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1.1  Background 

Michalski Nielson Associates Limited (MNAL) has prepared a Scoped Environmental Impact Study 

(SEIS) in support of applications for a redline revision to the Inch Farm Draft Approved Plan of 

Subdivision and an implementing zoning by-law amendment.  As background, the Inch Farm subdivision 

was Draft Plan Approved by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs in 1993 (City of Orillia File No. 43T-

90023).  The Inch Farm lands (the Subject Property or the Site) are located in Part of Lot 5, Concession 4, 

Southern Division (formerly Township of Orillia), now City of Orillia.  More specifically, the Site is east 

of Uhthoff Line, northwest of Highway 11 and south of the Hawk Ridge Golf and Country Club (Figure 

1).  The landholding consists of approximately 13.6 hectares (ha).  MNAL was originally retained by 

HRGCC Lands Inc. (the former owner of the subject lands) in early September 2019 to undertake a 

preliminary environmental evaluation of the Subject Property.   

Field data obtained for this initial investigation were subsequently included in a formal request to the City 

of Orillia for approval to remove trees on part of the Subject Property, as per the City’s Chapter 370 Tree 

Conservation policy (Appendix A).  Authorization to proceed with the removal and clearing was issued 

on January 24, 2020 in a letter from Ian Sugden, Director of Development Services + Engineering, City 

of Orillia (Appendix B).  The majority of tree removal and clearing was undertaken in February and 

March, 2020.  Completion of tree removal in the approved locations will be carried out in the winter of 

2021/2022.   

MNAL was further retained by the previous owner in 2020 to prepare a SEIS, as per Policy 4.2.7 of the 

City of Orillia Official Plan (City OP) which reads as follows. 

“The Inch Farm Subdivision (43T-90023) is a Draft Approved Plan of Subdivision.  

Continued development and site alteration, consistent with the existing Draft Approved 

Plan (Figure 2), associated with the registration and construction of the Draft Approved 

Plan may proceed, notwithstanding any other policies of this Plan.  The Environmental 

Impact Study requirements associated with potential redline revisions to the zoned Draft 

Approved Plan will be evaluated in accordance with Scoped Environmental Impact Study 

policies contained in Section 7.1.9f) of this Plan”. 

Section 7.1.9 f) of Orillia’s Official Plan regarding SEIS preparation states the following: 

f) The terms of reference set out in Section 7.1.9 may be scoped to the satisfaction of the City 

and any agency having jurisdiction.  A Scoped Environmental Impact Study is a site-specific 

study that is more limited in scope and typically less detailed than an Environmental Impact 

Study.  A Scoped Environmental Impact Study may take the form of a letter or checklist 
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Figure 2.   1993 Inch Farm Draft Approved Plan of Subdivision.
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prepared by a qualified professional and is appropriate in circumstances including, but not 

limited to, the following: 

 i) to update and confirm prior Environmental Impact Study findings, or the findings of any 

other study previously undertaken for an applicable agency and/or approved by the City; 

that covers part or all of the subject lands, and to address only those items that have not 

been previously addressed in sufficient detail or to reflect new legislative requirements 

such as species at risk; 

 ii) to evaluate the nature of a redline revision to an existing draft plan or site plan and the 

potential for impacts on the environmental attributes and function of the identified 

environmental feature, where the Environmental Protection Area designation limits and 

development limits remain unchanged, but where a change to the land use type, 

distribution and/or development standards triggers a new Planning Act application such 

as a zoning by-law amendment; and 

 iii) to address only specific impacts in circumstances where the City believes this will be 

sufficient, such as where the related application is minor in nature, small in scale, is 

located on a previously disturbed site or is expected to have limited or no impacts. 

Further direction relating to the protection of the property’s natural heritage features and functions are set 

out in the City of Orillia’s minutes of a pre-consultation meeting with the previous landowners on 

October 13, 2017 as follows. 

 Draft Condition #15 requires that a plan be submitted that will detail how Blocks C and E and 

associated 7.5 metre (m) green belt at the back of Lots 1 to 5, 14, 15, 42 to 53 and 127 to 135 will 

be replanted so as to enhance fish and wildlife habitat.  Recommendations from this plan will be 

included in the Subdivision Agreement and securities will be taken to ensure the plantings are 

completed.  The plan may be reviewed by the City at the applicant’s expense. 

 The City will require a SEIS be completed by a qualified professional.  The Scoped EIS will be 

peer reviewed by the City at the applicant’s expense.  The Scoped EIS will address: 

 Species at Risk to reflect the current Endangered Species Act. 

 Where a change in land use type, distribution and/or development standards 

which triggers a Planning Act application is proposed but the EP limits and 

development limits are not changing, then the Scoped EIS will need to look at 

potential impacts on the environmental attributes and function of the 

environmental feature (i.e., impact on coldwater stream). 

 Confirm lands to be conveyed for parkland are not environmental sensitive lands. 

 Provided the soils are conducive to infiltration, the Scoped EIS is to address 

impacts and net water balance with the provision of LIDs to support infiltration 
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given the area is SGRA to protect the Key Hydrologic functions of the area. 

For completeness, the minutes of the pre-consultation meeting of October 13, 2017 are enclosed in 

Appendix C. 

In accordance with the City’s requirements, a Terms of Reference for the SEIS was prepared and 

subsequently accepted by the City of Orillia in September 2020; related correspondence in this regard is 

enclosed in Appendix D. 

To address a potential concern regarding the relationship between the tributary of Silver Creek within 

Block C of the 1993 Draft Approved Plan (Figure 2), surveys of the top-of-banks, and a 15 m offset or 

buffer from the centre line of the creek, surveys were undertaken on September 15, 2020.  The origin of 

the 15 m setback relates to a fish and wildlife habitat evaluation of Block C undertaken on July 20, 1990 

by the then Michael Michalski Associates.  The recommendations of adding 15 m of open space on either 

side of the tributary to Silver Creek was acceptable to the then Ministry of Natural Resources (Appendix 

E).  The results of the 2020 topographic survey are shown in Figure 3.  Typically, the 15 m offset is 

outside of the top-of-bank, except near the northern property limit where the setback is within the top-of-

bank.   

The new property owner, LIV Communities acquired the Subject Property in 2021.  It also acquired the 

Area 3 Draft Approved Plan of Subdivision and the Hawk Ridge Golf & Country Club lands located to 

the east and north respectively, in the Township of Severn.   

In accordance with City of Orillia application requirements and the City approved SEIS Terms of 

Reference, to this Report is intended to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City of Orillia that the 2021 

redline revised Draft Approved Plan of Subdivision (RDPS) will have no negative impacts on the natural 

heritage features and functions associated with Environmental Protection Block 75 ( referenced as Block 

C on the 1993 Draft Approved Plan of Subdivision), inclusive of the tributary to Silver Creek (Figure 4).  

This SEIS is divided into seven sections, as follows: 

 

The original 1993 Inch Farm Draft Approved Plan   was revised by LIV Communities in November 2021 

as shown in Figure 4.  The 2021 revised Draft Plan consists of 44 low-density single detached lots and 

312 medium-density townhouse units, for a total of 356 units, as well as two stormwater management 

ponds (SWMP), parkland, and public and private roads. 
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Figure 3.   Inch Farm Residential Draft                  Plan of Subdivision showing                   surveyed centre line tributary                  to Silver Creek, top-of-banks                   of Block C and 15 metre offset                  from centre line of creek (blue                  line) .   
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1. Introduction – which locates the Subject Property and provides background context. 

2. Relevant Environmental Development Policies – that summarizes those policies that 

have an influence on the RDPS including:  the 2020 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS); 

City OP; 2007 Endangered Species Act (2007 ESA); and federal Fisheries Act. 

3. Approach – which provides the specific methodologies used to collect and analyze data on 

natural heritage features. 

4. Existing Conditions – which describes site specific conditions and distribution of 

terrestrial and aquatic features occurring within and adjacent to the Subject Property, 

inclusive of Species at Risk (SAR). 

5. Resource Significance – that evaluates the ecological significance or importance of the 

various vegetation communities and fish and wildlife habitats identified, and confirms the 

presence/absence of SAR and their habitats. 

6. Proposed Red Line Revised Draft Plan of Subdivision, Impact Evaluation and 

Mitigation – which summarizes features of the RDPS, and presents an evaluation of 

environmental impacts and proposed mitigation measures. 

7. Policy Compliance, Concluding Remarks and Recommendations. 

1.2  Acknowledgements 

The vegetation components of this SEIS were undertaken by David Cunningham (Terrestrial Ecologist), 

Cunningham Environmental Associates, while wildlife and wildlife habitat features were prepared by Jim 

Broadfoot and Alexa Pompilio, both Terrestrial Ecologists with Azimuth Environmental.  Michael 

Michalski directed all technical aspects of the assignment, and prepared, integrated and edited draft and 

final versions of the SEIS, inclusive of sections on:  relevant environmental policies; fish and fish habitat; 

potential impacts and mitigation; policy compliance; and conclusions and recommendations.  
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2.1  2020 Provincial Policy Statement 

The 2020 PPS came into effect on May 1, 2020 and applies to all land use planning applications either 

commenced or in process on that date.  Section 2.0 of the PPS addresses the protection of natural heritage 

features and functions.  As an overriding policy, it states that natural areas shall be protected in the long 

term.  In this connection, development and site alteration shall not be permitted in fish habitat, or in the 

habitat of Endangered and Threatened species, except in accordance with provincial and federal 

requirements.  The PPS does not prohibit the outright development and site alteration in Significant 

Wildlife Habitat (SWH); rather, the test is that no negative impacts must be demonstrated on the area’s 

natural features and their ecological functions, which is typically undertaken through an environmental 

impact study.  The PPS further states that development and site alteration may be permitted in adjacent 

lands to fish habitat and SWH, provided that the ecological functions of the Subject Lands are evaluated, 

and it is demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on their features or functions.  As well, the 

document reiterates the need for planning authorities to protect, improve or restore the quality/quantity of 

water by identifying water resource systems consisting of groundwater features, hydrological functions, 

natural heritage features and areas, and surface water features, and maintaining linkages between these 

features and their functions. 

PPS Policy 2.2.1 (i) is also important to the proposed development.  It states that, “ . . . Planning 

authorities shall protect, improve or restore the quality and quantity of water by ensuring that stormwater 

management practices minimize stormwater volumes and contaminant loads, and maintain or increase the 

extent of vegetative and pervious surfaces.”  The part of the policy that is relevant in this circumstance 

relates to “contaminant loads.”, and not stormwater volumes. 

The relevant PPS policy requirements are addressed in Section 7.1.1 of the SEIS. 

2.2  City of Orillia Official Plan 

Schedule A of the City OP identifies Neighbourhood Greenfield and Environmental Protection Area 

designations for the Subject Property (Figure 5).  The former permits a variety of uses and a range of 

residential building types, including single-detached and townhouses.  There are numerous policies in The 

Environmental/Open Space Areas designation that apply to the Inch Farm residential development, as 

follows. 
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 3.5 THE ENVIRONMENT/OPEN SPACE AREAS 

 3.5.1 Intent 

a) It is a fundamental principle of this Plan that the city promote an active, healthy 

lifestyle for its residents.  The provision of a highly integrated system of 

environmentally protected lands, parks, trials and recreation facilities that are well 

distributed, strategically located, well maintained and diverse plays an important 

role in encouraging community members to have active and healthy lifestyles. 

 

b) The City recognizes the important contribution that natural systems and their 

related ecological and hydrological functions, in conjunction with the public open 

space system, make to the creation of a vibrant, livable city.  This Plan identifies 

on Schedule ‘A’: 

i) Environmental Protection Area; and, 

ii) Parkland and Major Open Space. 

