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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder) was retained by SkyDev to prepare an Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for the 

proposed development located at the Fuller Street and Boucher Street intersection, Meaford, Ontario (the site) for 

mixed use, including a hotel and multi-residential buildings (the Project). For the purposes of this report and based 

on the policies of the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), adjacent lands within 120 m of the site (the study area) 

were also assessed as part of the EIS. 

The purpose of this report is to characterize existing conditions on the site and within the study area, assess 

potential environmental impacts of the Project on environmental features and functions, and recommend 

appropriate mitigation measures to avoid or minimize impacts, where appropriate. 

1.1 Site and Study Area Description 

The site is approximately 2.75 ha in size and is located at the northeast corner of Fuller Street and Boucher Street 

in Meaford, Ontario (Figure 1). The site is generally triangular in shape and is largely characterised by a disturbed 

cultural meadow and asphalt-covered areas due to the recent occupation of industrial buildings and structures on 

the site. Based on aerial imagery, these buildings and structures were demolished and removed from the site 

between 2015 and 2016. There is also a small deciduous forest in the northwest corner of the site.  

The site is bordered to the west by Fuller Street and to the south by Boucher Street East. There are residential 

properties and small forests to the west of Fuller Street and to the south of Boucher Street East, and a 

commercial property immediately southeast of the site. There is a narrow deciduous forested area immediately 

northeast of the site, which is contiguous with the small deciduous forest in the northwest corner of the site. 

Beyond this narrow forested area is the shoreline of Georgian Bay. There are paved and landscaped areas 

associated with the Meaford Harbour immediately north of the site.  

 

2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY CONTEXT  

Identification of significant natural heritage features was determined through the following regulations and policies:  

 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS; MMAH 2020) 

 County of Grey Official Plan (Grey 2019) 

 Municipality of Meaford Official Plan (Meaford 2014) 

 Ontario Reg. 151/06: Grey Sauble Conservation Authority: Regulation of Development, Interference with 

Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses  

 Fisheries Act (Canada 1985) 

 Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA; Canada 1994) 

 Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act (FWCA; Ontario 1997) 

 Species at Risk Act (SARA; Canada 2002) 

 Endangered Species Act (ESA; Ontario 2007) 

An overview of the above noted legislation and policy documents are discussed in sections 2.1 to 2.6. 
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2.1 Provincial Policy Statement 

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) was issued under Section 3 of the Planning Act.  

The natural heritage policies of the PPS indicate that: 

2.1.1 Natural features and areas shall be protected for the long-term. 

2.1.2 The diversity and connectivity of natural features in an area, and the long-term ecological function and 

biodiversity of natural heritage systems, should be maintained, restored or, where possible, improved, 

recognizing linkages between and among natural heritage features and areas, surface water features and 

ground water features. 

2.1.3 Natural heritage systems shall be identified in Ecoregions 6E and 7E, recognizing that natural heritage 

systems will vary in size and form in settlement areas, rural areas, and prime agricultural areas. 

2.1.4 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in:  

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

b) significant coastal wetlands. 

2.1.5 Unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or their 

ecological functions, development and site alteration shall not be permitted in:  

a) significant wetlands in the Canadian Shield north of Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E;  

b) significant woodlands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron and the 

St. Marys River);  

c) significant valleylands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron and the 

St. Marys River); 

d) significant wildlife habitat;  

e) significant areas of natural and scientific interest; and 

f) coastal wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E that are not subject to policy 2.1.4(b). 

2.1.6 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in fish habitat except in accordance with provincial 

and federal requirements. 

2.1.7 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in habitat of endangered species and threatened 

species, except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements. 

2.1.8 Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the natural heritage features and 

areas identified in policies 2.1.4, 2.1.5 and 2.1.6 unless the ecological function of the adjacent lands has 

been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features 

or on their ecological functions. 
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2.2 Fisheries Act 

The purpose of the Fisheries Act (Canada 1985) is to maintain healthy, sustainable, and productive Canadian 

fisheries through the prevention of pollution and the protection of fish and their habitat. All projects undertaking 

work in or near-water must comply with the provisions of the Fisheries Act.  

Measures to protect fish habitat include avoiding in-water work (i.e., below the high-water mark) and work on the 

banks or shoreline of watercourse/waterbody, as well maintaining riparian vegetation. Any project that is unable to 

avoid impacts to fish or fish habitat will require a project review (DFO 2019). If it is determined through the 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) review process that the project will result in death of fish or the harmful 

alteration, disruption, or destruction of fish habitat (HADD), an authorization under the Fisheries Act is required. 

This includes projects that have the potential to obstruct fish passage or impacts flows. 

Proponents of projects requiring a Fisheries Act Authorization are required to also submit a Habitat Offsetting 

Plan, which provides details of how the death of fish and/or HADD to fish habitat will be offset, as well as outlining 

associated costs and monitoring commitments. Proponents also have a duty to notify DFO of any unforeseen 

activities that cause harm to fish and outline the steps taken to address them. 

2.3 Municipal Official Plans 

The site is within the municipal jurisdictions of the Municipality of Meaford (the Municipality) and the County of 

Grey (the County) and therefore subject to the policies of the official plans (OP) developed by these 

municipalities. Municipal policies may be more restrictive than provincial plans so long as they do not conflict with 

the policies of the provincial plans. Where there is conflict between the regional and local OPs, the more 

restrictive policies apply. 

2.3.1 County of Grey 

The majority of the site is designated as Primary Settlement Area according to Schedule A (Land Use Types) of 

the County OP, where land use policies will be in accordance with local official plans. The southeast corner of the 

site is designated Hazard Lands. Permitted uses in the Hazard Lands land use type include forestry, 

conservation, agriculture, passive public parks, public utilities, and resource based recreational uses, where site 

conditions are suitable and where the relevant hazard impacts have been reviewed (Grey 2019). 

According to Schedule C (Natural Heritage System Core Areas and Linkages), there are no core areas or 

linkages associated with the natural heritage system on the site or within the study area. In addition, according to 

Appendix B (Constraint Mapping), there are no wetlands, ANSIs, significant valleylands, or significant woodlands 

on the site or within the study area (Grey 2019).  

Development is generally prohibited on or within adjacent lands of natural heritage features (defined as 120 m for 

fish habitat, significant wildlife habitat, and habitat for threatened and endangered species) unless an EIS 

concludes that there will be no negative impacts to these features and their functions. The width of the adjacent 

lands and the requirement for an EIS may be changed in consultation with the appropriate agencies. 

Development is prohibited in fish habitat except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements. In 

addition, development is prohibited within 30 m of the banks of a stream, river, or lake unless an EIS concludes 

that there will be no negative impacts, and/or where the Grey Sauble Conservation Authority (GSCA) has 

determined that the setback can be reduced (Grey 2019). 
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2.3.2 Municipality of Meaford 

The majority of the site is designated as Special Policy Area #1 according to Schedule A-1 (Land Use) of the 

Municipality’s OP. These lands are intended to be used for a mix of residential, open space, and commercial 

uses. There are numerous conditions that must be met in order to develop on the site, including that an EIS is 

prepared in accordance with the Municipality OP (Meaford 2014).  

The southeast corner of the site is designated as Environmental Protection according to Schedule A-1 (Land Use) 

of the OP, which includes wetlands, provincially significant ANSI, watercourses and floodplains, hazardous 

slopes, Niagara Escarpment Natural Areas, and any other areas determined to be environmentally significant. 

Permitted uses include forestry, conservation, and passive recreational uses. Buildings, structures, or site 

alteration are generally prohibited in this designation. However, minor extensions and enlargements, and the 

replacement or existing buildings or structures, as well as certain public or private works, may be permitted 

(Meaford 2014). 

Schedule B (Environmental and Resource Features) identifies Meaford Creek as a river/stream that crosses the 

southeast corner of the site, connecting to Georgian Bay within the northeastern portion of the study area. There 

are no mapped ANSIs, Significant Wildlife Areas (deer wintering areas), wetlands, or significant woodlands on the 

site or within the study area (Meaford 2014). 

Development is generally prohibited on or within adjacent lands of natural heritage features (defined as 120 m for 

fish habitat, significant wildlife habitat, and habitat for threatened and endangered species) unless an EIS 

concludes that there will be no negative impacts to these features and their functions. The width of the adjacent 

lands and the requirement for an EIS may be changed in consultation with the appropriate agencies. 

Development is prohibited in fish habitat except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements. In 

addition, development is prohibited with 30 m of the banks of a stream, river, or lake unless an EIS concludes that 

there will be no negative impacts, and/or where the GSCA has determined that the setback can be reduced 

(Meaford 2014). 

2.4 Grey Sauble Conservation Authority 

The site and study area are located within the jurisdiction of the GSCA. Based on a pre-consultation review of the 

site by the GSCA on January 19, 2021 (GSCA 2021), the GSCA recommends that all development maintain a 

minimum setback of 30 m from Meaford Creek and Georgian Bay. Vegetation within these setbacks should be 

maintained and/or established to provide a riparian buffer. Due to the anticipated outlet of stormwater directly to 

Georgian Bay, a Stormwater Management (SWM) Plan is required for the project to address potential water 

quality and thermal impacts. It is the opinion of the GSCA that no EIS is required for the project, as consistency 

with Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of the PPS has generally been demonstrated (i.e., natural heritage features and water 

will be protected) (GSCA 2021).  

