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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Background 
 
This report is submitted in support of a development application for a ~10 hectare (ha) 
Property at 145166 Sideroad 16, known as Part Lot 15, Concession 11, Municipality of 
Meaford.  The Property is owned by Scott and Elizabeth McIntosh, and is hereafter 
referred to as "the McIntosh Property", or simply "the Property".  Figure 1 illustrates the 
location and boundaries of the McIntosh Property. 
 
Under the Official Plan (OP) of both Grey County (2019) and the Municipality of 
Meaford (2014), the McIntosh Property is largely designated as "rural" land use.  There is 
also total area of approximately 2.4 ha that has been designated as Hazard within the 
Property.  The Hazard areas encompass aquatic features and associated areas of flood-
related risk.  These hazard areas largely overlap with areas regulated by the Grey Sauble 
Conservation Authority (GSCA) under Ontario Regulation 151/06.  In addition, the 
McIntosh Property encompasses approximately 4.4 ha of wooded land that has been 
designated in the respective OPs as Significant Woodland.  More than half of the Hazard 
and GSCA-regulated areas within the McIntosh Property lie within these Significant 
Woodlands.  Maps obtained from the Grey County on-line GIS mapping application, 
depicting land use, regulate areas, and other natural constraints, are provided in Appendix 
A.   
 
The owners are currently proposing to undertake development that will consist of a multi-
site camping facility with basic amenities (well-water and septic servicing, communal 
shower and kitchen facilities, parking).  Operations will be mainly seasonal (i.e., May to 
October) but will include some capacity for winter operations. 
 
Subsequent to a pre-consultation meeting regarding the development proposal, the Grey 
Sauble Conservation Authority (GSCA) has provided written comment which addresses 
potential natural heritage and environmental concerns1.  Based on information available 
at this time, the issues of potential concern relate to the fact that the camping facility will 
be established and operated within the adjacent lands (i.e., within 120 m) of the following 
features: 

• Significant Woodlands, as mapped under the Grey County OP (see 
Appendix A), 

• possible significant wildlife habitat (SWH), specifically in the form of 
turtle wintering habitat associated with an on-site pond, and 

• fish habitat associated with tributaries to Oxmead Creek, the pond and a 
small wetland feature in the northwest corner of the Property. 

                                                 
1 Letter from Jacob Kloeze, Planning Technician (GSCA) to Krystin Rennie (Planning Consultant) 22 
August 2018.  Re: Pre-consultation for camping proposal.  GSCA file P19219 
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The GSCA has noted the broad general concern that development and operation of the 
camping facility may negatively impact those features and the adjacent land area.  By 
policy, an EIS is formally triggered simply by the fact that development is proposed 
within the "adjacent lands" (i.e., within 210 m) of the noted features.   
 
1.2 Objectives and Scope of Work 
 
Overall, this EIS has been undertaken to demonstrate that there will be no negative 
development-related impacts on identified environmental features and functions, and the 
environment in general.  The scope of work is consistent with the Terms of Reference 
(TOR) that was developed for this EIS.  The GSCA has reviewed and generally approved 
the TOR.  The TOR submission to the GSCA is provided as Appendix B. 
 
In keeping with the general expectations and specifications of the OP for the 
Municipality of Meaford and Grey County, the EIS includes the following: 
 

• a description of the natural environment, including both physical form and 
ecological function; 

• summary of the development proposal; 

• prediction of potential direct, indirect and cumulative effects of development 
compared with overall environmental goals; 

• identification and evaluation of options to avoid impacts (if any are identified); 

• identification and evaluation of options for mitigation or rehabilitation, including 
setbacks as warranted; and 

• evaluation of the need for a monitoring program. 
 
A core task of this EIS is the characterization of the natural heritage features of interest 
and their functions, and identification of the functional relationships between the Property 
and those features.  The nature of the development has been taken as key context in 
determining the required level of effort and detail for the characterization and functional 
assessment.  Because of the nature of the proposed development (i.e., camping facilities), 
the level of detail necessary to assess potential development-related impacts should be 
less than typically required for higher level approvals (e.g. approval of a plan of 
subdivision).   
 
The EIS has been undertaken to address, at a minimum, the specific natural heritage 
issues identified above.  In addition to the specific concerns noted by the GSCA, the 
possible presence of any other Species at Risk (SAR) or Species of Conservation 
Concern (SOCC) within or adjacent to the Property is also considered herein as an issue 
of concern. 
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2.0 METHODOLOGY 
 
The two main efforts undertaken to address the specified needs and allow the preparation 
of this EIS include; 
 

1. desktop review of available information (documents and data) regarding the 
natural heritage characteristics of the Property, to identify factors that could 
constrain and/or require modification of development plans, and  

2. focused monitoring of the McIntosh Property to provide a site-specific 
understanding of the noted factors and their implications. 

The assessment of environmental constraints and potential impacts collectively considers 
the findings of the desktop review and the on-site monitoring in a weight-of-evidence 
manner. 
 
The combined information has been used along with professional judgment to 
characterize environmental features and their likely functions.  This information in turn 
has served as the basis for assessing the potential for any affects of the proposed 
development on the features of interest. 
 
2.1 Review of Existing Information 
 
A review of existing information of relevance to the Natural Heritage features in and 
around the Property was completed prior to onset of the on-site surveillance.  Several 
sources of information were consulted for this purpose, including: 
 

• The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) interactive web-based 
natural heritage mapping tool,  

• the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) on-line database,  

• the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA), and associated database, 

• the Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas on-line database (Ontario Nature), and 

• the Soil Survey of Grey County. 
 
In addition, an enquiry has been made to the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and 
Parks (MECP) with respect to the possible presence of Species at Risk (SAR) and 
Species of Conservation Concern (SCC) in and around the Property.  At the time of 
preparation of this report, no response had been received from the MECP. 
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2.2 On-Site Monitoring 
 
Direct ground-level surveillance of the Property and immediately adjacent lands was 
conducted on 04 October 2019, with a second brief visit on 26 October.  Surveillance 
efforts included the delineation and basic characterization of woodlands and other 
vegetation cover and land-use within the Property and immediately adjacent lands.  
Surveillance also encompassed basic inventories of plant and animal life in and around 
the Property.  It is acknowledged that this surveillance does not constitute rigorous and 
detailed assessment of plant and animal communities.  However, the surveillance is 
consistent with the TOR and does provide an understanding of the nature of those 
communities that is deemed to be sufficient for the current purposes of this EIS.   
 
The coverage and level of detail of the on-site surveillance conducted for the purpose of 
this EIS is intended to allow adequate description of the general natural environment, and 
also allow detailed assessment of effects on natural features and functions of focused 
concern (i.e., Significant Woodlands, wetlands, fish habitat).  To effectively address the 
identified EIS requirements, the on-site surveillance has included: 
 

• General characterization of the physical and ecological features and 
functions within and immediately adjacent to the Property. 

• Focused characterization of all wooded portions of the Property, including 
tree species composition, canopy configuration, ecological function 
(habitat, ecological connectivity). 

• Focused characterization of the pond and unnamed tributaries to Oxmead 
Creek, and direct assessment of their hydrology and habitat characteristics 
and ecological functions. 

• Examination of slope/topography, conveyance features (swales, seeps), 
and overburden characteristics within and adjacent to the Property, to 
understand hydrological processes and connectivity between the Property 
and the hydrological features.  

• Limited plant and animal inventories with a focus on identification of 
possible SAR/SOCC that may be present.   

 
Natural areas within the Property have been characterized following the general 
principles of the Ecological Land Classification (ELC) system for Southern Ontario .  
This has included initial delineation of areas of distinct and relatively homogenous tree 
cover assemblages, followed by more detailed on-site examination of the species 
composition of each distinct area.   Other attributes of forested areas have been examined, 
including: 
 

• degree of cover of woody vegetation,  
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• tree size classes, primarily as diameter-at-breast-height (DBH),  

• species composition of forest strata (canopy, sub-canopy, under-storey),  

• forest floor conditions (leaf litter, hummocks, fallen logs and other woody 
debris), 

• ground cover density and species composition, and 

• soil characteristics, ascertained though soil cores completed to ~ 0.5 to 1 
meter below ground surface (mbgs) using a hand-held auger. 

 
The hydrological features located within the Property have been examined in regard to 
core attributes of morphology, hydrology and ecology (both floral and faunal).   
 
The information obtained through on-site surveillance has also been reviewed in specific 
consideration of the potential presence and implications of Significant Wildlife Habitat 
(SWH) within the Property.  The analysis of potential SWH presence and impacts is 
based on guidance provided by the MNRF (2014, 2015). 
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3.0 SITE CONDITIONS 

3.1 Physical Environment 

3.1.1 Topography 
 
The McIntosh Property occupies an area of low-to-moderate relief, exhibiting an overall 
general north-to-south slope.  Elevation within the confines of the Property ranges from 
just over 280 meters above sea level (masl) in the southeast corner to nearly 310 masl in 
the northeast corner.  The majority of the core of the Property where development is 
proposed is largely in the range of 290 to 300 masl.  There is a short but relatively steep  
slope leading down toward the pond in the south-east corner of the Property, with an 
approximate grade of about 20 to 25%.  There is a second notable slope in the southwest 
corner of the Property, leading down from the 12th Line.  This slope has a grade of about 
10%.  Close to the southern perimeter of the Property, there is about a 5% slope leading 
down to the unnamed tributary of Oxmead Creek.  Across the central open portion of the 
Property where the majority of development is proposed, relief is more gradual and 
grades are in the order of 5% or less. 
 

