not 


limited to, aerial photographs, mapping (HCA), the Hamilton Natural Heritage Database, Natural 


Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) species search, species and other general agency 


information regarding vegetation, wildlife and any significant natural features in the area.  An 


information request will be submitted to the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) in 


order to collect information on significant natural heritage features and Species at Risk known to 


occur in the vicinity of the Study Area.  


POLICY FRAMEWORK 


The Scoped EIS will be based on the following policies;  


 Policy 2.1 of the Provincial Policy Statement (Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 


(MMAH), 2014) with guidance provided through the Natural Heritage Reference Manual 


(MNR, 2010), Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (MNR, 2000) and Significant 


Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 7E (MNRF, 2015); 


 Urban Hamilton Official Plan (2013); 
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 Airport Employment Growth District (AEGD) Secondary Plan (2010); 


 City of Hamilton’s Environmental Impact Statement Guidelines (2015); 


 


 City of Hamilton’s Linkage Assessment Guidelines (2015); 


 Town of Ancaster By-Law No. 87-57(2015) and/or the updated Comprehensive Zoning By-


law (05-200); 


 Ontario Regulation 161/06 (Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to 


Shorelines and Watercourses Regulation); and 


 Ontario’s Endangered Species Act (ESA 2007). 


SITE INVESTIGATION 


Field surveys will be conducted on the Subject Lands, and within 120 m of the Subject Lands (Study 


Area) where access has been granted.  Where access is not available, observations from the 


property boundary will be recorded.  The field information collected during each of these site 


visits, combined with the existing background data collected from review and approval agencies, 


will be used to characterize the natural features and ecological functions on, and adjacent to the 


Subject Lands. 


The following site-specific field investigations will be undertaken to supplement the background 


desk-top review and preliminary ELC surveys, and refine the characteristics, extent and function of 


any natural heritage features in the Study Area: 


 Three (3) botanical inventories of the vegetation communities in the Study Area to 


identify species composition, sensitivity, significance and the presence of any rare, 


Threatened or Endangered plant species.  Local status will be based on the Hamilton 


Natural Areas Inventory Project 3rd Edition (2014) Species Checklist.  A fall vegetation 


inventory was completed on October 15, 2015 as part of this field investigation 


requirement.  (spring survey between May and early June and summer survey in July or 


August 2016); 


 Classification of the vegetation communities (ecosites and ecotypes) in the Study Area 


based on the Ecological Land Classification (ELC) System (Lee et al., 1998, with 2008 


updates) to identify all vegetation communities in the Study Area, and to determine 


whether any rare or specialized vegetation communities are present.  Preliminary ELC 


surveys were conducted on October 15, 2015.  ELC boundaries will be refined based 


on observations during the spring and summer vegetation inventory; 
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 General wildlife habitat assessment to identify and describe habitat features, 


characteristics and potential usage, including the potential existence of specialized 


wildlife habitat and Species at Risk habitat (during each field investigation);  


 Amphibian call count surveys, following Bird Studies Canada Marsh Monitoring 


Protocols (2009). Includes three rounds targeting wetland features identified in the 


Study Area during preliminary ELC surveys.  Surveys will occur between April and July 5th 


with at least 15 days between each survey.  April, May and June surveys will be 


completed at temperatures of >5oC, >10oC and >17oC, respectively.  


 Breeding bird surveys; two rounds, including transect surveys and point counts.  The first 


survey will be completed between May 25 and June 16 between, the second survey 


will be completed between June 17 and July 10.  Surveys will occur between sunrise 


and 10 am.  


 Bat Maternity Colony Assessment; assessment of potential bat maternity colony trees 


within the Linkage parcel in the center of the Study Area (April prior to leaf growth);  


 Incidental wildlife observations to document wildlife species presence within the Study 


Area (during each field investigation); and 


 Fish habitat/headwaters assessment for the watercourse that flows through the Subject 


Lands (during the spring freshet to assess potential headwaters functions). 


EVALUATION OF SIGNIFICANCE 


Based on the botanical inventories, wildlife surveys and ELC, the evaluation of significance analysis 


will be undertaken to determine whether there are any significant natural features in the Study 


Area, including federally, provincially and locally rare species. Federally rare species will be 


determined using the COSEWIC designations, and provincially rare species will be determined 


using the COSSARO species designations and provincial S-ranks (S1-S3). Locally rare species will be 


identified using the HCA Nature Counts 2 Species Checklist (2014). 


Potential significant wildlife habitat (SWH) will undergo an evaluation of significance using the 


Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 7E (MNR, 2015).  


The Urban Hamilton Official Plan identifies three Linkage parcels on the Subject Lands.  These 


Linkages will be evaluated based on the significant woodland criteria in the Urban Hamilton 


Official Plan, and if determined to be significant, appropriate vegetation protection zones will be 


recommended and the woodland boundary will be delineated.   


LINKAGE ASSESSMENT 


Linkage parcels will be evaluated to assess their ecological function and to determine potential 


impacts on the viability and integrity of the Linkages as per the Linkages Assessment Guidelines 
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(2015). Recommendations will be provided on how to protect, enhance or mitigate impacts on 


the Linkages and their function.   


SPECIES AT RISK 


Habitat assessments for potential Species at Risk identified during the background review will be 


undertaken during general wildlife habitat assessments. Should suitable habitat for Species at Risk 


known to historically occur within the Study Area be present, appropriate studies will be 


undertaken in consultation with MNRF.  


Barn Swallow nesting habitat has been identified in the barn on site, and a Notice of Activity Form 


has been submitted to the MNRF to obtain approval for removal of the barn.   


REPORTING 


This Scoped EIS will be prepared to (a) characterize and assess the natural heritage and hazard 


features in the Study Area, (b) describe the proposed development or development alternatives, 


(c) identify and assess potential impacts, and (d) recommend appropriate measures to avoid or 


mitigate such impacts and restore or enhance the natural environment such that the proposed 


development will not result in adverse environmental impacts.   


The Scoped EIS will include: 


(i) A description of the proposed development; 


(ii) A description and assessment of the existing natural environment features and 


functions in the Study Area that will or might reasonably be expected to be impacted, 


including confirmation of natural heritage features and boundaries; 


(iii) An identification and assessment of the magnitude and significance of potential short-


term and long-term impacts, both direct and indirect, to the natural environment 


resulting from future development expansion, as set out in the Nature Counts site 


summaries; 


(iv) A headwaters assessment will be completed during the spring freshet according to the 


Headwater Drainage Features Guidelines (Toronto Region Conservation Authority and 


Credit Valley Conservation, 2014) and the Ontario Stream Assessment Protocols (OSAP) 


for assessing potential headwaters (Section 4: Modules 9 and 10).    


(v) An evaluation of the three Linkages, as shown on Schedule B of the Urban Hamilton 


Official Plan; 


(vi) The recommendations of appropriate mitigation measures to avoid and minimize 


potential negative impacts, as well as restoration, enhancement or compensation 


measures (as appropriate); 
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(vii) A monitoring plan to measure potential long-term effects on the environment (if 


necessary); and 


(viii) Identification of possible restoration or enhancement opportunities. 


This information will be presented in the context of the current regulatory and policy framework, 


and is intended to satisfy the policies, requirements and guidelines provided by the Urban 


Hamilton Official Plan.  Consideration will also be given to the HCA policies with respect to the 


regulation of the watercourse and associated wetland and buffers, as well as potential Species at 


Risk that may be identified through consultation with the MNRF.  This information will be 


consolidated into a stand-alone document for submission to the review and approval agencies as 


part of a complete application.  The EIS will follow the outline below: 


1.0 Introduction 


1.1 Study Area 


1.2 Approach 


1.3 Regulatory and Advisory Agency Consultation  


 


2.0 Natural Heritage and Hazard Policy Considerations 


            2.1 Provincial Policy Statement (2014) 


            2.2 Urban Hamilton Official Plan  


              2.2.1 AEGD Secondary Plan 


            2.3 Hamilton Conservation Authority Policies 


2.4 Endangered Species Act 


2.5 Summary of Policy Implications  


 


3.0 Methodology for Data Collection 


3.1 Background Data Collection 


3.2 Field Investigations 


3.2.1 Vegetation Surveys  


                         3.2.2 Amphibian Surveys 


3.2.3 Breeding Bird Surveys 


                       3.2.4 Wildlife Habitat Assessment and Incidental Wildlife Observations 


              3.2.5 Aquatic Surveys 


          


4.0 Site Description and Natural Features 


            4.1 General Overview of Site Conditions 


 4.2 Designated Features 


 4.3 Physiography 


 4.4 Hydrology 


  4.4.1 Surface Water 


  4.4.2 Wetlands 


 4.5 Terrestrial Resources 


  4.5.1 Landscape Ecology 







February 22, 2016 


Page 7 of 8  


Reference: Revised Terms of Reference for a Scoped Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for a proposed 


Plan of Subdivision at 140 Garner Road East in Hamilton, Ontario 


 


  4.5.2 Vegetation Communities 


  4.5.3 Vascular Plants 


  4.5.4 Amphibians 


  4.5.5 Breeding Birds 


  4.5.6 Wildlife Habitat and Incidental Observations 


 4.6 Aquatic Resources 


  4.6.1 Aquatic Habitat 


    


5.0 Significant Natural Heritage Features 


5.1 Significant Wetlands 


5.2 Significant Habitat for Endangered and Threatened Species 


5.3 Significant Woodlands 


5.4 Significant Wildlife Habitat 


5.6 Linkage Assessment 


5.7 Headwaters Assessment 


5.8 Summary of Significant Natural Heritage Features 


 


            6.0 Description of Proposed Development 


            7.0 Identification and Assessment of Impacts 


            8.0 Mitigation Measures 


            9.0 Recommendations 


 10.0 References 


 


The information contained in this Scoped EIS report will consider, influence and reference other 


development documents undertaken by Stantec, and will be reviewed and discussed through an 


iterative process amongst the study team to ensure a complete and comprehensive submission.  


The opportunity for HCA involvement following completion of the evaluation of significance is 


encouraged and may be explored through the submission of a preliminary report for initial 


feedback as part of this iterative process. 


The completion of additional studies will be completed under a separate cover (including a 


hydrogeological assessment, stormwater management report and tree management plan) to 


confirm and refine the physiographical, hydrological, and hydrogeological characteristics of this 


site and to identify, assess and mitigate any potential corresponding impacts anticipated by the 


proposed development.  Reference and coordination between and among each of these reports 


and the Scoped EIS will occur to ensure a comprehensive and complete submission to the 


agencies for approval.   


SUMMARY 


The above noted ToR are intended to meet the study and reporting requirements of Policy C.2.5.3 


to C.2.5.7 of the Urban Hamilton Official Plan, and to address HCA regulatory and Plan Review 


responsibilities.  In submitting these ToR for your review, we ask for comments and suggestions that 
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will allow us to finalize this document and subsequently obtain approval from the City of Hamilton 


and HCA of this ToR as part of the pre-consultation process.  We look forward to discussing the 


details of the Scoped EIS. 


If you have any questions, or wish to discuss the content of the above, please feel free to contact 


the undersigned. 


Sincerely, 


STANTEC CONSULTING LTD. 


 


Janice Ball, B.Sc.       Shari Muscat, B.A., B.E.S 


Terrestrial Ecologist     Project Manager / Environmental Planner 


Tel: (519) 585-7287     Tel: (519) 575-4116 


Fax: (519) 579-4239     Fax: (519) 579-4239 


janice.ball@stantec.com    shari.muscat@stantec.com 


Attch.: Figure 1 – Subject Property 


  


c.c. Nora Jamieson – Watershed Planner, Hamilton Conservation Authority 
 Lesley McDonell – Terrestrial Ecologist, Hamilton Conservation Authority 


 Carrie Curtis – Project Manager, Stantec Consulting Ltd. 
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Ball, Janice


From: Ball, Janice
Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2016 1:29 PM
To: Muscat, Shari
Subject: 140 Garner Road NH Info Request


This message has been archived. 


Good Afternoon, 
 
Stantec Consulting Ltd. is in the process of gathering natural heritage information in order to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Study for a proposed commercial development project at 140 Garner Road in 
Hamilton, Ontario (near the intersection of Hwy 6 and Hwy 403).  Please refer to the attached figure that 
outlines the location of the proposed development. 
 
A review of the Natural Heritage Information Centre data on the MNRF Make a Map: Natural Heritage 
Areas website powered by Land Information Ontario (2015) indicates that the following recent (less than 
30 years old) species occurrences have been recorded within 1 kilometre of the Subject Property: 
 
Scientific Name 
 
Common Name 
 
S-Rank 
 
COSEWIC 
 
MNR Status 
 
Castanea dentata 
 
American Chestnut 
 
S2 
 
Endangered 
 
Endangered 
 
Onosmodium molle ssp. hispidissimum 
 
Soft Hairy False Gromwell 
 
S2 
 
Not at Risk 
 
Not at Risk 
 
 
Species at risk that have been more recently designated that may be 


Attachments: 
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160321401_TOR_Fig01_SubjectProperty.pdf  


(3.5 MB) 


 







From: Laurence, Anne Marie (MNRF)
To: Ball, Janice
Subject: RE: MNRF NH Info Request for 140 Garner Road
Date: Monday, April 11, 2016 3:05:06 PM
Attachments: SAR List City of Hamilton - April 11 2016.pdf


Guelph_Information_Request_FillableForm.pdf
Species_Observations_Entry_BLANK.xls


Good afternoon Janice
The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF), Guelph District Office has had an
opportunity to review the natural heritage information and records for the subject property located at
140 Garner Road East, in the City of Hamilton. It is understood that this information is required
as part of an EIS being undertaken by Stantec.
For any future natural heritage information requests, we ask that you kindly complete the attached
Guelph Information Request Form (fillable pdf) and submit the completed form to
esa.guelph@ontario.ca.
Based on the information that you have provided, MNRF staff can offer the following information
and comments for your consideration:
Wetlands
There are no provincially significant wetlands (PSWs) on or adjacent to the subject property.
However, the Ministry notes that there are unevaluated wetlands to the west of the subject property
and that the subject property appears to include unmapped wetlands.
In order to update our mapping, if the project team has mapped additional wetland areas currently
not included in the dataset available through LIO, we ask that a digital copy (e.g., shapefile) be
forwarded to the Guelph District Office (esa.guelph@ontario.ca).
Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs)
There are no provincially significant ANSIs on or adjacent to the study area.
Aquatic Resources
The subject property is drained by an intermittent tributary of Ancaster Creek which discharges to
Spencer Creek which in turn discharged to Lake Ontario. Since the intermittent stream on site is a
conduit for sediment to leave the site and enter fish habitat further downstream, it is important that
sediment be prevented from entering the stream. Fish habitat on site may be marginal if present at
all; however, the Ministry recommends that the construction timing restriction for warmwater fish be
applied (i.e., April 1 to June 30th).
Species at Risk (SAR)
Please be advised that there are records in the area for the following SAR: Butternut (endangered),
Jefferson Salamander (endangered), Chimney Swift (threatened) and Milksnake (special concern).
We note that the project team has already identified Butternut and Barn Swallow through the EIS.
The District is interested in including these records in our database. Therefore, we kindly ask that the
attached excel species observation spreadsheet be completed for these and any other SAR
observations and submitted to the District Office via esa.guelph@ontario.ca.
In addition, please be advised that because the province has not been surveyed comprehensively for
the presence of SAR, the absence of a record is not an appropriate indicator for the absence of SAR
from an area. To determine the presence of SAR for a given study area, the District’s recommended
approach includes the following:


I. Habitat Inventory
MNRF staff 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. With respect
to aquatic habitats in the study area, we recommend 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 Species at Risk within the Study Area
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Amphibian SARO Protection Habitat Information Timing Windows Survey Protocol



Jefferson Salamander



Ambystoma jeffersonianum



END Species Protection 
and Habitat 
Regulation



Inhabits deciduous and mixed 
deciduous forests with suitable 
breeding areas which generally 



consist of ephemeral (temporary) 
bodies of water that are fed by spring 



runoff, groundwater, or springs.



Active: March – October
Hibernates:  October – March
Breeding: Late March - Mid 



April



Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 



the protocol



Bird SARO Protection Habitat Information Timing Windows Survey Protocol



Acadian Flycatcher 



Empidonax virescens



END Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally requires large areas of 
mature, undisturbed forest; avoids 
the forest edge; often found in well 



wooded swamps and ravines.



Migrate South before Winter Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol



Bald Eagle 



Haliaeetus leucocephalus



SC N/A Prefers deciduous and mixed-
deciduous forest; and habitat close to 



water bodies such as lakes and 
rivers.  They roost in super canopy 



trees such as Pine.



Breed and Nest - April or May 
Some Migrate South when 
waterbodies
 freeze over



Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol



Bank Swallow 



Riparia riparia



THR Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



It nests in a wide variety of naturally 
and anthropogenically created 



vertical banks, which often erode and 
change over time including aggregate 
pits and the shores of large lakes and 



rivers.