As confirmed through the pre-consultation review, areas along the northeast portion of the site (i.e., adjacent to 

Georgian Bay), and the southeast corner of the site (i.e., adjacent to Meaford Creek) are within GSCA regulation 

limits (GSCA 2020). Any development or activities proposed within the regulation limit as governed by Ontario 

Regulation 151/06 under the Conservation Authorities Act (Ontario 1990) will require a permit. 
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2.5 Migratory Birds Convention Act 

Most birds in Canada are protected by the federal MBCA, which prohibits the disturbance or destruction of 

migratory birds, their eggs, and nests on all lands in Canada from harm and exploitation, even incidentally. The 

MBCA also prohibits hunting, trafficking, and commercialization of migratory birds, their eggs, or nests. 

There are currently no permits available to exempt development, such as the Project or routine maintenance 

activities. Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) advises that proponents schedule activities outside 

of the migratory bird nesting season to avoid incidental take. Proponents can apply for a damage or danger permit 

to remove or actively deter migratory birds from structures if it can be clearly demonstrated that the bird activity is 

causing damage to the structure or poses a health and safety concern for people (e.g., large nesting gull colonies 

generating waste in public places).  

2.6 Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act 

The FWCA governs the protection, ownership and possession, sale, trafficking, hunting, trapping, and fishing of 

wildlife. It protects species and their habitats from damage or destruction, outside the context of hunting, trapping, 

or fishing, including for furbearer dens (occupied or un-occupied); beaver dams or lodges (unless to protect 

personal property); and the destruction or removal of a bird nest or eggs (some nuisance species are exempt and 

excludes migratory birds protected by the MBCA). 

2.7 Species at Risk 

2.7.1 Species at Risk Act 

At a federal level, species at risk (SAR) designations for species occurring in Canada are initially determined by 

the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC). If approved by the federal Minister of 

the Environment and Climate Change, species are added to the federal List of Wildlife Species at Risk 

(Canada 2002).  

It is prohibited to kill, harm, harass, capture, possess, collect, buy, sell, or trade individuals, as well as damage or 

destroy the residence of a species listed as extirpated, endangered, or threatened on Schedule 1 of SARA. 

Furthermore, species that are included on Schedule 1 as extirpated, endangered or threatened are afforded 

protection of species-specific critical habitat on federal lands once critical habitat is defined in a recovery strategy. 

Any alterations to critical habitat on federal lands require a permit under Section 73(3) of SARA.  

Although species listed as special concern are not afforded the same degree of legal protection, Section 65 of 

SARA requires that a management plan be developed that includes measures for the conservation of the species 

and their habitats, and it is expected that federal landowners will implement these measures on their lands. 

On private or provincially owned lands, only migratory birds and aquatic species listed as endangered, 

threatened, or extirpated are protected under SARA, and critical habitat protection on non-federal lands is 

afforded only to aquatic species, unless ordered by the Governor in Council. 

2.7.2 Endangered Species Act, 2007 

SAR designations for species in Ontario are initially determined by the Committee on the Status of Species at 

Risk in Ontario (COSSARO). If approved by the provincial Minister of Environment, Conservation and Parks, 

species are added to the ESA.  
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Subsection 9(1) of the ESA prohibits the killing, harming, or harassing of species identified as ‘endangered’ or 

‘threatened’ in the various schedules to the Act. Subsection 10(1) (a) of the ESA states that “No person shall 

damage or destroy the habitat of a species that is listed on the Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) list as an 

endangered or threatened species”. As of June 30, 2008, the SARO list is contained in Ontario Regulation 

(O. Reg.) 230/08. 

The ESA also provides general habitat protection to all species listed as threatened or endangered under the Act. 

Species-specific habitat protection is only afforded to those species for which a habitat regulation has been 

prepared and passed into law as a regulation of the ESA. The ESA has a permitting process to allow alterations to 

the habitats of protected species. In addition, the ESA allows for a registration approach for projects meeting 

specific conditions. 

 

3.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

Based on the preliminary site plan (SRM 2021), the development will consist of a series of 2 to 4 storey residential 

buildings along the west, south, and northeast sides of the site, a pair of 5-storey apartment buildings in the centre 

of the site, and a 5-storey hotel in the northern portion of the site. The 30 m setback from all aquatic features as 

recommended by the GSCA has been agreed upon and incorporated into the site plan. Several landscaped areas 

including urban trees are proposed throughout the site. It is Golder’s understanding that the proposed boardwalk 

shown off-site throughout the northeastern portion of the study area is not included as part of SkyDev’s scope of 

work and is not addressed further in this report. It is also understood that there will be underground parking 

structures and/or basements constructed below existing grade. The exact footprint of the disturbance and plans 

for grading, stormwater management and dewatering activities have not yet been finalized. It is recommended 

that this assessment be updated once the site plans have been finalized.  

 

4.0 METHODS 

4.1 Background Review 

The investigation of existing conditions for the site and study area included a desktop background information 

search and literature review to gather data about the site and study area and provide context for the evaluation of 

the natural features, including: 

 Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) database, maintained by the MNRF (NHIC 2020) 

 Species at Risk Public Registry (ECCC 2020a) 

 Land Information Ontario (LIO) geospatial data (MNRF 2019a) 

 Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) List (MNRF 2020b) 

 MNRF LIO Aquatic Resources Area Layer (MNRF 2020c) 

 MNRF Fish On-Line (MNRF 2020d) 

 Atlas of Breeding Birds of Ontario (OBBA) (Cadman et al. 2007) 

 Bat Conservation International (BCI) range maps (BCI 2020) 
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 Ontario Butterfly Atlas (Jones et al. 2020) 

 Atlas of the Mammals of Ontario (Dobbyn 1994) 

 Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (Ontario Nature 2019) 

 Aquatic SAR maps (DFO 2020) 

 eBird species range maps (eBird 2020) 

 iNaturalist species explorer (iNaturalist 2020) 

 Vascular Plants at Risk in Ontario (Leslie 2018) 

 Municipality of Meaford Official Plan (Meaford 2014) 

 County of Grey Official Plan (Grey 2019) 

 Grey Sauble Conservation Area (GSCA) Regulation Mapping Tool (GSCA 2020) 

 GSCA Pre-Consultation Review (GSCA 2021) 

 Existing aerial photography 

To develop an understanding of the ecological communities, wildlife habitat and potential natural heritage features 

in the study area, Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) LIO data were used to create base layer 

mapping for the study area. A geographic query of the NHIC database was conducted to identify element 

occurrences of any natural heritage features, including wetlands, ANSI, rare plant communities, provincially rare 

species (ranked S1-S3 by the NHIC) and other natural heritage features within 1 km of the site.  

4.2 Species at Risk Screening 

SAR considered for this report include those species listed in the ESA and SARA. An assessment was conducted 

to determine which SAR had potential habitat in the study area. A screening of all SAR that have the potential to 

be found in the vicinity of the study area was conducted as a desktop exercise using the sources listed in 

Section 4.1. Species with ranges overlapping the study area, or recent occurrence records in the vicinity, were 

screened by comparing their habitat requirements to habitat conditions in the study area as assessed through a 

review of aerial imagery.  

The potential for the species to occur was determined through a probability of occurrence. A ranking of low 

indicates no suitable habitat availability for that species in the study area and no specimens identified. Moderate 

probability indicates more potential for the species to occur, as suitable habitat appeared to be present in the 

study area, but no occurrence of the species has been recorded. Alternatively, a moderate probability could 

indicate an observation of a species, but there is no suitable habitat in the study area. High potential indicates a 

known species record in the study area and good quality habitat is present. Because species-specific surveys 

have not been completed to confirm habitat use, the results are conservative. 

4.3 Site Reconnaissance 

A site reconnaissance was completed on September 9, 2020 to characterize the existing conditions on the site. 

The site reconnaissance included a high-level plant community assessment using the Ecological Land 

Classification (ELC) System for southern Ontario (Lee et al. 1998), and identification of dominant plant species. 
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Wildlife habitat on the site and adjacent lands were characterized and recorded, with a focus on potential habitats 

for SAR identified during the desktop SAR screening. The SAR screening was refined based on the habitat 

assessment during the site reconnaissance. Any habitat identified during ground-truthing with potential to provide 

suitable conditions for additional SAR not already identified through the desktop screening was also assessed and 

recorded.  

4.4 Analysis of Significance and Sensitivity and Impact Assessment 

An assessment was conducted to determine if any significant environmental features, SAR, or other significant 

species exist, or have moderate or high potential to exist, on the site or in the study area and assess whether the 

proposed development would negatively impact surrounding significant natural heritage features or SAR. 

Preventative, mitigative, and remedial measures were considered in assessing the net effects of the proposed 

development on the surrounding ecosystem. 

5.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

5.1 Ecosystem Setting 

The study area is located in Ecoregion 6E (Lake Simcoe – Rideau), which covers just over 6% of southern 

Ontario (Crins et al. 2009). Ecoregion 6E is underlain by bedrock of dolomite and limestone and is characterized 

by gently rolling surface terrain interspersed by drumlin fields and moraines. Soils are primarily mineral-based and 

dominated by Gray Brown Luvisols and Melanic Brunisols. More than half of the region is covered by cropland or 

pasture (57%), with 16% covered by forest and 4% covered by water (Crins et al. 2009).  