3.1.2 Soils 
 
The Grey County Soil Survey (Gilespie and Richards, 1954) identifies soils within and 
around the McIntosh Property as Vincent Silty Clay Loam.  This soil type is comprised of 
fine textured limestone till and is widely encountered throughout Grey County.  The fine 
silt and clay content of this soil type tends to confer relatively low infiltration rates, but 
the prevalence of sloped ground typically confers good drainage.  On-site soil profiling 
conducted during site surveillance confirms the presence of silt/clay loam soil throughout 
the McIntosh Property.  The typical soil profile encountered within the Property is 
characterized by about 20 cm of dark silt loam transitioning to finer clay soil at a depth of 
40 to 50 cm below ground surface.  There was limited evidence of hydric soil formation 
(e.g. gleying, mottling) in the northwest corner of the Property in the riparian area of the 
intermittent stream traversing that traverses the Property.  Organic soils were not 
encountered in any location within the Property. 
 

3.1.3 Hydrology 
 
Hydraulic Gradient  
 
The larger scale hydraulic gradient in the area west of Meaford is generally toward the 
east or northeast in the direction of Meaford and Georgian Bay.  More locally, the 
gradient is generally towards Oxmead Creek, which itself flows more or less eastward to 
its junction with the Big Head River. 
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Within the Property, the direction of runoff is influenced by moderate sloping, with a 
primary tendency of drainage toward the larger tributary to Oxmead Creek.  Figure 2 
provides an approximation of the direction of runoff within the McIntosh Property.  In 
the southeast corner of the Property, runoff may in part be initially conveyed to the 
shorter watercourse before then being delivered to the larger watercourse, but this would 
be a minor proportion of total runoff generated within the Property.  
 
Watercourses 
 
There are two small watercourses encountered within the McIntosh Property, both being 
tributaries to Oxmead Creek.  The larger of the two tributaries enters the northern edge of 
the Property via culvert under 16 Sideroad (see Figure 2).  This watercourse follows a 
moderately meandering channel for a distance of about 360 m, more-or-less southward 
through the mostly wooded western perimeter of the Property.  The tributary then crosses 
the southern boundary of the Property as it veers eastward and runs roughly parallel to 
that Property line.   
 
A second very small tributary is located in the extreme southeast corner of the Property, 
also flowing southward.  This second tributary merges with the larger tributary just south 
of the Property boundary, with a total length of only about 70 m.   
 
Both tributaries are characterized by intermittent flow, and both were devoid of flowing 
water at the time of surveillance.  In a few locations along the larger tributary, the 
substrate was saturated and there were a few very small pockets of shallow standing 
water, suggesting some recent flow.  The upper section of the larger tributary exhibits a 
well defined channel with width in the range of 60 to 90 cm and depth of about 20 to 30 
cm.   In this upper section, the substrate is a primarily mix of fine sediments and cobble.  
The channel becomes somewhat diffuse at the lower end of the open meadow, returning 
to a more well-defined state as it meanders through the wooded area on the west side of 
the Property.  The channel in the wooded area exhibits a width ranging from 70 to 200 
cm, and channel depth is no more than 20 cm along this stretch.  The substrate in this area 
is mainly cobble and boulder, with a widespread presence of terrestrial vegetation (e.g. 
Colt's-foot, grasses) within the channel.  As the watercourse approaches and crosses the 
southern boundary of the Property, the watercourse enters a more pronounced stream 
valley but the channel itself retains dimensions similar to the upper reaches.  The 
substrate in this stretch is variable, with expanses where the flow path is fully grassed 
interspersed with zones of cobble/boulder.   
 
The second watercourse in the southeast corner is much smaller, and the channel is no 
more than 30 cm wide and 10 cm deep.  The channel flows through a dense bed of 
terrestrial vegetation (primarily Reed Canary Grass) and is largely obscured.  Substrate is 
mainly a mix of soft sediments and cobble. 
 



Environmental Impact Study – McIntosh Property 
 

 
 

Ref # 19-11.1  8 
October 2019  

Pond 
 
There is a small (~0.2 ha) pond located in the southeast corner of the Property (see Figure 
2).  Judging from its shape and the presence of an obvious berm around its perimeter, this 
feature appears to have originated as a man-made pond that was excavated by previous 
occupants of the Property.  The pond has a central depth estimated at about 3 m, 
declining more or less uniformly in all directions toward the pond's perimeter.  On its 
perimeter, the pond appears to lo be lined with a layer of large substrate (cobble, boulder) 
which is overlain by settled fine solids.  The soft sediment layer appears to become more 
substantial with increasing depth of water into the centre of the pond.  Water in the pond 
was observed to have low turbidity at the time of surveillance.   
 
During site surveillance, obvious routes of surface inflow into the pond were not 
observed.  It appears that water table incursion and/or shallow groundwater influx are the 
dominant hydrological input(s) to the pond.   A 15-cm overflow drain is installed on the 
southeast edge of the pond, conveying excess water across the pond's berm where it is 
discharged into the top end of the short tributary to Oxmead Creek.  This discharge likely 
constitutes the majority of seasonal flow in that watercourse. 
 

3.2 Biological Environment 

3.2.1 Ecological Communities 
 
The delineation and description of ecological communities presented herein is based on 
the Ecological Land Classification (ELC) system of Lee et al. (1998).  In absence of full 
three-season botanical inventory, and in consideration of the scoped context of this EIS, 
the ELC application has been subject to some degree of generalized interpretation.  The 
level of ecological community characterization herein is still deemed to be wholly 
sufficient for the purposes of this EIS. 
 
The McIntosh Property exhibits a moderate heterogeneity of ecological communities, 
reflecting the presence of hydrological features, variability in topography, and also 
cultural influences.  A total of nine distinct community types have been identified within 
and immediately adjacent to the McIntosh Property.  The approximate distribution of 
these communities within the Property is depicted in Figure 3.  Roughly half of the 
community types encountered within the Property are dominated by woody species, and 
the remaining half are open herbaceous communities which are effectively devoid of 
woody vegetation.  
 
Herbaceous Communities 
 
About 4.7 ha (~45%) of the McIntosh Property has been cleared in the past and is 
currently occupied by herbaceous plant communities representing a variety of specific 
cover types.  These communities could each be classed as a Cultural Meadow (CUM) 
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community under the ELC system.  This includes the central field which measures about 
3.6 ha and which has been used for agricultural purposes (identified as AGR in Figure 3).  
The field has been cultivated and planted to row crops in recent years, but was left 
uncultivated in 2019.  In the 2019 growing season, it has become heavily occupied by a 
mix of largely non-native plants, many of which are considered to be invasive species 
(e.g. Wild Carrot, plantain species, Red Clover, knapweeds, Birdfoot Trefoil, Common 
Dandelion, etc.).   
 
There is also an area of about 0.6 ha associated with the existing residence that is a 
typical representation of a residential landscape, consisting of a mix of turf grass species 
and common forbs.  There are a few isolated mature specimens of ornamental trees in the 
yard area of the residence, including White Spruce, White Pine, Eastern Cottonwood, 
White Birch and Norway Maple.  A small (~0.1 ha) area of maintained herbaceous cover 
is also found around the perimeter of the pond in the southeast corner of the Property, 
with a similar composition of grass and forbs as found around the residence.  These two 
areas are described simply as Cultural Meadow (CUM). 
 
In addition to the areas described as CUM, there are two small (~0.1 ha) meadow areas 
which appear to be of cultural origin but are now somewhat naturalized.  To the south of 
the pond, the cleared area has become dominated by Reed Canary Grass.  Other 
herbaceous species are present (e.g. various asters and goldenrods) along with scattered 
young specimens of woody species including White Ash and European Buckthorn.  
There is a also a wet meadow area on the northwest perimeter of the cultivated field, 
having likely been excluded from cultivation owing to wet soil conditions.  The plant 
community in this location is mix of herbaceous cover, including intermittent presence of 
hydrophytic species (e.g. Boneset, Cattails) among common upland herbs and grasses.  
There are also a few specimens of shrub species (e.g. Red-osier dogwood) establishing in 
this location.  For the purpose of this EIS, these communities are described as fresh-moist 
mixed meadow (MEM4).   
 
The remaining area of herbaceous cover is found in the northwest corner of the Property.  
It appears that the meadow area was created partly by cultural practices, and is also partly 
reflective of the presence of the intermittent watercourse.  The presence of the 
watercourse and the low-lying nature of the meadow area have created conditions 
supportive of patches of a Mineral Meadow Marsh (MAM) community, particularly in 
the western and southern portions of the meadow area .  The marsh community is 
comprised of a mix of common graminoid and forb species including Reed Canary Grass, 
Joe Pye-weed, and patches of Narrow-leaved Cattail.  These species are interspersed with 
common upland species including various goldenrods, asters, Common Dandelion, 
Teasel, etc.. On the periphery, primarily to the west and south, shrubs are present in the 
area of transition to adjacent forest cover. 
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Wooded Communities 
 
Woody vegetation cover occupies a total of about 5.4 ha, or about 52% of the Property, 
The majority of forest cover within the McIntosh Property is deciduous forest, with 
White Ash, Trembling Aspen and Sugar Maple being the dominant species   The most 
prevalent forest community type within the McIntosh Property is described herein as 
Dry-fresh Sugar Maple White Ash Deciduous Forest (FOD5-8).  This forest type 
surrounds the agricultural field and the area of the existing residence, and is the forest 
type that is adjacent to the proposed areas of development.  The composition is variable, 
but on average Ash are more abundant than maple, particularly on the sub-canopy.  The 
canopy also exhibits a notable secondary presence of Trembling Aspen in numerous 
locations.  Other tree species present in the canopy or understory include Basswood, 
White Elm, Red Ash and a few scattered Eastern White Cedar.  The canopy is somewhat 
thin and fragmented, and forest stratification is not well advanced.  Canopy trees are 
relatively even aged, and there are very few specimens in excess of 30 cm diameter at 
breast height (DBH), with the large majority <15 cm DBH, and many <10 cm DBH..  
The presence of a shrub layer is intermittent, but overall it is relatively thin, comprised of 
species common to deciduous forests in the region including Alternate-leaved Dog, 
Choke Cherry.  There is also regular presence of European Buckthorn, often in relatively 
dense patches.  Ground cover is reasonably well established, typically in the range of 50 
to 70%. 
 