Migrate South before Winter Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol.
Colony and Roost information should be 



recorded and submitted using Bird 
Studies Canada's Ontario Bank Swallow 



Project data forms (2010).



Barn Owl 



Tyto alba



END Species Protection 
and Habitat 
Regulation



Generally prefer low-elevation, open 
country; often associated with 



agricultural lands, especially pasture. 
Nests are located in buildings, hollow 



trees and cavities in cliffs.



Active Year Round
Some leave for the Winter



Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol
Night surveys may be helpful as they are 



very vocal



Barn Swallow 



Hirundo rustica



THR Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Prefers farmland; lake/river 
shorelines; wooded clearings; urban 



populated areas; rocky cliffs; and 
wetlands. They nest inside or outside 
buildings; under bridges and in road 
culverts; on rock faces and in caves 



etc.



Migrate South before Winter Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol











Black Tern 



Chlidonias niger



SC N/A Generally prefer freshwater marshes 
and wetlands; 
nest either on 



floating material in a marsh or on the 
ground very close to water



Migrate South for the Winter Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol



Bobolink 



Dolichonyx oryzivorus



THR Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally prefers open grasslands 
and hay fields. In migration and in 



winter uses freshwater marshes and 
grasslands



Migrate South for the Winter Contact MNR Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 



the protocol



Canada Warbler



Cardellina canadensis



SC N/A Generally prefers wet coniferous, 
decidiuous and mixed forest types, 
with a dense shrub layer. Nests on 
the ground, on logs or hummocks, 



and uses dense shrub layer to 
conceal the nest.



Arrive in Early May
Migrate South for the Winter



Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol



Cerulean Warbler 



Setophaga cerulea



THR Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally found in mature deciduous 
forests with an open understorey;  
also nests in older, second-growth 



deciduous forests.



Migrate South for the Winter Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol



Chimney Swift 



Chaetura pelagica



THR Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Historically found in deciduous and 
coniferous, usually wet forest types, 



all with a well developed, dense 
shrub layer; now most are found in 



urban areas in large uncapped 
chimneys



Nesting - Late April to Mid- 
May



Migrate South in September 
or Early October



Chimney Swift Monitoring Protocol. Bird 
Studies Canada, March 2009



Common Nighthawk 



Chordeiles minor



SC N/A Generally prefer open, vegetation-
free habitats, including dunes, 



beaches, recently harvested forests, 
burnt-over areas, logged areas, rocky 
outcrops, rocky barrens, grasslands, 



pastures, peat bogs, marshes, 
lakeshores, and river banks. This 
species also inhabits mixed and 



coniferous forests. Can also be found 
in urban areas (nest on flat roof-tops).



Migrate South for the Winter Contact MNR Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 



the protocol











Eastern Meadowlark



Sturnella magna



THR Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally prefers grassy pastures, 
meadows and hay fields. Nests are 
always on the ground and usually 
hidden in or under grass clumps.



Migrate South for the Winter Contact MNR Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 



the protocol



Eastern Whip-poor-will



Caprimlugus vociferus



THR Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally prefer semi-open 
deciduous forests or patchy forests 



with clearings; areas with little 
ground cover are also preferred; In 
winter they occupy primarily mixed 



woods near open areas.



Nesting: May - July Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 



the protocol



Eastern Wood-Pewee 



Contopus virens



SC N/A Associated with deciduous and mixed 
forests. Within mature and 



intermediate age stands it prefers 
areas with little understory 



vegetation as well as forest clearings 
and edges.



Migrate South for the Winter Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 



the protocol



Golden-winged Warbler 



Vermivora chrysoptera



SC N/A Generally prefer areas of early 
successional vegetation, found 



primarily on field edges, hydro or 
utility right-of-ways, or recently 



logged areas.



Migrate South for the Winter Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol



Henslow's Sparrow 



Ammodramus henslowii



END Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally found in old fields, 
pastures and wet meadows. They 



prefer areas with dense, tall grasses, 
and thatch, or decaying plant material



Migrate South for the Winter Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol



King Rail 



Rallus elegans



END Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally this species requires large 
marshes with open shallow water 



that merges with shrubby areas



Breed from Late April to mid-
May



Migrate South for the Winter



Follow Marsh Monitoring Protocol.



Least Bittern 



Ixobrychus exilis



THR Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally located near pools of open 
water in relatively large marshes and 
swamps that are dominated by cattail 



and other robust emergent plants



Migrate South for the Winter Follow Marsh Monitoring Protocol; 10 
day window of male calling (variable 



timing).  Does not respond well to 
playback. Very difficult to detect.











Louisiana Waterthrush 



Seiurus motacilla



SC N/A Generally inhabits mature forests  
along steeply sloped ravines adjacent 



to running water. It prefers clear, 
cold streams and densely wooded 



swamps



Migrate South for the Winter Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol



Peregrine Falcon 



Falco peregrinus



SC N/A Generally nest on tall, steep cliff 
ledges adjacent to large waterbodies; 



some birds adapt to urban 
environments and nest on ledges of 



tall buildings, even in densely 
populated downtown areas.



Active Year Round
Lay Eggs around Easter



Hatching occurs around 
Mother's Day



Young fledge around Father's 



Visit ideal habitat locations and 
listen/look for individuals in the vicinity.



Prothonotary Warbler 



Protonotaria citrea



END Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally found in the dead trees of 





flooded woodlands or deciduous 
swamp forests; Carolinia Zone



Migrate South for the Winter
Eggs are laid from Late May - 



Early July



Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol



Red-Headed Woodpecker 



Melanerpes erythrocephalus



SC N/A Generally prefer open oak and beech 





forests, grasslands, forest edges, 
orchards, pastures, riparian forests, 
roadsides, urban parks, golf courses, 
cemeteries, as well as along beaver 



ponds and brooks



Active from May to September Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol



Short-eared Owl 



Asio flammeus



SC N/A Generally prefers a wide variety of 
open habitats, including grasslands, 



peat bogs, marshes, sand-sage 
concentrations, old pastures and 



agricultural fields



Active Year Round Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 



the protocol



Wood Thrush 



Hylocichla mustelina



SC N/A Nests mainly in second-growth and 
mature deciduous and mixed forests, 



with saplings and well-developed 
understory layers. Prefers large forest 



mosaics, but may also nest in small 
forest fragments.



Migrate South for the Winter
Arrive in Ontario in mid to 



late spring



Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol



Yellow-breasted Chat 



Icteria virens



END Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally prefer dense thickets 
around wood edges, riparian areas, 



and in overgrown clearings



Migrate South for the Winter
Arrive in Ontario Early May



Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol











Fish SARO Protection Habitat Information Timing Windows Survey Protocol



American Eel 



Anguilla rostrata



END Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



All fresh water, estuaries and coastal 
marine waters 
that are accessible to 



the Atlantic Ocean; 12-mile Creek 
watershed and Lake Ontario



Active Year Round Electrofishing
For information please contact your local 



MNRF office, CA or DFO



Grass Pickerel 



Esox americanus vermiculatus



SC N/A Generally occur in wetlands with 
warm, 
shallow water and an 



abundance of aquatic plants; 
occur 
in the St. Lawrence River, Lake 



Ontario, Lake Erie, and Lake Huron



Spawn from late March 
to 
early May



For information please contact your local 
MNRF office, CA and/or DFO



Redside Dace 



Clinostomus elongatus



END Species Protection 
and Habitat 
Regulation



Generally found in pools and slow-
moving areas of small headwater 
streams with a moderate to high 



gradient



Spawning occurs in May Contact MNR Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 



the protocol



Silver Shiner 



Notropis photogenis



THR Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally prefer moderate to large, 
deep, relatively clear streams with 



swift currents, and moderate to high 
gradients



Spawning occurs in May and 
June



For information please contact your local 
MNRF office, CA and/or DFO



Insect SARO Protection Habitat Information Timing Windows Survey Protocol



Monarch Butterfly



Danaus plexippus



SC N/A Exist primarily wherever milkweed 
and wildflowers exist; abandoned 



farmland, along roadsides, and other 
open spaces



Usually migrate south in late 
September and October



Watch for adults along roadsides and in 
open fields.  
Caterpillars feed on 



milkweeds: Common milkweed grows in 
open disturbed habitats (fields, roadsides, 



etc) and swamp milkweed grows in wet 
habitats (along streams, lakes, marshes)
Adults can be spotted from a distance; 



caterpillars must be looked for carefully 
on the host plant.



Mottled Duskywing 



Erynnis martialis



END Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally inhabits a range of 
grassland, shrubland, and savanna 
habitats that contain well drained 
soils and the presence of its host 



plants Prairie Redroot (Ceanothus 
herbaceus) or New Jersey Tea 



(Ceanothus americanus).



Adult butterfly emerges from 
pupa in late March and early 



April



Watch for adults near host plants or 
search for caterpillars on the host plant  
Adults can be spotted from a distance; 



caterpillars must be looked for carefully 
on the host plant.











West Virginia White 



Pieris virginiensis



SC N/A Generally prefer moist, deciduous 
woodlands. The larvae feed only on 



the leaves of the two-leaved 
toothwort (Cardamine diphylla), 
which is a small, spring-blooming 



plant of the forest floor.



Adult butterfly emerges from 
pupa in late March; flies only 



in April and May



Watch for adults within moist, deciduous 
woodlands 



Caterpillars feed on the two-leaved 
toothwort: Toothwort grows in damp, 
open, rich hardwood woodlands and 



blooms from April to June. 
Adults can be spotted from a distance; 



caterpillars must be searched for carefully 
by checking host plant



Mammal SARO Protection Habitat Information Timing Windows Survey Protocol



American Badger 



Taxidea taxus



END Species Protection 
and Habitat 
Regulation



Generally prefers open habitats, 
whether natural (grasslands) or man-
made (agricultural fields, road right-



of-ways, golf courses).



Breed: Late Summer
Semi-dormant over Winter



Determine if soils are suitable (sandy or 
loamy)



Dens and Woodchuck burrows should be 
surveyed for use



Eastern Small-footed Myotis  



Myotis leibii



END Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Overwintering habitat: Caves and 
mines that remain above 0 degrees 



Celsuis  
Maternal Roosts: primarily under 



loose rocks on exposed rock 
outcrops, crevices and cliffs, and 
occasionally in buildings, under 



bridges and highway overpasses and 
under tree bark.



Hibernates in caves and 
mines during winter



Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 



the protocol



Little Brown Myotis 



Myotis lucifugus



END Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Overwintering habitat: Caves and 
mines that remain above 0 degrees 



Celsius                                                       
 



Maternal Roosts: Often associated 
with buildings (attics, barns etc.). 



Occasionally found in trees (25-44 cm 
dbh).



Hibernates during winter Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 



the protocol



Northern Myotis 



Myotis septentrionalis



END Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Overwintering habitat: Caves and 
mines that remain above 0 degrees 



Celsius                                                       
    



Maternal Roosts: Often asssociated 
with cavities of large diameter trees 



(25-44 cm dbh). Occasionally found in 
structures (attics, barns etc.)



Hibernates during winter Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 



the protocol











Woodland Vole 



Microtus pinetorum



SC N/A Generally associated with deciduous 
forests in areas of soft, friable, often 



sandy soil beneath deep humus, 
where it can burrow easily.



Active Year Round Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 



the protocol



Mollusc SARO Protection Habitat Information Timing Windows Survey Protocol



Eastern Pondmussel 



Ligumia nasuta



END Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally inhabit sheltered areas of 
lakes 
or slow streams in substrates 



of fine sand and mud



Active Year Round Please reference: Mackie, G, T.J Morris, 
and D Ming. "Protocol for the Detection 



and Relocation of Freshwater Mussel 
Species at Risk in Ontario Great Lakes 
Area (OGLA)." Fisheries and Oceans 



Canada. (2008).



Lilliput



Taxolasma parvum



END Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Found in a variety of habitats 
including small to large rivers, 



wetlands, shallows of lakes, ponds 
and reservoirs. They are common in 
soft substrates with over 50% of the 



substrate type comprised of sand and 
a mud/muck/silt combination. 



Typically occur with or near Green 
Sunfish, Bluegill, White Crappie, and 



Johnny Darter



Active Year Round Please reference: Mackie, G, T.J Morris, 
and D Ming. "Protocol for the Detection 



and Relocation of Freshwater Mussel 
Species at Risk in Ontario Great Lakes 
Area (OGLA)." Fisheries and Oceans 



Canada. (2008): Print. 



Rainbow Mussel 



Villosa iris



THR Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Most abundant in shallow, well- 
oxygenated reaches of small- to 



medium-sized rivers and sometimes 
lakes, on substrates of cobble, gravel, 



sand and occasionally mud



Active Year Round Please reference: Mackie, G, T.J Morris, 
and D Ming. "Protocol for the Detection 



and Relocation of Freshwater Mussel 
Species at Risk in Ontario Great Lakes 
Area (OGLA)." Fisheries and Oceans 



Canada. (2008): Print. 



Plant SARO Protection Habitat Information Timing Windows Survey Protocol



American Chestnut 



Castanea dentata



END Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Found in deciduous forest 
communities; this tree prefers arid 



forests with acid and sandy soils.



Flowers occur in Late Spring 
and Early Summer



Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion, pausing to scan for plants every 5 



meters 
Use a plant field guide to distinguish from 



similar species 
Perform detailed floristic inventory



Look for distinictive fruits on the ground











American Columbo 



Frasera caroliniensis



END Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Most commonly associated with 
open deciduous forested slopes, 
thickets and clearings; grows in a 



variety of relatively stable habitats as 
well as on a wide variety of soils.



Germination and 
development of the rosette 



begin in early spring
Flowers open in May



Fruit production continues 



Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion, pausing to scan for plants
     



every 5 meters 
Use a plant field guide to distinguish from 



similar species
Look for spikes from last years flowers



American Ginseng 



Panax quinquefolius



END Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Grows in rich, moist, undisturbed and 
relatively mature deciduous woods in 



areas of neutral soil (such as over 
limestone or marble bedrock).



Flowering begins in June and 
continues until August



The fruit develop from July to 
August and ripen in August 



and September



Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion, pausing to scan for plants every 5 



meters 
Use a plant field guide to distinguish from 



similar species



Broad Beech Fern 



Phegopteris hexagonoptera



SC N/A Generally inhabits shady areas of 
beech and maple forests where the 



soil is moist or wet



The frond of the Broad Beech 
Fern appears towards the end 



of May



Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion, pausing to scan for plants
     



every 5 meters 
Use a plant field guide to distinguish from 



similar species



Butternut 



Juglans cinerea



END Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally grows in rich, moist, and 
well-drained soils often found along 



streams.  It may also be found on 
well-drained gravel sites, especially 



those made up of limestone.  It is also 
found, though seldomly, on dry, 



rocky and sterile soils.  In Ontario, 
the Butternut generally grows alone 



or in small groups in deciduous 
forests as well as in hedgerows



Flowers from April to June. 
Fruits reach maturity during 
the month of September or 



October



Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion through suitable habitat pausing 



every 30 meters for a detailed scan of 
trees within sight.  Areas with dense 



foliage or many saplings will require a 
more intensive survey to detect sapling 



butternut.  Use Butternut Health 
Assessment Protocol if planning on 



removing trees.



Eastern Flowering Dogwood 



Cornus florida



END Species Protection 
and Habitat 
Regulation



Generally grows in deciduous and 
mixed forests, in the drier areas of its 



habitat, although it is occasionally 
found in slightly moist environments; 



Also grows around edges and 
hedgerows



Flowering occurs in mid-May, 
just 
as the leaves begin to 



develop. 
Fruit turns red at the end of 



summer.



Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion, pausing to scan for plants every 5 



meters  
Use a plant field guide to distinguish from 



similar species 
Easiest to detect during Spring when in 



flower
Also look for distinctive bark











Few-flowered Club-rush 



Trichophorum planifolium



END Species Protection 
and Habitat 
Regulation



Generally found in Dry Fresh Oak 
deciduous forests and Dry Fresh Oak-



Maple-Hickory deciduous forests 
(only found on RBG property).



Plants flower early before the 
forest 
canopy



Seaches for this species should only be 
done in March or April, when the species 



is most visible 
Walk slowly and systematically in grid 



fashion, pausing to scan for plants every 1 
meters 



Distinguishing this species from similar 
species is difficult



Green Dragon 



Arisaema dracontium



SC N/A Generally grows in damp deciduous 
forests and along streams.



Flowering occurs in May and 
June



Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion, pausing to scan for plants
     



every 5 meters
Use a plant field guide to distinguish from 



similar species



Hoary Mountain-mint



Pycnanthemum incanum



END Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Oak savannas and prairies, dry sites. Flowering occurs in July Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion, pausing to scan for plants
     



every 5 meters  
Use a plant field guide to distinguish from 



similar species



Red Mulberry 



Morus rubra



END Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally grows in moist forest 
habitats. In Ontario, these include 
slopes and ravines of the Niagara 
Escarpment, and sand spits and 
bottom lands; Can grow in open 



areas such as hydro corridors



Flowering occurs when leaves 
emerge in late spring. 



Fruit emerges in Mid-July.



Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion, pausing to scan for plants every 5 



meters  
Use a plant field guide to distinguish from 



the similar White Mulberry
Distinguishing Red Mulberry and the 
hybrid Red and White Mulberry will 



require the collection of leaves for generic 
testing, which requires a 17(2)(b) permit



Spotted Wintergreen 



Chimaphila maculata



END Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally grow in sandy habitats in 
dry-mesic oak-pine woods.



Flowering occurs in late July 





to early August



Watch for the distinct evergreen leaves in 
suitable habitat



May be easiest to search in fall and spring



White Wood Aster 



Eurybia divaricata



THR Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally grows in open, dry, 
deciduous forests. It has been 



suggested that it may benefit from 
some disturbance, as it often grows 



along trails.



Flowering occurs in early 
September, 
and sets fruit 



later in the month



Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion, pausing to scan for plants
     



every 5 meters  
Use a plant field guide to distinguish from 



similar species



Reptile SARO Protection Habitat Information Timing Windows Survey Protocol











Blanding's Turtle 



Emydoidea blandingii



THR Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally occur in freshwater lakes, 
permanent or temporary pools, slow-



flowing streams, marshes and 
swamps. They prefer shallow water 
that is rich in nutrients, organic soil 



and dense vegetation. Adults are 
generally found in open or partially 
vegetated sites, and juveniles prefer 



areas that contain thick aquatic 
vegetation including sphagnum, 



water lilies and algae. They dig their 
nest in a variety of loose substrates, 
including sand, organic soil, gravel 
and cobblestone. Overwintering 
occurs in permanent pools that 



average about one metre in depth, or 
in slow-flowing streams.



Eggs are laid in June, with 
hatchlings emerging in late 



September and early October.



Contact MNR Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 



the protocol



Eastern Hog-nosed Snake 



Heterodon platirhinos



THR Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally prefer habitats with sandy, 
well-drained soil and open vegetative 



cover, such as open woods, 
brushland, fields, forest edges and 
disturbed sites. The species is often 



found near water.



Mating occurs in spring and in 
August and early September. 



Eggs are laid in June. 
Hatching occurs in late August 



or early September



In early spring, look for individuals near 
ideal hibernation sites



During egg-laying period (June), look for 
nesting females in sandy areas in early 



morning and late evening.
Rest of the season, survey intensively and 



systematically by flipping rocks



Eastern Ribbonsnake 



Thamnophis sauritus



SC N/A Generally occur along the edges of 
shallow ponds, streams, marshes, 



swamps, or bogs bordered by dense 
vegetation that provides cover. 



Abundant exposure to sunlight is also 
required, and adjacent upland areas 



may be used for nesting.



Hibernate: October - April
Mating: Early Spring
Hatching: Early Fall 



(September)



Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 



the protocol



Milksnake 



Lampropeltis triangulum



SC N/A Generally occur in rural areas, where 
it is most frequently reported in and 



around buildings, especially old 
structures. It is also found in a wide 



variety of habitats, from prairies, 
pastures, and hayfields, to rocky 



hillsides and a wide variety of forest 
types. They must also be in proximity 



of water, and suitable locations for 
basking and egg-laying.



Active at dawn and dusk in 
the spring 
and fall, and at 



night in the summer.
Hibernate: Late October to 



Early May



Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 



the protocol











Northern Map Turtle 



Graptemys geographica



SC N/A Generally inhabits both lakes and 
rivers, showing a preference for slow 



moving currents, muddy bottoms, 
and abundant aquatic vegetation. 



These turtles need suitable basking 
sites (such as rocks and logs) and 



exposure to the sun for at least part 
of the day.



Active: At night 
Hibernate: October - April



Hatching: Late August - Early 
September



Scan shoreline in spring and partially 
submerged logs/rocks in summer for 



basking turtles
Be aware that map turtles do not allow as 
close of approach as other turtles before 



leaving a basking site
Snorkel in desired aquatic habitat



Snapping Turtle 



Chelydra serpentina



SC N/A Generally inhabit shallow waters 
where they can hide under the soft 



mud and leaf litter. Nesting sites 
usually occur on gravely or sandy 



areas along streams. Snapping Turtles 
often take advantage of man-made 
structures for nest sites, including 



roads (especially gravel shoulders), 
dams and aggregate pits.



Nesting: Late May and June
Hibernate: October - April



Scan offshore rocks and logs for basking 
turtles (10am-2pm) 



Snorkel in desired aquatic habitat 
Nesting Season: Search known or 



preferred nesting habitat areas for 
females



Spiny Softshell 



Apalone spinifera



THR Species Protection 
and General 



Habitat Protection



Generally prefer marshy creeks, swift-
flowing rivers, lakes, impoundments, 



bays, marshy lagoons, ditches and 
ponds near rivers



Lay eggs in June or July
Hibernate over winter



Best time to survey is during nesting 
season when females are active laying 



eggs 
Visual searches should be conducted in 



appropriate habitat



ONTARIO MINISTRY of NATURAL RESOURCES and FORESTRY | GUELPH DISTRICT OFFICE 
1 Stone Road West, Guelph, Ontario, N1G 4Y2   esa.guelph@ontario.ca













Guelph District MNRF
Information Request Form 



Consultant Name: 



Company Name: 



Email Address:  



Phone Number: 



Proponent Name: 



Project Name: 



Property Address: 



Township/Municipality: 



Lot & Concession: 



UTM Coordinates: 
    (NAD83)   Easting (X)   Northing (Y)



Brief Description 
of Undertaking: 



Have you previously contacted someone at MNRF for information on this site? Yes    No 



If yes, when and who? 



Provide a map of accurate scale to illustrate footprint/study area of the proposed activity in relation to the 
surrounding landscape (e.g. property boundaries, roads, waterbodies, natural features, towns, and other human 



landmarks). Use of aerial photography is strongly encouraged.  Include scale, north arrow and legend. 



ATTACHMENTS – I have attached a: 
      Picture            Map   Other 



REQUEST - I would like to request the following information for the property identified above: 
*Requires an appointment and remittance of fees.



   Wetland evaluation and data record * 
   (please provide name of wetland if known) 



    ANSI Checksheet * 
    (please provide name of ANSI if known) 



   Fish Dot Information * 
   (fish and other aquatic species found in a particular 
   area of a watercourse) 



    Provincially Tracked Species/Species at Risk 



   Other 



Please forward the completed form to: 31TUesa.guelph@ontario.caU31T



Or send by mail: 
Guelph District, Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry 



1 Stone Road West   Guelph, ON  N1G 4Y2 
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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 City
of Hamilton is attached for your reference. The species-specific COSEWIC status reports
(www.cosewic.gc.ca) 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 list (SARO) is a living document and is
amended periodically 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 webpage https://www.ontario.ca/environment-and-energy/species-risk-
ontario-list.
COSSARO also maintains a list of species to be assessed in the future. It is recommended to
take COSSARO’s list of anticipated assessments into consideration, especially when the
proposed start date of the activity is more than 6 months away, or the project will be
undertaken over a period greater than 6 months. The list can be viewed at
http://www.ontario.ca/environment-and-energy/help-protect-species-risk.
SAR habitat prescribed under regulation can be accessed on the Environmental Registry and
searching for postings related to Ontario Regulation 242/08 under the Endangered Species
Act, 2007.
III. Species at Risk Surveys
Ministry staff are of the opinion that each SAR identified under Step II should be 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.


Other information
The Ministry notes that the subject property includes a deer winter congregation area.
MNRF staff additionally recommends contacting the municipality and the Conservation Authority to
determine if they have any additional information or records of interest for the study area.
I hope this information is of assistance.
Best regards,
Anne Marie
_______________________________
Anne Marie Laurence
Management Biologist
Ministry of Natural Resources & Forestry
Guelph District
(519) 826-4132
From: Ball, Janice [mailto:Janice.Ball@stantec.com] 
Sent: February-17-16 12:13 PM
To: Buck, Graham (MNRF)
Cc: Curtis, Carrie
Subject: MNRF NH Info Request for 140 Garner Road
Good Afternoon Graham,
Please find the attached letter requesting background species at risk and natural heritage information that is required
for the completion of an Environmental Impact Study for a proposed commercial development at 140 Garner Road
in Hamilton, Ontario. The letter defines the Subject Property boundary, provides background information that
Stantec has already obtained for the property, and requests any additional information that the MNRF may have
regarding the property. Please let me know if you have any questions regarding this request.
Regards,
Janice Ball, B.Sc.
Terrestrial Ecologist
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Amphibian SARO Protection Habitat Information Timing Windows Survey Protocol


Jefferson Salamander


Ambystoma jeffersonianum


END Species Protection 
and Habitat 
Regulation


Inhabits deciduous and mixed 
deciduous forests with suitable 
breeding areas which generally 


consist of ephemeral (temporary) 
bodies of water that are fed by spring 


runoff, groundwater, or springs.


Active: March – October
Hibernates:  October – March
Breeding: Late March - Mid 


April


Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 


the protocol


Bird SARO Protection Habitat Information Timing Windows Survey Protocol


Acadian Flycatcher 


Empidonax virescens


END Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally requires large areas of 
mature, undisturbed forest; avoids 
the forest edge; often found in well 


wooded swamps and ravines.


Migrate South before Winter Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol


Bald Eagle 


Haliaeetus leucocephalus


SC N/A Prefers deciduous and mixed-
deciduous forest; and habitat close to 


water bodies such as lakes and 
rivers.  They roost in super canopy 


trees such as Pine.


Breed and Nest - April or May 
Some Migrate South when 
waterbodies
 freeze over


Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol


Bank Swallow 


Riparia riparia


THR Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


It nests in a wide variety of naturally 
and anthropogenically created 


vertical banks, which often erode and 
change over time including aggregate 
pits and the shores of large lakes and 


rivers.


Migrate South before Winter Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol.
Colony and Roost information should be 


recorded and submitted using Bird 
Studies Canada's Ontario Bank Swallow 


Project data forms (2010).


Barn Owl 


Tyto alba


END Species Protection 
and Habitat 
Regulation


Generally prefer low-elevation, open 
country; often associated with 


agricultural lands, especially pasture. 
Nests are located in buildings, hollow 


trees and cavities in cliffs.


Active Year Round
Some leave for the Winter


Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol
Night surveys may be helpful as they are 


very vocal


Barn Swallow 


Hirundo rustica


THR Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Prefers farmland; lake/river 
shorelines; wooded clearings; urban 


populated areas; rocky cliffs; and 
wetlands. They nest inside or outside 
buildings; under bridges and in road 
culverts; on rock faces and in caves 


etc.


Migrate South before Winter Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol







Black Tern 


Chlidonias niger


SC N/A Generally prefer freshwater marshes 
and wetlands; 
nest either on 


floating material in a marsh or on the 
ground very close to water


Migrate South for the Winter Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol


Bobolink 


Dolichonyx oryzivorus


THR Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally prefers open grasslands 
and hay fields. In migration and in 


winter uses freshwater marshes and 
grasslands


Migrate South for the Winter Contact MNR Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 


the protocol


Canada Warbler


Cardellina canadensis


SC N/A Generally prefers wet coniferous, 
decidiuous and mixed forest types, 
with a dense shrub layer. Nests on 
the ground, on logs or hummocks, 


and uses dense shrub layer to 
conceal the nest.


Arrive in Early May
Migrate South for the Winter


Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol


Cerulean Warbler 


Setophaga cerulea


THR Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally found in mature deciduous 
forests with an open understorey;  
also nests in older, second-growth 


deciduous forests.


Migrate South for the Winter Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol


Chimney Swift 


Chaetura pelagica


THR Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Historically found in deciduous and 
coniferous, usually wet forest types, 


all with a well developed, dense 
shrub layer; now most are found in 


urban areas in large uncapped 
chimneys


Nesting - Late April to Mid- 
May


Migrate South in September 
or Early October


Chimney Swift Monitoring Protocol. Bird 
Studies Canada, March 2009


Common Nighthawk 


Chordeiles minor


SC N/A Generally prefer open, vegetation-
free habitats, including dunes, 


beaches, recently harvested forests, 
burnt-over areas, logged areas, rocky 
outcrops, rocky barrens, grasslands, 


pastures, peat bogs, marshes, 
lakeshores, and river banks. This 
species also inhabits mixed and 


coniferous forests. Can also be found 
in urban areas (nest on flat roof-tops).


Migrate South for the Winter Contact MNR Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 


the protocol







Eastern Meadowlark


Sturnella magna


THR Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally prefers grassy pastures, 
meadows and hay fields. Nests are 
always on the ground and usually 
hidden in or under grass clumps.


Migrate South for the Winter Contact MNR Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 


the protocol


Eastern Whip-poor-will


Caprimlugus vociferus


THR Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally prefer semi-open 
deciduous forests or patchy forests 


with clearings; areas with little 
ground cover are also preferred; In 
winter they occupy primarily mixed 


woods near open areas.


Nesting: May - July Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 


the protocol


Eastern Wood-Pewee 


Contopus virens


SC N/A Associated with deciduous and mixed 
forests. Within mature and 


intermediate age stands it prefers 
areas with little understory 


vegetation as well as forest clearings 
and edges.


Migrate South for the Winter Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 


the protocol


Golden-winged Warbler 


Vermivora chrysoptera


SC N/A Generally prefer areas of early 
successional vegetation, found 


primarily on field edges, hydro or 
utility right-of-ways, or recently 


logged areas.


Migrate South for the Winter Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol


Henslow's Sparrow 


Ammodramus henslowii


END Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally found in old fields, 
pastures and wet meadows. They 


prefer areas with dense, tall grasses, 
and thatch, or decaying plant material


Migrate South for the Winter Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol


King Rail 


Rallus elegans


END Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally this species requires large 
marshes with open shallow water 


that merges with shrubby areas


Breed from Late April to mid-
May


Migrate South for the Winter


Follow Marsh Monitoring Protocol.


Least Bittern 


Ixobrychus exilis


THR Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally located near pools of open 
water in relatively large marshes and 
swamps that are dominated by cattail 


and other robust emergent plants


Migrate South for the Winter Follow Marsh Monitoring Protocol; 10 
day window of male calling (variable 


timing).  Does not respond well to 
playback. Very difficult to detect.







Louisiana Waterthrush 


Seiurus motacilla


SC N/A Generally inhabits mature forests  
along steeply sloped ravines adjacent 


to running water. It prefers clear, 
cold streams and densely wooded 


swamps


Migrate South for the Winter Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol


Peregrine Falcon 


Falco peregrinus


SC N/A Generally nest on tall, steep cliff 
ledges adjacent to large waterbodies; 


some birds adapt to urban 
environments and nest on ledges of 


tall buildings, even in densely 
populated downtown areas.


Active Year Round
Lay Eggs around Easter


Hatching occurs around 
Mother's Day


Young fledge around Father's 


Visit ideal habitat locations and 
listen/look for individuals in the vicinity.


Prothonotary Warbler 


Protonotaria citrea


END Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally found in the dead trees of 




flooded woodlands or deciduous 
swamp forests; Carolinia Zone


Migrate South for the Winter
Eggs are laid from Late May - 


Early July


Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol


Red-Headed Woodpecker 


Melanerpes erythrocephalus


SC N/A Generally prefer open oak and beech 




forests, grasslands, forest edges, 
orchards, pastures, riparian forests, 
roadsides, urban parks, golf courses, 
cemeteries, as well as along beaver 


ponds and brooks


Active from May to September Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol


Short-eared Owl 


Asio flammeus


SC N/A Generally prefers a wide variety of 
open habitats, including grasslands, 


peat bogs, marshes, sand-sage 
concentrations, old pastures and 


agricultural fields


Active Year Round Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 


the protocol


Wood Thrush 


Hylocichla mustelina


SC N/A Nests mainly in second-growth and 
mature deciduous and mixed forests, 


with saplings and well-developed 
understory layers. Prefers large forest 


mosaics, but may also nest in small 
forest fragments.


Migrate South for the Winter
Arrive in Ontario in mid to 


late spring


Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol


Yellow-breasted Chat 


Icteria virens


END Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally prefer dense thickets 
around wood edges, riparian areas, 


and in overgrown clearings


Migrate South for the Winter
Arrive in Ontario Early May


Follow Breeding Bird Survey Protocol







Fish SARO Protection Habitat Information Timing Windows Survey Protocol


American Eel 


Anguilla rostrata


END Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


All fresh water, estuaries and coastal 
marine waters 
that are accessible to 


the Atlantic Ocean; 12-mile Creek 
watershed and Lake Ontario


Active Year Round Electrofishing
For information please contact your local 


MNRF office, CA or DFO


Grass Pickerel 


Esox americanus vermiculatus


SC N/A Generally occur in wetlands with 
warm, 
shallow water and an 


abundance of aquatic plants; 
occur 
in the St. Lawrence River, Lake 


Ontario, Lake Erie, and Lake Huron


Spawn from late March 
to 
early May


For information please contact your local 
MNRF office, CA and/or DFO


Redside Dace 


Clinostomus elongatus


END Species Protection 
and Habitat 
Regulation


Generally found in pools and slow-
moving areas of small headwater 
streams with a moderate to high 


gradient


Spawning occurs in May Contact MNR Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 


the protocol


Silver Shiner 


Notropis photogenis


THR Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally prefer moderate to large, 
deep, relatively clear streams with 


swift currents, and moderate to high 
gradients


Spawning occurs in May and 
June


For information please contact your local 
MNRF office, CA and/or DFO


Insect SARO Protection Habitat Information Timing Windows Survey Protocol


Monarch Butterfly


Danaus plexippus


SC N/A Exist primarily wherever milkweed 
and wildflowers exist; abandoned 


farmland, along roadsides, and other 
open spaces


Usually migrate south in late 
September and October


Watch for adults along roadsides and in 
open fields.  
Caterpillars feed on 


milkweeds: Common milkweed grows in 
open disturbed habitats (fields, roadsides, 


etc) and swamp milkweed grows in wet 
habitats (along streams, lakes, marshes)
Adults can be spotted from a distance; 


caterpillars must be looked for carefully 
on the host plant.