The Grey Sauble Conservation watershed area includes approximately 155 km of shoreline on Lake Huron and 

Georgian Bay. The watershed area consists of 5 major watersheds and smaller watersheds that outlet directly to 

Lake Huron and Georgian Bay. Based on the pre-consultation review of the site by the GSCA, Meaford Creek, 

which flows through the southeast corner of the site (Figure 1) has a total watershed area of approximately 370 ha 

(GSCA 2021).  

5.2 Terrain 

The study area is located in the Bighead Valley physiographic region (Chapman and Putnam 1984). The region is 

characterized by an indentation in the Niagara Escarpment approximately eight miles in width and 10-12 miles in 

depth. The shoulder, sides, and floors of the valley are covered in drumlins composed of greyish brown 

calcareous till with red shale. The well-drained stony clay loam on the drumlins is a productive soil. In the lake 

plain near Meaford there are sandier soils related to the Algonquin bed but with a slight reddish cast due to the 

Queenston Formation shale.  

5.3 Aquatic Features and Fish Habitat 

Georgian Bay is located in the northeastern portion of the study area, ranging in distance between approximately 

50 m to 95 m from the site boundary. Meaford Creek, flows through the southeast corner of the site (Figure 1) into 

Georgian Bay. Immediately south (i.e., upstream) of the site, the creek flows through a large cement box culvert 

beneath a gravel road. During the site reconnaissance, it was noted that the creek was approximately 2-3 m in 

width and 0.5 m in depth, with a silt-dominated substrate, no in-stream vegetation, and slow-moving, highly turbid 

water.  

Based on historical fisheries data, Georgian Bay is known to support a variety of fish species such as banded 

killifish (Fundulus diaphanus), blacknose dace (Rhinichthys atratulus), bluntnose minnow (Pimephales notatus), 
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brassy minnow (Hybognathus hankinsoni), brook stickleback (Culaea inconstans), brook trout (Salvelinus 

fontinalis), brown bullhead (Ameiurus nebulosus), central mudminnow (Umbra limi), Chinook salmon 

(Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), common carp (Cyprinus carpio), common shiner (Luxilus cornutus), creek chub 

(Semotilus atromaculatus), emerald shiner (Notropis atherinoides), Iowa darter (Etheostoma exile), johnny darter 

(Etheostoma nigrum), lake chub (Couesius plumbeus), lake trout (Salvelinus namaycush), mimic shiner (Notropis 

volucellus), mottled sculpin (Cottus bairdii), northern pike (Esox lucius), northern redbelly dace (Chrosomus eos), 

pumpkinseed (Lepomis gibbosus), rainbow smelt (Osmerus mordax), rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss), rock 

bass (Ambloplites rupestris), shorthead redhorse (Moxostoma macrolepidotum), smallmouth bass (Micropterus 

dolomieu), spotfin shiner (Cyprinella spiloptera), white sucker (Catostomus commersonii), and yellow perch 

(Perca flavescens) (MNRF 2020c).  

Based on the pre-consultation review of the site by the GSCA, Meaford Creek is a coldwater stream which 

provides habitat for fish species including rainbow trout and Chinook salmon (GSCA 2021). In addition, due to the 

direct connection and proximity of the creek to Georgian Bay, it can be assumed that similar fish species are 

present, as described above. In addition, according to mapping by DFO, silver lamprey (Ichthyomyzon unicuspis) 

is present in a creek approximately 400 m east of Meaford Creek (DFO 2020), and therefore also has potential to 

be present in Meaford Creek. These features are discussed further in Section 6.2. 

5.4 Vegetation 

5.4.1 Regional Setting 

The study area is located in the Great Lakes – St. Lawrence Forest Region and the Huron-Ontario subregion 

(Rowe 1972). The natural upland forest cover in this region is dominated by sugar maple, American beech (Fagus 

grandifolia), basswood, white ash, white oak (Quercus alba), bur oak (Quercus macrocarpa), eastern hemlock 

(Tsuga canadensis) and eastern white pine (Pinus strobus). The lowland areas are characterized by forests of 

silver maple, white elm, red elm (Ulmus rubra), black ash (Fraxinus nigra) and eastern white cedar (Rowe 1972).  

5.4.2 Plant Communities 

Based on the desktop screening and site reconnaissance, there are four ELC community types on the site and in 

the study area, including cultural meadow and forest, in addition to anthropogenic communities such as residential 

and commercial (Figure 1). The ELC communities are shown on Figure 1 and briefly described in Table 1. 

Table 1: Plant Communities on the Site and in the Study Area 

Plant Community Description SRANKa 

ANTHROPOGENIC 

RES 

Residential 

Low-density residential properties in the western and southern portions of 
the study area, west of Fuller Street and south of Boucher Street East. n/a 

COM 

Commercial 

A commercial property in the southeastern portion of the study area, 
southeast of Boucher Street East. n/a 

DIST 

Disturbed 

Paved and landscaped areas associated with the Meaford Harbour in the 
northern portion of the study area. n/a 
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Plant Community Description SRANKa 

CULTURAL 

CUM 

Cultural Meadow 

A disturbed cultural meadow throughout the majority of the site dominated 
by common meadow species including goldenrod (Solidago spp.), 
common dandelion (Taraxacum officinale), common ragweed (Ambrosia 
artemisiifolia), wild carrot (Daucus carota), bird’s-foot trefoil (Lotus 
corniculatus), and chicory (Cichorium intybus). Areas of asphalt were 
observed in the southern portion of the site. Buildings and structures 
previously occupied this portion of the site as recently as 2015-2016.  

n/a 

TERRESTRIAL 

FOD 

Deciduous Forest 

A small disturbed deciduous forest in the northwest corner of the site 
dominated by non-native sycamore maple (Acer pseudoplatanus) and 
green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica) as well as shrubs including common 
buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), lilac (Syringa vulgaris), and chokecherry 
(Prunus virginiana). This forest is contiguous with the off-site fresh-moist 
poplar deciduous forest in the northeastern portion of the study area. 

Off-site, there is also a small deciduous forest in the western portion of the 
study area. 

n/a 

FOD8-1 

Fresh-Moist Poplar 

Deciduous Forest 

Off-site, an immature poplar deciduous forest in the northeastern portion 
of the study area characterized by trembling aspen (Populus tremuloides), 
green ash, and white ash (Fraxinus americana), as well as shrubs 
including common buckthorn and alternate-leaved dogwood (Cornus 
alternifolia). This forest is contiguous with the small deciduous forest in the 
northwest corner of the site. 

S5 

FOD7 

Fresh-Moist Lowland 

Deciduous Forest 

Off-site, a lowland deciduous forest in the southern portion of the study 
area characterized by willows (Salix spp.), green ash, and balsam poplar 
(Populus balsamifera) 

n/a 

a SRANK is a provincial –level rank indicating the conservation status of a species or plant community and is assigned by the NHIC in Ontario 

(NHIC 2015). SRANKs are not legal designations but are used to prioritize protection efforts in the Province. SRANKs for plant communities in 
Ontario are defined in the Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (MNR 2000). Ranks 1-3 are considered extremely rare to uncommon in 
Ontario; Ranks 4 and 5 are considered to be common and widespread. n/a indicates a community that has not been ranked, which often 
applies to anthropogenic, culturally-influenced or high-level ELC communities (i.e., FOD). 

5.5 Species at Risk 

Based on the results of the desktop SAR screening and site reconnaissance, ten SAR were assessed to have 

moderate potential to occur on the site and/or within the study area based on the presence of potential suitable 

habitat (Appendix A): monarch (Danaus plexippus), yellow-banded bumble bee (Bombus terricola), barn swallow 

(Hirundo rustica), chimney swift (Chaetura pelagica), eastern wood-pewee (Contopus virens), little brown myotis 

(Myotis lucifugus), northern myotis (Myotis septentrionalis), tri-colored bat (Perimyotis subflavus), silver lamprey 

(Ichthyomyzon unicuspis), and snapping turtle (Chelydra serpentina) (Appendix A). 

Monarch, designated special concern under the ESA and SARA, is found wherever there are milkweed (Asclepius 

spp.) plants for its caterpillars and wildflowers that supply a nectar source for adults. It is often found on 

abandoned farmland, meadows, open wetlands, prairies, and roadsides, but also in city gardens and parks 
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(COSEWIC 2010). The cultural meadow (CUM) throughout the site (Figure 1) may provide suitable breeding and 

foraging habitat for monarch. This species was observed on the site during the site reconnaissance.  

Yellow-banded bumble bee, designated special concern under the ESA and SARA, is a forage and habitat 

generalist, occupying open woodlands, meadows, grasslands, farmlands, and urban parks, and taking nectar from 

various flowering plants (COSEWIC 2015). It is an early emerging species, making it likely an important pollinator 

of early blooming wild flowering plants (e.g., wild blueberry) and agricultural crops (e.g., apple). The cultural 

meadow (CUM) on the site (Figure 1) may provide suitable foraging habitat for yellow-banded bumble bee. In 

addition, the small deciduous forests (FOD, FOD7, FOD8-1) in the northwest corner of the site and throughout the 

study area (Figure 1) may provide suitable overwintering habitat. 

Barn swallow, designated threatened under the ESA and SARA, nests in human made structures including barns, 

buildings, sheds, bridges, and culverts. Preferred foraging habitat includes grassy fields, pastures, agricultural 

cropland, lake, and river shorelines, cleared right-of-ways, and wetlands (COSEWIC 2011a). There are no 

structures to provide potential suitable habitat on the site. Off-site, the culvert associated with Meaford Creek in 

the southeastern portion of the study area (Figure 1) may provide suitable nesting habitat. 