In the southwest corner of the Property, there is a an area of about 1 ha where White Ash 
and Trembling Aspen are both abundant in the canopy, but the understory is primarily 
coniferous (White Pine, White Spruce and some White Cedar).  The deciduous canopy is 
relatively even aged, with ash specimens mostly in the range of 10 to 15 cm DBH.  There 
are scattered specimens of Trembling Aspen that measure up to 55 cm DBH, representing 
some of the largest trees on the Property.  The conifers in the undertsory are also even-
aged, and relatively young.  There are also younger specimens of Ash found in the 
understory.  There is very little ground cover in this area (<20% est.) but a shrub layer is 
discernable, comprise of Alternate-leaved Dogwood, Choke Cherry and also European 
Buckthorn.  The age and spacing of the conifers indicates that they were planted, and it 
appears that there were either co-plantings of deciduous species or that there has been a 
high rate of natural establishment of those species within the planted conifer cover.  For 
the purpose of this EIS, this forest block is described simply as a mix of Deciduous 
Forest and Cultural Plantation (FOD/CUP). 
 
There is a second small area in the north end of the Property that is also described as a 
FOD/CUP mix.  This narrow woodland band is a transition zone between forest and 
meadow habitat, comprised of White and Red Ash, White Elm, White Cedar and clusters 
of White Spruce that appear to have been planted.   
 
There is a narrow band of Eastern Cottonwood found along 12th Line.  The specimens 
are relatively even-aged and large (50 to 80 cm DBH), and well aligned with each other, 
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suggesting that these trees were also planted.  For the purposed of this EIS, this small 
forest patch is described as Dry-Fresh Poplar Deciduous Forest (FOD3).   
 
Other than areas identified as likely plantations, there is a small patch of woody cover in 
the southeast corner of the Property that is described as a cultural community.  This small 
stand of shrubs and young trees, including White Ash, Hawthorns, and European 
Buckthorn is typical of early stage regeneration of cultural meadows.  This is described 
as Cultural Thicket, and verging on Cultural Savannah (CUS) where trees are relatively 
large and abundant.    
 
The only presence of a coniferous forest community is the small (~0.4 ha) block of 
Eastern White Cedar in the north west end of the Property.  This is described as Fresh-
Moist White Cedar Coniferous Forest (FOC4).  The cedar are relatively small and even 
aged, with a few specimens as large as 20 cm DBH, but most <15 cm DBH.  Through 
most of this forest block, the cedar are tightly spaced with little other tree cover or ground 
cover.  Relatively small specimens of Elm, Red and White Ash and Hawthorn occur 
around the perimeter of the cedar stand. 
 
Wetland and Aquatic Communities 
 
The small pond in the southeast corner of the property exhibits a mixture of community 
types along the gradient of pond depth.  The deep core of the pond exhibits characteristics 
consistent with an Open Aquatic (OA) community.  Along the pond's perimeter, a dense 
stand of Narrow-Leaved Cattail has established in the relatively shallow water within a 
few meters of the shoreline, representing a Mineral Shallow Marsh (MAS2) community 
type.  The area of transition from the deeper core to the shallow perimeter exhibits 
limited presence of floating and submergent vegetation representative of a Submerged 
Shallow Aquatic (SAS) community type. 
 
As mentioned, there are also patches of wetland community (Mineral Meadow Marsh  - 
MAM) interspersed with cultural meadow communities in the northwest corner of the 
Property.  

3.2.2 Flora 
 
The list of all plant species observed during surveillance of the McIntosh Property is 
provided in Table 1.  A total of 102 vascular plant species have been identified within or 
closely adjacent to the Property.  Of those that are native to Ontario, all are ranked as 
“Secure” (S5) or “Apparently Secure” (S4) in the Province.  None of the species 
observed have been subject to provincial or federal assessment as possible Species at 
Risk (SAR) or are otherwise considered as species of conservation concern (SOCC).   
 
A total of 23 of the species identified within the Property are hydrophytic.  The 
abundance of these species within the Property is relatively low, and their distribution is 
effectively limited to 3 confined areas: 1) the low wet area on the western periphery of 
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the open field in the centre of the Property, 2) the watercourse that traverses the west side 
of the Property, and 3) the pond in the southeast corner of the Property.  This includes 
mainly emergent herbaceous species (e.g. Broad-leaf and Narrow-leaf Cattail, Reed 
Canary Grass) and also a few shrub species (e.g. Red-osier Dogwood).  A total of 40 
(39%) of the identified plant species are non-native, and at least 24 of the vascular plant 
species identified at the Property are considered by various sources to be invasive in 
Ontario.  Non-native and invasive plant species are present in all portions of the Property, 
most notably in the cleared central field.  
 
The diversity of plants within the Property, particularly that part which remains under 
relatively natural vegetation, is no doubt higher than indicated by the species list 
presented in Table 1.  In regard to the portion of the Property where development is 
proposed, the current list is considered to be reasonably representative.  The plant 
community in this area is characterized by low diversity and a very high prevalence of 
non-native and invasive species, typical of culturally disturbed clearings.  There is no 
expectation of the presence of additional plant species within the development envelope 
that are SAR, SOCC or otherwise important from an ecological or conservation 
perspective.   
 

3.2.3 Fauna 
 
Birds 
 
Because of the timing of primary surveillance (i.e., early October), the general presence 
of birds in the region was relatively low and survey results are not fully representative of 
the local bird community.  It is certainly expected that a considerable number of other 
bird species would be present in the area during the breeding season.  It should be noted 
that during surveillance of the McIntosh Property, no stick nests were observed. 
 
There were 15 species directly observed within or near the Property, as summarized in 
Table 2.  The Provincial ranking of all the noted species is "secure" (S5) or "apparently 
secure" (S4).  All of these species are also common breeding species in the region, and 
none are SAR or SOCC.  The observed species are a mix of habitat generalists and forest 
species, with none considered to be forest interior species. 
 
The McIntosh Property is located within Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA) square 
17NK23.  Data have been obtained for this square and considered as regional context in 
the assessment of the Property.  The OBBA identifies 109 species as "Confirmed" or 
"Probable" breeders in Square 17NK23, including nine that are SAR or SOCC (Eastern 
Wood-pewee, Golden-winged Warbler, Canada Warbler, Bank Swallow, Barn Swallow, 
Eastern Meadowlark, Bobolink, Wood Thrush, Chimney Swift, and Acadian Flycatcher).  
The Eastern Meadowlark and Bobolink are also reported as being within a few km of the 
Property (refer to discussion of SAR/SOCC in Section 3.2.5).  Of these, the Eastern 
Wood-pewee, Wood Thrush, and Gold-winged Warbler are the only species for which 
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breeding habitat requirements could be met within or near the Property.  The Wood 
Thrush is area-sensitive and prefers large blocks of forest with thick understory for 
nesting habitat.  The Golden-winged Warbler nest in patches of early-succession scrub 
habitat surrounded by forest.  The Wood-pewee nests in a variety of deciduous or mixed 
forest habitat, often in proximity to openings.  The conditions within and immediately 
around the McIntosh Property are not consistent with preferred breeding habitat for the 
Wood Thrush or the Golden-winged Warbler, but could support the Eastern Wood-
pewee. 
 
Mammals 
 
Surveillance of the McIntosh Property and immediately adjacent lands revealed evidence 
of at least occasional presence of three species of mammal on or near the McIntosh 
Property.  Tracks and scat of White-tailed Deer (Odocoileus virginianus) were observed 
in a few locations, primarily in wooded areas or on the perimeter of the central 
agricultural field.  Two adult deer were observed exiting the north end of the Property on 
the evening of October 26.  Evidence of Raccoon (Procyon lotor) and Grey Squirrel 
(Sciurus carolinensis) was also encountered within the Property.  Other regionally 
common species of mammal that were not directly evidenced during monitoring (e.g. 
White-footed Mouse, Eastern Chipmunk, Meadow Vole) are likely to be occasionally 
present at or near the Property.  These mammal species, and the three species evidenced 
within the Property, are ranked as “secure” (S5) in the province of Ontario and are 
common in Grey County.  There are no known records of mammals species which are 
SAR or SOCC in proximity to the Property.  The likelihood of unrecorded presence of 
mammal species that are of conservation concern is considered to be very low. 
 
In regard to the possible presence of bats, there are several bat species that can be found, 
at least on occasion, in Grey County.  This includes four that are listed as Endangered: 
Tricolored bat (Perimyotis subflavus), Little brown myotis bat (Myotis lucifugus), 
Northern myotis (Myotis septentrionalis), and the Eastern small-footed myotis (Myotis 
leibii).  The Northern myotis is generally encountered in coniferous forest, while the 
three other species-at-risk bats are each common to deciduous or mixed forest habitat, 
and could theoretically be found within or immediately adjacent to the McIntosh 
Property.   Overall, the Property generally lacks the attributes that would be conducive to 
the presence of bat hibernacula or maternal colonies.  While there is some possibility of 
occasional and intermittent presence of bats within or near the McIntosh  Property, there 
is no reason to expect the concentrated presence of bats for hibernation or maternal 
roosting purposes. 
 