Mottled Duskywing 


Erynnis martialis


END Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally inhabits a range of 
grassland, shrubland, and savanna 
habitats that contain well drained 
soils and the presence of its host 


plants Prairie Redroot (Ceanothus 
herbaceus) or New Jersey Tea 


(Ceanothus americanus).


Adult butterfly emerges from 
pupa in late March and early 


April


Watch for adults near host plants or 
search for caterpillars on the host plant  
Adults can be spotted from a distance; 


caterpillars must be looked for carefully 
on the host plant.







West Virginia White 


Pieris virginiensis


SC N/A Generally prefer moist, deciduous 
woodlands. The larvae feed only on 


the leaves of the two-leaved 
toothwort (Cardamine diphylla), 
which is a small, spring-blooming 


plant of the forest floor.


Adult butterfly emerges from 
pupa in late March; flies only 


in April and May


Watch for adults within moist, deciduous 
woodlands 


Caterpillars feed on the two-leaved 
toothwort: Toothwort grows in damp, 
open, rich hardwood woodlands and 


blooms from April to June. 
Adults can be spotted from a distance; 


caterpillars must be searched for carefully 
by checking host plant


Mammal SARO Protection Habitat Information Timing Windows Survey Protocol


American Badger 


Taxidea taxus


END Species Protection 
and Habitat 
Regulation


Generally prefers open habitats, 
whether natural (grasslands) or man-
made (agricultural fields, road right-


of-ways, golf courses).


Breed: Late Summer
Semi-dormant over Winter


Determine if soils are suitable (sandy or 
loamy)


Dens and Woodchuck burrows should be 
surveyed for use


Eastern Small-footed Myotis  


Myotis leibii


END Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Overwintering habitat: Caves and 
mines that remain above 0 degrees 


Celsuis  
Maternal Roosts: primarily under 


loose rocks on exposed rock 
outcrops, crevices and cliffs, and 
occasionally in buildings, under 


bridges and highway overpasses and 
under tree bark.


Hibernates in caves and 
mines during winter


Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 


the protocol


Little Brown Myotis 


Myotis lucifugus


END Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Overwintering habitat: Caves and 
mines that remain above 0 degrees 


Celsius                                                       
 


Maternal Roosts: Often associated 
with buildings (attics, barns etc.). 


Occasionally found in trees (25-44 cm 
dbh).


Hibernates during winter Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 


the protocol


Northern Myotis 


Myotis septentrionalis


END Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Overwintering habitat: Caves and 
mines that remain above 0 degrees 


Celsius                                                       
    


Maternal Roosts: Often asssociated 
with cavities of large diameter trees 


(25-44 cm dbh). Occasionally found in 
structures (attics, barns etc.)


Hibernates during winter Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 


the protocol







Woodland Vole 


Microtus pinetorum


SC N/A Generally associated with deciduous 
forests in areas of soft, friable, often 


sandy soil beneath deep humus, 
where it can burrow easily.


Active Year Round Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 


the protocol


Mollusc SARO Protection Habitat Information Timing Windows Survey Protocol


Eastern Pondmussel 


Ligumia nasuta


END Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally inhabit sheltered areas of 
lakes 
or slow streams in substrates 


of fine sand and mud


Active Year Round Please reference: Mackie, G, T.J Morris, 
and D Ming. "Protocol for the Detection 


and Relocation of Freshwater Mussel 
Species at Risk in Ontario Great Lakes 
Area (OGLA)." Fisheries and Oceans 


Canada. (2008).


Lilliput


Taxolasma parvum


END Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Found in a variety of habitats 
including small to large rivers, 


wetlands, shallows of lakes, ponds 
and reservoirs. They are common in 
soft substrates with over 50% of the 


substrate type comprised of sand and 
a mud/muck/silt combination. 


Typically occur with or near Green 
Sunfish, Bluegill, White Crappie, and 


Johnny Darter


Active Year Round Please reference: Mackie, G, T.J Morris, 
and D Ming. "Protocol for the Detection 


and Relocation of Freshwater Mussel 
Species at Risk in Ontario Great Lakes 
Area (OGLA)." Fisheries and Oceans 


Canada. (2008): Print. 


Rainbow Mussel 


Villosa iris


THR Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Most abundant in shallow, well- 
oxygenated reaches of small- to 


medium-sized rivers and sometimes 
lakes, on substrates of cobble, gravel, 


sand and occasionally mud


Active Year Round Please reference: Mackie, G, T.J Morris, 
and D Ming. "Protocol for the Detection 


and Relocation of Freshwater Mussel 
Species at Risk in Ontario Great Lakes 
Area (OGLA)." Fisheries and Oceans 


Canada. (2008): Print. 


Plant SARO Protection Habitat Information Timing Windows Survey Protocol


American Chestnut 


Castanea dentata


END Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Found in deciduous forest 
communities; this tree prefers arid 


forests with acid and sandy soils.


Flowers occur in Late Spring 
and Early Summer


Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion, pausing to scan for plants every 5 


meters 
Use a plant field guide to distinguish from 


similar species 
Perform detailed floristic inventory


Look for distinictive fruits on the ground







American Columbo 


Frasera caroliniensis


END Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Most commonly associated with 
open deciduous forested slopes, 
thickets and clearings; grows in a 


variety of relatively stable habitats as 
well as on a wide variety of soils.


Germination and 
development of the rosette 


begin in early spring
Flowers open in May


Fruit production continues 


Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion, pausing to scan for plants
     


every 5 meters 
Use a plant field guide to distinguish from 


similar species
Look for spikes from last years flowers


American Ginseng 


Panax quinquefolius


END Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Grows in rich, moist, undisturbed and 
relatively mature deciduous woods in 


areas of neutral soil (such as over 
limestone or marble bedrock).


Flowering begins in June and 
continues until August


The fruit develop from July to 
August and ripen in August 


and September


Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion, pausing to scan for plants every 5 


meters 
Use a plant field guide to distinguish from 


similar species


Broad Beech Fern 


Phegopteris hexagonoptera


SC N/A Generally inhabits shady areas of 
beech and maple forests where the 


soil is moist or wet


The frond of the Broad Beech 
Fern appears towards the end 


of May


Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion, pausing to scan for plants
     


every 5 meters 
Use a plant field guide to distinguish from 


similar species


Butternut 


Juglans cinerea


END Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally grows in rich, moist, and 
well-drained soils often found along 


streams.  It may also be found on 
well-drained gravel sites, especially 


those made up of limestone.  It is also 
found, though seldomly, on dry, 


rocky and sterile soils.  In Ontario, 
the Butternut generally grows alone 


or in small groups in deciduous 
forests as well as in hedgerows


Flowers from April to June. 
Fruits reach maturity during 
the month of September or 


October


Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion through suitable habitat pausing 


every 30 meters for a detailed scan of 
trees within sight.  Areas with dense 


foliage or many saplings will require a 
more intensive survey to detect sapling 


butternut.  Use Butternut Health 
Assessment Protocol if planning on 


removing trees.


Eastern Flowering Dogwood 


Cornus florida


END Species Protection 
and Habitat 
Regulation


Generally grows in deciduous and 
mixed forests, in the drier areas of its 


habitat, although it is occasionally 
found in slightly moist environments; 


Also grows around edges and 
hedgerows


Flowering occurs in mid-May, 
just 
as the leaves begin to 


develop. 
Fruit turns red at the end of 


summer.


Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion, pausing to scan for plants every 5 


meters  
Use a plant field guide to distinguish from 


similar species 
Easiest to detect during Spring when in 


flower
Also look for distinctive bark







Few-flowered Club-rush 


Trichophorum planifolium


END Species Protection 
and Habitat 
Regulation


Generally found in Dry Fresh Oak 
deciduous forests and Dry Fresh Oak-


Maple-Hickory deciduous forests 
(only found on RBG property).


Plants flower early before the 
forest 
canopy


Seaches for this species should only be 
done in March or April, when the species 


is most visible 
Walk slowly and systematically in grid 


fashion, pausing to scan for plants every 1 
meters 


Distinguishing this species from similar 
species is difficult


Green Dragon 


Arisaema dracontium


SC N/A Generally grows in damp deciduous 
forests and along streams.


Flowering occurs in May and 
June


Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion, pausing to scan for plants
     


every 5 meters
Use a plant field guide to distinguish from 


similar species


Hoary Mountain-mint


Pycnanthemum incanum


END Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Oak savannas and prairies, dry sites. Flowering occurs in July Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion, pausing to scan for plants
     


every 5 meters  
Use a plant field guide to distinguish from 


similar species


Red Mulberry 


Morus rubra


END Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally grows in moist forest 
habitats. In Ontario, these include 
slopes and ravines of the Niagara 
Escarpment, and sand spits and 
bottom lands; Can grow in open 


areas such as hydro corridors


Flowering occurs when leaves 
emerge in late spring. 


Fruit emerges in Mid-July.


Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion, pausing to scan for plants every 5 


meters  
Use a plant field guide to distinguish from 


the similar White Mulberry
Distinguishing Red Mulberry and the 
hybrid Red and White Mulberry will 


require the collection of leaves for generic 
testing, which requires a 17(2)(b) permit


Spotted Wintergreen 


Chimaphila maculata


END Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally grow in sandy habitats in 
dry-mesic oak-pine woods.


Flowering occurs in late July 




to early August


Watch for the distinct evergreen leaves in 
suitable habitat


May be easiest to search in fall and spring


White Wood Aster 


Eurybia divaricata


THR Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally grows in open, dry, 
deciduous forests. It has been 


suggested that it may benefit from 
some disturbance, as it often grows 


along trails.


Flowering occurs in early 
September, 
and sets fruit 


later in the month


Walk slowly and systematically in grid 
fashion, pausing to scan for plants
     


every 5 meters  
Use a plant field guide to distinguish from 


similar species


Reptile SARO Protection Habitat Information Timing Windows Survey Protocol







Blanding's Turtle 


Emydoidea blandingii


THR Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally occur in freshwater lakes, 
permanent or temporary pools, slow-


flowing streams, marshes and 
swamps. They prefer shallow water 
that is rich in nutrients, organic soil 


and dense vegetation. Adults are 
generally found in open or partially 
vegetated sites, and juveniles prefer 


areas that contain thick aquatic 
vegetation including sphagnum, 


water lilies and algae. They dig their 
nest in a variety of loose substrates, 
including sand, organic soil, gravel 
and cobblestone. Overwintering 
occurs in permanent pools that 


average about one metre in depth, or 
in slow-flowing streams.


Eggs are laid in June, with 
hatchlings emerging in late 


September and early October.


Contact MNR Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 


the protocol


Eastern Hog-nosed Snake 


Heterodon platirhinos


THR Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally prefer habitats with sandy, 
well-drained soil and open vegetative 


cover, such as open woods, 
brushland, fields, forest edges and 
disturbed sites. The species is often 


found near water.


Mating occurs in spring and in 
August and early September. 


Eggs are laid in June. 
Hatching occurs in late August 


or early September


In early spring, look for individuals near 
ideal hibernation sites


During egg-laying period (June), look for 
nesting females in sandy areas in early 


morning and late evening.
Rest of the season, survey intensively and 


systematically by flipping rocks


Eastern Ribbonsnake 


Thamnophis sauritus


SC N/A Generally occur along the edges of 
shallow ponds, streams, marshes, 


swamps, or bogs bordered by dense 
vegetation that provides cover. 


Abundant exposure to sunlight is also 
required, and adjacent upland areas 


may be used for nesting.


Hibernate: October - April
Mating: Early Spring
Hatching: Early Fall 


(September)


Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 


the protocol


Milksnake 


Lampropeltis triangulum


SC N/A Generally occur in rural areas, where 
it is most frequently reported in and 


around buildings, especially old 
structures. It is also found in a wide 


variety of habitats, from prairies, 
pastures, and hayfields, to rocky 


hillsides and a wide variety of forest 
types. They must also be in proximity 


of water, and suitable locations for 
basking and egg-laying.


Active at dawn and dusk in 
the spring 
and fall, and at 


night in the summer.
Hibernate: Late October to 


Early May


Contact MNRF Guelph District 
Management Biologist to obtain a copy of 


the protocol







Northern Map Turtle 


Graptemys geographica


SC N/A Generally inhabits both lakes and 
rivers, showing a preference for slow 


moving currents, muddy bottoms, 
and abundant aquatic vegetation. 


These turtles need suitable basking 
sites (such as rocks and logs) and 


exposure to the sun for at least part 
of the day.


Active: At night 
Hibernate: October - April


Hatching: Late August - Early 
September


Scan shoreline in spring and partially 
submerged logs/rocks in summer for 


basking turtles
Be aware that map turtles do not allow as 
close of approach as other turtles before 


leaving a basking site
Snorkel in desired aquatic habitat


Snapping Turtle 


Chelydra serpentina


SC N/A Generally inhabit shallow waters 
where they can hide under the soft 


mud and leaf litter. Nesting sites 
usually occur on gravely or sandy 


areas along streams. Snapping Turtles 
often take advantage of man-made 
structures for nest sites, including 


roads (especially gravel shoulders), 
dams and aggregate pits.


Nesting: Late May and June
Hibernate: October - April


Scan offshore rocks and logs for basking 
turtles (10am-2pm) 


Snorkel in desired aquatic habitat 
Nesting Season: Search known or 


preferred nesting habitat areas for 
females


Spiny Softshell 


Apalone spinifera


THR Species Protection 
and General 


Habitat Protection


Generally prefer marshy creeks, swift-
flowing rivers, lakes, impoundments, 


bays, marshy lagoons, ditches and 
ponds near rivers


Lay eggs in June or July
Hibernate over winter


Best time to survey is during nesting 
season when females are active laying 


eggs 
Visual searches should be conducted in 


appropriate habitat


ONTARIO MINISTRY of NATURAL RESOURCES and FORESTRY | GUELPH DISTRICT OFFICE 
1 Stone Road West, Guelph, Ontario, N1G 4Y2   esa.guelph@ontario.ca







CONFIRMATION OF REGISTRATION
Form Name: Notice of Activity and Other Notices under the Endangered Species Act, 2007


Date Registration Filed: 02/24/2016


Confirmation ID: M-102-2122679009


Version Number: 001


Update Date:


21 KING ST W, SUITE 920
Hamilton, ON L8P4W7


Dear Sir/Madam,


GARNER ROAD INVESTMENTS


You have registered under Ontario Regulation Reg. 242/08 of the Endangered Species Act, 2007 and your Notice form has
been received by the Ministry of Natural Resources for activities eligible under the following regulatory provision:


You are required to show this Confirmation of Registration upon the request of the Ministry. Please refer to Ontario
Regulation 242/08 for requirements that apply to your activity.


Registry and Approval Services Centre
Ministry of Natural Resources
300 Water Street
Peterborough, ON, K9J8M5
Toll-free: 1-855-613-4256
E-mail: mnr.rasc@ontario.ca  


Any questions related to this registration and/or the Natural Resources Registry should be directed to:


140 Garner RD E
Ancaster, ON L9G3K9


located at:


for the following species:


Barn Swallow[Hirundo rustica];


Barn Swallow and Chimney Swift - Activities in built structures that are habitat
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Scientific Name Common Name S-Rank COSSARO COSEWIC Species Requirements Potential Habitat in Study Area 


Birds 


Acadian Flycatcher Empidonax 
virescens 


S2S3B END END Preferred breeding habitat generally consists of large 
mature forests and deeply wooded ravines (Friesen 
and Stabb, 2001). A minimum of thirty hectares of 
suitable habitat are required. 


No – no large tracts of deciduous 
forest present in the Study Area.  


Least Bittern Ixobrychus exilis S4B THR THR Nests in freshwater marshes where dense aquatic 
vegetation occurs with woody vegetation and open 
water.  Found most commonly in marshes greater than 
5 ha in size (Gibbs et al., 1992).   


No – large areas of open water 
habitat surrounded by dense aquatic 
vegetation is not present in the Study 
Area. 


Bald Eagle Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 


S4B, S2N SC NAR Almost always nests near water, usually on large lakes.  
Large stick nests are placed in trees located within 
mature woodlots.  They usually prefer 250 ha of mature 
forest for breeding (Sandilands, 2005). 