Chimney swift, designated threatened under the ESA and SARA, most commonly breed in chimneys, but other 

anthropogenic structures and large diameter cavity trees are also used (COSEWIC 2007). There are no structures 

or large diameter cavity trees to provide potential suitable habitat on the site. Off-site, residential chimneys (RES) 

throughout the western and southern portions of the study area (Figure 1) may provide suitable nesting and 

roosting habitat. 

Eastern wood-pewee, designated special concern under the ESA and SARA, inhabits a wide variety of wooded 

upland and lowland habitats, including deciduous, coniferous, or mixed forests. It occurs most frequently in forests 

with some degree of openness. This species also occurs in anthropogenic habitats providing an open forested 

aspect such as parks and suburban neighborhoods (COSEWIC 2012a). The small deciduous forests (FOD, 

FOD7, FOD8-1) in the northwest corner of the site and throughout the study area (Figure 1) may provide suitable 

nesting habitat. 

Little brown myotis, northern myotis, and tri-colored bat are tree-roosting bats designated endangered under the 

ESA and SARA. Little brown myotis will roost in both natural and anthropogenic structures including building. 

Natural roosting colonies require a number of large dead trees in specific stages of decay and that project above 

the canopy in relatively open areas (ECCC 2018). Northern myotis usually roosts in hollows, crevices, and under 

loose bark of mature trees. Roosts may be established in the main trunk or a large branch of either living or dead 

trees as well as on anthropogenic structures (ECCC 2018). Tri-colored bat may roost in foliage, in clumps of old 

leaves, hanging moss or squirrel nests. They are occasionally found in buildings although there are no records of 

this in Canada (ECCC 2018). There was no suitable bat maternity roosting habitat observed in the deciduous 

forest (FOD) on the site or in the poplar deciduous forest (FOD8-1) immediately adjacent to the site along the 

Georgian Bay shoreline (Figure 1). Off-site, the small deciduous forests (FOD, FOD7) in the western and southern 

portions of the study area (Figure 1) may provide suitable maternity roosting habitat for tree-roosting SAR bats.  

Silver lamprey, designated special concern under the ESA and SARA, is a parasitic freshwater species that 

undertake spawning migrations in rivers and streams. They are often confused with sea lamprey. Adults prefer the 

clear waters of large streams, rivers, and lakes. Adults migrate in flowing water with stoney or gravelly bottom 

material for nesting. Larvae seek out slow flowing areas initially with thick organic layers where they will grow until 
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moving out into predominantly sandy environments where they reside until they reach adulthood (COSEWIC 

2011b). Meaford Creek in the southeast corner of the site may provide suitable aquatic habitat for silver lamprey. 

Snapping turtle, designated special concern under the ESA and SARA, uses a wide range of waterbodies, but 

shows preference for areas with shallow, slow-moving water, soft substrates, and dense aquatic vegetation. 

Hibernation takes place in soft substrates under water. Nesting sites consist of sand or gravel banks along 

waterways or roadways (COSEWIC 2008). Meaford Creek in the southeast corner of the site may provide suitable 

aquatic habitat for snapping turtle. 

Barn swallow, chimney swift, little brown myotis, northern myotis, and tri-colored bat are discussed further in 

Section 6.1. Monarch, yellow-banded bumble bee, eastern wood-pewee, silver lamprey, and snapping turtle are 

discussed further in Section 6.5. 

 

6.0 ASSESSMENT OF SIGNIFICANT NATURAL HERITAGE FEATURES 

This section assesses the natural heritage features and functions (as outlined in Section 2.0) located within the 

study area. The following sources were used during the assessment of features: 

 Natural Heritage Reference Manual (NHRM; MNR 2010) 

 Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (SWHTG; MNR 2000) 

 Significant Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Support Tool (SWHMiST; MNRF 2014) 

 Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedule for Ecoregion 6E (MNRF 2015) 

6.1 Habitat for Threatened or Endangered Species 

General habitat protection is provided by the ESA to all threatened and endangered species. General habitat is 

defined as the area on which a species depends directly or indirectly to carry out life processes, including 

reproduction, rearing, hibernation, migration or feeding. Species-specific habitat protection is only afforded to 

those species for which a habitat regulation has been prepared and passed into law as a regulation of the ESA. 

A habitat regulation outlines specific habitat features and associated buffers that are protected, and also specifies 

the geographic area(s) of the province where the habitat regulation applies. In some cases, a General Habitat 

Description (GHD) may also be prepared to help define and refine the area of protected habitat in advance of a 

habitat regulation.  

Based on the desktop SAR screening and site reconnaissance, there is no potential habitat for threatened and 

endangered species on the site. In addition, based on the pre-consultation review, the GSCA did not identify any 

endangered or threatened species on the site (GSCA 2021). Off-site, within the study area, there is moderate 

potential habitat for five threatened and endangered species: barn swallow, chimney swift, little brown myotis, 

northern myotis, and tri-colored bat (Appendix A). No other species designated threatened or endangered under 

the ESA were assessed to have moderate or high potential to occur on either site or within the study area 

(Appendix A). 

Barn Swallow 

The barn swallow GHD (MNR 2013a) defines habitat by three categories: 
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 Category 1 - nest  

 Category 2 - the area within 5 m of the nest (representing area by the male) 

 Category 3 - the area between 5 m and 200 m of the nest (i.e., foraging habitat) 

Off-site, the culvert associated with Meaford Creek in the southeastern portion of the study area may provide 

suitable nesting habitat for barn swallow. The cultural meadow (CUM) on the site and the shoreline of Georgian 

Bay off-site in the northeastern portion of the study area (Figure 1) may provide suitable foraging habitat for barn 

swallow. Because potential nesting habitat and suitable foraging habitat within the study area will not be altered, 

barn swallow is not expected to be impacted by minimal removal of foraging habitat that may be present on the 

site. Foraging habitat is not limited in the study area and the proposed Project is not expected to impact the ability 

of bank swallow to forage. Further analysis is not warranted. 

Chimney Swift 

The GHD (MNR 2013b) for chimney swift defines habitat by one category: 

 Category 1 – human-made nest/roost, or a natural nest/roost cavity and the area within 90 m of the natural 

cavity 

Off-site, residential chimneys throughout the western and southern portions of the study area (RES) (Figure 1) 

may provide suitable nesting and roosting habitat for chimney swift. Because potential suitable nesting habitat 

within the study area will not be altered, chimney swift is not expected to be impacted by the proposed Project. 

Foraging habitat is not a category of habitat protected under the GHD. Further analysis is not warranted. 

Bats 

There is no habitat regulation or GHD for little brown myotis, northern myotis, and tri-colored bat, so these species 

receive general habitat protection under the ESA.  

Off-site, the small deciduous forests (FOD, FOD7) in the western and southern portions of the study area (Figure 

1) may provide suitable maternity roosting habitat for tree-roosting SAR bats. Because no maternity roost or 

hibernation habitat for little brown myotis, northern myotis and tri-colored bat was identified on the site, and 

suitable maternity roost habitat for these species that may be present within the study area will not be altered, 

these species are not expected to be affected by the Project. Further analysis is not warranted. 

6.2 Aquatic Features and Fish Habitat 

Meaford Creek in the southeast corner of the site and Georgian Bay in the northeastern portion of the study area 

directly support fish habitat. Development is prohibited in fish habitat except in accordance with provincial and 

federal requirements. These two features, as well as their adjacent lands on the site, are regulated by GSCA and 

any development within these areas will require a permit from GSCA. In addition, development is prohibited within 

30 m of a stream, river, or lake, unless an EIS prepared in accordance with the municipal OPs concludes that 

setbacks may be reduced and/or where it is determined by the GSCA these setbacks may be reduced (Grey 

2019; Meaford 2014). Based on the pre-consultation review by the GSCA, all development for this project should 

maintain a minimum setback of 30 m from Meaford Creek and Georgian Bay (GSCA 2021). The 30 m setback 

has been incorporated into the site plan (SRM 2021).  

Potential impacts to aquatic features and fish habitat are discussed in Section 7.1. 
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6.3 Significant Woodlands 

Woodlands can vary in their level of significance at the local, regional, and provincial levels. Significant woodlands 

are areas which are ecologically important in terms of features such as species composition, age of trees and 

stand history; functionally important due to their contribution to the broader landscape because of their 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 (MMAH 2020). Where local municipalities have not defined or 

mapped significant woodlands, these features are to be identified using criteria established by the MNRF as 

included in the NHRM for Policy 2.3 of the PPS (MNR 2010). 

Significant woodlands are mapped on Schedule B (Environmental and Resource Features) of the Municipality OP 

(Meaford 2014), and on Appendix B (Constraint Mapping) of the County OP (Grey 2019). There are no significant 

woodlands mapped on the site or within the study area. The significant woodlands layer in the County OP was 

recently refined in 2017 with data collected as part of a County natural heritage systems study, data from the 

MNRF, and through air photo analysis (Grey 2019). In order to be considered significant within settlement areas 

(i.e., in which the study area is located), a woodland must be greater or equal to four ha in size. Based on aerial 

imagery, there are no woodlands on the site or in the study area that meet this size criterion, including the 

combined area of the small deciduous forest (FOD) on the site contiguous with the poplar deciduous forest 

(FOD8-1) in the northeastern portion of the study area (Figure 1).  