 

3.5.2 Objectives 

b) To provide an interconnected system of environmentally protected lands, public 

parkland and open space areas which can adapt to changing public needs and 

preferences. 

c) To achieve a balanced relationship between development and nature by preserving 

significant natural heritage features and areas, functions and ecological systems, 

conserving natural resources and protecting people and property from natural 

hazards such as flooding, erosion and unstable soils. 

d) To protect, maintain and enhance the ecological integrity of the natural heritage 

system. 

e) To promote a comprehensive and linked environmental management system and 

public open space and trails networks that minimize the loss or fragmentation of 

natural heritage features and areas and the habitats and ecological functions they 

provide. 

g) To provide opportunities for controlled access and recreation activities where 

there is no negative impact on the natural heritage system. 

h) To encourage rehabilitation or restoration activities that enhance the functions and 

attributes of the natural heritage system. 

j) To explore and develop land securement strategies, and where possible and 

desirable by the City, secure lands containing significant natural heritage features. 

k) To co-ordinate the planning and management initiatives for natural heritage and 

public open space systems with adjacent municipalities and other levels of 

government, particularly for those features that are ecologically and physically 

linked. 
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3.5.3 Environmental Protection Area Designation 

3.5.3.1 Intent 

a) The ‘Environmental Protection Area’ designation shall protect significant natural 

heritage features and areas that represent those components of the natural 

heritage system that provide long-term ecological functions and contain 

significant natural heritage features. 

b) Policies within this Plan place a high priority on maintaining and enhancing the 

ecological function of significant natural heritage features and areas while 

enhancing and restoring ecological functions where possible. 

c) It is also the intent of this Plan to promote a comprehensive and linked system of 

natural heritage features and areas, and to minimize the loss or fragmentation of 

features and their ecological functions. 

3.5.3.2 Natural Heritage Features and Areas 

a) Natural heritage features and areas that comprise the ‘Environmental Protection 

Area’ designation, as identified on Schedule ‘A’ include the following: 

 

v. significant wildlife habitat; 

vi. significant habitat of threatened and/or endangered species; 

viii. fish habitat. 

 

b) The ‘Environmental Protection Area’ designation may also include lands that, due to 

steep slopes or other physical hazards, such as floodplains, are not appropriate for 

development. 

3.5.3.3 Permitted Uses 

a) Permitted uses on lands identified as ‘Environmental Protection Area’ on Schedule ‘A’ 

may in keeping with the other applicable policies of this section, include: 

 

i. conservation uses; 

ii. public and private infrastructure; 

iii. passive recreation opportunities which do not require site alterations. 

 

d) Development or site alteration shall not be permitted on lands adjacent to an 

‘Environmental Protection Area’ designation unless it has been demonstrated, through an 

Environmental Impact Study, that there will be no negative impacts on the significant 

natural features and areas or on their ecological functions. 

Where there are lands adjacent to an ‘Environmental Protection Area’ designation, the 

nature, extent and size of the environmental buffer or other mitigation measures, will be 

determined and refined if necessary through an Environmental Impact Study in 

accordance with Section 7.1.9 of this Plan. 

This policy shall only apply to development and site alteration that is subject to Section 

7.1.8 a). 
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e) Adjacent lands shall generally be considered within: 
 

 120 metres of provincially significant wetlands, significant valleylands, significant 

woodlands, significant wildlife habitat, significant areas of natural and scientific 

interest – life sciences, and fish habitat. 

 50 metres of significant areas of natural and scientific interest – earth sciences; and 

 30 metres of all other lands designated ‘Environmental Protection Area’. 
 

f) The City may consider a reduced adjacent lands area from that set out in Section 3.5.3.3 

e) where there are intervening existing urban developed lands within the adjacent lands 

area set out in 3.5.3.3 e).  the extent of the reduced adjacent lands area will depend on the 

applicant satisfying the City that there will be no potential for negative impacts beyond 

the proposed reduced adjacent lands area.  This may be accomplished by way of an 

Environmental Impact Study or a statement included in a Land Use Planning Report 

submitted in accordance with 7.1.8 a) of this Plan to be determined by the City, in 

consultation with the applicant, prior to submission of a complete application. 

3.5.3.4 Boundaries 

a) The boundaries of the ‘Environmental Protection Area’ designation delineated on 

Schedule ‘A’ are approximate and based on the best available mapping.  It is the intent of 

this Official Plan that the precise boundary locations shall be confirmed and, where 

necessary, refined based on the application of the criteria that defining the significant 

natural heritage features and areas through the preparation of an Environmental Impact 

Study, in accordance with Section 7.1.9 of this Plan, or by the periodic refinements by the 

appropriate public authorities. 

b) The boundaries of the features on lands designated ‘Environmental Protection Area’ will 

be staked in the field and approved by the City in consultation with the relevant public 

authorities at the time of the City’s consideration of development applications that are 

subject to Section 7.1.8 a).  Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSWs) are identified by 

the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR). 

c) Refinements and adjustments to the boundaries of the ‘Environmental Protection Area’ 

designation, as contemplated by Sections 3.5.3.4 a) and b) above, may be facilitated 

without an Amendment to this Plan.  Changes to the boundary to accommodate 

development or site alteration as per Sections 3.5.3.3. c) and 3.5.3.5 g) may also be 

facilitated without an Amendment to this Plan provided the intent of the ‘Environmental 

Protection Area’ designation is maintained.  Where the change is considered to be 

contrary to the intent of the ‘Environmental Protection Area’ designation the City will 

require implementation through an Official Plan Amendment process. 

d) Where a refinement or adjustment to the ‘Environmental Protection Area’ designation is 

facilitated without an amendment to this Plan, the land use designation abutting that 

portion of the ‘Environmental Protection Area’ designation shall apply.  A change to any 

other designation shall require an Amendment to this Plan. 

3.5.3.5 General Policies 

a) Where an Environmental Impact Study, as outlined in Section 7.1.9 of this Plan, is 

required, it shall be undertaken by a qualified professional on behalf of the proponent in 

accordance with Terms of Reference, as outlined in this Plan, and approved by the City, 
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in consultation with any agency having jurisdiction.  The City of Orillia shall undertake a 

peer review of the Environmental Impact Study with costs to be borne by the proponent.  

This peer review shall be done in accordance with the policies of this Plan. 

b) Notwithstanding any other policies of this Plan, avoidance of any identified significant 

natural heritage feature or area is the preferred approach to protecting the feature and its 

associated functions. 

c) Where avoidance of an identified significant natural heritage feature or area is not 

feasible or possible, mitigation approaches/techniques shall be considered and may 

include edge management plans, buffer plantings, fencing or other appropriate mitigation 

measures which are to be determined through an Environmental Impact Study, as 

outlined in this Plan and approved by the City, in consultation with any agency having 

jurisdiction. 

d) Where an Environmental Impact Study proposes mitigation, it must be demonstrated that 

the mitigation results in no net negative impact to the significant natural heritage feature 

or area and its function.  The City at its sole discretion may accept a mitigation approach. 

e) Where an Environmental Impact Study has determined that a significant natural heritage 

feature or area requires a buffer, the Environmental Impact Study shall recommend an 

appropriate buffer.  Such buffer shall be considered part of the ‘Environmental Protection 

Area’ designation, and the boundary of the designation can be facilitated without an 

Amendment to this Plan. 

f) No removal or placing of fill of any kind whether originating on the site or elsewhere, 

shall be permitted within any area designated as ‘Environmental Protection Area’, except 

as set out in the policies of this Plan. 

h) Nothing in this Official Plan shall be construed to imply that the lands subject to the 

‘Environmental Protection Area’ designation are free and open to the general public or 

that such areas will be purchased by the City or any other public agency. 

i) Where new development is proposed on a site which includes lands designated 

‘Environmental Protection Area’, such lands shall not be acceptable as part of the 

parkland dedication pursuant to the provisions of the Planning Act. 

j) All lands designated ‘Environmental Protection Area’ may, at the sole discretion of the 

City, be dedicated to the City under subdivision, condominium, or site plan control 

procedures.  Such lands shall be conveyed in a satisfactory physical condition and if an 

open watercourse is involved, the dedication shall provide sufficient land for property 

maintenance operations to be carried out. 

m) It is the intent of this Official Plan that the boundaries of the ‘Environmental Protection 

Area’ shown on Schedule ‘A’ be used as a guide in preparing the implementing Zoning 

By-law and that appropriate setbacks from the highwater mark of any creek, stream or 

wetland will be established in the implementing Zoning By-law in consultation with the 

appropriate authorities. 

 3.5.3.8 Policies for Endangered Species 

a) The location of Endangered Species and their associated habitats have not been identified 

on the Schedules of this Plan.  However, Endangered Species and their associated 

habitats may be located anywhere in the City. 
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b) Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in habitat of Endangered Species 

except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements.  For purposes of this 

policy, the term “development” is defined in the Provincial Policy Statement, as 

amended, or its successor. 

c) A Species at Risk Study may be required to be submitted as part of a Complete 

application as set out in Policy 7.1.8 of this Plan.  A Species at Risk Study is a site-

specific study and is more limited in scope than an Environmental Impact Study and will 

be prepared in accordance with Policies 7.1.9 d) and e) only with respect to the study of 

Endangered Species and their associated habitats. 

2.3  2007 Endangered Species Act 

The 2007 ESA came into effect in Ontario in 2007, and provided for immediate protection of all species 

on the Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) List.  This protection is afforded under Section 9(1) of the Act, 

which reads as follows: 

Prohibition on killing, etc. 

 

9.(1) No person shall, 

 

a) kill, harm, harass, capture or take a living member of a species that is listed 

on the SARO List as an extirpated, endangered or threatened species; 

 

b) possess, transport, collect, buy, sell, lease, trade or offer to buy, sell, lease or 

trade,  

 

(i) a living or dead member of a species that is listed on the SARO List 

as an extirpated, endangered or threatened species; 

(ii) any part of a living or dead member of a specie as referred to in 

subclause (i), 

(iii) anything derived from a living or dead member of a species referred 

to in subclause (i); or 

 

  c) sell, lease, trade or offer to sell, lease or trade anything that the person 

represents to be a thing described in subclause (b)(i), (ii) or (iii). 2007, c.6, 

s.9(1). 

 

Additionally, the 2007 ESA affords habitat protection to species on the SARO List.  The relevant portions 

of the Act are found under Sections 10(1) through 10(3) and are reproduced as follows. 

 Prohibition on damage to habitat, etc. 

 

 10(1)  No person shall damage or destroy the habitat of, 

 (a) a species that is listed on the SARO List as an endangered or threatened 

species; or 
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   (b)  a species that is listed on the SARO List as an extirpated species, if the 

species is prescribed by the regulations for the purpose of this clause. 2007, 

c.6, s. 10(1). 

Also important is the definition of habitat under the 2007 ESA, which is described under Section 2(1) as 

follows. 

 “Habitat” means, 

 

(a) With respect to a species of animal, plant or other organism for which a regulation made 

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

species, or 

 

(b) With respect to any other species of animal, plant or other organism, an area on which the 

species depends, directly or indirectly, to carry on its life processes, including life processes 

such as reproduction, rearing, hibernation, migration or feeding, and includes places in the 

area describe din clause (a) or (b), whichever is applicable, that are used by members of the 

species as dens, nets, hibernacula or other residence; (habitat). 

 

 Definition of “habitat”, cl. (b) 

 

(2) For greater certainty, clause (b) of the definition of “habitat” in subsection (1) does not 

include an area where the species formerly occurred or has the potential to be reintroduced 

unless existing members of the species depend on that area to carry on their life processes. 

2007,c.6, s.2 (2). 

It is important to note that the landowner, as well as the individual or organization carrying out any 

activities on those lands, are both subject to the enforcement and penalty provisions of the 2007 ESA 

should Sections 9 or 10 be contravened. 

The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (now the Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, 

Natural Resources and Forestry [MNDMNRF])1 provides a document entitled Categorizing and 

Protecting Habitat Under the ESA that outlines the overall approach and considerations that it uses in 

determining whether a proposed activity is likely to damage or destroy habitat protected under subsection 

10(1).  The following is provided from that document. 