No – large stick nests and large tracts 
of woodland for breeding are not 
present in the Study Area. 


Bank Swallow Riparia riparia S4B THR THR-NS excavates nests in exposed earth banks along 
watercourses and lakeshores, roadsides, stockpiles of 
soil, and the sides of sand and gravel pits 


No – no exposed banks in Study Area 


Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica S4B THR THR-NS farmlands or rural areas; cliffs, caves, rock niches; 
buildings or other man-made structures for nesting; 
open country near body of water 


Yes – a Barn Swallow kiosk was 
installed to compensate for the 
removal of a barn that provided 
nesting habitat – A Confirmation of 
Registry was obtained from the MNRF 
(Appendix B), and the barn was 
removed prior to submission of this EIS. 


Barn Owl Tyto alba S1 END END Favours pastures, hayfields, marshes and other grassy 
habitats that support mice and vole populations. It has 
nested in barns, church steeples, silos, cavities in large 
trees and artificial nest boxes (Cadman et al., 2007). 


No – Barn Owls are very rare and not 
likely to occur in the Study Area.  


Black Tern Chlidonias niger S3B SC NAR Nests semi-colonially in freshwater marshes with 
emergent vegetation.  This species prefers marshes or 
marsh complexes of more than 20 ha in size for 
breeding (Dunn and Agro, 1995). 


No – no large marshes are present in 
the Study Area. 


Bobolink Dolichonyx 
oryzivorus 


S4B THR THR-NS large, open expansive grasslands with dense ground 
cover; hayfields, meadows or fallow fields; marshes; 


No – no large grasslands or hayfields in 
the Study Area  
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requires tracts of grassland >50 ha, but can use >10ha 


Canada Warbler Wilsonia 
canadensis 


S4B SC THR found in moist mixed deciduous-coniferous forests with 
a well-developed understory; may also occur in shrub 
marshes, red maple stands, coniferous riparian 
woodlands, ravines and steep brushy slopes, and 
regenerating forests 


No – no mixed or coniferous forests or 
red maple stands in Study Area.  
Swamp thicket habitat is small, and 
would likely not support Canada 
Warbler. 


Cerulean Warbler Dendroica 
cerulean 


S3B THR END Breeds mainly in mature deciduous or swamp forest. 
The species generally prefers tracts over 100 ha in size 
but it has been found to breed in woodlots as small as 
10 ha (Hamel, 2000). 


No – no large deciduous forest or 
swamp present in the Study Area. 


Chimney Swift Chaetura pelagica S4B, S4N THR THR Commonly found in urban areas near buildings; nests 
in hollow trees, crevices of rock cliffs, chimneys; highly 
gregarious; feeds over open water. 


Yes – in the FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 
communities however this species is 
unlikely to be present as they prefer 
urban structures.  This species was not 
observed in the Study Area during 
field investigations. 


Common 
Nighthawk 


Chordeiles minor S4B SC THR Nests on the ground in open habitats preferably with 
rocky or graveled substrate.  


No – no open areas with gravel 
substrate are present in the Study 
Area.  


Eastern 
Meadowlark 


Sturnella magna S4B THR THR-NS open, grassy meadows, farmland, pastures, hayfields 
or grasslands with elevated singing perches; cultivated 
land and weedy areas with trees; old orchards with 
adjacent, open grassy areas >10 ha in size 


No –  limited meadow habitat and no 
hayfields in the Study Area 


Eastern Whip-poor-
will 


Caprimlugus 
vociferus 


S4B THR THR Favours open woodlands with frequent clearings.  
Preferred nesting sites contain shaded leaf litter or pine 
needles and generally occur along wooded edges or 
in clearings without any herbaceous growth (Cadman 
et al. 1987).  Considered to be area-sensitive, 
preferring 100 hectares of suitable habitat for 
breeding.    


No – no large tracts of woodland 
habitat present in the Study Area.  


Eastern Wood 
Pewee 


Contopus virens S5B SC SC-NS Open, deciduous, mixed or coniferous forest; 
predominated by oak with little understory; forest 
clearings, edges; farm woodlots, parks. 


Yes – in the FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 
communities.  This species was 
observed in the FODM2-1 community 
during field investigations. 
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Golden-winged 
Warbler 


Vermivora 
chrysoptera 


S4B SC THR Breeding occurs in successional scrub habitats 
bordered by forests and nests are constructed on the 
ground (Cadman et al, 2007). Preference is shown 
towards early successional scrub (10-30 years into 
succession). 


No – successional scrub is not present 
in the Study Area. 


Henslow’s Sparrow Ammodramus 
henslowii 


SHB END  END A species of open habitats, consisting of weedy fields 
and meadows, preferably moist, with a mixture of 
grasses, forbs and scattered shrubs (Herkert et al., 
2002). An area sensitive species, generally preferring 
50 hectares of more of suitable nesting habitat 
(Herkert, 1991). 


No – no natural large open habitat 
present in the Study Area. 


King Rail Rallus elegans S2B END END Associated with emergent freshwater coastal marshes, 
most often dominated by cattails, sedges and 
common reed, but uses shrub/marsh habitat and 
brackish marshes with rushes and grasses in other parts 
of its range (Poole et al., 2005). It is thought to prefer 
large marshes more than 70 ha in size. 


No – no coastal marshes or other large 
marshes are present in the Study Area. 


Louisiana 
Waterthrush 


Parkesia motacilla S3B SC SC Prefers deciduous and mixed forests with a strong 
Eastern Hemlock component, in deeply incised ravines 
(Cadman et al. 2007). It will also inhabit large flooded 
tracts of mature deciduous swamp forest.   


No – no deeply incised ravines or 
flooded swamps occur in the Study 
Area. 


Peregrine Falcon Falco perigrinus S3B SC SC Traditionally prefers suitable rock cliffs, particularly 
those adjacent to water. More recently the species 
has been released in various urban centers in Ontario 
where it successfully nests on tall buildings. 


No – no cliffs or tall buildings are 
located in the Study Area. 


Prothonotary 
Warbler 


Prothonotaria 
citrea 


S1 END END A habitat specialist, nesting exclusively in tree cavities, 
usually overhanging open water, found in deciduous 
swamps and floodplains (Cadman et al., 2007). 


No – no deciduous swamps or open 
water is present in the Study Area.  


Red-headed 
Woodpecker 


Melanerpes 
erythrocephalus 


S4B SC  THR Open, deciduous forest with little understory; fields or 
pasture lands with scattered large trees; wooded 
swamps; orchards, small woodlots or forest edges; 
groves of dead or dying trees; feeds on insects and 
stores nuts or acorns for winter; loss of habitat is limiting 
factor; requires cavity trees with at least 40 cm dbh; 


Yes – in the FODM2-1 community.  The 
FODM1-1 community is likely too 
fragmented for this species to establish 
a territory.  This species was not 
observed in the Study Area during 
field investigations. 
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require about 4 ha for a territory 


Short-eared Owl Asio flammeus S2N, S4B SC SC Inhabits open habitats such as agricultural lands, 
wetlands, and grasslands. This area sensitive species 
nests on the ground usually in tall vegetation and 
typically prefers 75 hectares of suitable habitat. 


No – meadow and wetland habitat for 
this species is not large enough in the 
Study Area.   


Wood Thrush Hylocichla 
mustelina 


S4B THR THR-NS deciduous and mixed forests in southern Ontario, 
ranging from small and isolated to large and 
contiguous woodlots; presence of tall trees and a thick 
understory are preferred 


Yes – the FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 
communities may provide habitat for 
this species. This species was not 
observed in the Study Area during 
field investigations. 


Yellow-breasted 
Chat 


Icteria virens S2B END SC (END) Prefers scrubby, early successional habitat; dense 
tangles of grape vine and raspberry are features of 
most breeding sites.   


No – no dense, early successional 
habitat present in the Study Area.   


Amphibians 


Jefferson 
Salamander 


Ambystoma 
jeffersonianum 


S2 END END Terrestrial during the adult stage and inhabits upland 
deciduous forests with suitable breeding areas 
including limestone sinkhole ponds, kettle ponds, 
vernal pools and other natural basins. Breeding areas 
are often ephemeral and are fed by spring runoff, 
groundwater, or springs. 


No - vernal pools suitable for breeding 
were observed in the Study Area, 
however habitat for the terrestrial 
stage may be present in the FODM2-1 
community.   


Reptiles 


Blanding’s Turtle Emydoidea 
blandingi 


S3 THR THR Frequents lakes, ponds, and marshes, and prefers 
shallow water with abundant aquatic vegetation and 
a soft bottom (MacCulloch, 2002). 


No – no permanent water present in 
the Study Area. 


Eastern Hog-nosed 
Snake 


Heterodon 
platirhinos 


S3 THR THR Requires well-drained loose or sandy soil; open 
vegetative cover; brushland or forest edge; relatively 
close proximity to water; and climatic conditions 
typical of the eastern deciduous forest (COSEWIC, 
2007) 


No – Soils in the Study Area are not 
suitable for this species. 


Eastern Ribbon 
Snake 


Thamnophis 
sauritus 


S3 SC SC Often frequents the edge of shallow ponds, streams, 
marshes, swamps, or bogs with dense vegetation 
nearby that provides cover, with abundant exposure 
to sunlight and upland areas for nesting (COSEWIC, 


Yes – habitat for this species may be 
present in the Study Area, especially 
near the intermittent watercourse.  No 
potential hibernacula features were 
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2002). observed in the Study Area.  This 
species was not observed during field 
investigations. 


Milksnake Lampropeltis 
triangulum 


S3 NAR SC Frequently reported in and around buildings, 
especially old structures. However, it is found in a 
variety of habitats, including prairies, pastures, 
hayfields, rocky hillsides and a wide variety of forest 
types. Two important features of ideal habitat are 
proximity to water, and suitable locations for basking 
and egg-laying. 


Yes – habitat for this species may be 
present in the Study Area, especially 
near the intermittent watercourse. No 
potential hibernacula features were 
observed in the Study Area.  This 
species was not observed during field 
investigations. 


Northern Map Turtle Graptemys 
geographica 


S3 SC SC Highly aquatic and inhabits slow moving, large rivers 
and lakes with soft bottoms and abundant aquatic 
vegetation (COSEWIC 2002). 


No – no permanent water present in 
the Study Area. 


Snapping turtle Chelydra 
serpentina 


S3 SC SC Inhabits permanent, semi-permanent fresh water; 
marshes, swamps or bogs; rivers and streams with soft 
muddy banks or bottoms; often uses soft soil or clean 
dry sand on south-facing slopes for nest sites. 


No – no habitat with permanent or 
semi-permanent water present in the 
Study Area. 


Spiny Softshell Apalone spinifera 
spinifera 


S3 THR THR Associated with Lake Erie, especially the Sydenham 
and Thames Rivers (COSEWIC 2002). Requires sandy 
beaches and riverbanks for nesting, shallow soft-
bottomed water bodies for nurseries and refuge, deep 
pools for thermoregulation, and riffle areas for 
foraging. 


No – no permanent water present in 
the Study Area. 


Mammals 


American Badger Taxidea taxus 
jacksoni 


S2 END END An animal of open places with deep soils. It prefers 
open grasslands, agricultural areas and open 
parklands (Eder, 2002). 


Yes – open habitat for this species 
occurs in the Study Area, however this 
species is very rare and not likely to 
occur.  No evidence of badger dens 
was observed in the Study Area during 
field investigations. 


Eastern Small-
footed Myotis 


Myotis leibii S2S3 END  roosts in caves, mine shafts, crevices or buildings that 
are in or near woodland; hibernates in cold dry caves 
or mines; maternity colonies in caves or buildings; hunts 
in forests 


No – no caves or buildings in Study 
Area 
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Little Brown Myotis Myotis lucifuga S4 END END uses caves, quarries, tunnels, hollow trees or buildings 
for roosting; winters in humid caves; maternity sites in 
dark warm areas such as attics and barns; feeds 
primarily in wetlands, forest edges 


Yes – potential maternity roosts in 
FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities.   


Northern Myotis Myotis 
septentrionalis 


S3? END END hibernates during winter in mines or caves; during 
summer males roost alone and females form maternity 
colonies of up to 60 adults; roosts in houses, manmade 
structures but prefers hollow trees or under loose bark; 
hunts within forests, below canopy 


Yes – potential maternity roosts in 
FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities. 


Woodland Vole Microtus pinetorum S3? SC SC Inhabits deciduous forests with a dense layer of leaf 
litter, woodland or orchard grassy patches, and areas 
of dense brush. Primarily subterranean, spending the 
majority of their time underground in burrows that are 
made in shallow soil or under leaf litter (Reid, 2006). 


Yes – potential habitat in the FODM2-
1, FODM1-1 and WODM4-4 
communities. 


Insects 


Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus S4B, S2N SC SC Larvae occur only where milkweed exists; adults are 
more generalized, feeding on a variety of wildflower 
nectar (OMNR, 2014). 


Yes – meadow habitat provides 
foraging habitat for this species, 
however there were no areas with an 
abundance of milkweed required for 
larvae. Monarch was observed during 
field investigations. 


Mottled Dusky Wing Erynnis martialis S2 END END Associated with the larval food plants, which in 
Ontario are Prairie Root and New Jersey Tea.  These 
plant species generally grow in dry, sandy soils within 
oak or pine woodlands, along roadsides, hydro 
corridors, riverbanks, oak savannas, shady hillside, 
tallgrass prairies and alvars (Linton, 2015). 


No – no dry, sandy woodland 
communities in the Study Area, and 
no occurrences of prairie root or New 
Jersey Tea observed during field 
investigations. 


West Virginia White Pieris virginiensis S3 SC NAR Occurs near its only known food plant, toothwort. 
Toothworts, generally occupy moister areas of good 
quality, mesic, sugar maple-dominated deciduous 
woodlands. 


No – although the FODM2-1 and 
FODM1-1 communities may provide 
habitat for toothwort that is required 
to support this species, toothwort was 
not observed during field 
investigations. 
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Plants 


American Chestnut Castanea dentata S2 END END Grows in rich mixed and deciduous forests, frequently 
with oak; most populations have been decimated by 
chestnut blight (Nixon, 1997). 


Yes – potential habitat in the FODM2-1 
and FODM1-1 communities.  American 
Chestnut was observed in the FODM2-
1 community during field 
investigations. 


American Columbo Frasera 
caroliniensis 


S2 END END Occurs in a variety of habitats but is most commonly 
associated with dry open forested slopes but can be 
found in clearings and thickets as well as swampy 
areas; Its long life span may allow for persistence in 
sub-optimal habitats (COSEWIC, 2006). 


Yes – potential habitat in the FODM2-1 
and FODM1-1 communities.  This 
species was not observed during field 
investigations. 


American Ginseng Panax 
quinquefolius 


S2 END END Found within rich, moist deciduous woods, particularly 
on calcareous rocky shaded slopes.  Colonies often 
found in the warm, well drained microhabitat at the 
bottom of gentle south to south-west facing slopes 
(COSEWIC, 2000). 


Yes – potential habitat in the FODM2-1 
and FODM1-1 communities. This 
species was not observed during field 
investigations. 


Broad Beech Fern Phegopteris 
hexagonoptera 


S3 SC SC Occurs in moist areas of rich deciduous forests such as 
the base of slopes and along seeps and streams 
(Reznicek et al. 2011), often inhabiting the shady areas 
of beech and maple forests. 


Yes – potential habitat in the FODM2-1 
and FODM1-1 communities. This 
species was not observed during field 
investigations. 


Butternut Juglans cinerea S3? END END Commonly found in a variety of habitats throughout 
Southern Ontario, including woodlands and 
hedgerows ideal habitat includes rich, moist, and well-
drained soils often found along streams, but may also 
be found on well-drained gravel sites, particularly 
those made of limestone (COSEWIC, 2003). 


Yes – potential habitat in the FODM2-1 
and FODM1-1 communities.  Butternut 
was observed during field 
investigations in the THDM3 hedgerow 
on the east boundary of the Subject 
Property and in the FOD community in 
the Southwest corner of the Subject 
Property. 


Eastern Flowering 
Dogwood 


Cornus Florida S2? END END An understory plant of dry to fresh deciduous and 
mixed forests, which frequently grows on the tops of 
slopes or other dry microsites, and occasionally in 
moister areas where no flooding occurs; preferred soils 
range from sand to sandy loam and clay loam 
(COSEWIC, 2007). 


Yes – potential habitat in the FODM2-1 
and FODM1-1 communities.  This 
species was not observed during field 
investigations. 
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Few-flowered Club-
rush 


Trichophorum 
planifolium 


S1 END END Occurs in open areas within both oak forest and oak 
woodland habitats. Limited to two locations in 
Canada: Cootes Paradise Nature Sanctuary in 
Hamilton, and Rouge Park in Toronto (Smith and 
Rothfels, 2007). 


No – the Study Area is not included in 
the known locations of this species. 
This species was not observed during 
field investigations. 