Based on pre-consultation with the GSCA, the small deciduous forest (FOD) in the northwest corner of the site 

does not meet the criteria for significance. However, it is recommended that this forest be retained to the extent 

possible, and that additional plantings occur throughout the site to offset the loss of benefits provided by this 

forest (e.g., air quality improvement benefits) (GSCA 2021). In addition, the poplar deciduous forest (FOD8-1) in 

the northeastern portion of the study area (Figure 1) should be maintained because it provides some shoreline 

habitat (GSCA 2021).  

Further analysis is not warranted. 

6.4 Wetlands 

The PPS requires that municipalities and others responsible for land use planning protect Provincially Significant 

Wetlands (PSW). A wetland is determined to be a PSW by the MNRF using evaluation procedures established by 

the Province, as amended from time to time (MMAH 2020). Wetlands are evaluated for significance based on a 

range of criteria, including biology, hydrology, societal value, and special features (MNRF 2020e).  

Based on provincial mapping layers (MNRF 2020a) and the pre-consultation review by the GSCA (2021), there 

are no PSWs or other evaluated or unevaluated wetlands on the site or within the study area. In addition, based 

on Schedule B (Environmental and Resource Features) of the Municipality OP (Meaford 2014), Appendix B 

(Constraint Mapping) of the County OP (Grey 2019), and the site reconnaissance, there are no other wetlands on 

the site or within the study area. Further analysis is not warranted. 

6.5 Significant Valleylands 

Significant valleylands should be defined and designated by the planning authority. General guidelines for 

determining significance of these features are presented in the NHRM for Policy 2.3 of the PPS (MNR 2010). 

Recommended criteria for designating significant valleylands under the PPS include prominence as a distinctive 

landform, degree of naturalness, importance of its ecological functions, restoration potential, and historical and 

cultural values.  
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Significant valleylands are mapped on Appendix B (Constraint Mapping) of the County OP (Grey 2019). There are 

no significant valleylands mapped on the site or within the study area. In addition, no significant valleylands were 

identified on the site by the GSCA as part of the pre-consultation review (GSCA 2021). Further analysis is not 

warranted. 

6.6 Significant Wildlife Habitat 

Significant wildlife habitat (SWH) is one of the more complicated natural heritage features to identify and evaluate. 

The NHRM includes criteria and guidelines for designating SWH. There are two other documents, the Significant 

Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (SWHTG) and the Significant Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Support Tool 

(SWHMiST) (MNR 2000 and MNRF 2014), that can be used to help decide what areas and features should be 

considered significant wildlife habitat. These documents were used as reference material for this study.  

There are four general types of significant wildlife habitat: seasonal concentration areas, migration corridors, rare 

or specialized habitats, and species of conservation concern. The specific habitats considered in this report are 

evaluated based on the criteria outlined in the Ecoregion 6E Criteria Schedules (MNRF 2015). According to the 

Ecoregion 6E Criteria Schedule (MNRF 2015), an area of habitat must be easily mapped and contribute to an 

important life stage component for the species in order to be considered SWH. The area of habitat considered to 

be SWH is defined by the ELC community.  

Based on the pre-consultation review, no SWH were identified on the site by the GSCA (GSCA 2021). However, 

based on the desktop review and site reconnaissance, there is potential for one type of SWH on the site and 

within the study area: habitat for species of conservation concern (SOCC). 

6.6.1 Habitat for Species of Conservation Concern 

SOCC includes three groups of species:  

 Species that are rare, those whose populations are significantly declining, or have a high percentage of their 

global population in Ontario. 

 Species listed as special concern under the ESA. 

 Species listed as threatened or endangered under SARA. 

As discussed in Section 5.5, five species listed as special concern under the ESA were assessed to have 

moderate potential to occur on the site and within the study area. The cultural meadow (CUM) on the site 

(Figure 1) may provide foraging habitat for two arthropods: monarch and yellow-banded bumble bee. Monarch 

was also observed on the site during the site reconnaissance. The small deciduous forests (FOD8-1, FOD7, FOD) 

on the site and within the study area (Figure 1) may provide suitable areas for overwintering and burrows for 

yellow-banded bumble bee. These forests may also provide suitable nesting habitat for a forest-breeding bird, 

eastern wood-pewee (Figure 1). Meaford Creek within the southeast corner of the site may provide suitable 

aquatic habitat for silver lamprey and snapping turtle. 

Potential impacts to potential SWH are discussed in Section 7.2. 
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7.0 IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

7.1 Aquatic Features and Fish Habitat 

Georgian Bay and Meaford Creek, as well as adjacent lands on the site, are regulated by the GSCA and will 

require a permit for development to occur within these regulated areas. General mitigation measures to minimize 

impacts to these features are provided in Section 8.0., and additional mitigation measures will be determined as 

part of the SWM Plan and in consultation with GSCA as part of the permitting process (GSCA 2021).  

Based on the pre-consultation review by the GSCA, development should maintain a minimum 30 m setback from 

Georgian Bay and Meaford Creek (GSCA 2021), which has been agreed to and incorporated into the preliminary 

site plan (SRM 2021). Georgian Bay is located between approximately 50 m to 95 m from the site, and no 

development or site alteration is proposed outside of the site. No development or site alteration is proposed within 

30 m of Meaford Creek, and this portion of the site is intended to be severed and maintained as open space.  

The plans for stormwater management and dewatering activities have not yet been finalized, but it is anticipated 

that stormwater will directly outlet to Georgian Bay. As discussed in the pre-consultation review by the GSCA, 

potential impacts to Georgian Bay and Meaford Creek associated with the project include increased nutrient 

inputs, sediment discharge, increased stormwater runoff, and thermal impacts (GSCA 2021). A SWM Plan is 

required to address potential impacts to aquatic features, to the satisfaction of the GSCA and the Municipality 

(GSCA 2021). For the purposes of this assessment, it is assumed that no dewatering activities will be required, 

and that there will be no impacts from stormwater inputs to adjacent systems. It is recommended that this 

assessment be updated once the site plan and SWM plan have been finalized. With the implementation of 

mitigation measures identified in Section 8.0, it is expected that there will be no adverse indirect impacts on 

adjacent aquatic features and fish habitat. A project review under the Fisheries Act is not required. 

7.2 Significant Wildlife Habitat 

Candidate SWH for five SOCC (monarch, yellow-banded bumble bee, eastern wood-pewee, silver lamprey, and 

snapping turtle) was identified on the site and within the study area. 

The small deciduous forest (FOD) on the site (Figure 1) which may provide habitat for eastern wood-pewee and 

yellow-banded bumble bee is proposed to be removed. However, this forest is small (i.e., <0.5 ha) and unlikely to 

support a large concentration of eastern wood-pewee individuals. There is abundant higher quality habitat in the 

study area (e.g., FOD8-1, FOD7, FOD) and in the surrounding landscape that will not be affected (Figure 1), and 

loss of minimal habitat on site is not expected to impact the regional populations of eastern wood-pewee and 

yellow-banded bumble bee. Further analysis is not warranted. 

The cultural meadow (CUM) on the site which may provide habitat for monarch and yellow-banded bumble bee is 

proposed to be removed. However, this meadow is highly disturbed due to the recent occupation of buildings on 

the site and is unlikely to support a large concentration of individuals. There is abundant similar habitat in the 

study area in the surrounding landscape that will not be affected, and loss of minimal habitat on site is not 

expected to impact the regional population of monarch and yellow-banded bumble bee. Further analysis is not 

warranted. 

Meaford Creek in the southeast corner of the site may provide suitable aquatic habitat for silver lamprey and 

snapping turtle. No development is proposed within 30 m of Meaford Creek, and this portion of the site is intended 

to be severed and maintained as open space. No direct impacts are expected as a result of the proposed Project. 
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Implementation of best management practices (Section 8.0) will minimize potential adverse indirect impacts (e.g., 

erosion) on Meaford Creek.  

 

8.0 MANAGEMENT PLAN 

8.1 Best Management Practices 

Standard best management practices to be followed during site alteration activities to mitigate damage to natural 

features include the following: 

 Clearly demarcate and maintain site boundaries to prevent encroachment into adjacent natural features. 

 As recommended in the pre-consultation review, the small deciduous forest (FOD) on the site (Figure 1) 

should be retained to the extent possible, and plantings should occur throughout the site to offset the loss of 

benefits provided by this woodlot (e.g., air quality improvement benefits) (GSCA 2021). Opportunities for 

planting are limited to the outer boundaries of the site and areas between buildings, all of which have been 

included in the preliminary site plan (SRM 2021). 

 As recommended in the pre-consultation review, the poplar deciduous forest (FOD8-1) along the Georgian 

Bay shoreline in the northeastern portion of the study area (Figure 1) should be maintained (GSCA 2021).  

 To maintain compliance with the MBCA and the FWCA, avoid removal of vegetation during the active 

season for breeding birds (April 15 – August 15), unless construction disturbance is preceded by a nesting 

survey conducted by a qualified biologist. If any active nests are found during the nesting survey, a buffer will 

be installed around the nest to protect against disturbance. Vegetation within the protection buffer cannot be 

removed until the young have fledged the nest. 

 Ensure all equipment is cleaned prior to transportation and use on the site to avoid the spread or introduction 

of invasive species seed. 