Not every activity that occurs within or near habitat will damage or destroy that habitat. 

Determining whether a proposed activity is likely to damage or destroy the habitat of an 

endangered or threatened species requires the consideration of the activity details, which 

parts of habitat are likely to be altered by the activity, and how the alteration may affect 

the species’ ability to carry out its life processes. 

 

 

 

1  Administration of the 2007 Endangered Species Act was transferred from the Ministry of Natural Resources and 

Forestry to the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks in June of 2018. 
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3.1.1 Damaging Habitat 

An activity that damages the habitat of a species is one that alters the 

habitat in ways that impair the function (usefulness) of the habitat for 

supporting one or more of the species’ life processes. 

 

3.1.2 Destroying Habitat 

An activity that destroys the habitat of a species is one that alters the 

habitat in ways that eliminate the function (usefulness) of the habitat for 

supporting one or more of the species’ life processes. 

 

In some cases, the anticipated alteration that a proposed activity will have on habitat 

may be so minor that the function of the habitat for supporting the species’ life processes 

will not become impaired or eliminated.  In such cases the activity would not contravene 

subsection 10(1) of the ESA and would not require authorization under the Act with 

respect to this provision.  In other cases, the alteration may be more significant such that 

the function of the habitat for supporting one or more of the species’ life processes may 

become impaired or eliminated.  Such activities would contravene subsection 10(1) of the 

ESA and would require authorization under the Act prior to proceeding. 

While in most projects, mitigation measures can be implemented to protect against killing, harming or 

harassing a living member of a protected species, in some geographic areas it is more difficult to carry out 

a project without damaging, or having some influences on, the habitat of listed species.  The Ministry of 

Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) has a permitting process which allows activities which 

would otherwise be prohibited under Sections 9 or 10 of the 2007 ESA.  The most relevant portions of 

that Section, as it pertains to this project, are included as follows: 

 Permits 

 17.(1) The Minister may issue a permit to a person that, with respect to a species 

specified in the permit that is listed on the SARO List as an extirpated, 

endangered or threatened species, authorizes the person to engage in an activity 

specified in the permit that would otherwise be prohibited by section 9 or 10. 

2007, c.6, s. 17(1). 

 Limitation 

  (2)  The Minister may issue a permit under this section only if, 

 

(a)  the Minister is of the opinion that the activity authorized by the permit is 

necessary for the protection of human health or safety; 

 

  (b)  the Minister is of the opinion that the main purpose of the activity authorized by 

the permit is to assist, and that the activity will assist, in the protection or 

recovery of the species specified in the permit; 

 

 (c)  the Minister is of the opinion that the main purpose of the activity authorized by 

the permit is not to assist in the protection or recovery of the species specified in 

the permit, but, 
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(i)  the Minister is of the opinion that an overall benefit to the species will be 

achieved within a reasonable time through requirements imposed by 

conditions of the permit, 

 

(ii) the Minister is of the opinion that reasonable alternatives have been 

considered, including alternatives that would not adversely affect the 

species, and the best alternative has been adopted, and 

 

(iii)  the Minister is of the opinion that reasonable steps to minimize adverse 

effects on individual members of the species are required by conditions of 

the permit.  

 

Compliance with the 2007 ESA is addressed in Section 7.1.1 of this SEIS. 

2.4  Fisheries Act 

Policies for the protection of fish habitat in Ontario are multi-jurisdictional, and sometimes conflicting 

between agencies.  However, the primary goal is to ensure that nearshore fish habitat is not diminished 

or destroyed by activities resulting from land use planning decisions.  In Ontario, two agencies have 

primary responsibility for managing and protecting fish and fish habitat.  One is the MNDMNRF, 

through Section 2.1.6 of the 2020 PPS which states that, “Development and site alteration shall not be 

permitted in fish habitat, except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements”.  However, the 

ultimate authority for protecting fish and fish habitat in Canada is the federal Department of Fisheries 

and Oceans (DFO) through administration of the Fisheries Act.  As a result of amendments to the 

legislation in 2012, a number of important changes have been made on how the Department protects fish 

and fish habitat.  Historically, habitat and deleterious substance provisions were used as primary 

protection for the environment.  The historical habitat provisions prohibited the harmful alteration, 

disruption or destruction (HADD) of fish habitat, unless an authorization was issued.  A HADD without 

an authorization was a punishable offence.  The new Section 35 states, “No person shall carry on any 

work, undertaking or activity that results in serious harm to fish that are part of a commercial, 

recreational or Aboriginal fishery, or to fish that support such a fishery.”  The key changes are:  the 

harm to fish now has to be a serious harm, not just any harm; and the fish that are harmed have to be part 

of a commercial, recreational or Aboriginal fishery, or that support such a fishery.  Serious harm is 

defined as, “ . . . the death of fish or any permanent alteration to, or destruction of, fish habitat.”  This 

definition does not include a prohibition against the “disruption” of fish habitat (i.e., temporary 

alteration), as did the old version of subsection 35(1). 
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The primary issue relating to fish habitat in this SEIS is that there be no negative impacts on the 

downstream coldwater tributary to Silver Creek, particularly thermal effects. 

Compliance with the Fisheries Act is addressed Section 6.4 herein. 
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3.1  Collection and Review of Background Information 

 

In preparing this SEIS, existing information pertaining to the natural environmental features was obtained 

mostly from the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) data-query website for significant natural 

areas and site element occurrence records for rare species (NHIC 2021).  Land Information Ontario (LIO 

2021), as well as the MNDMNRF Midhurst District Office were also contacted.   

In addition, various published natural environmental reports for the Subject Property and local 

geographical area were reviewed.  These included but were not limited to the following: 

 Life Science Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest in Site District 6-6 - A Review and 

Assessment of Significant Natural Areas in Site District 6-6 (Hanna 1984); 

 Distribution and Status of the Vascular Plants of Central Region (Riley et al. 1989); 

 Atlas of the Mammals of Ontario (Dobbyn et al. 1994); 

 Development of a Natural Heritage System for the County of Simcoe (Gartner Lee 1996); 

 Natural Heritage Resources of Ontario:  Bibliography of Life Science Areas of Natural and 

Scientific Interest (ANSIs) in Ecological Site Regions 6E and 7E, Southern Ontario (Riley et 

al. 1997); 

 Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas Square 17PK01 (Bird Studies Canada et al. 2006); 

 Google Earth Pro Coloured Orthophotography (2009, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 

2018, 2019 and 2020); 

 County of Simcoe Coloured Orthophotography (1954, 1989, 1997, 2002, 2008, 2012, 2016 

and 2018); 

 Draft Scoped Environmental Impact Study – Inch Farm, City of Orillia (Beacon 

Environmental 2018); and 

 Ontario’s Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (Ontario Nature 2021); 

 

Discussions and correspondence with City of Orillia staff and its Peer Reviewer (RiverStone 

Environmental Solutions Inc.) were undertaken to establish a Terms of Refence (TOR) for the required 

SEIS; as noted in Section 1.1, the TOR were found acceptable to the City of Orillia and its Peer reviewer. 

In addition to the data sources listed above, consultant team reports, drawings, surveys and figures 

reviewed during preparation of this SEIS included: 
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 4501 Uhthoff Line, Orillia – Surface Water Flow Monitoring – Preliminary Data (Golder 

Associates Ltd. 2019); 

 Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation – Proposed Residential Subdivision 4501 Uhthoff 

Line, Orillia, Ontario (Golder Associates Ltd.  December 2020); 

 Letter, GEI to Tatham Engineering Limited, December 6, 2021 (Appendix H). 

 Draft Plan of Proposed Subdivision, Part of West Half of Lot 5, Concession 4, City of 

Orillia, Formerly Township of Orillia, County of Simcoe 2020 (C.C. Tatham & Associates 

Ltd. Consulting Engineers 2020) (Figure 3); and 

 Proposed Redline Revised Draft Plan, Inch Farm Subdivision (November, 2021) (Figure 4). 

3.2  Vegetation 

3.2.1  Aerial Photograph Interpretation 

As part of the site inspection and inventories carried out in 2020 and 2021, coloured orthophotographs 

were obtained and interpreted to ascertain the site’s general biophysical (i.e., terrestrial, wetland and 

aquatic) characteristics, their location and extent.  The boundaries and types of general terrestrial and 

wetland Ecological Land Classification (ELC) units (vegetation communities) were delineated prior to a 

site reconnaissance undertaken on October 15, 2019.  Information for this task was also garnered from 

data contained in Beacon Environmental (Draft 2018).  The majority of the on-site vegetation in 2019 

was subsequently removed in the winter of 2020, after procurement of a permit from the City of Orillia to 

remove trees (Appendices A and B). 

Additional field surveys and inventories were conducted in 2020 to ground-truth, classify, map and 

inventory the inherent plant species of the remaining terrestrial (woodland) and wetland (treed swamp, 

willow thicket swamp, meadow marsh) vegetation communities.  Descriptive notes and photographs were 

compiled on the types of woodland and wetland units, as well as the two tributaries to Silver Creek.  

Given the absence of change in the on-site vegetation cover since 2020, no additional vegetation 

inventories were conducted in 2021. 

3.2.2  Field Investigations and Inventories 

Existing conditions in the cultural and natural vegetation features on and adjacent to the Subject Property 

were obtained from five (5) site visits, October 15th 2019, and May 20th, June 23rd, September 18th and 
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September 25th, 2020.  Qualitative descriptive notes were compiled, as well as a photographic record of 

each vegetation type, including other points of interest.  Vegetation community boundaries delineated 

from aerial photographic interpretation and our site visits were revised in-situ, where applicable.  Given 

the extensive field inventories in regard to vegetation features conducted in 2019 and 2020, no additional 

site visits were conducted in 2021, nor were any warranted. 

Natural features included vegetation communities, floristics (plants species), surface water courses 

(tributaries of Silver Creek) and incidental observations of wildlife species to complement dawn breeding 

bird point count surveys on June 30 and July 10 and nocturnal surveys on June 1, 4 and 29, 2020.  

Additional inventories were conducted by Azimuth Environmental on May 31 and June 22, 2021 for 

dawn breeding birds, and on May 25, June 19 and 23, 2021 of nocturnal birds. 

General notes were compiled on the condition, age, size, and form of the woodland stands, where 

applicable, as well as disturbances.   

3.2.3  Vegetation Communities and Floristics 

The boundaries of the ELC units were delineated through aerial photograph interpretation and ground-

truthing, in addition to ELC mapping previously undertaken by Beacon Environmental (Draft 2018).  

Classification of the vegetation communities and boundaries were determined according to species 

composition and physiognomic characteristics.  The dominant plant species (i.e., trees, shrubs and vines) 

in the overstorey, understorey, shrub and groundcover stratum within each woodland, wetland and 

watercourse feature were compiled.  A master plant species list was prepared for the Subject Property 

(Appendix F).  Typical plant species and photographs in the cut-over sections were noted and recorded, 

where appropriate. 

The delineation and characterization of the vegetation communities followed the MNMDNRF’s ELC 

protocols including an Ecological Land Classification for Southern Ontario – First Approximation 

and Its Application (Lee et al. 1998), with updated codes contained in Lee (2008).  In addition to the 

ELC system, complimentary characterization of the on‐site vegetation communities was aided through a 

review of the Natural Heritage Resources of Ontario: Vegetation Communities of Southern Ontario 

(Bakowsky 1997). 

As defined in Lee et al. (1998), an Ecosite, “is a mappable landscape unit defined by a relatively uniform 

parent material, soil and hydrology, and consequently supports a consistently recurring formation of plant 
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species which develop over time (vegetation chronosequence).”  Within each ecosite, there are a variety 

of vegetation types.  A vegetation type, “is a part of an ecosite, and represents a specific assemblage of 

species which generally occur in a site with a more uniform parent material, soils and hydrology, and a 

more specific stage within a chronosequence.”   