Green Dragon Arisaema 
dracontium 


S3 SC SC Occurs in mesic to wet deciduous woods, thickets, 
and bottomlands (Thompson, 2000). 


Yes – potential habitat in the FODM2-1 
and FODM1-1 communities. This 
species was not observed during field 
investigations.  


Hoary Mountain-
mint 


Pycnanthemum 
incanum 


S1 END END Dry oak woods and openings; known only from 
Hamilton and Halton Regions (Oldham and Brinker 
2009). Requires open, dry, sandy-clay habitats in open-
canopied deciduous forests on warmer-than-normal 
slopes (COSEWIC, 2000). 


Yes – potential habitat in the FODM2-1 
and FODM1-1 communities.  This 
species was not observed during field 
investigations. 


Red Mulberry Morus rubra S2 END END Found between the Niagara Escarpment and the Lake 
Ontario shore, Red Mulberry occurs in moist forests and 
thickets. 


Yes – potential habitat in the FODM2-1 
and FODM1-1 communities.  This 
species was not observed during field 
investigations. 


Spotted 
Wintergreen 


Chimaphila 
maculata 


S1 END END Occurs in a variety of forested habitats including 
coniferous, mixed, and deciduous forests, as well as 
dry sand communities (Freeman, 2009). 


Yes – potential habitat in the FODM2-1 
and FODM1-1 communities.  This 
species was not observed during field 
investigations. 


White Wood Aster Eurybia divaricata S2 THR THR Grows in dry to fresh deciduous forests, in clearings 
and openings, and on roadsides. 


Yes – potential habitat in the FODM2-1 
and FODM1-1 communities.  This 
species was not observed during field 
investigations. 
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Appendix D_ 160321401 Plant Species List


Family1 Scientific Name1 Common Name1
Species 
Code3,4


Establishment 
Means1


Coefficient of 
Conservatism3


Wetness 
Index3


Wetland 
Plant 
Species3


Weediness 
Index3


Provincial 
Status2,4


SARO 
Status2


COSEWIC 
Status3


LOCAL STATUS 
HAMILTON/ 
WENTWORTH3


LOCAL STATUS 
HAMILTON3


Athyriaceae Athyrium filix-femina angustum northeastern lady fern ATHFIAN native 4 0 T S5 -? X X
Dryopteridaceae Dryopteris carthusiana spinulose wood fern DRYCART native 5 -2 T S5 X X
Equisetaceae Equisetum arvense field horsetail EQUARVE native 0 0 T S5 X X
Onocleaceae Onoclea sensibilis sensitive fern ONOSENS native 4 -3 I S5 X X
Cupressaceae Juniperus virginiana virginiana eastern red cedar JUNVIRG native -? S5 L X
Cupressaceae Thuja occidentalis eastern white cedar THUOCCI native 4 -3 T S5 X X
Pinaceae Picea abies Norway spruce PICABIE introduced 5 -1 SE3 I I
Pinaceae Picea pungens blue spruce PICPUNG introduced -? SE1 I
Pinaceae Pinus strobus eastern white pine PINSTRO native 4 3 T S5 X X
Pinaceae Pinus sylvestris sylvestris Scotch pine PINSYLV introduced 5 -3 SE5 I I
Pinaceae Tsuga sp.
Adoxaceae Sambucus racemosa pubens red elderberry SAMRACE native 5 2 S5 X X
Adoxaceae Viburnum lentago nannyberry VIBLENT native 4 -1 T S5 X X
Adoxaceae Viburnum opulus opulus cranberry viburnum VIBOPUL introduced 0 -1 -? -? I I
Amaranthaceae Amaranthus sp.
Amaranthaceae Chenopodium album common lamb's-quarters CHENALA introduced -? -? -? -? SE5 ? -? -?
Anacardiaceae Rhus typhina staghorn sumac RHUTYPH native 1 5 S5 X X
Apiaceae Aegopodium podagraria goutweed AEGPODA introduced 0 -3 SE5 I I
Apiaceae Daucus carota wild carrot DAUCARO introduced 5 -2 SE5 I I
Apiaceae Osmorhiza sp.
Apiaceae Pastinaca sativa wild parsnip PASSATI introduced 5 -3 SE5 I I
Apocynaceae Apocynum cannabinum cannabinum -? APOCACA native 1 S5 X X
Apocynaceae Asclepias syriaca common milkweed ASCSYRI native 0 5 S5 X X
Araliaceae Aralia nudicaulis wild sarsaparilla ARANUDI native 4 3 S5 X X
Asteraceae Ambrosia artemisiifolia common ragweed AMBARTE native 0 3 S5 X X
Asteraceae Artemisia biennis biennial wormwood ARTBIEN introduced -2 -1 SE5 I I
Asteraceae Cirsium vulgare bull thistle CIRVULG introduced 4 -1 SE5 I I
Asteraceae Erigeron canadensis Canada horseweed -? native -? -? -? -? S5 ? -? -?
Asteraceae Erigeron sp.
Asteraceae Eupatorium perfoliatum common boneset EUPPERF native 2 -4 I S5 X X
Asteraceae Euthamia graminifolia grass-leaved goldenrod EUTGRAM native 2 -2 S5 X X
Asteraceae Eutrochium maculatum maculatum spotted Joe Pye weed EUTMAMA native 3 -5 I S5 -? X X
Asteraceae Lactuca sp.
Asteraceae Leucanthemum vulgare oxeye daisy LEUVULG introduced 5 -1 SE5 I I
Asteraceae Solidago canadensis canadensis Canada goldenrod SOLCANA native 1 3 S5 -? X X
Asteraceae Solidago nemoralis nemoralis grey-stemmed goldenrod SOLNENE native 2 5 S5 -? X X
Asteraceae Sonchus sp.
Asteraceae Symphyotrichum cordifolium heart-leaved aster SYMCORD native 5 5 S5 X X
Asteraceae Symphyotrichum lanceolatum lanceolatum white panicled aster SYMLANC native 3 -3 I S5 -? X X
Asteraceae Symphyotrichum novae-angliae New England aster SYMNOVA native 2 -3 S5 X X
Asteraceae Symphyotrichum puniceum puniceum purple-stemmed aster SYMPUNI native 6 -5 I S5 X X
Asteraceae Taraxacum officinale common dandelion TAROFFI introduced 3 -2 SE5 I I
Asteraceae Tussilago farfara coltsfoot TUSFARF introduced 3 T -2 SE5 I I
Balsaminaceae Impatiens capensis spotted jewelweed IMPCAPE native 4 -3 I S5 X X
Berberidaceae Podophyllum peltatum May-apple PODPELT native 5 3 S5 X X
Betulaceae Betula sp.
Betulaceae Carpinus caroliniana virginiana blue-beech CARCARO native 6 0 T S5 X X
Betulaceae Ostrya virginiana ironwood OSTVIRG native 4 4 S5 X X
Bignoniaceae Catalpa speciosa northern catalpa CATSPEC introduced 3 -1 SE1 I I
Boraginaceae Hackelia virginiana Virginia stickseed HACVIRG native 5 1 S5 X X
Brassicaceae Alliaria petiolata garlic mustard ALLPETI introduced 0 -3 SE5 I I
Brassicaceae Hesperis matronalis dame's rocket HESMATR introduced 5 -3 SE5 I I
Brassicaceae Rorippa sp.
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Caprifoliaceae Dipsacus fullonum common teasel DIPFULL introduced 5 -1 SE5 I I
Caprifoliaceae Lonicera tatarica Tartarian honeysuckle LONTATA introduced 3 -3 SE5 I I
Caryophyllaceae Cerastium fontanum vulgare common mouse-ear chickweed CERFONT introduced 3 -1 SE5 I I
Cornaceae Cornus alternifolia alternate-leaved dogwood CORALTE native 6 5 S5 X X
Cornaceae Cornus racemosa grey dogwood CORNFOR native -? -? -? -? S5 ? -? -?
Cornaceae Cornus stolonifera red-osier dogwood CORSERI native 2 -3 I* S5 X X
Cucurbitaceae Echinocystis lobata wild cucumber ECHLOBA native 3 -2 T S5 X X
Fabaceae Melilotus albus white sweet-clover MELALBA introduced 3 -3 SE5 I I
Fabaceae Robinia pseudoacacia black locust ROBPSEU introduced 4 -3 SE5 I I
Fabaceae Trifolium hybridum alsike clover TRIHYBR introduced 1 -1 SE5 I I
Fabaceae Vicia cracca tufted vetch VICCRAC introduced 5 -1 SE5 I I
Fagaceae Castanea dentata American chestnut CASDENT native 8 5 0 S2 END END U6
Fagaceae Quercus alba white oak QUEALBA native 6 3 S5 X X
Fagaceae Quercus rubra northern red oak QUERUBR native 6 3 S5 X X
Geraniaceae Geranium maculatum spotted geranium GERMACU native 6 3 S5 X X
Geraniaceae Geranium robertianum herb-Robert GERROBE native 5 -2 S5 I I
Grossulariaceae Ribes americanum wild black currant RIBAMER native 4 -3 T S5 X X
Grossulariaceae Ribes cynosbati eastern prickly gooseberry RIBCYNO native 4 5 S5 X X
Grossulariaceae Ribes sp.
Juglandaceae Carya cordiformis bitternut hickory CARCORD native 6 0 S5 X X
Juglandaceae Carya ovata ovata shagbark hickory CAROVAT native 6 3 T S5 X X
Juglandaceae Juglans cinerea butternut JUGCINE native 6 2 S3? END END X X
Juglandaceae Juglans nigra black walnut JUGNIGR native 5 3 S4 X X
Lamiaceae Glechoma hederacea ground-ivy GALSPEC introduced 5 -2 SE5 I I
Lythraceae Lythrum salicaria purple loosestrife LYTSALI introduced -5 I -3 SE5 I I
Malvaceae Malva moschata musk mallow MALMOSC introduced 5 -1 SE5 I I
Malvaceae Malva neglecta dwarf mallow MALROTU introduced 5 -1 SE5 I
Malvaceae Tilia americana basswood TILAMER native 4 3 S5 X X
Oleaceae Fraxinus americana white ash FRAAMER native 4 3 S4 X X
Oleaceae Fraxinus pennsylvanica green ash FRAPENN native 3 -3 T S4 X X
Oleaceae Ligustrum vulgare European privet LIGVULG introduced 1 -2 SE5 I I
Onagraceae Circaea canadensis canadensis Canada enchanter's nightshade CIRCANA native 3 3 S5 X X
Onagraceae Epilobium hirsutum hairy willowherb EPIHIRS introduced -4 I -2 SE5 I I
Onagraceae Epilobium sp.
Onagraceae Oenothera biennis common evening primrose OENBIEN native 0 3 S5 X X
Papaveraceae Chelidonium majus greater celandine CHEMAJU introduced 5 -3 SE5 I I
Phytolaccaceae Phytolacca americana americana common pokeweed PHYAMER native 3 1 S4 RL R5
Plantaginaceae Linaria vulgaris butter-and-eggs LINVULG introduced 5 -1 SE5 I I
Polygonaceae Persicaria virginiana Virginia smartweed PERVIRG native 6 0 S4 RL U8
Polygonaceae Rumex crispus curled dock RUMECRI introduced -? -? -? -? SE5 ? -? -?
Ranunculaceae Actaea pachypoda white baneberry ACTPACH native 6 5 S5 X X
Ranunculaceae Actaea rubra rubra red baneberry ACTRUBR native 5 5 S5 X X
Ranunculaceae Anemone canadensis Canada anemone ANECANA native 3 -3 T S5 X X
Ranunculaceae Anemone quinquefolia quinquefolia wood anemone ANEQUIN native 7 0 S5 X X
Ranunculaceae Ranunculus abortivus kidney-leaved buttercup RANABOR native 2 -2 S5 X X
Ranunculaceae Ranunculus hispidus hispidus bristly buttercup RANPENS native 3 -5 I -? -? RL X
Ranunculaceae Ranunculus recurvatus recurvatus hooked buttercup RANRECU native 4 -3 S5 X X
Ranunculaceae Ranunculus sceleratus sceleratus cursed buttercup RANSCSC introduced 2 -5 I -? -? X X
Rhamnaceae Rhamnus cathartica European buckthorn RHACATH introduced 3 T -3 SE5 I I
Rosaceae Agrimonia gryposepala hooked agrimony AGRGRYP native 2 2 S5 X X
Rosaceae Crataegus sp.
Rosaceae Fragaria vesca vesca woodland strawberry FRAVESC introduced 4 4 S5 X X
Rosaceae Geum aleppicum yellow avens GEUALEP native 2 -1 T S5 X X
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Rosaceae Geum canadense white avens GEUCANA native 3 0 T S5 X X
Rosaceae Malus pumila common apple MALPUMI introduced 5 -1 SE4 I I
Rosaceae Prunus serotina serotina black cherry PRUSERO native 3 3 S5 X X
Rosaceae Prunus virginiana virginiana chokecherry PRUVIRG native 2 1 S5 X X
Rosaceae Rosa multiflora multiflora rose ROSMULT introduced 3 -3 SE4 I I
Rosaceae Rubus allegheniensis Alleghany blackberry RUBALLE native 2 2 S5 X X
Rosaceae Rubus idaeus strigosus American red raspberry RUBUIDI native -? -? -? -? SNA -? -? -? -?
Rosaceae Rubus occidentalis black raspberry RUBOCCI native 2 5 S5 X X
Rubiaceae Galium spurium false cleavers GALSPUR introduced -? SE1
Salicaceae Populus deltoides deltoides eastern cottonwood POPDEDE native 4 -1 T S5 -? X
Salicaceae Populus tremuloides trembling aspen POPTREM native 0 T S5 X X
Salicaceae Salix babylonica weeping willow -? introduced -? -? -? -? -? -? -? -? -?
Salicaceae Salix eriocephala cottony willow SALIERI native -? -? -? -? S5 -? -? -?
Sapindaceae Acer negundo Manitoba maple ACENEGU native 0 -2 T S5 X X
Sapindaceae Acer platanoides Norway maple ACEPLAT introduced 5 -3 SE5 I I
Sapindaceae Acer rubrum red maple ACERUBR native 4 0 T S5 X X
Sapindaceae Acer saccharinum silver maple ACESACI native 5 -3 I S5 X X
Sapindaceae Acer saccharum sugar maple ACESACC native 4 3 S5 X X
Sapindaceae Acer tataricum ginnala Amur maple ACEGINN introduced 5 -2 SE1
Ulmaceae Ulmus americana white elm ULMAMER native 3 -2 T S5 X X
Verbenaceae Verbena hastata blue vervain VERHAST native 4 -4 I S5 X X
Verbenaceae Verbena urticifolia white vervain VERURTI native 4 -1 T S5 X X
Vitaceae Parthenocissus quinquefolia Virginia creeper PARQUIN native 6 1 S4?
Vitaceae Vitis riparia riverbank grape VITRIPA native 0 -2 S5 X X
Araceae Arisaema triphyllum pusillum small Jack-in-the-pulpit ARITRIP native 5 -2 T S5 X X
Araceae Symplocarpus foetidus eastern skunk cabbage SYMFOET native 7 -5 I S5 RL X
Asparagaceae Maianthemum canadense canadense wild lily-of-the-valley MAICANA native 5 0 S5 X X
Asparagaceae Maianthemum racemosum racemosum large false Solomon's seal MAIRACE native 4 3 S5 X X
Asparagaceae Polygonatum pubescens hairy Solomon's seal POLBICO native 8 3 S5
Cyperaceae Carex communis communis fibrous-root sedge -? native -? -? -? -? S5 -? -? -?
Cyperaceae Carex pensylvanica Pennsylvania sedge CARPENS native 5 5 S5 X X
Cyperaceae Carex retrorsa retrorse sedge CARRETR native 5 -5 I S5 X X
Cyperaceae Carex sp.
Cyperaceae Carex vulpinoidea fox sedge CARVULP native 3 -5 I S5 X X
Cyperaceae Scirpus sp.
Juncaceae Juncus sp.
Liliaceae Erythronium americanum americanum yellow trout lily ERYAMER native 5 5 S5 X X
Melanthiaceae Trillium grandiflorum white trillium TRIGRAN native 5 5 S5 X X
Poaceae Bromus inermis smooth brome BROINER introduced 5 -3 SE5 I I
Poaceae Phalaris arundinacea arundinacea reed canarygrass PHAARUN native 0 -4 T S5 X X
Poaceae Phragmites australis australis European reed PHRAUAU introduced 0 0 T 0 -? -?
Poaceae Poa pratensis pratensis Kentucky bluegrass POAPRPR introduced 0 1 -? -? X I
Smilacaceae Smilax sp.
Typhaceae Typha angustifolia narrow-leaved cattail TYPANGU introduced 3 -5 I SE5 X X
Typhaceae Typha latifolia broad-leaved cattail TYPLATI native 3 -5 I S5 X X







Species Diversity Total Number Percentage
Vascular Plants Listed: 151
Identified to species or ssp/var 136
Identified to Genus (not included in calculations below) 15