 Implement standard practices such as sediment and erosion controls, spill prevention, etc. during the 

construction phase of the Project. 

8.2 Lighting 

To minimize impacts on wildlife in adjacent natural areas, the following mitigation measures should be 

implemented if lighting is required to be used on the site during site preparation and construction.  

 Direct artificial light away from adjacent natural features. 

 Minimize the amount of ultraviolet and blue-light sources used on the site. 

 Where appropriate, use narrow-spectrum lights to avoid spill of artificial light sources into adjacent natural 

features. 

8.3 Landscaping and Planting 

General BMPs to consider when planning landscaping and planting activities include the following: 



February 2021 20352122-Rev0 

 

 

 
  18 

 

 Use organic gardening products. Avoid chemical pesticides. Landscaping with native species reduces the 

need for pesticides and fertilizers because native species are adapted to the local climate, insects, and 

diseases. 

 Dispose of yard and garden waste in appropriate receptacles to avoid the spread of invasive species. 

 Do not install gates in rear fences to allow direct access to natural areas. Instead, access natural areas via 

the formal trails. 

 Do not plant anything or compost outside of your own yard. These practices can introduce unwanted seeds 

and choke native vegetation. 

 Conserve water. Install a rain barrel in your yard. Wash outdoor equipment on grassed areas. Landscape 

with drought-resistant (preferably native) plant species.  

 Never dump waste water, chemicals or oil on the ground or down storm drains. Do not drain swimming pools 

into sewers. Use a commercial carwash that treats wastewater instead of cleaning your car in the driveway. 

 Consider push mowers and rakes instead of gas or electric mowers and leaf blowers. 

 Consider using natural landscaping techniques on your property: Natural landscaping involves the use of 

plants that are native to a region to replicate a natural landscape that reflects indigenous vegetation 

communities. Native plants are adapted to the local environment and typically require less maintenance and 

are less likely to be invasive than non-native species traditionally sold at garden centres. Native plants are 

also more likely to provide wildlife habitat. 

 Avoid species that are known to escape garden settings and colonize adjacent natural areas (often referred 

to as ‘invasive species’). A good source for learning what species to avoid planting in your yard is the Ontario 

Invading Plant Species Awareness Program’s website (http://www.invadingspecies.com/plants/). 

8.4 Watercourse and Fish Habitat 

Mitigation measures to be followed to mitigate indirect impacts to Meaford Creek in the southeast corner of the 

site, and Georgian Bay off-site in the northeastern portion of the study area including the following:  

 Install sediment and erosion controls (e.g., silt fencing) along the extent of the construction disturbance 

footprint adjacent to Meaford Creek and Georgian Bay. The controls should be installed prior to 

commencement of site preparation and construction activities. As recommended by the GSCA, these 

controls should be detailed in an erosion and sediment control plan to address short-term impacts 

associated with construction (GSCA 2021).  

 Inspect and maintain the sediment and erosion controls throughout the site preparation and construction 

stages. 

 A 30 m setback from Meaford Creek and Georgian Bay will be maintained, as determined in consultation 

with the GSCA. Vegetation within these setback areas should be maintained and/or established to provide a 

riparian buffer (GSCA 2021). 

 A SWM Plan to address potential water quality and thermal impacts to Meaford Creek and Georgian Bay will 

be developed to the satisfaction of the GSCA and the Municipality (GSCA 2021). 

http://www.invadingspecies.com/plants/
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 If the 30 m development setbacks (i.e., from Meaford Creek) determined in consultation with GSCA cannot 

be maintained or impacts from stormwater inputs to adjacent systems are anticipated, a DFO Request for 

Review (RFR) and Fisheries Act authorization may be required. 

 Obtain a permit from the GSCA prior any development and/or site alteration within the regulated areas 

adjacent to Georgian Bay and Meaford Creek, as shown in the pre-consultation review (GSCA 2021). 

 Implement all mitigation measures that may be specified as conditions of the GSCA permit. 

 

9.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Project has been assessed for potential ecological impacts under the PPS, the policies of applicable 

municipal and regional OPs and provincial plans, as well as other relevant legislation, including the ESA.  

Based on these analyses and the implementation of appropriate mitigation measures, it is expected that there will 

be no residual negative impacts to the significant natural features and functions on the sites or off-site, in the 

study areas. These conclusions are based on the following recommendations: 

 Implement standard best management practices, as described in Section 8.0. 

 Follow all recommendations in the pre-consultation review (GSCA 2021).  

 Implement mitigation measures as described in Section 8.4 to prevent adverse indirect impacts to 

watercourses and fish habitat located in the southeast corner of the site and the northeastern portion of the 

study area, including 30 m setback areas. 

 No dewatering impacts or impacts from stormwater inputs to adjacent systems are anticipated. If any 

dewatering activities occur or stormwater systems are to be created on the site, the EIS should be updated 

to reflect these changes and address any resulting impacts. 

 

10.0 LIMITATIONS 

The results of this report are based on information available to Golder at the time of the review, and the status of 

species listed in the noted Acts and Regulations effective as of the date of this report. The review may be subject 

to limitations associated with base mapping and other publicly available information used.  

A general assessment of potential impacts on significant natural heritage features, including SAR, was conducted 

based on the general knowledge of the proposed development activities. However, the exact footprint of the 

disturbance and plans for stormwater management and dewatering activities have not yet been finalized and it is 

recommended that this assessment be updated once the site plans have been finalized. 

 

11.0 CLOSURE 

We trust this report meets your current needs. If you have any further questions regarding this report, please 

contact the undersigned. 
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Appendix A - Species at Risk Screening 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Endangered 
Species Act1 

Species at 
Risk Act 
 (Sch 1)2 

COSEWIC3 
Provincial 
(SRank)4 

Habitat Requirements5 

Potential to 
Occur on 

Site or in the 
Study Area 
(Desktop) 

Rationale for Potential to 
Occur on Site or in the Study 

Area (Desktop) 

Monarch Danaus plexippus SC SC END S2N, S4B 

In Ontario, monarch is found throughout the northern and southern regions 
of the province. This butterfly is found wherever there is milkweed 
(Asclepias spp.) plants for its caterpillars and wildflowers that supply a 
nectar source for adults. It is often found on abandoned farmland, meadows, 
open wetlands, prairies and roadsides, but also in city gardens and parks. 
Important staging areas during migration occur along the north shores of the 
Great Lakes (COSEWIC 2010). 

High 

The cultural meadow on the site 
may provide suitable breeding 
and foraging habitat. In addition, 
this species was observed on the 
site during the site 
reconnaissance.  

Yellow-banded bumble 
bee 

Bombus terricola SC SC SC S2 

Yellow-banded bumblebee is a forage and habitat generalist, occupying 
open woodlands, meadows, grasslands, farmlands and urban parks, and 
taking nectar from various flowering plants (COSEWIC 2015). It is an early 
emerging species, making it likely an important pollinator of early blooming 
wild flowering plants (e.g. wild blueberry) and agricultural crops (e.g., apple). 
Nest sites are often in abandoned rodent burrows in old fields and queens 
overwinter by burrowing into loose soil or rotting trees (COSEWIC 2015). 

Moderate 

The cultural meadow on the site 
may provide suitable foraging 
habitat. In addition, the small 
forests on the site and 
throughout the study area may 
provide suitable overwintering 
habitat. 

Bald eagle 
Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus 
SC — NAR S2N,S4B 

In Ontario, bald eagle nests are typically found near the shorelines of lakes 
or large rivers, often on forested islands. The large, conspicuous nests are 
typically found in large super-canopy trees along water bodies (Buehler 
2000). 

Low 

Off-site, the forest in the northern 
portion of the study area 
adjacent to the Georgian Bay 
shoreline is unlikely to provide 
suitable nesting habitat due to 
the lack of mature trees.  

Bank swallow Riparia riparia THR THR THR S4B 

In Ontario, bank swallow breeds in a variety of natural and anthropogenic 
habitats, including lake bluffs, stream and riverbanks, sand and gravel pits, 
and roadcuts. Nests are generally built in a vertical or near-vertical bank. 
Breeding sites are typically located near open foraging sites such as rivers, 
lakes, grasslands, agricultural fields, wetlands and riparian woods. Forested 
areas are generally avoided (Garrison 1999). 

Low 
There are no suitable banks on 
the site or within the study area.  

Barn swallow Hirundo rustica THR THR THR S4B 

In Ontario, barn swallow breeds in areas that contain a suitable nesting 
structure, open areas for foraging, and a body of water. This species nests 
in human made structures including barns, buildings, sheds, bridges, and 
culverts. Preferred foraging habitat includes grassy fields, pastures, 
agricultural cropland, lake and river shorelines, cleared rights-of-way, and 
wetlands (COSEWIC 2011). Mud nests are fastened to vertical walls or built 
on a ledge underneath an overhang. Suitable nests from previous years are 
reused (Brown and Brown 2019).  

Moderate 

There are no suitable structures 
for nesting on the site. 
Immediately adjacent to the site, 
the culvert in the southeastern 
portion of the study area may 
provide suitable nesting habitat. 
The cultural meadow on the site 
and the Georgian Bay shoreline 
in the northeastern portion of the 
study area may provide suitable 
foraging habitat. 

Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus  THR THR THR S4B 

In Ontario, bobolink breeds in grasslands or graminoid dominated hayfields 
with tall vegetation (Gabhauer 2007). Bobolink prefers grassland habitat 
with a forb component and a moderate litter layer. They have low tolerance 
for presence of woody vegetation and are sensitive to frequent mowing 
within the breeding season. They are most abundant in established, but 
regularly maintained, hayfields, but also breed in lightly grazed pastures, old 
or fallow fields, cultural meadows and newly planted hayfields. Their nest is 
woven from grasses and forbs. It is built on the ground, in dense vegetation, 
usually under the cover of one or more forbs (Renfrew et al. 2015).  

Low 
There are no suitable grasslands 
on the site or within the study 
area.  
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Common Name Scientific Name 
Endangered 
Species Act1 

Species at 
Risk Act 
 (Sch 1)2 

COSEWIC3 
Provincial 
(SRank)4 

Habitat Requirements5 

Potential to 
Occur on 

Site or in the 
Study Area 
(Desktop) 

Rationale for Potential to 
Occur on Site or in the Study 

Area (Desktop) 

Canada warbler Cardellina canadensis SC THR THR S4B 

In Ontario, breeding habitat for Canada warbler consists of moist mixed 
forests with a well-developed shrubby understory. This includes low-lying 
areas such as cedar and alder swamps, and riparian thickets (McLaren 
2007). It is also found in densely vegetated regenerating forest openings. 
Suitable habitat often contains a developed moss layer and an uneven 
forest floor. Nests are well concealed on or near the ground in dense shrub 
or fern cover, often in stumps, fallen logs, overhanging stream banks or 
mossy hummocks (Reitsma et al. 2010).  

Low 
There are no swamps or thickets 
on the site or within the study 
area.  

Chimney swift Chaetura pelagica  THR THR THR S4B, S4N 

In Ontario, chimney swift breeding habitat is varied and includes urban, 
suburban, rural and wooded sites. They are most commonly associated with 
towns and cities with large concentrations of chimneys. Preferred nesting 
sites are dark, sheltered spots with a vertical surface to which the bird can 
grip. Unused chimneys are the primary nesting and roosting structure, but 
other anthropogenic structures and large diameter cavity trees are also used 
(COSEWIC 2007).  

Moderate 

Off-site, the chimneys on houses 
throughout the western and 
southern portions of the study 
area may provide suitable 
nesting and roosting habitat. 

Common nighthawk Chordeiles minor  SC THR SC S4B 

In Ontario, these aerial foragers require areas with large open habitat. This 
includes farmland, open woodlands, clearcuts, burns, rock outcrops, alvars, 
bogs, fens, prairies, gravel pits and gravel rooftops in cities (Sandilands 
2007) 

Low 
The site is unlikely to be large 
enough to provide suitable 
nesting habitat. 

Eastern meadowlark Sturnella magna THR THR THR S4B 

In Ontario, eastern meadowlark breeds in pastures, hayfields, meadows and 
old fields. Eastern meadowlark prefers moderately tall grasslands with 
abundant litter cover, high grass proportion, and a forb component (Hull 
2019). They prefer well drained sites or slopes, and sites with different cover 
layers (Roseberry and Klimstra 1970).  

Low 
There are no suitable grasslands 
on the site or within the study 
area.  

Eastern whip-poor-will Antrostomus vociferus THR THR THR S4B 

In Ontario, whip-poor-will breeds in semi-open forests with little ground 
cover. Breeding habitat is dependent on forest structure rather than species 
composition, and is found on rock and sand barrens, open conifer 
plantations and post-disturbance regenerating forest. Territory size ranges 
from 3 to 11 ha (COSEWIC 2009). No nest is constructed, and eggs are laid 
directly on the leaf litter (Mills 2007).  

Low 
There are no suitable semi-open 
forests on the site or within the 
study area. 

Eastern wood-pewee Contopus virens SC SC SC S4B 

In Ontario, eastern wood-pewee inhabits a wide variety of wooded upland 
and lowland habitats, including deciduous, coniferous, or mixed forests. It 
occurs most frequently in forests with some degree of openness. 
Intermediate-aged forests with a relatively sparse midstory are preferred. In 
younger forests with a relatively dense midstory, it tends to inhabit the 
edges. Also occurs in anthropogenic habitats providing an open forested 
aspect such as parks and suburban neighborhoods. Nest is constructed 
atop a horizontal branch, 1-2 m above the ground, in a wide variety of 
deciduous and coniferous trees (COSEWIC 2012). 

Moderate 

The small forests in the northern 
portion of the site, and 
throughout the study area, may 
provide suitable nesting habitat. 

Red-headed 
woodpecker 

Melanerpes 
erythrocephalus 

SC THR END S4B 

In Ontario, red-headed woodpecker breeds in open, deciduous woodlands 
or woodland edges and are often found in parks, cemeteries, golf courses, 
orchards and savannahs (Woodliffe 2007). They may also breed in forest 
clearings or open agricultural areas provided that large trees are available 
for nesting. They prefer forests with little or no understory vegetation. They 
are often associated with beech or oak forests, beaver ponds and swamp 
forests where snags are numerous. Nests are excavated in the trunks of 
large dead trees (Frei et al. 2017). 

Low 
There are no forests with 
numerous snags on the site or 
within the study area. 
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Common Name Scientific Name 
Endangered 
Species Act1 

Species at 
Risk Act 
 (Sch 1)2 

COSEWIC3 
Provincial 
(SRank)4 

Habitat Requirements5 

Potential to 
Occur on 

Site or in the 
Study Area 
(Desktop) 

Rationale for Potential to 
Occur on Site or in the Study 

Area (Desktop) 

Wood thrush Hylocichla mustelina SC THR THR S4B 

In Ontario, wood thrush breeds in moist, deciduous hardwood or mixed 
stands that are often previously disturbed, with a dense deciduous 
undergrowth and with tall trees for singing perches. This species selects 
nesting sites with the following characteristics: lower elevations with trees 
less than 16 m in height, a closed canopy cover (>70 %), a high variety of 
deciduous tree species, moderate subcanopy and shrub density, shade, 
fairly open forest floor, moist soil, and decaying leaf litter (COSEWIC 2012). 

Low 

The forests on the site and within 
the study area are likely too 
small to provide suitable nesting 
habitat. 

Lake sturgeon - Great 
Lakes / Upper 

St.Lawrence population 
Acipenser fulvescens END — THR S2 

In Ontario, lake sturgeon, a large prehistoric freshwater fish, is found in all 
the Great Lakes and in all drainages of the Great Lakes and of Hudson Bay. 
This species typically inhabits highly productive shoal areas of large lakes 
and rivers. They are bottom dwellers and prefer depths between 5-10 m and 
mud or gravel substrates. Small sturgeons are often found on gravelly 
shoals near the mouths of rivers. They spawn in depths of 0.5 to 4.5 m in 
areas of swift water or rapids. Where suitable spawning rivers are not 
available, such as in the lower Great Lakes, they are known to spawn in 
wave action over rocky ledges or around rocky islands (Golder 2011). 

Low 

Meaford Creek is likely too small 
to provide suitable aquatic 
habitat for this species. In 
addition, this species is not 
currently known to exist in the 
vicinity of the site.  

Silver lamprey - Great 
Lakes / Upper 

St.Lawrence population 

Ichthyomyzon 
unicuspis 

SC  SC  END S3 

 In Ontario, silver lamprey is known to occur in the Great Lakes and its 
tributaries, St. Lawrence River, Lake Nipissing, Lake-of-the-Woods and its 
tributaries, and the Ottawa River. Silver lamprey is a parasitic freshwater 
species that undertake spawning migrations in rivers and streams. They are 
often confused with sea lamprey. Adults prefer the clear waters of large 
streams, rivers, and lakes. Adults migrate in flowing water with stoney or 
gravelly bottom material for nesting. Larvae seek out slow flowing areas 
initially with thick organic layers where they will grow until moving out into 
predominantly sandy environments where they reside until they reach 
adulthood (COSEWIC 2012). 

Moderate 
Meaford Creek in the southeast 
corner of the site may provide 
suitable aquatic habitat. 

Eastern small-footed 
myotis 

Myotis leibii END — — S2S3 

In Ontario, eastern small-footed myotis is not known to roost in trees, but 
there is very little known about its roosting habits. The species generally 
roosts on the ground under rocks, in rock crevices, talus slopes and rock 
piles, but it occasionally inhabits buildings. Entrances of caves or 
abandoned mines where humidity is low, and temperatures are cool and 
sometimes subfreezing may be used as hibernacula (Humphrey 2017). 

Low 
No potentially suitable rock piles 
were observed on the site or 
within the study area.  

Gray fox 
Urocyon 

cinereoargenteus 
THR THR THR S1 

While the Ontario range of this species extends across much of southern 
and southeastern Ontario, the only known population in the province is on 
Pelee Island, with very rare sightings elsewhere in the province at points 
close to the border with the United States. This species inhabits deciduous 
forests and marshes and will den in a variety of features including rock 
outcroppings, hollow trees, burrows or brush piles, usually where dense 
brush provides cover and in close proximity to water. This species is 
considered a habitat generalist (COSEWIC 2015). 