Amphibians and Reptiles 
 
During surveillance, multiple adult specimens of Green Frog (Lithobates clamitans) were 
observed on the margins of the small pond.  The larvae/tadpoles of unknown species of 
frog were also observed in shallow areas of the pond.  The vocalizations of a single 
Spring Peeper (Pseudacris crucifer) were also heard in proximity to the stream corridor 
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along the southern edge of the Property.  It is possible that additional surveillance in the 
spring and early summer would determine the presence of other common amphibian 
species (e.g. Chorus Frog, Grey Tree Frog, American Toad) in association with the Pond 
and possibly in the riparian area in the northwest corner of the Property.  However, the 
presence of standing water in the riparian area is likely restricted both spatially and 
temporally, which inherently limits the potential for function as amphibian breeding 
habitat.   
 
Common woodland salamanders were not directly observed within the McIntosh 
Property, but there is a reasonable likelihood that these species could be present to some 
extent in certain wooded areas.  Woodlands with a more mature canopy and typical forest 
floor conditions would be the most likely locations to encounter woodland salamanders.  
Species could include the eft stage of the Red-spotted Newt or the Eastern Red-backed 
Salamander.  Species requiring woodland vernal pools (e.g. Jefferson or Spotted 
Salamander) are not considered likely to be present within the Property, owing to an 
absence of such pools. 
 
In regard to reptiles, the surveillance of the McIntosh Property did not reveal any direct 
evidence of the presence of any reptile species.  The GSCA has reported an observation 
of Snapping Turtle (Chelydra serpentina) in the pond in the southeast corner.  The pond 
could also possibly serve as habit for Midland Painted Turtle (Chrysemys picta 
marginata) which is reported in the Ontario Amphibian and Reptile Atlas as present in 
the area.  There is a reasonable likelihood of occurrence of common reptiles (e.g. Eastern 
Garter Snake) within the Property, most likely in the areas of natural vegetation cover.   

3.2.4 Aquatic Biota 
  
The basic characteristics of all the two small watercourses that traverse the Property are 
such that their ecological function and ecological value is somewhat limited, particularly 
owing to the intermittent nature of flow.  In terms of aquatic habitat functions, monitoring 
of the watercourses within the Property indicates an absence of any meaningful presence 
of aquatic plants or benthic invertebrates.  Available information indicates that these 
watercourses are not likely to directly support fish communities, but the intermittent 
presence of individuals of certain fish species (e.g. Creek Chub) is possible. 
 
During visual surveillance of the pond, a small school of fish was observed in close 
proximity to the pond perimeter.  The fish appeared to be young-of-year cyprinids 
(minnows) and larger fish were not observed.  The pond also supports aquatic 
macrophytes and invertebrates, which in turn support other aquatic fauna, including frogs 
and reportedly turtles.  There are no other locations within the Property where 
communities of aquatic flora or fauna are present.  
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3.2.5 Priority Species 
 
For the purpose of this EIS, the term "Priority Species" includes: 
 

1. any species with a provincial (sub-national) conservation status rank (SRank) of 
S1, S2, S3 or SH, or otherwise considered rare Ontario, and  

2. any species that has been designated as either Endangered, Threatened, or 
Special Concern by either the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in 
Canada (COSEWIC) or the Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in 
Ontario (COSSARO) 

 
The term "Species of Conservation Concern" (SOCC) is generally applied to species 
other than those designated as Threatened and Endangered.  The term "Species at Risk" 
(SAR) is typically applied to those included in regulatory listings as Threatened or 
Endangered, and thus subject to certain regulatory prohibitions.   
 
Species of any of the noted designations are all tracked by the Natural Heritage 
Information Centre (NHIC).  The NHIC Element Occurrence (EO) records are not 
intended to constitute an exhaustive or conclusive record of the presence or absence of 
Priority Species at a given location.  However, the EO data do provide an indication of 
what species could be present in the area.   
 
The EO records for the 1-km grid segments within a few km of the Property are 
summarized in Table 3.  The available NHIC EO data indicate that only two species have 
been recorded within a few km of the Property; 1) the Eastern Meadowlark, and 2) the 
Bobolink.  Both of these are grassland bird species which generally require greater than 5 
ha of open grassland habitat for breeding purposes.  The agricultural field in the core of 
the McIntosh Property has been cultivated and planted to row crops up until 2019, and in 
its present state is not considered to meet the habitat requirements of either Meadowlarks 
or Bobolinks.  Otherwise, meadow and grassland cover within the Property consists of a 
few small and isolated patches, totaling less than 0.5 ha in area.  In absence of a sufficient 
area of appropriate grassland habitat within the Property, there is no expectation that 
these species would be encountered in areas potentially affected by development 
 
The only other priority species on record within or near the Property is the Snapping 
Turtle (Chelydra serpentina).  The Snapping Turtles is designated as Special Concern, 
both Federally and Provincially, and Provincially Ranked as "Apparently Secure" (S4).  
The Snapping Turtle, like all turtle species found in southern Ontario, is dependent on 
persistent standing water.  The pond in the southeast corner of the Property provides 
persistent standing water, and it the only known location where a turtle has been 
observed.  In absence of sufficient standing water elsewhere within or near the Property, 
there is no expectation of encountering this species in locations potentially affected by 
development. 
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In regard to the general concerns regarding species-at-risk bats, there are several bat 
species that can be found, at least on occasion, in Grey County.  This includes four that 
are listed as Endangered: Tricolored bat (Perimyotis subflavus), Little brown myotis bat 
(Myotis lucifugus), Northern myotis (Myotis septentrionalis), and the Eastern small-
footed myotis (Myotis leibii).  The Northern myotis is generally encountered in 
coniferous forest, while the three other species-at-risk bats are each common to 
deciduous or mixed forest habitat, and could theoretically be found within or immediately 
adjacent to the Property.  The Property and surrounding land do not contain any features 
(caves, crevices) that would be used as bat hibernacula.  The possible presence of 
maternal colonies is dependent the local abundance of large (≥25 cm DBH) snags/cavity 
trees.  Within the confines of the McIntosh Property, there are very few tree specimens 
that could be regarded as favorable snag trees.  This density of snag trees does not meet 
the density requirement for high quality maternity roost habitat (i.e., >10 snags/hectare).  
The Property does not encompass any occurrences of Cliff-Cave ecosites, and there are 
no rock outcrops, caves or abandoned mines that could otherwise serve as hibernacula.  
Overall, there is some possibility of occasional and intermittent presence of species-at-
risk bats within or near the McIntosh Property, but there is no reason to expect the 
concentrated presence of bats for hibernation or maternal roosting purposes. 
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4.0 ANALYSIS  
 
The primary purpose of this analysis is to assess the potential of all aspects of the 
proposed development to adversely affect any of the relevant natural heritage features.  
The analysis considers three main factors; 1) the nature of the proposed development, 2) 
the characteristics and functions of the natural heritage features, and 3) the spatial and 
functional relationship between the proposed development and those features.  
Consideration is given to both direct and indirect effects, and also to the potential for 
effects both during and after construction.  

4.1 Description of Development 
 
The proposed development consists of a high-end camping facility, with a dozen units 
available for seasonal use (May to October), and also with partial capacity (five units) for 
year-round use.  The current Site Plan2 that has been prepared for the Property identifies 
the following elements: 
 

• seven small A-frame structures, 

• five geodesic dome structures (37 m2 each), 

• an open pavilion kitchen, 

• a bathroom/servicing building, 

• well-water and septic service for all but the A-frames, and 

• a gravel access lane and parking pad (16 vehicle capacity).   
 
All elements will be located within the central agricultural field, with the exception of 
four of the geodesic dome units which will be located in the open area behind the existing 
residence.  Development is not planned within any wooded portion of the Property, with 
the exception of running service lines (50 mm for water and 125 mm for septic) through a 
band of tree cover about 25 m wide.  There is no specified intent for any modification or 
usage of the pond in the southeast corner of the Property as part of the proposed camping 
facility.  
 

4.2 Summary of Features and Functions 
 
The natural features identified for consideration in this EIS reflect comments from the 
GSCA, and also reflect the broader characteristics of the Property as understood through 

                                                 
2 Capes Engineering.  Back-Forty Glamping - General Site Plan. Project #2019-52, Drawing C1, Rev. No. 
1.  14 August 2019. 
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site surveillance and review of existing information.  Each of the features has been 
delineated and assessed in order to understand important characteristics and ecological 
functions, spatial and functional relationships to the various aspects of the proposed 
development, and sensitivity and susceptibility to potential adverse effects.  The 
following discussions summarize the characteristics and functions of each relevant 
feature, particularly as each feature relates to the area of proposed development. 
 

4.2.1 Open Habitats 
 
The area where development is proposed, which also constitutes adjacent lands to various 
features of concern, consist entirely of open (i.e., non-wooded) habitat occupied by 
herbaceous plant cover, largely in the form of Cultural Meadow (CUM) communities.  
The ecological function of the herbaceous communities encountered within McIntosh 
Property is likely constrained in part by their small size, relatively low species diversity 
(e.g. areas of Reed Canary Grass dominance), and/or the relatively high presence of non-
native species and species that are considered invasive.  These communities would 
certainly provide some level of non-critical habitat function for various common species 
of fauna.  There is no reason to expect that these areas would provide critical habitat 
function for species with specialized requirements for certain open habitats (e.g. 
grassland or marsh habitat).  The herbaceous communities encountered within the 
McIntosh Property are not expected to function in any meaningful way as significant 
wildlife habitat (SWH).  While there are known occurrences of grassland bird SAR 
within a few km of the Property, none of the open habitat within the Property is suitable 
for these species.  
 

4.2.2 Woodlands 
 
Almost the entirety of wooded habitat within the McIntosh Property is designated as a 
Significant Woodlands.  The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) defines significant 
woodland as "an area which is; 

• ecologically important in terms of features such as species composition, age of 
trees and stand history,  

• functionally important due to its contribution to the broader landscape because 
of its location, size or due to the amount of forest cover in the planning area, 
or 

• economically important due to site quality, species composition, or past 
management history".    