Native Species: 91 67%
Introduced Species: 45 33%
Provincial Status (Native Species Only)
S1-S3 Species: rare in Ontario 2 2%
S4 Species: uncommon in Ontario 6 7%
S5 Species: common in Ontario 82 90%
Not defined: 1 1%


C 0 to 3 lowest sensitivity 37 41%
C 4 to 6 moderate sensitivity 46 51%
C 7 to 8 high sensitivity 4 4%
C 9 to 10 highest sensitivity 0 0%
Not defined: 5 5%
Average C 3.7
FQI 65.8


weediness = 0 Not invasive 2 1%
weediness = -1 low potential invasiveness 14 10%
weediness = -2 moderate potential invasiveness 8 6%
weediness = -3 high potential invasiveness 14 10%
Not defined: 98 72%
Average weediness -1.9


upland W of 5 31 23%
facultative upland W of 4, 3 or 2 34 25%
facultative W of 1, 0 or -1 26 19%
facultative wetland W of -2, -3 or -4 24 18%
obligate wetland W of -5 10 7%
Not defined: 11 8%
Average wetness value 1.2


Total Wetland Tolerant (T) as identified in OWES Manual 25 18%
Total Wetland Indicator (I) as identified in OWES Manual 18 13%
Not defined: 93 68%


Means of Establishment


Co-efficient of Conservatism (C) and Floristic Quality Index(FQI) (Native Species Only)


Presence of Weedy & Invasive Species


Wetness Index


Presence of Wetland (W) Species
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Appendix E: 160321401 Wildlife Species List


COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME ONTARIO STATUS COSSARO COSEWIC


Local Status
Hamilton


ODONATA
Eastern Amberwing Perithemis tenera S4
BUTTERFLIES
Cabbage White Pieris rapae SNA
American Painted Lady Vanessa virginiensis S5
Red Admiral Vanessa atalanta S5
Monarch Danaus plexippus S4B, S2N SC SC
AMPHIBIANS
American Toad Anaxyrus americanus S5
Spring Peeper Pseudacris crucifer S5
Northern Green Frog Lithobates clamitans S5
REPTILES
Eastern Gartersnake Thamnophis sirtalis S5
BIRDS
Canada Goose Branta canadensis S5
Wild Turkey Meleagris gallopava S5
Rock Pigeon Columba livia SNA
Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura S5
Killdeer Charadrius vociferus S5B, S5N
American Woodcock Scolopax minor S4B
Spotted Sandpiper Actitis macularia S5
Ring-billed Gull Larus delawarensis S5B,S4N
Great Blue Heron Ardea herodias S5 m
Red-tailed Hawk Buteo jamaicensis S5 NAR NAR
Red-bellied Woodpecker Melanerpes carolinus S4 m
Downy Woodpecker Picoides pubescens S5
Northern Flicker Colaptes auratus S4B
Eastern Wood-Pewee Contopus virens S4B SC SC-NS
Willow Flycatcher Empidonax traillii S5B
Eastern Phoebe Sayornis phoebe S5B m
Great Crested Flycatcher Myiarchus crinitus S4B
Eastern Kingbird Tyrannus tyrannus S4B
Warbling Vireo Vireo gilvus S5B
Red-eyed Vireo Vireo olivaceus S5B
Blue Jay Cyanocitta cristata S5
American Crow Corvus brachyrhynchos S5B
Horned Lark Eremophila alpestris S5B
Tree Swallow Tachycineta bicolor S4B
Cliff Swallow Petrochelidon pyrrhonota S4B m
Black-capped Chickadee Poecile atricapillus S5
White-breasted Nuthatch Sitta carolinensis S5
House Wren Troglodytes aedon S5B
Ruby-crowned Kinglet Regulus calendula S4B
American Robin Turdus migratorius S5B
Gray Catbird Dumetella carolinensis S4B
Brown Thrasher Toxostoma rufum S4B m
European Starling Sturnus vulgaris SNA
Cedar Waxwing Bombycilla cedrorum S5B
House Finch Haemorhous mexicanus SNA
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Local Status
Hamilton


American Goldfinch Spinus tristis S5B
Chipping Sparrow Spizella passerina S5B
Field Sparrow Spizella pusilla S4B
Vesper Sparrow Pooecetes gramineus S4B m
Savannah Sparrow Passerculus sandwichensis S4B
Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia S5B
Baltimore Oriole Icterus galbula S4B
Red-winged Blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus S4
Brown-headed Cowbird Molothrus ater S4B
Common Grackle Quiscalus quiscula S5B
Common Yellowthroat Geothlypis trichas S5B
Blackburnian Warbler Setophaga fusca S5B H
Yellow Warbler Setophaga petechia S5B
Chestnut-sided Warbler Setophaga pensylvanica S5B m
Northern Cardinal Cardinalis cardinalis S5
Rose-breasted Grosbeak Pheucticus ludovicianus S4B
Indigo Bunting Passerina cyanea S4B
MAMMALS
Eastern Cottontail Sylvilagus floridanus S5
White-tailed Deer Odocoileus virginianus S5


 SUMMARY
Total Odonata: 1
Total Butterflies: 4
Total Amphibians: 3
Total Reptiles: 1
Total Birds: 50
Total Breeding Birds: 44
Total Mammals: 2


SIGNIFICANT SPECIES
National: 2
Provincial: 2
Local: 8


Explanation of Status and Acronymns
COSSARO: Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario
COSEWIC: Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada
S1: Critically Imperiled—Critically imperiled in the province  (often 5 or fewer occurrences) 
S2: Imperiled—Imperiled in the province, very few populations (often 20 or fewer), 
S3: Vulnerable—Vulnerable in the province, relatively few populations (often 80 or fewer)
S4: Apparently Secure—Uncommon but not rare
S5: Secure—Common, widespread, and abundant in the province
SNA: Not applicable— species is not a suitable target for conservation activities.
S#S#: Range Rank—(e.g., S2S3) used to indicate any range of uncertainty about the status of the species
S#B- Breeding status rank
S#N- Non Breeding status rank
?: Indicates uncertainty in the assigned rank







END: Endangered
THR: Threatened
SC: Special Concern


NAR: Not At Risk
H- highly significant in Hamilton Region (i.e. rare)
m- moderately significant in Hamilton Region (i.e. uncommon)


LATEST STATUS UPDATE
Odonata: Nov 2016
Butterflies: July 2016
Amphibans: Nov 2016
Reptiles: Nov 2016
Birds: February 2017
Mammals: June 2016
S and G ranks and explanations: December 2011


REFERENCES
COSSARO Status
Endangered Species Act, 2007 (Bill 184).  Species at Risk in Ontario List.
COSEWIC Status
COSEWIC.  2007. Canadian Species at Risk.  Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada.  


2, 3 or NS after a COSEWIC ranking:  either on Schedule 2, Schedule 3 or No Schedule of the Species At Risk Act 
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Appendix F: 160321401 Significant Wildlife Habitat Assessment 


Candidate 
Wildlife Habitat 


Criteria (based on MNRF Criteria Schedules for  
Ecoregion 7E, 2015)   


Habitat Assessment of Features Based on EIS data 
(refer to ELC Mapping)   


Seasonal Concentration Areas 


Waterfowl 
Stopover and 
Staging Area 
(Terrestrial) 


• Fields with sheet water or utilized by tundra swans during spring (mid-March 
to May), or annual spring melt water flooding found in any of the following 
Community Types: Meadow (CUM1), Thicket (CUT1). 


• Agricultural fields with waste grains are commonly used by waterfowl, and 
these are not considered SWH unless used by Tundra swans in the Long 
Point, Rondeau, Lake St. Clair, Grand Bend and Point Pelee Areas. 


• Cultural meadow and thicket communities on 
the Subject Property were too small to 
accommodate large aggregations of 
waterfowl. 


• No candidate habitat for waterfowl stopover 
and staging areas (terrestrial). 


Waterfowl 
Stopover and 
Staging Area 
(Aquatic) 


• The following Community Types: Meadow Marsh (MAM), Shallow Marsh 
(MAS), Shallow Aquatic (SA), Deciduous Swamp (SWD). 


• Ponds, marshes, lakes, bays, coastal inlets, and watercourses used during 
migration. 


• The combined area of the ELC ecosites and a 100 m radius area is the SWH. 
• Sewage treatment ponds and storm water ponds do not qualify as a SWH; 


however, a reservoir managed as a large wetland or pond/lake does 
qualify. 


• No aggregations of waterfowl were observed 
using the meadow marsh communities in the 
Study Area during spring field investigations. 


• No candidate habitat for waterfowl stopover 
and staging areas (aquatic). 


Shorebird 
Migratory 
Stopover Area 


• Shorelines of lakes, rivers and wetlands, including beach areas, bars and 
seasonally flooded, muddy and un-vegetated shoreline habitats. 


• Great Lakes coastal shorelines, including groynes and other forms of amour 
rock lakeshores, are extremely important for migratory shorebirds in May to 
mid-June and early July to October. 


• Sewage treatment ponds and storm water ponds do not qualify as a 
significant wildlife habitat.  


• The following community types: Meadow Marsh (MAM), Beach/Bar (BB), or 
Sand Dune (SD) 


• Meadow marsh communities on the Subject 
Property did not provide suitable shoreline 
habitat to support migrating shorebirds. 


• No candidate habitat for shorebird migratory 
stopover areas. 


Raptor Wintering 
Area  


• At least one of the following Forest Community Types: Deciduous Forest 
(FOD), Mixed Forest (FOM) or Coniferous Forest (FOC), in combination with 
one of the following Upland Community Types: Meadow (CUM), Thicket 
(CUT), Savannah (CUS), Woodland (CUW) (<60% cover) that are >20 ha and 
provide roosting, foraging and resting habitats for wintering raptors. 


• Upland habitat (CUM, CUT, CUS, CUW), must represent at least 15 ha of the 
20 ha minimum size. 


• Meadow communities were too small to qualify 
as candidate habitat for wintering raptors.  


• No candidate habitat for raptor wintering 
areas. 


Bat Hibernacula • Hibernacula may be found in caves, mine shafts, underground foundations 
and karsts. 


• May be found in these Community Types: Crevice (CCR), Cave (CCA). 


• No crevices, caves or abandoned mines were 
observed to accommodate hibernating bats. 


• No candidate habitat for bat hibernacula. 
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Candidate 
Wildlife Habitat 


Criteria (based on MNRF Criteria Schedules for  
Ecoregion 7E, 2015)   


Habitat Assessment of Features Based on EIS data 
(refer to ELC Mapping)   


Bat Maternity 
Colonies 


• Maternity colonies considered significant wildlife habitat are found in 
forested ecosites. 


• Either of the following Community Types: Deciduous Forest (FOD), Mixed 
Forest (FOM), Deciduous Swamp (SWD) or Mixed Swamp (SWM) that 
have>10/ha wildlife trees >25cm diameter at breast height (dbh).  


• Maternity colonies can be found in tree cavities, vegetation and often in 
buildings (buildings are not considered to be SWH). 


• Female Bats prefer wildlife tree (snags) in early stages of decay, class 1-3 or 
class 1 or 2. 


• Northern Myotis prefer contiguous tracts of older forest cover for foraging 
and roosting in snags and trees 


• Silver-haired Bats prefer older mixed or deciduous forest and form maternity 
colonies in tree cavities and small hollows. Older forest areas with at least 21 
snags/ha are preferred. 


• The FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 communities have 
the potential to provide bat maternity colony 
habitat. 


• Given that the FODM2-1 and FODM1-1 will be 
retained, no confirmation of use surveys were 
conducted for these communities, and they 
were assumed to be significant.   


• The WODM4-4 community was assessed to 
determine suitability for bat maternity colony 
roosts.  Only one potential bat roost tree was 
observed.  The WODM4-4 community is 
therefore not considered to provide significant 
habitat for bat maternity colonies. 


Turtle Wintering 
Areas 


• Snapping and Midland Painted turtles utilize ELC community classes: Swamp 
(SW), Marsh (MA) and Open Water (OA). Shallow water (SA), Open Fen 
(FEO) and Open Bog (BOO). 


• Northern Map turtle- open water areas such as deeper rivers or streams and 
lakes can also be used as over-wintering habitat. 


• Water has to be deep enough not to freeze and have soft mud substrate. 
• Over-wintering sites are permanent water bodies, large wetlands, and bogs 


or fens with adequate dissolved oxygen.  


• There are no ponds suitable for turtle wintering 
areas located in the Study Area.   


Snake 
Hibernacula 


• Hibernation occurs in sites located below frost lines in burrows, rock crevices, 
broken and fissured rock and other natural features. Wetlands can also be 
important over-wintering habitat in conifer or shrub swamps and swales, 
poor fens, or depressions in bedrock terrain with sparse trees or shrubs with 
sphagnum moss or sedge hummock ground cover.  


• Any ecosite in southern Ontario other than very wet ones may provide 
habitat. The following Community Types may be directly related to snake 
hibernacula: Talus (TA), Rock Barren (RB), Crevice (CCR), Cave (CCA), and 
Alvar (RBOA1, RBSA1, RBTA1). 


• No potential snake hibernacula features were 
observed.  


• No candidate habitat for snake hibernacula. 


Colonial-Nesting 
Bird Breeding 
Habitat (Bank 
and Cliff) 


• Eroding banks, sandy hills, borrow pits, steep slopes, sand piles, cliff faces, 
bridge abutments, silos, or barns found in any of the following Community 
Types: Meadow (CUM), Thicket (CUT), Bluff (BL), Cliff (CL). 


• No bank or cliff swallow nesting habitat was 
observed.  


• No candidate habitat for colonial-nesting birds.  
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Candidate 
Wildlife Habitat 


Criteria (based on MNRF Criteria Schedules for  
Ecoregion 7E, 2015)   


Habitat Assessment of Features Based on EIS data 
(refer to ELC Mapping)   


• Does not include man-made structures (bridges or buildings) or recently (2 
years) disturbed soil areas, such as berms, embankments, soil or aggregate 
stockpiles. 


• Does not include a licensed/permitted Mineral Aggregate Operation. 


Colonial-Nesting 
Bird Breeding 
Habitat 
(Tree/Shrubs) 


• Identification of stick nests in any of the following Community Types: Mixed 
Swamp (SWM), Deciduous Swamp (SWD), Treed Fen (FET).  


• The edge of the colony and a minimum 300 m area of habitat or extent of 
the Forest Ecosite containing the colony or any island <15.0 ha with a colony 
is the SWH. 


• Nests in live or dead standing trees in wetlands, lakes, islands, and 
peninsulas. Shrubs and occasionally emergent vegetation may also be used. 


• No groups of large stick nests were observed 
during field investigations. 


• No candidate habitat for tree/shrub colonial 
nesting birds.  


Colonial-Nesting 
Bird Breeding 
Habitat (Ground) 


• Any rocky island or peninsula within a lake or large river. 
• For Brewer’s Blackbird close proximity to watercourses in open fields or 


pastures with scattered trees or shrubs found in any of the following 
Community Types: Meadow Marsh (MAM1-6), Shallow Marsh (MAS1-3), 
Meadow (CUM), Thicket (CUT), Savannah (CUS).  


• No rocky islands or peninsulas are present within 
the Study Area. 


• No Brewer’s blackbirds encountered (in 
southern Ontario, Brewer’s Blackbird known 
occurrences are primarily restricted to the 
Bruce Peninsula; none are known to occur in 
London Area)  


• No candidate habitat for ground colonial 
nesting birds was identified. 


Migratory Butterfly 
Stopover Areas 


• Located within 5 km of Lake Erie  
• A combination of ELC communities, one from each land class is required: 


Field (CUM, CUT, CUS) and Forest (FOC, FOM, FOD, CUP) 
• Minimum of 10 ha in size with a combination of field and forest habitat 


present 


• The Study Area is not located within 5 km of the 
Lake Erie shoreline.  


• No candidate habitat for migratory butterfly 
stopover areas.  


Landbird 
Migratory 
Stopover Areas 


• The following community types: Forest (FOD, FOM, FOC) or Swamp (SWC, 
SWM, SWD) 


• Woodlots must be >10 ha in size and within 5 km of Lake Erie– woodlands 
within 2 km of Lake Erie are more significant 


• The Study Area is not located within 5 km of the 
Lake Erie shoreline.  


• No candidate habitat for migratory landbird 
stopover areas.  


Deer Winter 
Congregation 
Areas 


• Woodlots typically > 100 ha in size unless determined by the MNRF as 
significant. (If large woodlots are rare in a planning area >50ha) 


• All forested ecosites within Community Series: FOC, FOM, FOD, SWC, SWM, 
SWD 


• Conifer plantations much smaller than 50 ha may also be used 
 


• No large woodlots >100ha were encountered.  
• No candidate habitat for deer winter 


congregation areas.  
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Candidate 
Wildlife Habitat 


Criteria (based on MNRF Criteria Schedules for  
Ecoregion 7E, 2015)   


Habitat Assessment of Features Based on EIS data 
(refer to ELC Mapping)   


Rare Vegetation Communities 


Cliffs and Talus 
Slopes 


• A Cliff is vertical to near vertical bedrock >3 m in height. 
• A Talus Slope is rock rubble at the base of a cliff made up of coarse rocky 


debris  
• Any ELC Ecosite within Community Series: TAO, TAS, TAT, CLO, CLS, CLT 
• Most cliff and talus slopes occur along the Niagara Escarpment 


• No cliffs or talus slopes were identified.  
• No candidate habitat for cliffs or talus slopes. 