Low 
 The only known population in 
the province is on Pelee Island. 
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Little brown myotis Myotis lucifugus END  END END S3 

In Ontario, this specie's range is extensive and covers much of the province. 
It will roost in both natural and man-made structures. Roosting colonies 
require a number of large dead trees, in specific stages of decay and that 
project above the canopy in relatively open areas. May form nursery 
colonies in the attics of buildings within 1 km of water. Caves or abandoned 
mines may be used as hibernacula, but high humidity and stable above 
freezing temperatures are required (ECCC 2018). 

Moderate 

There was no suitable maternity 
roosting habitat observed on the 
site or in the forest immediately 
adjacent to the site along the 
Georgian Bay shoreline. Off-site 
the forests in the western and 
southern portions of the study 
area may provide suitable 
roosting habitat for this species. 
In addition, the off-site houses 
throughout these portions of the 
study area may provide suitable 
anthropogenic roosting habitat. 

Northern myotis Myotis septentrionalis END  END END S3 

In Ontario, this species' range is extensive and covers much of the province. 
It will usually roost in hollows, crevices, and under loose bark of mature 
trees. Roosts may be established in the main trunk or a large branch of 
either living or dead trees. Caves or abandoned mines may be used as 
hibernacula, but high humidity and stable above freezing temperatures are 
required (ECCC 2018). 

Moderate 

There was no suitable maternity 
roosting habitat observed on the 
site or in the forest immediately 
adjacent to the site along the 
Georgian Bay shoreline. Off-site 
the forests in the western and 
southern portions of the study 
area may provide suitable 
roosting habitat for this species. 

Tri-colored bat Perimyotis subflavus END END END S3? 

In Ontario, tri-colored bat may roost in foliage, in clumps of old leaves, 
hanging moss or squirrel nests. They are occasionally found in buildings 
although there are no records of this in Canada. They typically feed over 
aquatic areas with an affinity to large-bodied water and will likely roost in 
close proximity to these. Hibernation sites are found deep within caves or 
mines in areas of relatively warm temperatures. These bats have strong 
roost fidelity to their winter hibernation sites and may choose the exact 
same spot in a cave or mine from year to year (ECCC 2018).  

Moderate 

There was no suitable maternity 
roosting habitat observed on the 
site or in the forest immediately 
adjacent to the site along the 
Georgian Bay shoreline. Off-site 
the forests in the western and 
southern portions of the study 
area may provide suitable 
roosting habitat for this species. 

Eastern ribbonsnake - 
Great Lakes population 

Thamnophis sauritius  SC SC SC S4 

In Ontario, eastern ribbonsnake is semi-aquatic, and is rarely found far from 
shallow ponds, marshes, bogs, streams or swamps bordered by dense 
vegetation. They prefer sunny locations and bask in low shrub branches. 
Hibernation occurs in mammal burrows, rock fissures or even ant mounds 
(COSEWIC 2012). 

Low 
There were no aquatic areas with 
dense vegetation observed on 
the site or within the study area.  

Massasauga rattlesnake 
- Great Lakes / 

St.Lawrence population 
Sistrurus catenatus  THR THR THR S3 

In Ontario, the Massasauga rattlesnake occurs in four separate regional 
populations: eastern Georgian Bay, Bruce peninsula and Manitoulin Island, 
Wainfleet bog, and the Ojibway Prairie complex in Windsor. This snake 
species uses a wide variety of habitats across its range, all of which share 
specific characteristics, including open areas for basking and areas of 
vegetation and rock for shelter. They are most typically associated with 
wetlands and damp areas/lowlands during the spring. They forage in 
shrubby fields and grasslands in the summer months. Hibernation sites are 
often associated with wetlands or wet depressions, in rock fissures, 
mammal and crayfish burrows, sphagnum hummocks and tree root 
systems, where snakes will access the area below the frost line, but above 
the water table. Gestation habitat includes areas with low canopy closure 
such as bedrock outcrops with vegetative cover and a large structure such 
as a table rock for refuge during this period (MNRF 2016). 

Low 

The open area on the site 
surrounded by dense urban 
properties throughout the study 
area do not likely provide 
suitable habitat for this species.  
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Milksnake 
Lampropeltis 
triangulum 

NAR SC SC S4 

In Ontario, milksnake uses a wide range of habitats including prairies, 
pastures, hayfields, wetlands and various forest types, and is well-known in 
rural areas where it frequents older buildings. Proximity to water and cover 
enhances habitat suitability. Hibernation takes place in mammal burrows, 
hollow logs, gravel or soil banks, and old foundations (COSEWIC 2014). 

Low 

The open area on the site 
surrounded by dense urban 
properties throughout the study 
area do not likely provide 
suitable habitat for this species.  

Snapping turtle Chelydra serpentina  SC SC SC S3 

In Ontario, snapping turtle uses a wide range of waterbodies, but shows 
preference for areas with shallow, slow-moving water, soft substrates and 
dense aquatic vegetation. Hibernation takes place in soft substrates under 
water. Nesting sites consist of sand or gravel banks along waterways or 
roadways (COSEWIC 2008).  

Moderate 
Meaford Creek in the southeast 
corner of the site may provide 
suitable aquatic habitat. 

American ginseng Panax quinquefolius END END END S2 

In Ontario, American ginseng is found in moist, undisturbed and relatively 
mature deciduous woods often dominated by sugar maple. It is commonly 
found on well-drained, south-facing slopes. American ginseng grows under 
closed canopies in well-drained soils of glacier origin that have a neutral pH 
(ECCC 2018).  

Low 

The forests on the site and within 
the study area are likely too 
disturbed to provide suitable 
habitat. 

American hart's-tongue 
fern 

Asplenium 
scolopendrium 

SC SC SC S3 

In Ontario, American hart’s-tongue fern grows on thin calcareous soils on or 
near dolomitic limestone of the Niagara Escarpment, and occasionally on 
open talus/scree slopes. Most populations are found on steep, moderately 
moist slopes that face north to northeast and are under a hardwood canopy 
cover (Environment Canada 2013).  

Low 
There are no suitable slopes on 
the site or within the study area. 

Butternut Juglans cinerea END END END S2? 

In Ontario, butternut is found along stream banks, on wooded valley slopes, 
and in deciduous and mixed forests. It is commonly associated with beech, 
maple, oak and hickory (Voss and Reznicek 2012). Butternut prefers moist, 
fertile, well-drained soils, but can also be found in rocky limestone soils. This 
species is shade intolerant (Farrar 1995). 

Low 

Although the forest edges on the 
site and within the study area 
may provide suitable habitat, this 
species was not observed during 
the site reconnaissance. In 
addition, there are no known 
records for this species in the 
vicinity of Meaford. 

Eastern prairie fringed-
orchid 

Platanthera 
leucophaea 

END END END S2 

In Ontario, eastern prairie fringed-orchid grows in wet prairies, fens, bogs, 
wet meadows, and wet successional fields. It grows in full sun in neutral to 
mildly calcareous substrates, and occasionally grows along roadsides or 
lake margins (Eastern Prairie Fringed-orchid Recovery Team 2010). This 
species is found only in southern Ontario, and only two locations are 
currently known on sand spits along the shore of Lake Erie. 

Low 

Only two locations are currently 
known on sand spits along the 
shore of Lake Erie, which does 
not overlap the study area. 

Hill's pondweed Potamogeton hillii  SC SC SC S2S3 

In Ontario, Hill's pondweed grows in the muddy substrates of cold, clear, 
slow-moving, calcareous streams, ditches, and ponds. It is found in water up 
to 1 m in depth. Often found near flow obstructions including the upstream 
side of road culverts, among stumps and fallen trees, or in shallow water 
among rushes and sedges (Parks Canada Agency 2014). 

Low 

This species is not known to 
occur in the vicinity of the study 
area ((Parks Canada Agency 
2014). 

Tuberous Indian-
plantain 

Arnoglossum 
plantagineum 

SC SC SC S2 

In Ontario, tuberous Indian-plantain grows along riverbanks and in wetlands 
near Lake Huron, especially along the west side of the Bruce Peninsula. It 
prefers open sunny areas in wet, calcium-rich meadows or shoreline fens 
(COSEWIC 2002). 

Low 
This species is not known to 
occur in the vicinity of the study 
area (COSEWIC 2002). 
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NOTES: 

1 Endangered Species Act (ESA), 2007. General (O.Reg 242/08 last amended 29 June 2020 as O.Reg 328/20). Species at Risk in Ontario List (O.Reg 230/08 last amended 1 Aug 2018 as O. Reg 404/18, s. 1.); Schedule 1 (Extirpated - EXP), Schedule 2 (Endangered - END), Schedule 3 (Threatened - THR), 
Schedule 4 (Special Concern - SC) 

2 Species at Risk Act (SARA), 2002. Schedule 1 (Last amended 25 January 2020); Part 1 (Extirpated), Part 2 (Endangered), Part 3 (Threatened), Part 4 (Special Concern) 

3 Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) http://www.cosewic.gc.ca 

4 Provincial Ranks (SRANK) are Rarity Ranks assigned to a species or ecological communities, by the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC). These ranks are not legal designations. SRANKS are evaluated by NHIC on a continual basis and updated lists produced annually. SX (Presumed Extirpated), SH 
(Possibly Extirpated - Historical), S1 (Critically Imperiled), S2 (Imperiled), S3 (Vulnerable), S4 (Apparently Secure), S5 (Secure), SNA (Not Applicable), S#S# (Range Rank), S? (Not ranked yet), SAB (Breeding Accident), SAN (Non-breeding Accident), SX (Apparently Extirpated). Last assessed November 2017.  
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