 
These attributes are taken into account in the characterization of woodlands and in the 
assessment of potential impact.  In regard to ecological importance and functionality, key 
considerations include broad forest characteristics (age, structure), linkage function, 
water protection, and the presence of SAR, SOCC or SWH.  
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There are several aspects of the forest communities encountered within the McIntosh 
Property that might be limiting in terms of potential ecological function, including.   
 

• small patch size and lack of forest interior (i.e., forest that is at least 100 m 
away from any edges), 

• cultural influences (past clearing, subsequent plantations) 

• relatively young and even age forest stands, 

• relatively limited development of forest structure and stratification, and 

• an absence of mature tree specimens that could serve various habitat 
functions (e.g. maternal bat roosting) 

 
The woodlands within the Property have been determined to consist of relatively young 
forest communities with limited development of forest structure and moderate biological 
diversity.  The available information suggests that wildlife communities are typical of the 
region and likely composed of species that are neither rare nor particularly sensitive to 
disturbance.  There is no current expectation that these forest areas would provide critical 
habitat function for species with specialized forest habitat requirements (e.g. forest 
interior habitat).  It is possible that a few forest bird SAR or SOCC (e.g. Eastern Wood-
pewee) could occasionally be present within the Property, or that the woods might  
otherwise support limited SWH function.  Because of patch size and other constraints, 
any species of conservation priority are likely to be low in abundance and their presence 
within the Property is not expected to be significant from a population perspective.  
Overall, there is a very low likelihood of meaningful presence of plant or animal species 
of conservation priority within the wooded areas within the McIntosh Property. 
 
In terms of function related to water protection, forest cover generally leads to improved 
quality of runoff (e.g. reduced erosion and sediment loads, reduced thermal loading), 
which can have a beneficial effect on down-gradient features.  Loss or impairment of 
forested areas can result in a reduction of the collective attenuation benefits provided by 
the given forest area.  The wooded areas within the McIntosh Property could provide 
some attenuation of surface runoff and shallow groundwater and subsequent moderation 
of water quantity and quality in the watercourses that traverse the Property.   
 
In regard to linkage, the woodlands within and near the Property are relatively small 
patches of the given forest community type, situated in a local area where much of the 
land is cleared for agricultural purposes.  Other than Significant Woodlands, there are no 
significant natural heritage features (i.e., PSW, ANSI) in close proximity to the McIntosh 
Property, and the Property does not support any linkage to such features.  There are no 
other specific habitat features/functions that have been identified within or in close 
proximity to the Property, including forest interior and deer wintering yards.  There are 
small tracts of wooded cover to the north and south of the Property along the 12th Line, 
and the woodlands within the Property certainly provide some small scale linkage 
between these areas. 
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4.2.3 Fish Habitat 
 
No permanent watercourses flow through or in close proximity to the McIntosh Property.  
The intermittent watercourses that are encountered within the Property are first order and 
exhibit only seasonal flow, and stretches of these watercourses are grassed.  The 
watercourses are not anticipated to function as direct fish habitat to any meaningful 
extent, but as tributaries to Oxmead Creek would provide indirect fish habitat function. 
 
The pond in the southeast corner of the Property was observed to contain small fish, most 
likely cyptinid species.  The presence of turtles and both adult and larval amphibians 
suggests that the pond does not contain larger fish species. 
 
The wetland habitat associated with the watercourse in the northwest corner of the 
Property is Meadow Marsh habitat.  It is not anticipated that this wetland area would 
exhibit standing water of spatial extent or temporal duration that would serve as direct 
fish habitat.  During peak flows in the spring, it is possible that the riparian wetland area 
would be subject to flooding that would temporarily allow for the presence of fish that 
might be found in the intermittent watercourse at that time.   
 

4.2.4 Significant Wildlife Habitat 
 
For planning purposes in Ontario, Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) is defined as 
habitat that is "ecologically important in terms of features, functions, representation or 
amount, and contributing to the quality and diversity of an identifiable geographic area 
or Natural Heritage System".   
 
The information available for the purpose of this EIS, as presented in Section 3.2, has 
been reviewed in specific consideration of the potential presence and implications of 
various types of SWH within the McIntosh Property.  The analysis of potential SWH 
presence is based on guidance provided by the MNRF (2015).  There are several 
categories and specific types of designated SWH.  These various categories have 
generally recognized associations with a number of the ELC community types that have 
been identified within the Property.  For example, "Woodland Raptor Nesting Habitat" 
can be found in a variety of coniferous forest (FOC) and deciduous forest (FOD 
communities.  The presence of these communities does not necessarily equate to the 
presence of SWH.  The determination of SWH habitat is ultimately based on direct 
evidence of presence of specified indicator species of the class of wildlife in question, 
and also on the presence of specific conditions (e.g. forest size thresholds, forest 
maturity).   In reviewing the available information, there are only four types of SWH that  
are deemed to have a reasonable likelihood of being present within the McIntosh 
Property.  Each of this is discussed below. 
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Turtle wintering areas: 
 
The small pond in the southeast corner of the Property provides permanent water that 
may serve as wintering habitat for turtles.  The pond is relatively deep and appears to 
have a significant layer of soft sediments.  The Snapping Turtle is one of the indicator 
species and at least one specimen has been confirmed as present in the recent past.  
Midland Painted Turtles could also be present but have not been observed.  The MNRF 
Guidance states that the presence of basking congregations of indictor turtle species on 
warm sunny days in the fall (Sept. - Oct.) serves as an indicator.  Warm and sunny 
conditions prevailed during surveillance on 04 October 2019, but no basking turtles were 
observed.  The MNR Guidance also states that man-made ponds should not be considered 
as SWH, and the McIntosh pond appears to be man-made.  Despite any firm indication of 
the presence of Turtle Wintering Habitat, for the purpose of this EIS it is conservatively 
assumed that the pond could provide this SWH function. 
 
Amphibian wetland breeding habitat: 
 
The pond was observed to contain both adult and larval frogs, with species confirmation 
of Green Frog.  The Green Frog is listed as an indicator species for this type of SWH, and 
it is possible other indicator species of frog are present.  For the purpose of this EIS, it is 
conservatively assumed that the pond could provide this SWH function. 
 
Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species 
 
As discussed in Section 3.2.5, there are a few species Provincially designated as Special 
Concern and/or with a Provincial Rank of S1 to S3 that are known to be present in or near 
the McIntosh Property, and for which required habitat is found within the Property.  This 
includes the Eastern Wood-pewee (Special Concern), the Snapping Turtle (Special 
Concern), the Midland Painted Turtle (Special Concern, COSEWIC only).  The pond 
constitutes the SWH for turtle species, while most wooded portions of the Property could 
provide habitat for the Eastern Wood-pewee. 
 
Amphibian Movement Corridors: 
 
Corridors that facilitate movement of select amphibians between aquatic breeding habitat 
and terrestrial habitat, usually woodlands, can be specified as SWH.  Within the 
McIntosh Property it is possible that amphibians might move from the Pond to adjacent 
wooded areas.  Any of the upland habitats adjacent to the Pond can serve this function. 
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4.3 Assessment of Potential Impacts 
 

4.3.1 Significant Woodlands 
 
The site plan does not indicate that development will occur within any area of Significant 
Woodland, with the exception of the installation of service infrastructure (septic and 
water lines) through a narrow width of forest.  This may result in direct loss of individual 
specimens of woody vegetation (trees or shrubs) or disturbance of root zones of a limited 
number of trees.  The wooded area in question is occupied by a mix of Maples, Ash, Elm, 
Hawthorn, Domestic Apple and Buckthorn.  Trees in this area do not exceed 30 cm DBH.  
Overall, it is possible that the installation of service lines could result in loss or 
impairment of a limited number of trees, possibly including mid-sized specimens of 
Sugar Maple.  The limited loss of trees in this location would not affect the functional 
integrity of this narrow woodland block. 
 
In terms of ecological importance, the functions provided or supported within Significant 
Woodlands on or adjacent to the McIntosh Property are as follows: 

• no important linkage functions, 

• limited possible presence of SOCC, possibly including Eastern Wood-pewee in 
association with forest community types (primarily FOD5-8) on the perimeter of 
the area of development, 

• limited SWH potential, consisting of possible presence of amphibian movement 
corridors in proximity to the Pond in the southeast corner of the Property, and  

• limited water protection function. 
In absence of any loss of woodlands as a result of development, all functions will be 
retained.  There is no reason to conclude that the proposed alterations and activities in 
limited portions of lands adjacent to woodlands would have indirect effects that would 
result in meaningful diminishment of these functions. 
 
In regard to disturbance of wildlife associated with woodlands, development-related 
construction introduces stimuli (sound, movement and light) that could possibly disturb 
sensitive wildlife species.  The post-construction occupation of the camping facilities also 
introduces such stimuli, although most likely at a much lower intensity.  The likelihood 
and potential significance of such wildlife disturbance is largely a function of the nature 
of the animal communities in proximity to the site.  For the McIntosh Property, the 
available information does not indicate the presence of populations of wildlife species 
that are particularly sensitive and/or of conservation concern.  The risk of wildlife 
disturbance is deemed to be very low, and any such disturbance would not be expected to 
have measurable consequences to local wildlife populations. 
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4.3.2 Significant Wildlife Habitat 
 
No SWH functions have been confirmed within the Property, but SWH function is 
conservatively assumed to be provided in certain locations within the Property.  This 
includes SWH functions associated with the pond, and also the possible function of 
woodlands adjacent to the area of development as habitat for the Eastern wood-pewee, 
which is an SOCC.   
 
The proposed development will not result in any direct impingement on the Pond, and  
there is no expectation of any disruption of hydrological inputs to the pond resulting from 
changes within the area of development.  Thus, there is no expectation of SWH impacts 
in this location.   
 