The classification of the general vegetation communities was characterized according to species 

composition and physiognomic features.  The nomenclature for the flora observed is consistent with and 

relied on the following authorities: 

 Lycopodiaceae to Aspleniaceae  Cody, W. J., and D. F. Britton. 1989.  Fern and Fern Allies of 

Canada.  Publication 1829/E, Agriculture Canada, Research Branch, Ottawa. 

 Taxaceae to Orchidaceae – Voss, E. G. 1972.  Michigan Flora.   Part 1: Gymnosperms and 

Monocots.  Cranbrook Institute of Science and University of Michigan Herbarium. Bulletin 55. 

 Saururaceae to Cornaceae – Voss, E. G. 1985.  Michigan Flora. Part 2: Dicots. Cranbrook 

Institute of Science and University of Michigan Herbarium. Bulletin 59. 

 Pyrolaceae to Compositae – Voss, EG. 1996.  Michigan Flora. Part 3: Dicots. Cranbrook 

Institute of Science and University of Michigan Herbarium. Bulletin 61. 

 Newmaster, S. G., A. Lehela, P. W. C. Uhlig, S. McMurray, M. J. Oldham, and Ontario Forest 

Research Institute. 1998. Ontario Plant List. FRI Paper No. 123. 

 Bradley, D. J. 2013.  Southern Ontario Vascular Plant Species List. 3rd Edition.  Science & 

Information Branch Southern Science and Information Section.  Ontario Ministry of Natural 

Resources, Peterborough, Ontario. SIB SSI SR‐03, 78 p. 

3.3  Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat 

As indicated earlier, dawn and nocturnal bird point count station surveys were undertaken in 2020 and 

2021 following the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (2001) inventory protocols (Bird Studies Canada et al 

2006).  Logistical details associated with the dawn surveys are outlined in Tables 3a and 3b in Section 4; 

their locations are shown on Figure 6. 

As indicated in Section 3.2.2, nocturnal surveys were conducted on three evenings in 2020 and 2021 to 

assess use of habitat by whip-poor-will (Threatened) and common nighthawk (Special Concern).  Surveys 

were completed more than one-half hour after sunset and timed to coincide with full to near-full moon, 

under the following conditions. 
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 June 1, 2020 June 4, 2020 June 29, 2020 

Start Time (hr) 

Air Temperature (⁰c) 

Wind 

Cloud Cover (%) 

Moon  

21:30 

17 

B1 

40 

Near Full 

Visible 

21:30 

20 

B1 

50 

Full 

Visible 

21:30 

24 

B2 

30 

Near Full 

Visible 

 

 May 25, 2021 June 19, 2021 June 23, 2021 

Start Time (hr) 

Air Temperature (⁰c) 

Wind 

Cloud Cover (%) 

Moon  

21:23 

25 

B0 

100 thin 

Full Visible 

22:50 

19 

B1 NW 

0 

Near Full Visible 

21:38 

18 

B2 – 3S 

10 

Full Visible 

The surveys were completed from the dawn breeding bird point count stations; the duration of the point 

count surveys was 10 minutes.  Calling by eastern whip-poor-will was undertaken from a control site near 

Orr Lake (VTM 17T 593192 4941155), confirming that the species was actively calling and hence 

detectable for the evenings sampled. 

On the first occasion when an amphibian call count was undertaken, no calls were heard, accordingly, 

further surveys were abandoned. 

Incidental wildlife observations were also recorded during other field visits, namely during the botanical 

inventories and targeted surveys for dawn and nocturnal birds, and from data reported by Beacon 

Environmental (Draft 2018).  Evidence of the presence of wildlife included both direct and indirect 

observations such as calls, tracks, scat, nests, browse, carcasses, etc.  The following subsections provide 

details on the methods used to ascertain wildlife and wildlife usage within the property. 

3.4  Species at Risk Screening 

For purposes of this SEIS, SAR are considered to be those species formally designated (i.e., Endangered, 

Threatened and Special Concern) by the Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario 

(COSSARO) and listed in Ontario’s 2007 ESA.  As part of the formal application to the City of Orillia to 

remove trees, a list of SAR in Simcoe County prepared by the then MNRF was obtained and reviewed.  

This list was organized by township and included known Endangered, Threatened and Special Concern 

species to February 4, 2009.  Subsequently, the list was updated by Ministry staff to 2018; however, the 
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updated information was not organized by township.  For the application to cut and remove trees, habitats 

for a total of 26 species were evaluated according to the following criteria. 

1. Is habitat on the Subject Property within he known range for the species? 

2. Does the habitat for the species exist within the property? 

3. What avoidance or mitigation can be applied for those species or habitats that are present? 

The screening results are presented in Table 2 in Appendix A.  Of interest is that none of the species 

listed was observed during the site investigations carried out by Beacon Environmental (Draft 2018), 

nor were any encountered during the October 15, 2019 site visit or field investigations in 2020 and 2021.  

A number of species would not be expected to be present because the Subject Property is well-removed 

from their known ranges or territories (e.g., Jefferson Salamander, Massasauga Rattlesnake, Eastern 

Foxsnake, Engelman’s Quillwort, etc.).  For others, preferred habitats are not present, for example, bank 

swallow, piping plover and Lake Huron grasshopper. 

However, for the application to the City to remove trees, it was assumed that a number of species of bats 

(i.e., Endangered under the 2007 ESA) would be present on the Subject Property during the active 

breeding, roosting and foraging seasons.  In this regard, 16 acoustic detectors were deployed by Beacon 

Environmental for ten evenings in June 2018 (i.e., meeting the then MNRF’s expectations for coverage 

in treed areas).  The procedure confirmed the presence of little brown myotis and to a lesser extent 

northern long-eared bat.  With this as background, the composition and structure of remaining woodland 

habitat was assessed with respect to potentially function as habitat of Endangered bats, including 

maternity and roosting habitat.   

3.5  Aquatic Resources 

The SEIS prepared by Beacon Environmental (Draft 2018) included a detailed inventory and evaluation 

of aquatic resources on the Subject Property.  Being a required component of this SEIS, its methodology 

and findings are included herein, with minor modifications, as follows. 

“An aquatic habitat assessment on the watercourses as tributaries of Silver Creek was undertaken on 

September 18, 2018 . . . to characterize their physical attributes.  Transects were randomly selected at 

various locations along the watercourse to collect representative fish habitat information . . . The habitat 

assessment takes into consideration a variety of details including both flow characteristics and land 

influences, including the following. 
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1. Surrounding land use – classifies potential pollution sources and adjacent land use that my affect 

the waterbody. 

2. Riparian zone and canopy cover – a healthy riparian zone consists of vegetation characterized by 

trees, shrubs, grasses, and herbaceous plants.  These plants help buffer the waterbody from 

runoff, provide shade and create habitat for fish and insects. 

3. Stream banks – characteristics assessed include signs of erosion and bank scouring, undercut 

banks, evidence of the normal and high water marks which indicate water level fluctuation. 

4. In-stream characteristics – details include substrate type (e.g., silt, gravel, cobble), aquatic 

vegetation and small and large woody debris.  All of these in-stream characteristics provide 

habitat and cover for fish species and benthic macroinvertebrates, which are an important food 

source for fish. 

5. Stream morphology – includes the wetted width of the active channel and average wetted depth, 

as well as a description of the stream morphology. 

6. General water characteristics – include colour and clarity, presence and description of algae, and 

flow.” 

Temperature loggers measuring continuous water temperatures were installed within Tributary A in Block 

75 (Block C on the original 1993 Draft Approved Plan of Subdivision) on July 6, 2018 and removed on 

October 22, 2018.  The loggers were programmed to take hourly readings.  Data provided were used to 

identify changes in the tributary’s thermal stability and classification.  An air temperature logger was also 

deployed on July 6, 2018 and removed on October 22, 2018.  Additionally, as part of a Baseline 

Hydrogeological Assessment (Golder Associates Ltd. 2020), a data logger was installed in the Tributary 

A creek in August 2018, and removed in November 2020; data from this source assisted in our stream 

classification analysis.  “A Simple Method to Determine the Thermal Stability of Southern Ontario Trout 

Streams” (Stoneman, C.L. and M.L. Jones 1996) was used to confirm the thermal regime of Tributary A 

which is within Block 75. 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4   EXISTING CONDITIONS 
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4.1  Land Use 

Land use to the south consists of vacant land owned by the City of Orillia and comprised of a mosaic of 

meadow, woodland, and wetland features, all along the northwestern edge of Highway 11.  Features 

include a mineral cultural meadow (CUM1), two units of shrub thicket swamp (SWT2-2), and a dry-fresh 

poplar-white birch deciduous woodland (FOM7-2).  Photographs 5 to 8 show parts of these four 

vegetation communities.  The City owned lands are Draft Plan Approved and zoned for the development 

of an arterial road and industrial lots. 

Land use to the east consists of vacant woodland and wetland features, part of the Hawk Ridge Golf and 

Country Club, namely the Hawk’s Island Course, and the Area 3 Draft Approved Plan of Subdivision 

which is not yet developed.  Features include stands of dry-fresh poplar-white birch deciduous woodland 

(FOM7-2) and white cedar – hardwood mixed swamp (SWM1-1), and a view of the Hawk’s Island 

Course (Photographs 9 to 11). 

Land use to the north consists of the Hawk Ridge Golf and Country Club, along with two tributaries of 

the Silver Creek Tributary A (Photographs 12 and 13).  Tributary B swings around to connect with 

Tributary A just west of the boundary between the Subject Property and the golf course lands. 

As per Section 3.2.1, the Subject Property prior to January 2020 was vacant and covered with a 

combination of cultural, woodland and wetland vegetation communities, along with Tributary A of Silver 

Creek.  Past disturbances have included tree-cutting and farming.  The cultural vegetation overburden 

included:  anthropogenic (AN); meadow (CUM1); thicket (CUT1); and coniferous and mixed coniferous 

plantations (CUP3-1, CUP3-3/2).  The woodland overburden was comprised of: coniferous woodland 

(FOC4-1); hardwood-mixed coniferous woodland (FOM5); mixed deciduous woodland (FOD3); 

Current access to the Subject Property is from the east side of Uhthoff Line (Photographs 1 and 2).  

Existing lands uses to the west consist of Uhthoff Line, along with a mosaic of vacant woodland/wetland 

features on both sides of the road, scattered rural as-built residential lots, and a small mosaic of upland 

mixed and coniferous bush, as well as the valleyland and a reach of Tributary C (Photograph 3).  West of 

the Subject Property, the land is owned by the City of Orillia and consists of an as-built stormwater 

management pond, grassed lawn and cattail marsh (Photograph 4); this is Block A which is shown on 

Figure 4.  The City also owns Bock B which fronts Uhthoff Line, and which is the City’s outlet for 

SWMP Block A (Figure 4). 