Sand Barrens • Sand barrens typically are exposed sand, generally sparsely vegetated and 
cause by lack of moisture, periodic fires and erosion. 


• Vegetation can vary from patchy and barren to tree covered but less than 
60%. 


• Any of the following Community Types: SBO1 (Open Sand Barren Ecosite), 
SBS1 (Shrub Sand Barren Ecosite), SBT1 (Treed Sand Barren Ecosite). 


• No sand barrens were identified. 
• No candidate habitat for sand barrens. 


Alvars • An alvar is typically a level, mostly unfractured calcareous bedrock feature 
with a mosaic of rock pavements and bedrock overlain by a thin veneer of 
soil. 


• Vegetation cover varies from sparse lichen-moss associations to grasslands 
and shrublands and comprising a number of characteristic or indicator 
plant. 


• Undisturbed alvars can be phyto- and zoogeographically diverse, 
supporting many uncommon or are relict plant and animal species. 


• Vegetation cover varies from patchy to barren with a less than 60% tree 
cover. 


• Any of the following Community Types: ALO1(Open Alvar Rock Barren 
Ecosite), ALS1 (Alvar Shrub Rock Barren Ecosite), ALT1 (Treed Alvar Rock 
Barren Ecosite), FOC1 (Dry-Fresh Pine Coniferous Forest), FOC2 (Dry-Fresh 
Cedar Coniferous Forest), CUM2 (Bedrock Cultural Meadow), CUS2 (Bedrock 
Cultural Savannah), CUT2-1 (Common Juniper Cultural Alvar Thicket), or 
CUW2 (Bedrock Cultural Woodland) 


• An Alvar site > 0.5 ha in size 


• No alvars were identified. 
• No candidate habitat for alvars.   


Old-growth Forest • Old-growth forests tend to be relatively undisturbed, structurally complex, 
and contain a wide variety of trees and shrubs in various age classes. These 
habitats usually support a high diversity of wildlife species. 


• No minimum size criteria t in any of the following Community Types: FOD 
(Deciduous Forest), FOM (Mixed Forest), FOC (Coniferous Forest) 


• No old growth forests were identified. No 
candidate habitat for old growth forests.  







5 of 8 


Candidate 
Wildlife Habitat 


Criteria (based on MNRF Criteria Schedules for  
Ecoregion 7E, 2015)   


Habitat Assessment of Features Based on EIS data 
(refer to ELC Mapping)   


• Forests greater than 120 years old and with no historical forestry 
management was the main criteria when surveying for old-growth forests. 


Savannahs • A Savannah is a tallgrass prairie habitat that has tree cover between 25 – 
60%. 


• In Ecoregion 7E, known Tallgrass Prairie and savannah remnants are 
scattered between Lake Huron and Lake Erie, near Lake St. Clair, north of 
and along the Lake Erie shoreline, in Brantford and in the Toronto area (north 
of Lake Ontario).  


• Any of the following Community Types: TPS1 (Dry-Fresh Tallgrass Mixed 
Savannah Ecosite), TPS2 (Fresh-Moist Tallgrass Deciduous Savannah Ecosite), 
TPW1 (Dry-Fresh Black Oak Tallgrass Deciduous Woodland Ecosite), TPW2 
(Fresh-Moist Tallgrass Deciduous Woodland Ecosite), CUS2 (Bedrock Cultural 
Savannah Ecosite).  


• No savannahs were identified.  
• No candidate habitat for savannahs. 


Tall-grass Prairies • A Tallgrass Prairie has ground cover dominated by prairie grasses. An open 
Tallgrass Prairie habitat has < 25% tree cover. 


• In Ecoregion 6E, known Tallgrass Prairie and savannah remnants are 
scattered between Lake Huron and Lake Erie, near Lake St. Clair, north of 
and along the Lake Erie shoreline, in Brantford and in the Toronto area (north 
of Lake Ontario).  


• Any of the following Community Types: TPO1 (Dry Tallgrass Prairie Ecosite), 
TPO2 (Fresh-Moist Tallgrass Prairie Ecosite).  


• No tall grass prairies were identified. 
• No candidate habitat for tall grass prairies. 


Other Rare 
Vegetation 
Communities 


• Provincially Rare S1, S2 and S3 vegetation communities are listed in 
Appendix M of the SWHTG 


• No rare vegetation communities were 
identified.  


• No candidate habitat for rare vegetation 
communities. 
 
 


Specialized Habitat for Wildlife 


Waterfowl Nesting 
Area 


• All upland habitats located adjacent to these wetland ELC Ecosites are 
Candidate SWH: MAS1, MAS2, MAS3, SAS1, SAM1, SAF1, MAM1, MAM2, 
MAM3, MAM4, MAM5, MAM6, SWT1, SWT2, SWD1, SWD2, SWD3, SWD4 


• Note: includes adjacency to Provincially Significant Wetlands 


• There were no aggregations of nesting 
waterfowl observed in the meadow marsh 
community during spring field investigations. 


• No candidate habitat for waterfowl nesting 
areas.   


Bald Eagle and 
Osprey Nesting, 


• Nests are associated with lakes, ponds, rivers or wetlands along forested 
shorelines, islands, or on structures over water. 


• No large stick nests were identified.  
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Candidate 
Wildlife Habitat 


Criteria (based on MNRF Criteria Schedules for  
Ecoregion 7E, 2015)   


Habitat Assessment of Features Based on EIS data 
(refer to ELC Mapping)   


Foraging, and 
Perching Habitat 


• Nests located on man-made objects are not to be included as SWH (e.g. 
telephone poles and constructed nesting platforms). 


• ELC Forest Community Series: FOD, FOM, FOC, SWD, SWM and SWC directly 
adjacent to riparian areas – rivers, lakes, ponds and wetlands  


• No candidate habitat for Osprey or Bald Eagle 
habitat. 


Woodland Raptor 
Nesting Habitat 


• All natural or conifer plantation woodland/forest stands combined >30 ha 
and with >4 ha of interior habitat. Interior habitat determined with a 200 m 
buffer. 


• Stick nests found in a variety of intermediate-aged to mature conifer, 
deciduous or mixed forests within tops or crotches of trees. Species such as 
Coopers hawk nest along forest edges sometimes on peninsulas or small off-
shore islands. 


• May be found in all forested ELC Ecosites. 
• May also be found in SWC, SWM, SWD and CUP3 


• No forest interior habitat was encountered in 
the Study Area. 


• No candidate habitat for woodland raptor 
nesting.  


Turtle Nesting 
Areas 


• Exposed mineral soil (sand or gravel) areas adjacent (<100 m) or within the 
following ELC Ecosites: MAM1, MAM2, MAM3, MAM4, MAM5, MAM6, SAS1, 
SAM1, SAF1, BOO1, FEO1 


• Best nesting habitat for turtles is close to water, away from roads and sites 
less prone to loss of eggs by predation from skunks, raccoons or other 
animals. 


• For an area to function as a turtle-nesting area, it must provide sand and 
gravel that turtles are able to dig in and are located in open, sunny areas. 
Nesting areas on the sides of municipal or provincial road embankments 
and shoulders are not SWH. 


• Sand and gravel beaches adjacent to undisturbed shallow weedy areas of 
marshes, lakes, and rivers are most frequently used. 


• There were no natural areas of exposed mineral 
soil in the Study Area. 


• No candidate habitat for turtle nesting areas. 


Seeps and Springs • Seeps/Springs are areas where ground water comes to the surface. Often 
they are found within headwater areas within forested habitats. Any 
forested Ecosite within the headwater areas of a stream could have 
seeps/springs. 


• Any forested area (with <25% meadow/field/pasture) within the headwaters 
of a stream or river system. 


• There were no seeps/springs observed in any of 
the forest communities in the Study Area. 


• No candidate wildlife habitat for seeps and 
springs. 


Amphibian 
Breeding Habitat 
(Woodland) 


• All Ecosites associated with these ELC Community Series; FOC, FOM, FOD, 
SWC, SWM, SWD 


• Presence of a wetland, lake, or pond within or adjacent (within 120 m) to a 
woodland (no minimum size). Some small wetlands may not be mapped 
and may be important breeding pools for amphibians. 


• No woodland breeding amphibians were 
observed during the amphibian call count 
surveys in the Study Area.   


• No candidate wildlife habitat for amphibian 
breeding habitat (woodlands). 
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Candidate 
Wildlife Habitat 


Criteria (based on MNRF Criteria Schedules for  
Ecoregion 7E, 2015)   


Habitat Assessment of Features Based on EIS data 
(refer to ELC Mapping)   


• Woodlands with permanent ponds or those containing water in most years 
until mid-July are more likely to be used as breeding habitat  


Amphibian 
Breeding Habitat 
(Wetland) 


• ELC Community Classes SW, MA, FE, BO, OA and SA. 
• Wetland areas >120 m from woodland habitats. 
• Wetlands and pools (including vernal pools) >500 m2 (about 25 m diameter) 


supporting high species diversity are significant; some small or ephemeral 
habitats may not be identified on MNR mapping and could be important 
amphibian breeding habitats. 


• Presence of shrubs and logs increase significance of pond for some 
amphibian species because of available structure for calling, foraging, 
escape and concealment from predators. 


• Bullfrogs require permanent water bodies with abundant emergent 
vegetation.  
 


• American Toad and Green Frog (wetland 
breeding amphibians) were observed during 
the amphibian call count surveys at Station D, 
however not in high enough numbers to be 
considered significant.  


• No candidate wildlife habitat for amphibian 
breeding habitat (wetlands). 


Habitat for Species of Conservation Concern 


Marsh Bird 
Breeding Habitat  


• All wetland habitats with shallow water and emergent aquatic vegetation.  
• May include any of the following Community Types: Meadow Marsh (MAM), 


Shallow Aquatic (SA), Open Bog (BOO), Open Fen (FEO), or for Green Heron: 
Swamp (SW), Marsh (MA) and Meadow (CUM) Community Types.  


• Meadow marsh communities (MAM) observed 
in the Study Area contained limited areas with 
shallow water and emergent vegetation. 


• No candidate habitat for marsh breeding birds.   


Woodland Area-
sensitive Bird 
Breeding Habitat  


• Habitats >30ha where interior forest is present (at least 200 m from the forest 
edge); typically >60 years old. 


• These include any of the following Community Types: Forest (FO), Treed 
Swamp (SW)  


• No forest interior habitat was identified in the 
Study Area. 


• No candidate habitat for woodland area-
sensitive breeding bird habitat.  


Open Country 
Bird Breeding 
Habitat  


• Grassland areas > 30 ha, not Class 1 or Class 2 agricultural lands, with no 
row-cropping or hay or livestock pasturing in the last 5 years, in the following 
Community Type: Meadow (CUM).  


• No meadows >30 ha were identified.  
• No candidate habitat for open country 


breeding bird habitat.  


Shrub/Early 
Successional Bird 
Breeding Habitat  


• Oldfield areas succeeding to shrub and thicket habitats >10 ha, not Class 1 
or Class 2 agricultural lands, with no row-cropping or intensive hay or 
livestock pasturing in the last 5 years, in the following Community Types: 
Thickets (CUT), Savannahs (CUS), or Woodlands (CUW).  


• No shrub/early successional communities >10 
ha.  


• No candidate habitat for shrub/early 
successional breeding bird habitat. 


Terrestrial Crayfish • Meadow marshes and edges of shallow marshes (no minimum size). 
Vegetation communities include MAM1, MAM2, MAM3, MAM4, MAM5, 
MAM6, MAS1, MAS2, MAS3. 


• Construct burrows in marshes, mudflats, meadows  


• No terrestrial crayfish chimneys were recorded 
during field investigations. 


• No candidate habitat for terrestrial crayfish.   







8 of 8 


Candidate 
Wildlife Habitat 


Criteria (based on MNRF Criteria Schedules for  
Ecoregion 7E, 2015)   


Habitat Assessment of Features Based on EIS data 
(refer to ELC Mapping)   


• Can be found far from water 


NHIC species 
element 
occurrences and 
field observations 
of Special 
Concern and rare 
wildlife species 


• Based on individual species requirements • Confirmed habitat for Eastern Wood-Pewee is 
present in the Study Area within the FODM2-1 
community. 


• Suitable foraging habitat for Monarch is present 
in cultural meadow communities in the Study 
Area.  


• Potential habitat for Woodland Vole is present 
in the FODM2-1, FODM1-1 and WODM4-4 
communities. 


Amphibian 
Movement 
Corridor  


• Corridors may be found in all ecosites associated with water. 
• Determined based on identifying significant amphibian breeding habitat 


(wetland). 


• No candidate amphibian breeding habitat 
(wetland) was identified in the Study Area.  


• No candidate habitat fore amphibian 
movement corridors. 
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nitrogen loads from fertilizer on farm fields throughout the United States.
In results published today in the journal Nature, computer modeling showed that prioritizing wetland restoration close to heavily farmed
areas would remove up to 40 times more nitrogen than the current ad hoc approach.
“You get much more bang for your buck if wetland preservation and restoration are targeted,” said Nandita Basu, a professor of civil and
environmental engineering, and earth and environmental sciences at Waterloo, and corresponding author of the paper. “From a policy
perspective, it is dramatically more effective and efficient.”
Nitrogen enters rivers in runoff from agricultural lands and is carried on to lakes and oceans, where it feeds algae growth, reduces oxygen
levels, limits biodiversity and causes significant economic harm. Wetlands play an important role in its removal.
“Wetlands have a purifying effect,” said Kimberly Van Meter, a professor of earth and environmental sciences at UIC, and co-lead author of
the paper. “They remove nitrate from the water, allowing for harmless nitrogen gas to be released to the atmosphere and cleaner water to
flow downstream.”
The researchers calculated, for instance, that 868 kilotons of nitrogen from the Mississippi River basin are annually dumped into the Gulf
of Mexico. Without wetlands, they estimated the nitrogen load would increase more than 50 per cent to about 1,300 kilotons a year.
“Wetlands are critical ecosystems, but they are often greatly undervalued and overlooked,” said Frederick Cheng, a PhD student at
Waterloo and co-lead author of the study. “Without them, environmental problems such as algal blooms, fish kills and coastal hypoxia
would be much worse.
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From: Summer Thomas
To: Lisa Burnside; Jaime Tellier; chad.collins@hamilton.ca; tom.jackson@hamilton.ca; esther.pauls@hamilton.ca;

brad.clark@hamilton.ca; maria.pearson@hamilton.ca; lloyd.ferguson@hamilton.ca;
; ; ; 

Cc:
Subject: 340 Garner Road East
Date: June 2, 2021 4:13:55 PM

Dear Board Members of the Hamilton Conservation Authority,

I am in awe that this is even something that needs to be discussed.
As a 19 year old and an ecology student, I have grown up painfully aware of the 
climate crisis and the near-certain doom I and my generation will face in the future. It 
is decisions like this that chip away at the chances at avoiding the planet’s incoming 
sixth mass extinction. Wetlands are incredibly valuable and effective carbon sinks, 
actively removing atmospheric carbon dioxide by absorbing it through its emergent 
plant growth and storing it underground. They exist where they are for a reason, and 
arbitrarily moving it (for a warehouse of all things) will result in nothing short of a 
disaster for all the local sensitive species which call this wetland home. In the 
developer’s own environmental impact study report, it was stated that habitat for 
multiple endangered and at-risk species exists within and surrounding the wetland, 
including maternity colonies for endangered myotis bats, endangered woodland vole 
habitat, barn swallow and chimney swift habitat, breeding eastern wood pewees, 
threatened red headed woodpeckers and wood thrushes, ribbon snakes, milk snakes, 
and several endangered tree and plant species including american wood chestnut, 
butternut, broad beech fern, american ginseng, eastern flowering dogwood, and 
more. This list does not include the historical sightings of rare and endangered 
species, such as Jefferson's salamanders. These species and their immediate 
habitats do not exist in a bubble. Ignoring how the blaring noise, lights, and presence 
of people necessary for the operation of the proposed warehouses for which the 
wetland would be paved over would affect, for example, the sensitive colony of 
endangered breeding bats in the adjacent forest, or how soil contamination from 
runoff of salt and chemicals from the roads would affect the young endangered 
butternut trees in the eastern hedgerow, the removal and “relocation” of the wetland 
will have undeniable effects on the local insect populations, which are a direct food 
source for breeding bats, snakes, breeding birds, and amphibians. 
If you are the environment-defending committee you claim to be, you will do nothing 
less than immediately halt this project and protect this wetland and others like it from 
future development.

Thank you,
Summer

6.4(dt)
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