Development is not proposed within woodland areas, with the exception of installation of 
service lines though a narrow band of woodland.  It is remotely possible that this activity 
could result in loss or disturbance of an Eastern Wood-pewee nest. 
 

4.3.3 Priority Species 
 
Available information indicates that the plant and animal communities within and 
immediately adjacent to the McIntosh Property are composed of species that are 
relatively common and from stable populations.  There is currently no expectation of the 
presence of SOCC or SAR within the area of proposed development.  There is some 
potential for the presence of a SOCC in the woodland communities adjacent to the area of 
development.  SOCC are not expected to be present in abundance and the likelihood of 
presence on woodland perimeter in proximity to proposed development and related 
activity is considered to be relatively low.  There is no expectation that development 
would result in any direct harm to SAR or SOCC or their habitat.  There is some potential 
for indirect impacts, primarily as a result of disturbance.  The Priority Species that could 
be present are not known to be particularly sensitive to disturbance.  Any disturbance that 
might occur would not be meaningful in a population context. 
 

4.3.4 Fish Habitat 
 
Development will be set-back a minimum of 30 m from the watercourses that traverse the 
Property, and the majority of development will be 50 m or more away from the 
watercourse.  Development will also be separated from the pond in the southeast corner 
of the Property by at least 50 m.  There will be no direct impacts on fish habitat. 
 
Landscape alteration within the area of development has the potential to lead to indirect 
impacts on fish habitat, primarily as a result of changes in the quality or quantity of water 
in the two tributaries to Oxmead Creek.  There are several factors which significantly 
reduce the likelihood and potential magnitude of any such indirect effects,  including: 
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• the retention of existing wooded cover between the area of proposed 

development and the watercourses, 

• the relatively low intensity and small built footprint of the proposed 
development, and 

• the limited degree of hydrological connectivity between the upland 
portions of the Property and the watercourses. 

 
Overall, there is no expectation of any alteration within the development area which 
could lead to direct or indirect impacts on fish habitat.  There is always some risk of 
erosion and sediment transport associated with any construction activity, but this risk is 
subject to standard mitigation measures (see Section 5.4.1). 
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

5.1 Summary of Site Conditions 
 
About half of the McIntosh Property is occupied by cultural communities.  This includes 
the current agricultural field in the core of the Property where proposed development 
and/or landscape alteration will occur.  The remaining half of the Property is occupied 
almost entirely by Significant Woodlands.  The woodlands consist primarily of relatively 
young deciduous forest communities, a number of which reflect a some level of cultural 
influence.  The woodlands generally provide limited ecological function, and are not 
expected to meaningfully support SAR, SOCC or SWH.   
 
There are two watercourses which traverse the Property, each characterized by 
intermittent flow and a low level of ecological function.  These watercourses are 
tributaries to Oxmead Creek, and may provide indirect habitat function for fish 
communities in that larger watercourse.   
 
The pond in the southeast corner of the Property appears to be man made but has 
naturalized over time.  The pond now supports communities of aquatic flora and fuana, 
including fish, amphibians and turtles.  Available information has not confirmed the 
presence of SWH, but SWH functions have been assumed for the purpose of this EIS. 
 

5.2 Summary of Impacts 
 
Development is confined to cultural meadow communities, where it will not result in 
direct adverse effects on any features of interest, including SAR, SOCC and SWH.  The 
woodlands adjacent to the area of development are theoretically subject to indirect 
impacts.  Available evidence does not indicate the presence of particularly sensitive or 
significant populations of wildlife associated with the adjacent woodlands.  The nature of 
the development itself is such that indirect effects are unlikely.  Overall, the likelihood of 
effects on wildlife species and communities as a result of development within the 
Property is considered to be very low, and there is no expectation that such effects would 
be meaningful at the local population level. 
 
Owing to a limited potential for fish habitat function within and adjacent to the Property, 
and functional separation of the area of development from potential fish habitat features 
(watercourses, pond), there is no expectation of adverse effects on fish habitat as a result 
of the proposed development.   
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5.3 Adherence to Policy 
 
In keeping with the Provincial Policy Statement, there are several policies of potential 
relevance to the McIntosh Property: 
 

• Significant Woodlands - no development or site alteration may occur within 
Significant Woodlands or their adjacent lands (within 120 m) unless it has been 
demonstrated through an EIS that there will be no negative impacts on the natural 
features or their ecological functions.  In addition, fragmentation of significant 
woodlands is generally discouraged. 

 
• Fish Habitat - development and site alteration are not permitted in Fish Habitat 

except in accordance with relevant provincial and federal requirements.  No 
development will be permitted within 30 m of the banks of a stream, river, or lake 
unless an EIS, or the Conservation Authority, concludes setbacks may be reduced  

 
• Significant Wildlife Habitat - development and site alteration is not permitted 

within, Significant Wildlife Habitat and their adjacent lands (120 m), unless it has 
been demonstrated through an EIS that there will be no negative impacts on the 
natural features or their ecological functions. 

 
• Habitat of Threatened/Endangered Species - no development or site alteration will 

be permitted within the habitat of threatened or endangered species except in 
accordance with provincial and federal requirements. No development or site 
alteration will be permitted within the adjacent lands (120 m) to these areas unless 
it has been demonstrated through an EIS that there will be no negative impacts on 
the natural features or their ecological functions.  

 
Overall, the proposed development at the McIntosh Property meets policy requirements 
and there is no expectation of any negative impacts on any of the specific features of 
interest or the environment as a whole. 

5.4 Recommendations  

5.4.1 Mitigation Measures 
 
As noted, the current development plan does not create any meaningful risk of significant 
adverse effects on any natural heritage features or functions.  As a precaution, there are 
number of measures that can be taken to further reduce the risk of any such effects. 
 
Erosion and Sediment Control 
 
While the risk for adverse effects on watercourses is very low, Erosion and Sediment 
Control (ESC) measures should be implemented during construction in accordance with 



Environmental Impact Study – McIntosh Property 
 

 
 

Ref # 19-11.1  27 
October 2019  

established guidelines.  The watercourse just beyond the southern boundary of the 
Property is the primary location where there is any potential for delivery of eroded 
materials to surface water.  Measures should be put in place to prevent the transport of 
sediment from the Property in the direction of the watercourse.  Silt fencing should be 
placed along the perimeter of the open field during the construction period.  All silt 
fencing should be installed prior to any site disturbance and maintained until construction 
and restoration are complete.   
 
In addition to the installation of fencing to control sediment transportation, there are 
several measures to implement to help limit the potential for initial erosion to occur at the 
sites of soil disturbance.  This includes: 
 

• avoidance of work during wet conditions, 
• minimizing the passage of vehicles over areas of exposed soil, 
• placement of stockpiled soil or fill as far away from the wetland and the back 

of the Property as practical, and 
• minimizing the time between initial exposure of soil and the final construction 

or restoration of a given area.  Restoration should occur as soon as possible. 
 
Tree Protection 
 
To the extent possible, forest blocks and all individual trees >10 cm DBH should be 
subject to efforts to ensure their long-term retention.  If the site plan calls for work within 
drip-line of a given tree, efforts to optimize post-construction survival (e.g. limbing, root 
pruning) should be considered.   
 
To further facilitate the long-term survival of all trees bordering the area of development, 
there are several general practices which are recommended during the construction 
period. These include: 
 

• Placement of protective wrap or fencing around individual trees in close 
proximity to working/travel areas,  

• Placing limits on the depth of excavation or grading within prescribed 
distance of trees of interest, 

• Avoidance of passage of construction vehicles over the root zone of the 
tree, especially during conditions which are conducive to compaction (i.e. 
wet periods),  

• Limitation of the installation of impermeable surface (e.g. paved 
driveways) within and around the root zone of priority trees. 
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Migratory Bird Protection 
 
To avoid impacts to migratory birds that may be present, including Priority Species such 
as Eastern Wood-pewee, the removal of any trees or disturbance within wooded areas, 
significant or not, should be timed so as to avoid the period of active bird nesting (i.e., 
May to August).   If the specific work cannot be timed as recommended, the area of 
activity should be surveyed for the presence of nesting birds.   
 
5.4.2 Enhancement Opportunities 
 
The proposed development also affords some opportunity for ecological enhancement.   
The main recommendation is the control or removal of invasive plant species, especially 
Buckthorn which is present throughout the woodland areas within the Properties.     
 
Green-space vegetation in the area of development could be planned and managed to 
optimize the presence of native plants.  This could include the use of native flowering 
plants, preferably perennials, that could serve as forage for a variety of pollinator insects.   
 
Consideration can also be given to edge protection plantings along the interior edge of 
blocks of existing natural forest (i.e., Sugar Maple - White Ash deciduous forest 
community FOD5-8, depicted in Figure 3).  Plantings in this in this case would generally 
consist of native shrubs, vines and/or herbaceous perennial plants within the drip-line of 
the outermost trees, and also the removal of non-native and invasive species that are 
currently establishing in this area.  The protective function of such plantings is most 
beneficial in cases where there is removal of existing woods (or other natural vegetation) 
and forest edges become newly exposed.  In this case, there will be no new exposure of 
woodland edge and the protective function will be relatively limited.  For this reason, this 
planting option is considered to be a relatively low priority. 
 
As a measure of enhancement, planting and restoration efforts are also suggested in 
cleared areas adjacent to the perimeter of woodland areas.  The plantings would be 
entirely within areas currently occupied by cultural community, and are intended to 
expand the footprint of natural vegetation within the Property and thus enhance existing 
natural features and their functions.  The plantings will provide some protection of the 
existing natural features, deterring human encroachment and also encroachment of non-
native and/or invasive species.  Plantings should consist of native shrub and tree species 
of size and spacing that mimic natural structure.   
 