Photograph 2. Southward view of Uhthoff Line near the subject property, with
vacant woodland and wetland features to the west and as-built rural residential
lots to the east

Photograph 1. Northward view of Uhthoff Line near the subject property, with
vacant woodland and wetland features on both sides, along with scattered
as-built rural residential lots

Photograph 3. Northward view in the valley of Tributary C, showing wetland
(MAS2-1), along with woodland (FOM5 and FOC4-1) slopes, on other lands
owned by the owner of the Inch Farm Residential Subdivision lands

Photograph 4. Southwest view of a portion of an as-built stormwater
management pond on Town of Orillia lands, that abut the western edge of the
Inch Farm Residential Subdivision property



Photograph 6. Southward view of Mineral Cultural Meadow (CUM1) along
southern edge of subject property, on abutting vacant lands owned by the
Town of Orillia

Photograph 5. Eastward view of adjacent Willow Mineral Deciduous Thicket
Swamp (SWT2-2 - eastern unit) along southern edge of subject property on
abutting vacant lands owned by the Town of Orillia

Photograph 7. Southward view of Willow Mineral Thicket Swamp (SWT2-2 -
western unit) along southern edge of subject property, on abutting vacant lands
owned by the Town of Orillia

Photograph 8. Eastward view inside a portion of Fresh-Moist Poplar Deciduous
Woodland (FOM7-2), along southern property boundary on abutting vacant
land owned by the Town of Orillia



Photograph 9. Inside view of Fresh-Moit White Cedar - Hardwood Mixed
Woodland (FOM7-2) on Hawk Ridge Golf & Country Club (Hawk’s Island
course) which borders the subject property to the east

Photograph 10. View inside part of White Cedar-Hardwood Mineral Mixed
Swamp (SWM1-1), with a groundcover of cattail/sedge marsh, situated on
abutting golf course lands to the east of the subject property

Photograph 11. View of part of the Hawk Ridge Golf & Country Club (Hole #5)
on the Hawk’s Island course, which abuts the eastern edge of the subject
property

Photograph 12. View of part of the Hawk Ridge Golf & Country Club (Meadow
Nest course) which borders the northern edge of the subject property



Photograph 13. Southward view of a reach of the Silver Creek tributary
(Tributary A) on the Meadow Nest course of the Hawk Ridge Golf & Country
Club property, which border the north edge of the subject property

Photograph 14. Down slope view of Red Pine Coniferous Plantation (CUP3-1)
on east edge of Silver Creek Tributary A

Photograph 15. View inside a portion of a planted stand of red pine (CUP3-1),
on a lower tier which abuts the Silver Creek Tributary A top-of-bank

Photograph 16. Northward view inside a portion of a planted red pine stand
(CUP3-1) on the western edge of a reach of Silver Creek Tributary A
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deciduous woodland (FOD8-1); coniferous-mixed hardwood woodland (FOM7-2); and mixed hardwood 

woodland (FOD5-3).  The wetland overburden prior to January 2020 consisted of: coniferous-hardwood 

mixed swamp (SWM1-1); shrub thicket swamps (SWT2-2, SWT2-a, SWT2-b, and SWT2/SWM2); forb 

meadow marsh (MAM2-1); and shallow marsh (MAS2-1).  All of these vegetation community types and 

their variations were confirmed through various site visits (see Section 3.2.2).  FOC4-1 and FOM5 are on 

a separate parcel and will remain intact.  Figure 7 in conjunction with Table 1 shows the location, extent, 

characterization and inherent plant species in each of the cultural, woodland and wetland features prior to 

the tree-cutting. 

Block B is on a small separate parcel that fronts onto Uhthoff Line and contains a reach of Tributary C.  

ELC units FOC4-1, FOM5 and MAS2-1 are intact; being on City-owned land, they were not part of the 

tree cutting permit. 

4.2  Terrain Conditions 

Information herein is reproduced from a Baseline Hydrogeological Assessment prepared by Golder 

Associates Ltd. (December 2020), including existing topography, sub-surficial soils and groundwater, as 

follows. 

The majority of the Subject Property was cut-over (clear-cut) in February and March of 2020.  The 

cutting was approved through a January 24, 2020 tree-cutting permit entitled, “Authorization to Remove 

Trees – Inch Farm Residential Subdivision” (Appendix B).  As a result, virtually all of the vegetation 

overburden that remains is restricted to the valleyland slopes (i.e., Block 75), portions of the tableland on 

the western and eastern sides of Tributaries A and B and a conifer-hardwood woodland feature bordering 

the eastern edge of the Subject Property.  The cultural vegetation overburden remaining after the tree 

cutting includes a coniferous plantation (CUP3-1) and a mixed coniferous plantation (CUP3/3-2).  The 

remaining woodlands consist of:  mixed deciduous woodland (FOD3); mixed hardwood woodland 

(FOD5-3); deciduous woodland (FOD8-1); and a coniferous-mixed hardwood woodland (FOM7-2).  

Wetland overburden includes:  coniferous-mixed hardwood swamp (SWM1-1); and shallow marsh 

(MAS2-1).  Figure 8 shows the extent of tree removal (i.e., the shaded area) in conjunction with Table 2 

that indicates the location, extent, characterization and inherent plant species in each of the cultural, 

woodland and wetland features that remain on the Subject Property (i.e., post-cut).  A comparison on 

Table 2 indicate that ten ELC units were removed from the Subject Property as a result of tree cutting and 

removal activities. 



*http://www.maps.simcoe.ca/public

Scale* 1:2000 (approx.)Figure 7.  Ecological Land Classification (ELCs) - Vegetation Communities (pre-cut)

* County of Simcoe (2018)
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Table 1.    List of Ecological Land Classification Units (Vegetation Communities) on the Subject Property (pre‐cut) * 
 
 

ELC Code  Vegetation Type  Summary Description 

Cultural 

AN  Anthropogenic  ‐  a small parking area covered with gravel and fill, along with construction waste 
accumulation, an existing access point off of Uhthoff Line 

CUM1  Mineral Cultural Meadow  ‐  contains typical non‐native field species such as fowl grass (Poa palustris), cow vetch 
(Vicia cracca), common dandelion (Taraxacum officinale), asters (Symphyotrichum 
spp.), and goldenrods (Solidago spp.), along with quack grass (Elymus repens), and 
smooth brome grass (Bromus inermis)  

‐    scattered regenerating woody species include poplars (Populus spp.), red‐osier 
dogwood (Cornus sericea), tartarian honeysuckle (Lonicera tatarica) and common 
buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), appears to have been plowed in the past for 
agricultural uses 

CUT  Mineral Cultural Thicket  ‐  there are 4 units identified on‐site which contain a mixture of shrubs, young tree and 
open field species 

‐    shrubs and young trees dominate the upland cultural thickets, such as trembling 
aspen (Populus tremuloides), white pine (Pinus strobus), willows (Salix spp.), Scots 
pine (Pinus sylvestris), red‐osier dogwood, common buckthorn, eastern white cedar 
(Thuja occidentalis), and white birch (Betula papyrifera) 

‐    typical groundcover stratum species include riverbank grape (Vitis riparia), cow vetch, 
English plantain (Plantago lanceolata), goldenrods, sensitive fern (Onoclea sensibilis), 
eastern bracken fern (Pteridium aquilinum), spreading dogbane (Apocynum 
androsaemifolium), and rough horsetail (Equisetum hyemale) and others 

CUP3‐1  Red Pine Coniferous Plantation  ‐  planted (rows) of middle‐aged red pine (Pinus resinosa), scattered red oak (Quercus 
rubra), red maple (Acer rubrum), eastern white cedar, sugar maple (Acer saccharum), 
white ash (Fraxinus americana), white birch along the edges of Silver Creek Tributary 
A 

‐    ash seedlings, wild lily‐of‐the‐valley (Maianthemum canadense), royal fern (Osmunda 
regalis), sensitive fern (Onoclea sensibilis), large‐leaved aster (Eurybia marcophylla), 
herb‐robert (Geranium robertianum), white lettuce (Prenanthes alba), three‐leaved 
Solomon’s‐seal (Maianthemum trifolium), rough horsetail (Equisetum hyemale), 
coltsfoot (Tussilago farfara), graceful sedge (Carex gracillima), eastern bracken fern 
(Pteridium aquilinum) and poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans) are typical of the 
sparse to clumped groundcover 



CUP3‐3/2  Scots Pine/White Pine Coniferous Plantation  ‐  comprised of both Scots pine and white pine, with woody associates of white birch, 
white spruce (Picea glauca), trembling aspen, white ash, eastern white cedar, 
mountain‐ash (Sorbus aucuparia) and tamarack (Larix laricina) 

‐    the sparse groundcover includes thimbleweed (Anemone virginiana), asters, wood 
avens (Geum urbanum), yellow avens (Geum aleppicum), yarrow (Achillea 
millefolium), horseweed (Conyza canadensis), common dandelion, and sow thistle 
(Sonchus arvensis) 

Forest 

FOC4‐1  Fresh‐Moist White Cedar Coniferous Forest  ‐  found along the eastern slope of Tributary C, dominated by mature eastern white 
cedar with scattered hardwood 

‐    due to dense canopy, the groundcover stratum is sparse to barren 

FOM5  Dry‐Fresh White Birch‐Poplar‐Conifer Mixed Forest  ‐  found along the western slope of Tributary C, dominated by white birch, trembling 
aspen, large‐toothed aspen (Populus grandidentata), eastern white cedar and Scots 
pine 

FOD3  Dry‐Fresh Poplar‐White Birch Deciduous Forest  ‐  young to middle‐aged stands dominated by poplars, white birch, red oak, with 
scattered eastern white cedar, sugar maple, and white spruce, along with downed 
woody debris and cut logs 

‐    other woody associates include choke cherry (Prunus virginiana), maple‐leaved 
viburnum (Viburnum acerifolium), black raspberry (Rubus alleghaniensis), wild red 
raspberry (Rubus idaeus), poison ivy, and basswood (Tilia americana) 

‐    typical groundcover includes enchanter’s nightshade (Circaea lutetiana), shinleaf 
(Pyrola elliptica), spinulose wood‐fern (Dryopteris carthusiana), Christmas fern 
(Polystichum acrosticoides), sensitive fern, ostrich fern (Matteuccia struthiopteris), 
and horse gentian (Triosetum aurantiacum), eastern bracken fern, New England aster 
(Symphyotrichum novae‐angliae), horseweed, grass‐leaved goldenrod (Euthamia 
graminifolia), path rush (Juncus tenuis), panicled aster (Syphyotrichum lateriflorus), 
heart‐leaved aster (Symphyotrichum cordifolium), coltsfoot, Canada blue grass (Poa 
compressa), wild lily‐of‐the‐valley, rough horsetail, and herb‐robert 

FOD5‐3  Dry‐Fresh Sugar Maple‐Oak Deciduous Forest  ‐  situated between the west slope of Silver Creek Tributary A and east slope of Silver 
Creek Tributary B 

‐    dominated by sugar maple, with scattered red oak and a few planted red pine along 
with a sparse understorey of woody regenerating hardwoods and softwoods 

‐    the ground stratum contains similar species to those found in FOD3, with a slightly 
more diverse and abundance of woodland forbs and ferns 



FOD8‐1  Fresh‐Moist Poplar Deciduous Forest  ‐  dominated by trembling aspen and white birch, with some natural regeneration over 
the abutting fallow agricultural field (CUM1 – cultural mineral meadow) 

‐    other woody associates include scattered eastern white cedar, balsam poplar (Populus 
balsamifera), black cherry (Prunus serotina), scattered white pine and white spruce, 
staghorn sumac (Rhus typhina), choke cherry, white ash, red‐osier dogwood, 
scattered Colorado spruce (Picea pungens), hop hornbeam (Ostrya virginiana), yellow 
birch, wild red raspberry, riverbank grape, Virginia creeper, common elderberry 
(Sambucus canadensis), and blackberry 

‐    a groundcover consists of CUM1 weeds, ferns, grasses and forbs such as sensitive 
fern, spinulose wood‐fern, herb‐robert, enchanter’s nightshade (Circaea lutetiana), 
yellow avens, wild lily‐of‐the‐valley, graceful sedge, panicled aster, coltsfoot, rough 
horsetail, shinleaf, large‐leaved aster, heart‐leaved aster and eastern bracken fern, 
lady fern (Athyrium filix‐femina), and poison ivy 

FOM7‐2  Fresh‐Moist White Cedar – Hardwood Mixed Forest  ‐  dominated by eastern white cedar, trembling aspen, white birch, yellow birch, red 
maple, white spruce, balsam poplar, white ash, Manitoba maple (Acer negundo), and 
white elm with an underlying high ground water table 

‐    shrub and vine stratum species include poison ivy, riverbank grape, Virginia creeper, 
choke cherry, highbush cranberry (Viburnum trilobum), common buckthorn, tartarian 
honeysuckle (Lonicera tatarica), red‐osier dogwood, round‐leaved dogwood (Cornus 
rugosa), wild red raspberry and white spruce seedlings and saplings 

‐    typical groundcover species include wild sarsaparilla, herb‐robert, enchanter’s 
nightshade, wild lily‐of‐the‐valley, horseweed, white ash seedlings, eastern white 
cedar seedlings, sensitive fern, lady fern, spinulose wood‐fern, fragile fern (Cystopteris 
fragilis), partridgeberry (Michella repens), woodland strawberry (Fragaria vesca), 
yellow avens, wild cucumber (Echinocystis lobata), common speedwell (Veronica 
officinalis), coltsfoot, northern beech fern (Thelypteris phegopteris), deadly 
nightshade (Solanum dulcamara), helleborine (Epipactis helleborine), red baneberry 
(Actaea rubra), and common dandelion 

Wetland 

SWM1‐1  White Cedar‐Hardwood Mineral Mixed Swamp  ‐  a relatively small treed feature characterized as swamp, an inclusion within the 
southern edge of FOM7‐2 

‐    dominated by eastern white cedar, trembling aspen, balsam poplar, white birch, 
yellow birch, white elm, red maple and scattered black ash (Fraxinus nigra) 

‐    a groundcover similar to FOM7‐2, comprised of sensitive fern, lady fern, ostrich fern, 
fragile fern, herb‐robert, woodland strawberry, yellow avens, common speedwell, 
coltsfoot, enchanter’s nightshade, Jack‐in‐the‐pulpit (Arisaema triphyllum), tall 
goldenrod (Solidago altissima), wild sarsaparilla, panicled aster, deadly nightshade, 
narrow‐leaved cattail (Typha angustifolia), spotted jewelweed (Impatiens capensis) 
and horseweed, on hummocky low‐lying terrain, with mucky saturated mineral soils 

     



SWT2‐2  Willow Mineral Thicket Swamp  ‐  dominated by shrub willows along remnant fallow farm furrows, with a CUM type 
groundcover 

‐    willow shrubs include pussy willow (Salix discolor), Missouri willow (Salix eriocephala), 
Bebb’s willow (Salix bebbiana), slender willow (Salix petiolaris), peachleaf willow 
(Salix amydaloides), and heart‐leaved willow (Salix cordata) 

‐    other woody associates include scattered trembling aspen, Scots pine, alternate‐
leaved dogwood (Cornus alternifolia), red‐oiser dogwood, riverbank grape, Virginia 
creeper, poison ivy, tamarack, and wild red raspberry 

‐    Typical groundcover species include purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria), spotted Joe 
pye‐weed (Eutrochium maculatum), boneset (Eupatorium perfoliatum), purple‐
stemmed aster (Symphyotrichum puniceum), late goldenrod (Solidago gigantea), 
rough‐leaved goldenrod (Solidago patula), panicled aster, narrow‐leaved cattail, reed 
canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea), creeping bent grass (Agrostis stolonifera), grass‐
leaved goldenrod, sensitive fern, ostrich fern, wild mint (Mentha arvensis), variegated 
horsetail (Equisetum variegatum), marsh bedstraw (Galium palustre), bugleweed 
(Lycopus spp.), marsh fern (Thelypteris palustris) and various common grasses 

SWT2‐a  Willow Mineral Thicket Swamp (open cover)  ‐  similar woody and groundcover stratums to SWT2‐2 

SWT2‐2b  Willow Mineral Thicket Swamp (dense cover)  ‐  similar to SWT2‐2a but with a denser willow shrub canopy cover, along with more 
mature poplars 

‐     groundcover similar to SWT2‐2, along with pooled stagnant water 

SWT2/SWM2  Swamp Thicket/Mixed Swamp  ‐  similar to SWT2‐2, SWT2a and SWT2b but with a higher canopy comprised of a higher 
percentage of young regenerating trees such as Scots pine, tamarack, white birch and 
trembling aspen 

MAM2‐10  Forb Mineral Meadow Marsh  ‐  a narrow band situated between FOD8‐1 and FOM7‐2, a lightly tree/shrub meadow 
marsh dominated by sensitive fern, Joe pye‐weed, reed canary grass, purple‐stemmed 
aster, purple loosestrife, wild mint, Virginia creeper, deadly nightshade and spotted 
jewelweed (Impatiens capensis) 

MAS2‐1  Cattail Mineral Shallow Marsh  ‐  cattail shallow marsh borders parts of Silver Creek Tributaries A and B 

‐    woody vegetation includes peachleaf willow, pussy willow, Missouri willow, heart‐
leaved willow, poplars, common buckthorn, white elm, wild red raspberry, and 
dogwoods 

‐    the groundcover includes narrow‐leaved cattail, common cattail (Typha latifolia), reed 
canary grass, tall goldenrod, purple loosestrife, late goldenrod, Virgin’s‐bower 
(Clematis virginiana), panicled aster, spotted Joe pye‐weed, boneset, wild mint, reed 
canary grass, creeping bent grass, sensitive fern, lady fern, ostrich fern, eastern 
bracken fern, and blue vervain (Verbena hastata), along with watercress (Nasturtium 
officinale) in Tributary A 

 *data garnered from Beacon Environmental (October 2018) and ground‐truthed in‐situ by MNAL and CEA on October 15, 2019 
 
** refer to Figure 7 
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Table 2.    List of Ecological Land Classification Units (Vegetation Communities) on the Subject Property (post‐cut) * 
 
 

ELC Code  Vegetation Type  Summary Description 

Cultural 

CUP3‐1  Red Pine Coniferous Plantation  ‐  planted (rows) of middle‐aged red pine (Pinus resinosa), scattered red oak (Quercus 
rubra), red maple (Acer rubrum), eastern white cedar, sugar maple (Acer saccharum), 
white ash (Fraxinus americana), white birch along the edges of Silver Creek Tributary 
A 

‐    ash seedlings, wild lily‐of‐the‐valley (Maianthemum canadense), royal fern (Osmunda 
regalis), sensitive fern (Onoclea sensibilis), large‐leaved aster (Eurybia marcophylla), 
herb‐robert (Geranium robertianum), white lettuce (Prenanthes alba), three‐leaved 
Solomon’s‐seal (Maianthemum trifolium), rough horsetail (Equisetum hyemale), 
coltsfoot (Tussilago farfara), graceful sedge (Carex gracillima), eastern bracken fern 
(Pteridium aquilinum) and poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans) are typical of the 
sparse to clumped groundcover 

CUP3‐3/2  Scots Pine/White Pine Coniferous Plantation  ‐  comprised of both Scots pine and white pine, with woody associates of white birch, 
white spruce (Picea glauca), trembling aspen, white ash, eastern white cedar, 
mountain‐ash (Sorbus aucuparia) and tamarack (Larix laricina) 

‐    the sparse groundcover includes thimbleweed (Anemone virginiana), asters, wood 
avens (Geum urbanum), yellow avens (Geum aleppicum), yarrow (Achillea 
millefolium), horseweed (Conyza canadensis), common dandelion, and sow thistle 
(Sonchus arvensis) 

Woodland 

FOD3  Dry‐Fresh Poplar‐White Birch Deciduous Forest  ‐  young to middle‐aged stands dominated by poplars, white birch, red oak, with 
scattered eastern white cedar, sugar maple, and white spruce, along with downed 
woody debris and cut logs 

‐    other woody associates include choke cherry (Prunus virginiana), maple‐leaved 
viburnum (Viburnum acerifolium), black raspberry (Rubus alleghaniensis), wild red 
raspberry (Rubus idaeus), poison ivy, and basswood (Tilia americana) 

‐    typical groundcover includes enchanter’s nightshade (Circaea lutetiana), shinleaf 
(Pyrola elliptica), spinulose wood‐fern (Dryopteris carthusiana), Christmas fern 
(Polystichum acrosticoides), sensitive fern, ostrich fern (Matteuccia struthiopteris), 
and horse gentian (Triosetum aurantiacum), eastern bracken fern, New England aster 
(Symphyotrichum novae‐angliae), horseweed, grass‐leaved goldenrod (Euthamia 
graminifolia), path rush (Juncus tenuis), panicled aster (Syphyotrichum lateriflorus), 
heart‐leaved aster (Symphyotrichum cordifolium), coltsfoot, Canada blue grass (Poa 
compressa), wild lily‐of‐the‐valley, rough horsetail, and herb‐robert 



FOD5‐3  Dry‐Fresh Sugar Maple‐Oak Deciduous Forest  ‐  situated between the west slope of Silver Creek Tributary A and east slope of Silver 
Creek Tributary B 

‐    dominated by sugar maple, with scattered red oak and a few planted red pine along 
with a sparse understorey of woody regenerating hardwoods and softwoods 

‐    the ground stratum contains similar species to those found in FOD3, with a slightly 
more diverse and abundance of woodland forbs and ferns 

FOD8‐1  Fresh‐Moist Poplar Deciduous Forest  ‐  dominated by trembling aspen and white birch, with some natural regeneration over 
the abutting fallow agricultural field (CUM1 – cultural mineral meadow) 

‐    other woody associates include scattered eastern white cedar, balsam poplar (Populus 
balsamifera), black cherry (Prunus serotina), scattered white pine and white spruce, 
staghorn sumac (Rhus typhina), choke cherry, white ash, red‐osier dogwood, 
scattered Colorado spruce (Picea pungens), hop hornbeam (Ostrya virginiana), yellow 
birch, wild red raspberry, riverbank grape, Virginia creeper, common elderberry 
(Sambucus canadensis), and blackberry 

‐    a groundcover consists of CUM1 weeds, ferns, grasses and forbs such as sensitive 
fern, spinulose wood‐fern, herb‐robert, enchanter’s nightshade (Circaea lutetiana), 
yellow avens, wild lily‐of‐the‐valley, graceful sedge, panicled aster, coltsfoot, rough 
horsetail, shinleaf, large‐leaved aster, heart‐leaved aster and eastern bracken fern, 
lady fern (Athyrium filix‐femina), and poison ivy 

FOM7‐2  Fresh‐Moist White Cedar – Hardwood Mixed Forest  ‐  dominated by eastern white cedar, trembling aspen, white birch, yellow birch, red 
maple, white spruce, balsam poplar, white ash, Manitoba maple (Acer negundo), and 
white elm with an underlying high ground water table 

‐    shrub and vine stratum species include poison ivy, riverbank grape, Virginia creeper, 
choke cherry, highbush cranberry (Viburnum trilobum), common buckthorn, tartarian 
honeysuckle (Lonicera tatarica), red‐osier dogwood, round‐leaved dogwood (Cornus 
rugosa), wild red raspberry and white spruce seedlings and saplings 

‐    typical groundcover species include wild sarsaparilla, herb‐robert, enchanter’s 
nightshade, wild lily‐of‐the‐valley, horseweed, white ash seedlings, eastern white 
cedar seedlings, sensitive fern, lady fern, spinulose wood‐fern, fragile fern (Cystopteris 
fragilis), partridgeberry (Michella repens), woodland strawberry (Fragaria vesca), 
yellow avens, wild cucumber (Echinocystis lobata), common speedwell (Veronica 
officinalis), coltsfoot, northern beech fern (Thelypteris phegopteris), deadly 
nightshade (Solanum dulcamara), helleborine (Epipactis helleborine), red baneberry 
(Actaea rubra), and common dandelion 

     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Wetland 

SWM1‐1  White Cedar‐Hardwood Mineral Mixed Swamp  ‐  a relatively small treed feature characterized as swamp, an inclusion within the 
southern edge of FOM7‐2 

‐    dominated by eastern white cedar, trembling aspen, balsam poplar, white birch, 
yellow birch, white elm, red maple and scattered black ash (Fraxinus nigra) 

‐    a groundcover similar to FOM7‐2, comprised of sensitive fern, lady fern, ostrich fern, 
fragile fern, herb‐robert, woodland strawberry, yellow avens, common speedwell, 
coltsfoot, enchanter’s nightshade, Jack‐in‐the‐pulpit (Arisaema triphyllum), tall 
goldenrod (Solidago altissima), wild sarsaparilla, panicled aster, deadly nightshade, 
narrow‐leaved cattail (Typha angustifolia), spotted jewelweed (Impatiens capensis) 
and horseweed, on hummocky low‐lying terrain, with mucky saturated mineral soils 

MAS2‐1  Cattail Mineral Shallow Marsh  ‐  cattail shallow marsh borders parts of Silver Creek Tributaries A and B 

‐    woody vegetation includes peachleaf willow, pussy willow, Missouri willow, heart‐
leaved willow, poplars, common buckthorn, white elm, wild red raspberry, and 
dogwoods 

‐    the groundcover includes narrow‐leaved cattail, common cattail (Typha latifolia), reed 
canary grass, tall goldenrod, purple loosestrife, late goldenrod, Virgin’s‐bower 
(Clematis virginiana), panicled aster, spotted Joe pye‐weed, boneset, wild mint, reed 
canary grass, creeping bent grass, sensitive fern, lady fern, ostrich fern, eastern 
bracken fern, and blue vervain (Verbena hastata), along with watercress (Nasturtium 
officinale) in Tributary A 

 
*data garnered from Beacon Environmental (October 2018) and ground‐truthed in‐situ by MNAL and CEA on October 15, 2019 and May 20, June 23, 
September 18 and September 25, 2020 
 
** refer to Figure 8 
 
 



  
 

  
 

Scoped Environmental Impact Study 

Inch Farm 2021 Redline Revised Draft Plan of Subdivision (43T-90023) Page 28. 