A contingency plan should be developed to address the pending implications of Emerald 
Ash Borer (EAB).  This insect pest is now well-established in southern Ontario and is 
spreading into Grey County.  In time, it is anticipated that all ash trees will be affected by 
EAB.   Ash species are a significant component of the woodlands within the McIntosh 
Property.  In many cases, loss of ash will compromise the integrity and function of 
woodlands.  A pro-active plan to minimize the implications of the loss of ash trees is 
recommended. 
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Table 1:  Plant Species List for McIntosh Property

Common Name Scientific Name

Provincial 
Status          

(S-RANK)1
COSEWIC 

Status2
COSSARO 

Status2
Native vs Non-

native
Alternate-leaved Dogwood Cornus alternafolia S5 - - Native
American Basswood Tilia americana S5 - - Native
American Beech Fagus grandifolia S4 - - Native
Awl-fruited Sedge Carex stipata S5 - - Native
Birdfoot Trefoil* Lotus corniculatus NA - - Non-native
Black Cherry Prunus serotina S5 - - Native
Black Knapweed* Centaurea nigra NA - - Non-native
Black Medic* Medicago lupulina NA - - Non-native
Black Nightshade Solanum emulans S5 - - Native
Boneset Eupatorium perfoliatum S5 - - Native
Broad-leaf Cattail Typha latifolia S5 - - Native
Brown Knapweed* Centaurea jacea NA - - Non-native
Buckthorn* Rhamnus cathartica NA - - Non-native
Bull Thistle Cirsium vulgare NA - - Non-native
Calico Aster Symphyotrichum lateriflorum S5 - - Native
Canada Anemone Aneomone canadensis S5 - - Native
Canada Goldenrod Solidago canadensis S5 - - Native
Catnip Nepeta cataria NA - - Non-native
Chicory Chicorium intybus NA - - Non-native 
Choke Cherry Prunus virginiana S5 - - Native
Coltsfoot* Tussilago farfara NA - - Non-native
Common Burdock* Arctium minus NA - - Non-native
Common Buttercup* Ranunculus acris NA - - Non-native
Common Cinquefoil Potentilla simplex S5 - - Native
Common Dandelion* Taraxacum officinale NA - - Non-native
Common Milkweed Asclepias syriaca S5 - - Native
Common Mullein* Verbascum thapsis NA - - Non-native
Common Plantain Plantago major NA - - Non-native
Common Ragweed Ambrosia artemisiifolia S5 - - Native
Common Scouring Rush Equisetum hyemale S5 - - Native
Common Sow-thistle Sonchus oleraceus NA - - Non-native
Common St. Johnswort Hypericum perforatum S5 - - Non-native
Common Strawberry Fragaria virginiana S5 - - Native
Common Timothy Phleum pratense NA - - Non-native
Curly Dock Rumex crispus NA - - Non-native
Daisy Fleabane Erigeron hyssopifolius S5 - - Native
Dog Violet Viola conspersa S5 - - Native 
Domestic Apple Malus pumila NA - - Non-native
Eastern Cottonwood Populus deltoides S5 - - Native
Eastern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis S5 - - Native
Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus S5 - - Native
Elecampane Flower* Inula helenium NA - - Non-native
English Plantain Plantago lanceolata NA - - Non-native
European Highbush CranberryViburnum opulus NA - - Non-native
Field Horsetail Equisetum arvense S5 - - Native
Field Sow-thistle Sonchus arvensis NA - - Non-native
Flat-leaved Bladderwort Utricularia intermedia S5 - - Native
Floating Pondweed Potamogeton natans S5 - - native
Garlic Mustard* Alliaria petiolata NA - - Non-native



Table 1:  Plant Species List for McIntosh Property

Common Name Scientific Name

Provincial 
Status          

(S-RANK)1
COSEWIC 

Status2
COSSARO 

Status2
Native vs Non-

native
Green Ash Fraxinus pennsylvanica S4 - - Native
Ground Cherry Physalis sp. S4 - - Native
Hawthorn Crataegus spp - - - Native
Highbush Cranberry Viburnum trilobum S5 - - Native
Ironwood Ostrya virginiana S5 - - Native
Lance-leaved Goldenrod Euthamia graminifolia S5 - - Native
Large-tooth Aspen Populus grandidentata S5 - - Native
Late Goldenrod Solidago gigantea S5 - - Native
Meadow Horsetail Equisetum pratense S5 - - Native
Narrow-leaved Cattail* Typha angustifolia NA - - Native
New England Aster Symphyotrichum novae-angliae S5 - - Native
Northern Bedstraw Galium boreale S5 - - Native
Norway Maple* Acer platanoides NA - - Non-native
Oxeye Daisy* Leucanthemum vulgare NA - - Non-native
Panicled Aster Symphyotrichum lanceolatum S5 - - Native
Peach-leaved Willow Salix amygdaloides S5 - - Native
Perennial Ryegrass* Lolium perenne NA - - Non-native
Periwinkle* Vinca minor NA - - Non-native
Pussy Willow Salix discolor S5 - - Native
Red Clover* Trifolium pratense NA - - Non-native
Red Fescue Festuca rubra S5 - - Native
Red Raspberry Rubus idaeus S5 - - Native
Red-osier Dogwood Cornus sericea S5 - - Native
Reed Canary Grass Phalaris arundinacea S5 - - Native
Rough Avens Geum laciniatum S4 - - Native
Rough-fruited Cinquefoil* Potentilla recta NA - - Non-native
Scotch Thistle Onopordum acanthium NA - - Non-native
Self-heal Prunella vulgaris S5 - - Non-native
Serviceberry Amelanchier arborea S5 - - Native
Showy Mountain-ash Sorbus decora S5 - - Native
Small White Aster Symphyotrichum lateriflorum S5 - - Native
Spearmint Mentha spicata NA - - Non-native
Spotted Joe-pye Weed Eupatorium maculatum S5 - - Native
Spreading Dogbane Apocynum androsaemifolium S5 - - Native
Staghorn Sumac Rhus typhina S5 - - Native
Sugar Maple Acer saccharum S5 - - Native
Tall Fescue* Schedonorus arundinaceus NA - - Non-native
Tartarian Honeysuckle* Lonicera tatarica NA - - Non-native
Teasel Dipsacus sylvestris NA - - Non-native
Trembling Aspen Populus tremuloides S5 - - Native
Tufted Vetch* Vicia cracca NA - - Non-native
Viper's Bugloss Echium vulgare NA - - Non-native
White Ash Fraxinus americana S4 - - Native
White Birch Betula papyrifera S5 - - Native
White Elm Ulmus americana S5 - - Native
White Spruce Picea glauca S5 - - Native
White Sweet Clover Melilotus albus NA - - Non-native
Wild Carrot* Daucus carota NA - - Non-native
Wild Cucumber Echinocystis lobata S5 - - Native



Table 1:  Plant Species List for McIntosh Property

Common Name Scientific Name

Provincial 
Status          

(S-RANK)1
COSEWIC 

Status2
COSSARO 

Status2
Native vs Non-

native
Wild Grape Vitis riparia S5 - - Native
Wild Raspberry Rubus occidentalis S5 - - Native
Woodland Agrimony Agrimonia striata S4 - - Native
Wool Grass Scirpus cyperinus S5 - - Native
Yellow Wood-sorrel Oxalis dillenii S5 - - Native

* - species marked with an asterisk are considered by various sources to be invasive in Ontario
1 -  S5 = Secure, S4 = Apparently Secure, NA = Not Applicable (for non-native species)
2 - none of the species listed above have been assessed by COSEWIC or COSSARO



Table 2:  Summary of Bird Species Observed at the McIntosh Property

Common name Scientific name SRANK2 COSEWIC3 COSSARO4

American Crow Corvus brachyrhynchos Confirmed S5 - - general
American Goldfinch Carduelis tristis Confirmed S5 - - general
American Robin Turdus migratorius Confirmed S5 - - general
Black-capped Chickadee Poecile atricapillus Confirmed S5 - - general
Blue Jay Cyanocitta cristata Confirmed S5 - - forest
Downy Woodpecker Picoides pubescens Confirmed S5 - - forest
Golden-crowned Kinglet Regulus satrapa Probable S5 - - forest
Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura Confirmed S5 - - general
Northern Cardinal Cardinalis cardinalis Probable S5 - - early succession
Northern Flicker Colaptes auratus Confirmed S4 - - general
Red-bellied Woodpecker Melanerpes carolinus Possible S4 - - forest
Red-winged Blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus Confirmed S4 - - Wetland/general
Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia Confirmed S5 - - general
White-throated Sparrow Zonotrichia albicollis Probable S5 - - forest
Wild Turkey Meleagris gallopavo Possible S5 - - forest, mixed habitat

1. the highest breeding status reported in the OBBA for either Square 17NK23
2. Provincial Rank: S4 - Apparently Secure, S5 - Secure
3. Federal Status:  none of the speices listed above have been assessed
4. Provincial Status: none of the speices listed above have been assessed
5. based on the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA) 

Species Conservation Status Breeding Habitat 
Preference5

OBBA  
Breeding 
Status2



Table 3:  NHIC Element Occurrences in Proximity to the Property

Common Name Scientific Name
Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus S4B THR THR 26-May-01
Eastern Meadowlark Sturnella magna S4B THR THR 26-May-01
Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus S4B THR THR 26-May-01
Eastern Meadowlark Sturnella magna S4B THR THR 26-May-01

1. Provincial Rank: S4 = Apparently Secure
2. COSEWIC/COSSARO status - THR = Threatened

17NK2535

17NK2435

COSSARO 
Status2

Last Date 
Observed

Species
Square ID

Provincial 
Rank1

COSEWIC 
Status2
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Figure 1 - Property Location 
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Figure 2 - Hydrological Features 
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Figure 3 - Ecological Communities
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APPENDIX A - LANDUSE AND FEATURES 
MAPPING (GSCA, MNRF) 
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NEIL MORRIS 

Consulting Ecologist 

2480 Olde Baseline Rd., Caledon 
Ontario, Canada.  L7C 0J3 
tel: (905) 838-1485 
e-mail: neilpmorris@msn.com 

 

   

 

12 September 2019 
 
 
Jacob Kloeze, Planning Technician 
Grey Sauble Conservation Authority 
237897 Inglis Falls Road 
R.R. #4 
Owen Sound, ON 
N4K 5N6 
 
 
By E-mail 
 
Mr. Kloeze 
 
Re:  EIS Terms of Reference – McIntosh Property (GSCA file P19219) 
 
This letter is submitted in regard to a ~10-ha Property at 145166 Sideroad 16, known as 
Part Lot 15, Concession 11, Municipality of Meaford.  The purpose of this letter is to 
provide for your consideration a brief Terms of Reference (TOR) for an Environmental 
Impact Study (EIS) to be undertaken at this property.  The TOR presented herein has 
been developed in consideration of the pre-consultation comments1 provided by the Grey 
Sauble Conservation Authority (GSCA) in regard to Natural Heritage and Regulated 
Areas. 
 