Topography:  In general, the Subject Property gently undulates and slopes from Highway 11 at the south 

towards the Hawk Ridge Golf and Country Club at the north; the overall elevation change is 

approximately 4.0 m, ranging from 245 metres above sea level (masl) to 241 masl (Figure 9 [Drawing 2 

from Golder Associates Ltd. December 2020]).  As indicated in Figures 4 and 10, the contour elevations 

reveal a small natural draw in the northwestern corner of the property that directs overland runoff from 

the adjacent farm field to Tributary C within Block B.  The depth of the trough below grade is about 3.5 

m to 4.0 m; it is flat bottomed with pools of standing water dominated by cattails and various sedges and 

shrubs.  Because Block B is designated as an Environmental Protection Area, its top-of-bank will need to 

be confirmed by a qualified geotechnologist, and an appropriate buffer applied, as has been achieved with 

Block 75. 

Groundwater Conditions:  The following table is provided by Golder Associates Ltd. (December 2020); 

it shows the groundwater measurements collected in nine newly installed monitoring wells on four dates 

in 2020.  As reported, “The measured depth to groundwater . . . was found to range from less than 0.1 

metres below ground surface (mbgs) to 2.27 mbgs, depending on well location.  The shallowest 

groundwater levels, within a metre of ground surface, were measured near the wetland area on the eastern 

part of the Site at BH2O-12 and BH2O-15.”  Of some importance is that water levels at these boreholes 

coincide with ELC unit FOM7-2.  During all of our site visits, this ELC unit was characterized as having 

a high water table.  As described in Tables 1 and 2, FOM7-2 is dominated by eastern white cedar, 

trembling aspen, white and yellow birch, red maple, white spruce, balsam poplar, white ash, Manitoba 

maple, and white elm and having a high ground water table. 

 

 

Sub-surface Soils:  Below grade soils generally consist of topsoil and re-worked (i.e., disturbed) non-

cohesive soils overlying loose to very loose surficial native deposits of silty sand and sandy silt.  The 

extent, in depth, of surficial deposits ranges widely from about 1.5 m to as much as 7.0 m.  These deposits 

are generally underlain by mostly very soft to soft compressible clayey silt to silty clay deposits.  The 

clays range in depth from about 1.5 m to 6.0 m, but at Boreholes 20-4, 20-6 and 20-10, they extend 

beyond the termination depth of the boreholes (refer to Figure 9 [i.e., Drawing 2 from Golder Associates 

Ltd. December 2020] for the locations of boreholes).  The compressible clays are in turn underlain by 

variable strata of more competent sands, gravel and sandy silts. 
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Well Identification Water Level (metres below ground surface) 

 

 August 12 September 14 October 13 November 13 

BH20-1 

BH 20-2 

BH 20-4 

BH 20-7 

BH 20-9 

BH 20-10 

BH 20-12 

BH 20-13 

BH 20-15 

1.66 

1.20 

1.12 

1.67 

2.27 

1.33 

0.60 

1.10 

0.70 

1.58 

1.09 

0.96 

1.53 

2.15 

1.21 

0.10 

0.85 

0.45 

1.60 

1.09 

0.99 

1.54 

2.08 

1.25 

0.09 

0.92 

0.48 

1.60 

1.09 

0.93 

1.55 

1.93 

1.06 

0.12 

0.65 

0.48 

Golder Associates Ltd. (December 2020) also pointed out that the water table was close to the surface at 

BH2O-4 and BH2O-10, in proposed locations of the two SWMPs.  As well, “ . . . The deepest 

groundwater levels were measured at BH2O-9, which is adjacent to the eastern tributary.  The estimated 

stream level near this location (based on topographic mapping) is approximately coincident with the 

groundwater levels.” 

Golder Associates Ltd.’s analyses on groundwater flow direction for the two eastern tributaries is 

important.  As explained, “ . . . The lateral groundwater flow direction in the combined Shallow and 

Intermediate Aquifers appears roughly northerly to northwesterly, with a localized convergence at the 

Silver Creek tributaries (Figure 10 [Drawing 5 from Golder Associates Ltd. December 2020]).  The 

groundwater gradient is steepest east of Silver Creek tributary, and shallower to the west.  Overall, the site 

water contours roughly reflect topography, exhibiting more than a 4 m decline in groundwater levels from 

south to north.”  Golder Associates Ltd. (December 2020) concluded that the on-site tributaries rely on 

groundwater discharge (baseflow) to sustain their flow regime throughout the year, with at least two-

thirds of their total average flow being comprised of groundwater.   

4.3  Vegetation 

4.3.1  Regional Vegetation 

Based on a forest classification system developed by Rowe (1972), the vegetation cover of Canada is 

divided into eight major forest regions, or formations, based on the presence and distribution of dominant 

tree species.  Formations are considered to reflect direct responses to broad climatic regimes.  Within each 

of the major forest regions are a number of distinct sections which are delineated according to local 
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patterns in tree composition associated with the local physiographic and geological features.  Forest 

classification mapping indicate that the Inch Farm property lies within the L.1 - Huron-Ontario Sections 

of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Forest Region (Rowe 1972).  

The Region essentially covers the same geographic limits as the Lake Simcoe-Rideau Site Region 6E, as 

outlined in the land classification system by Hills (1959).  Each site region is further subdivided 

according to characteristic physiographic zones, which Hills referred to as site districts.  The Subject 

Property lies within Site District 6-6, which is described as an area of water-laid clay, silt and sand broken 

by ridges of loam and sand loam.   

The characteristic forest cover comprising the Huron-Ontario Section consists of a relatively rich mixture 

of hardwood and conifer tree species, in various combinations and densities.  Natural forest stands on 

well-drained sites are dominated by sugar maple (Acer saccharum) and beech (Fagus grandifolia).  Other 

woody associates include basswood (Tilia americana), white ash (Fraxinus americana), red ash 

(Fraxinus pennsylvanica), yellow birch (Betula alleghaniensis), red maple (Acer rubrum), red oak 

(Quercus rubra), white oak (Quercus alba), white birch (Betula papyrifera), and bur oak (Quercus 

macrocarpa). 

Conifers found within the tolerant hardwood types include eastern hemlock (Tsuga canadensis), white 

pine (Pinus strobus), and balsam fir (Abies balsamea).  Large-toothed aspen (Populus grandidentata), 

black cherry (Prunus serotina), butternut (Juglans cinerea), and ironwood (Ostrya virginiana) occur 

frequently on upland sites, but are rarely abundant. 

Blue-beech (Carpinus caroliniana), silver maple (Acer saccharinum), slippery elm (Ulmus rubra), black 

ash (Fraxinus nigra), green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica var. subintegerrima), white elm (Ulmus 

americana) and eastern white cedar (Thuja occidentalis) are also relatively common, but generally occur 

on slightly moister, cooler sites, notably in deep river valley systems, swamp sites or wetland margins.  

Trembling aspen, large-toothed aspen (Populus grandidentata), balsam poplar (Populus balsamifera) and 

cottonwood (Populus deltoides) are widespread in young, successional forests, and commonly occur at 

the ecotones between fields and more mature phases of forest growth and as part of treed swamps.  These 

species are also found on poor to imperfectly drained soils and on disturbed sites. 

As with many parts of southern and central Ontario, much of the original forest cover has been cleared for 

cultivation and settlement; consequently, contiguous, extensive forest tracts are relatively uncommon 
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(Rowe 1972).  However, in areas having limited agricultural capability or erosion susceptible soils, many 

abandoned farmlands have been planted with extensive conifer plantations, or are reverting to natural 

plant cover and in varying stages of successional development [(e.g., wet meadow, old fields, thickets, 

young pioneer (poplar-birch) stands, etc.)]. 

Maycock (1979) and Burger (1993) present a more detailed, but similar forest cover pattern based on 

compositional trends with respect to environmental gradients (e.g., site moisture, soils, and microclimate).  

However, apart from the forest cover component of the vegetation of this region, their classification 

systems also describe a wide range of minor treed, shrub and/or groundcover communities that occupy 

marginal sites (e.g., too open and dry, or too wet to support forest growth) or secondary successional 

sites.  Typical examples of such communities include the following. 

  • Old fields (mixed meadow) have a wide variety of native, naturalized, and weed species, such 

as Canada goldenrod (Solidago canadensis), New England aster (Aster novae-angliae), blue 

grass (Poa compressa) and St. John's-wort (Hypericum perforatum). 

  • Dry upland thickets are dominated by species such as staghorn sumac (Rhus typhina), gray 

dogwood (Cornus racemosa), common buckthorn, alder-leaved buckthorn (Rhamnus 

alnifolia), and common juniper (Juniperus communis). 

  • Wet lowland thickets contain various willows (Salix discolor, Salix eriocephala, Salix 

petiolaris, Salix exigua, Salix bebbiana), speckled alder (Alnus rugosa), gray dogwood and 

red-osier dogwood (Cornus stolonifera) and winterberry (Ilex vercillata). 

  • Wet meadow and shallow marsh communities are dominated by grasses such as reed canary 

grass (Phalaris arundinacea), Canada blue joint (Calamagrostis canadensis), fowl manna 

grass (Glyceria striata), creeping bentgrass (Agrostis stolonifera), rice cutgrass (Leerzia 

oryzoides) and sedges (Carex retrorsa, Carex lacustris, Carex stricta. Carex bebbii, Carex 

stipata, Carex deweyana, Carex communis, Carex lupulina, and Carex hystericina). 

  • Emergent aquatic communities are dominated by common cattail (Typha latifolia), narrow-

leaved cattail (Typha angustifolia), hybrid cattail (Typha x glauca), soft-stem bulrush 

(Scirpus validus) common reed (Phragmites australis), Canada rush (Juncus effusus), dark 

green bulrush (Scirpus microcarpus), wool-grass (Scirpus cyperinus), and spikerush 

(Eleocharis spp.). 
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  • Floating and submergent aquatic plant communities aredominated by American white water-

lily (Nymphaea odorata), yellow pond lily (Nuphar variegatum), common duckweed (Lemna 

minor), greater duckweed (Spirodela polyrhiza), pondweeds (Potamogeton gramineus, 

Potamogeton pectinatus, Potamogeton natans), Canada waterweed (Elodea canadensis) and 

Eurasian milfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum).  