EIS Rationale 
 
The proposed development consists of a multi-site camping facility with basic amenities 
(well and septic servicing, communal shower and kitchen facilities, parking).  Based on 
information available at this time, the issues of potential concern relate to the fact that 
the camping facility will be established and operated within the adjacent lands (i.e., within 
120 m) of the following features: 
 

• Significant Woodlands, as mapped under the Grey County Official Plan 
(OP), 

• possible significant wildlife habitat (SWH), specifically in the form of turtle 
wintering habitat associated with an on-site pond. 

• fish habitat associated with tributaries to Oxmead Creek, the pond and a 
small wetland feature in the northwest corner of the Property. 

By policy, an EIS is triggered simply by the proposal to develop within the adjacent lands 
of the noted features.  The has also noted the broad general concern that development 
and operation of the camping facility may negatively impact those features and the 
adjacent land area. 
 

 
1 Letter from Jacob Kloeze (GSCA) to Krystin Rennie (Municipality of Meaford).  22 August 
2019.  Re: Pre-consultation for Camping Proposal. GSCA file P19219. 



12 Sept 2019 

Mr. Jacob Kloeze 

Page 2 of 5 

Reference: EIS TOR - McIntosh Property 

General EIS Objectives: 
 
As specified by the GSCA, the EIS will be undertaken to identify all significant natural 
heritage feature son the Property, and to demonstrate that there will be no negative 
development-related impacts on those features.   
 
In keeping with the general expectations and specifications of the OP for the Town and 
County, the EIS will include the following: 
 

• a description of the natural environment, including both physical form and 
ecological function; 

• summary of the development proposal; 

• prediction of potential direct, indirect and cumulative effects of development 
compared with overall environmental goals; 

• identification and evaluation of options to avoid impacts; 

• identification and evaluation of options for mitigation or rehabilitation, including 
setbacks; 

• an implementation plan, and 

• evaluation of the need for a monitoring program. 
 
The scope of work described herein is intended to allow for an EIS that allows for each 
of these components.  The content of the final EIS Report will cover each of these 
elements.  
 
Work-Scope: 
 
A core task of this NHE is the characterization of the natural heritage features of interest 
and their functions, and identification of the functional relationships between the Property 
and those features.  The nature of the development has been taken as key context in 
determining the required level of effort and detail for the characterization and functional 
assessment.  Because of the nature of the proposed development (i.e., camping 
facilities), the level of detail necessary to assess potential development-related impacts 
should be less than typically required for higher level approvals (e.g. approval of a plan 
of subdivision).   
 
The EIS would be undertaken to address, at a minimum, the relevant Natural Heritage 
issues identified above.  In addition to the specific concerns noted by the GSCA, the 
possible presence of any other Species at Risk (SAR) or Species of Conservation 
Concern (SOCC) within or adjacent to the Property is also considered herein as an issue 
of concern. 
 
The two main efforts undertaken to address the specified needs and allow the 
preparation of the EIS include; 
 

1. a desktop review of available information (documents and data) regarding the 
characteristics of the Property, and  
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2. focused monitoring of the Property to provide a site-specific understanding of 
the relevant features and the functional relationship with the area(s) of 
proposed development. 

 
The review of existing information of relevance to the Property will be completed prior to 
onset of direct field assessment.  Several sources of information will be consulted for this 
purpose, including: 
 

o Grey County’s web-based interactive GIS mapping tool,  

o the MNRF's interactive web-based natural heritage mapping tool,  

o the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) on-line database,  

o the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA) (Cadman et al, 2007) and associated 

database  

o the Soil Survey of Grey County (Richards and Gillespie, 1954), 

o the Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas on-line database (Ontario Nature), 

In addition, the MNRF will be directly consulted with respect to the possible presence of 

Species at Risk (SAR) and Species of Conservation Concern (SCC) in and around the 

Property.  

 

The information obtained in this review will serve in part to determine certain 

environmental characteristics of the Property, and also to identify possible features to be 

subject of focus during that monitoring prior to the onset of that monitoring. 
 
The EIS will collectively consider the findings of the desktop review and the on-site 
monitoring in a weight-of-evidence manner.  The combined information will be used 
along with professional judgment to characterize natural heritage features and their likely 
functions.  This information will in turn has serve as the basis for assessing the potential 
for any affects of the proposed development on the features of interest. 
 
The coverage and level of detail of on-site surveillance that is proposed herein are 
intended to allow adequate description of the general natural environment, and also 
allow detailed assessment of effects on natural features and functions of focused 
concern (i.e., Significant Woodlands, wetlands, fish habitat).   To effectively address the 
identified EIS requirements, the on-site surveillance would include: 
 

▪ General characterization of the physical and ecological features and functions 
within and immediately adjacent to the Property. 

▪ Focused characterization of all wooded portions of the Property, including tree 
species composition, canopy configuration, ecological function (habitat, 
ecological connectivity). 
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▪ Focused characterization of the wetland area, and direct assessment of its 
hydrology and habitat characteristics and ecological functions. 

▪ Direct examination of slope/topography, conveyance features (swales, seeps), 
and overburden characteristics within and adjacent to the Property, to understand 
hydrological processes and connectivity between the Property and the 
hydrological features.  

▪ Limited plant and animal inventories with a focus on identification of possible 
SAR/SOCC that may be present.   

 
Natural areas within the Property will be characterized following the general principles of 
the Ecological Land Classification (ELC) system for Southern Ontario2.  This will include 
an initial delineation of areas of distinct and relatively homogenous tree cover 
assemblages, followed by more detailed examination of the species composition of each 
distinct area.   Other attributes of forested areas will also be examined, including: 
 

• degree of cover of woody vegetation,  

• tree size classes, primarily as diameter-at-breast-height (DBH),  

• species composition of forest strata (canopy, sub-canopy, under-storey),  

• forest floor conditions (leaf litter, hummocks, fallen logs and other woody debris), 

• ground cover density and species composition, and 

• soil characteristics, ascertained though soil cores completed to ~ 0.5 to 1 meter 
below ground surface (mbgs) using a hand-held auger. 

 
The wetland feature located within the Property will be examined in regard to core 
attributes of hydrology and ecology (both floral and faunal).  In general, the wetlands 
within the Property will examined to determine status with respect to a range of functions, 
including: 
 

• ground water recharge and discharge, 

• water storage and release, 

• flood damage reduction, 

• shoreline stabilization, 

• sediment trapping, 

• nutrient and contaminant uptake and removal, 

• food chain support, 

 
2 Lee, H.T., W.D. Bakowsky, J. Riley, J. Bowles, M. Puddister, P. Uhlig and S. McMurray. 1998. 
Ecological Land Classification for Southern Ontario: First Approximation and its Application. 
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, Southcentral Science Section, Science Development 
and Transfer Branch. SCSS Field Guide FG-02. 
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• habitat for fish and wildlife, and  

• attendant social and economic benefits. 
 
The information obtained through on-site surveillance will be also be reviewed in specific 
consideration of the potential presence and implications of SWH within the Property.  
The analysis of potential SWH presence and impacts will be based on guidance provided 
by the MNRF3.   
 
It is proposed that the on-site surveillance of the Property be conducted in 2019 prior to 
the onset of fall senescence.  It is acknowledged that the proposed single-season 
surveillance does not constitute rigorous and detailed assessment of plant and animal 
communities.  However, the surveillance is expected to provide an understanding of the 
nature of those communities that is deemed to be sufficient for the purposes of the EIS.  
The EIS will also follow a precautionary approach.  For example, in possible absence of 
sufficient on-site data to assess the presence of SWH or SAR/SOCC in association with 
any given feature, the assessment of possible impacts would assume the possible 
presence of those elements.  If the EIS determines that impacts on these or other 
elements are possible, and that mitigation options are not available or insufficient, then  
he EIS will make recommendations for more detailed site-specific survey in the 
appropriate seasons in 2020. 
 
Overall, the efforts identified above are believed to be adequate to allow effective 
characterization of noted environmental features and subsequent assessment of 
possible impacts of the proposed development at the McIntosh Property on those 
features. 
 
If you or other parties have any questions or concerns regarding the scope of work 
discussed herein, please do not hesitate to contact me at your convenience.  
 
Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Neil Morris, Consulting Ecologist 

2480 Olde Baseline Rd. 

Caledon, Ontario 

L7C 0J3 

 

 

 

cc via e-mail:  Scott McIntosh (Property Owner)

 
3 Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF).  2015. Significant Wildlife Habitat 
Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 6E.  Queen’s Printer for Ontario. 38 pp.  January 2015. 
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