4.3.2  Site Vegetation 

The location and extent of the remaining cultural and natural features after the 2020 tree-cutting are 

characterized and delineated within the Subject Property, as schematically illustrated on Figure 8.  The 

ELC vegetation mapping and boundaries of their component features were initially delineated through 

aerial photograph interpretation and later verified through ground-truthing. 

The remaining vegetation communities include the following cultural features: red pine coniferous 

plantation (CUP3-1); and Scots pine/white pine coniferous plantation (CUP3-3/2).  The remaining 

woodland features include: dry-fresh poplar-white birch deciduous woodland (FOD3); dry-fresh sugar 

maple – oak deciduous woodland (FOD5); fresh-moist poplar deciduous woodland (FOD8-1); and fresh-

moist white cedar-hardwood mixed woodland (FOM7-2).  The remaining wetland features include: white 

cedar-hardwood mineral mixed swamp (SWM1-1); and cattail mineral shallow marsh (MAS2-1).  ELC 

unit FOM7-2 has a consistently high water table, in fact, almost at grade (i.e., refer to Section 4.2). 

Similarly, there remains a large block of mineral cultural meadow (CUM1) west of Silver Creek 

Tributaries A and B; this feature lies within the permitted tree-cutting area and is intended to be cut-over 

and removed during site preparation (Figure 8). 

The constituent vascular plant species, characterized and recorded in the cultural, woodland and wetland 

features are documented in a master plant list contained in Appendix F.  It is a comprehensive listing of 

plant species found during the 2018, 2019 and 2020 botanical field inventories by Beacon 

Environmental and Cunningham Environmental Associates.  Given the relative homogeneity and small 

footprint of the remaining woodland features comprised of similar woody vegetation, groundcover, 

heights, strata, age classes and distribution densities, it is our professional opinion that a separate plant 

species list for each woodland feature or ELC unit is not warranted, as it would not provide any added-

value to the database.  Similarly, the areas containing wetland feature MAS2-1 are mainly restricted to the 

two eastern tributaries.  The small treed swamp feature (SWM1-1) is an inclusion within the southern end 
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of FOM7-2 and contains similar tree, shrub/vine and ground stratums as were found in FOM7-2, with the 

difference being flat to hummocky terrain, mucky to saturated soils, and more swamp plant affinities. 

The following sub-sections provide summary descriptions of the vegetation features post clearing, 

including their ELC characterization, approximate boundaries and inherent plant species composition in 

the overstorey, understorey, shrub/vine and groundcover strata, where applicable (Figure 8).  In 

conjunction with the following text, representative photographs and Table 2, qualitative descriptive 

summaries are provided of the remaining cultural, woodland and wetland features, as well as qualitative 

notes etc. 

Cultural Vegetation Communities 

Red Pine Coniferous Plantation (CUP3-1):  Photographs 14 and 15 show aspects within this conifer 

plantation, located on a relatively flat tier on the eastern edge of Silver Creek Tributary A, and below the 

tableland top-of-bank along the western edge of FOD3.  This cultural feature is dominated by planted 

rows of middle-aged, unmanaged red pine (Pinus resinosa).  Naturally regenerating hardwoods in the 

overstorey include red oak (Quercus rubra), sugar maple (Acer saccharum), white ash (Fraxinus 

americana), white birch (Betula papyrifera), and red maple (Acer rubrum), along with eastern white 

cedar (Thuja occidentalis).  The understorey is relatively sparse, owing to the dense canopy of red pine 

and natural hardwoods. 

Shrub and vine stratum species include choke cherry (Prunus virginiana), riverbank grape (Vitis riparia), 

Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus inserta), poison ivy (Rhus radicans), tartarian honeysuckle (Lonicera 

tatarica) and edge red-osier dogwood (Cornus stolonifera). 

The sparse to clumped ground stratum consists of ash seedlings, wild lily-of-the-valley (Maianthemum 

canadense), royal fern (Osmunda regalis), sensitive fern (Onoclea sensibilis), large-leaved aster (Eurybia 

macrophylla), herb-robert (Geranium robertianum), white lettuce (Prenanthes alba), three-leaved 

Solomon’s-seal (Maianthemum trifolium), coltsfoot (Tussilago fanfare), graceful sedge (Carex 

gracillima), eastern bracken fern (Pteridium aquilinum), wild sarsaparilla (Aralis nudicaulis). 

Photographs 16 and 17 show aspects of CUP3-1 on tableland on the western side of Silver Creek 

Tributary A.  The planted red pine in this stand are more mature in terms of height and trunk diameter 

than on the eastern side of the valleyland/creek corridor.  The understorey and shrub/vine strata are more 

prevalent, along with a denser and more diverse groundcover. 



Photograph 17. Southward view of a planted red pine stand (CUP3-1), on the
west side of the Silver Creek Tributary A

Photograph 18. Inside view of Scots Pine/White Pine Coniferous Plantation,
(CUP3-3/2) along with other woody associates such a white birch, poplars and
eastern white cedar, along the east edge of the Silver Creek Tributary A

Photograph 19. View inside a portion of coniferous plantation (CUP3-3/2),
which borders the eastern edge of the Silver Creek Tributary A at the south end
of the subject property

Photograph 20. Southern view of the north edge of the remaining portion of
the Dry-Fresh Poplar-White Birch Deciduous Woodland, on the east side
tablelands of abutting the Silver Creek Tributary A valley
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Scots Pine/White Pine Coniferous Plantation (CUP3-3/2):  This cultural feature is situated along the 

eastern edge of the Silver Creek Tributary A, at its southern end.  This stand is comprised of both Scots 

pine and white pine, with woody associates of white birch, white spruce (Picea glauca), trembling aspen 

(Populus tremuloides), white ash, eastern white cedar, mountain-ash (Sorbus aucuparia) and tamarack 

(Larix laricina).  The shrub/vine stratum is relatively sparse (Photographs 18 and 19). 

The sparse groundcover consists mostly of pine needle duff, along with thimbleweed (Anemone 

virginiana), woodland asters, wood avens (Geum urbanum), yellow avens (Geum aleppicum), yarrow 

(Achillea millefolium), horseweed (Conyza canadensis), woodland strawberry (Fragaria vesca), common 

dandelion, and sow thistle (Sonchus arvensis). 

Woodland Vegetation Communities 

Typical groundcover includes enchanter’s nightshade (Circaea lutetiana), shinleaf (Pyrola elliptica), 

spinulose wood-fern (Dryopteris carthusiana), Christmas fern (Polystichum acrosticoides), sensitive fern, 

ostrich fern (Matteuccia struthiopteris), and horse gentian (Triosetum aurantiacum), eastern bracken fern, 

New England aster (Symphyotrichum novae-angliae), horseweed, grass-leaved goldenrod (Euthamia 

graminifolia), path rush (Juncus tenuis), panicled aster (Syphyotrichum lateriflorus), heart-leaved aster 

(Symphyotrichum cordifolium), coltsfoot, Canada blue grass (Poa compressa), wild lily-of-the-valley, 

rough horsetail, and herb-robert. 

Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple-Oak Deciduous Woodland (FOD5-3):  On the tableland between Silver Creek 

Tributaries A and B is a woodland stand dominated by sugar maple and red oak (Photographs 22 and 

23).  A contiguous portion of this stand lies along the western edge of Tributary B as well.  Both stands 

contain some planted red pine, along with other woody associates as those found in FOD3. 

Dry-Fresh Poplar-White Birch Deciduous Woodland (FOD3):  This woodland feature was once part of 

a larger block, of which approximately the eastern half was removed under the tree-cutting permit 

(Photographs 20 and 21).  This stand is situated on the tableland and abuts the eastern edge of the Silver 

Creek Tributary A valley.  The dominant trees in the overstorey include trembling aspen, white birch, red 

oak, sugar maple, and white spruce with scattered eastern white cedar and downed woody debris and 

stacked logs from the tree-cutting operation.  Other woody associates include choke cherry (Prunus 

virginiana), maple-leaved viburnum (Viburnum acerifolium), black raspberry (Rubus alleghaniensis), 

wild red raspberry (Rubus idaeus), poison ivy, and basswood. 



Photograph 21. Northward view inside remaining portion of Dry-Fresh Poplar-
White Birch Deciduous Woodland (FOD3), along eastern edge of Silver Creek
Tributary A valley

Photograph 22. View inside a portion of Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple Oak
Deciduous Woodland (FOD5.-3), betweem Silver Creek Tributaries A and B,
dominated by sugar maple, along with red oak, planted red pine and white birch

Photograph 23. View inside mixed deciduous woodland stand (FOD5-3) on
tableland, between Silver Creek Tributaries A and B

Photograph 24. View of remaining edge of Fresh-Moist Poplar Deciduous
Woodland (FOD8-1) and partially cut-over section, on the west side of Silver
Creek Tributary B
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The ground stratum contains similar species to those found in FOD3, with a slightly more diverse and 

abundance of woodland forbs and ferns. 

Groundcover species similar to those found in the abutting CUM1 (cultural meadow) include weeds, 

grasses, forbs and ferns such as wild carrot (Daucus carota), tall goldenrod (Solidago altissima), yellow 

avens, coltsfoot, heart-leaved aster, awnless brome grass (Bromus inermis), Canada blue grass (Poa 

compressa), herb-robert, enchanter’s nightshade, wild lily-of-the-valley, graceful sedge, panicled aster, 

rough horsetail, shinleaf, large-leaved aster, and eastern bracken fern, poison ivy, sensitive fern, spinulose 

wood-fern and lady fern (Athyrium filix-femina). 

Fresh-Moist White Cedar-Hardwood Mixed Forest (FOM7-2):  Photographs 26 and 27 shows aspects 

inside this tableland woodland comprised mainly of eastern white cedar and associated hardwoods and 

softwoods on relatively hummocky terrain.  It is dominated by eastern white cedar, trembling aspen, 

white birch, yellow birch, red maple, white spruce, balsam poplar, white ash, Manitoba maple (Acer 

negundo), scattered sugar maple and white elm with an underlying high ground water table.  Our 

observed high water table was confirmed in the Baseline Hydrogeological Assessment undertaken by 

Golder Associates Ltd. (December 2020).  In this regard, two bore holes were characterized by water 

levels that ranged between 0.09 mbgs and 0.60 mbgs for BH20-12 and 0.45 mbgs and 0.7 mbgs for 

BH20-15.   

Shrub and vine stratum species include poison ivy, riverbank grape, Virginia creeper, choke cherry, 

highbush cranberry (Viburnum trilobum), common buckthorn, tartarian honeysuckle (Lonicera tatarica), 

red-osier dogwood, round-leaved dogwood (Cornus rugosa), wild red raspberry and white spruce 

seedlings and saplings. 

Fresh-Moist Poplar Deciduous Forest (FOD8-1):  This remnant sliver of a woodland feature is 

dominated by trembling aspen and white birch, with some natural regeneration over fallow agricultural 

field on the western side of Silver Creek Tributary B and CUP3-1 (Photograph 24).  As per the tree-

cutting permit, parts of this stand have been cut (Photograph 25).  Other scattered woody associates 

comprised of relatively few specimens include scattered eastern white cedar, balsam poplar, black cherry 

(Prunus serotina), scattered white pine and white spruce, staghorn sumac (Rhus typhina), choke cherry, 

white ash, red-osier dogwood, scattered Colorado spruce (Picea pungens), hop hornbeam (Ostrya 

virginiana), yellow birch, wild red raspberry, riverbank grape, Virginia creeper, common elderberry 

(Sambucus canadensis), and blackberry (Rubus alleghaniensis). 



Photograph 25. View of cut-over portion of FOD8-1 at south end of Silver
Creek Tributary B

Photograph 26. View inside the northern portion of Fresh-Moist White Cedar-
Hardwood Mixed Woodland along eastern edge of subject property, authorized
to be cut-over by Town of Orillia tree-cutting permit

Photograph 27. View inside middle portion of FOM7-2 woodland, dominated
by eastern white cedar, along with trembling aspen, white birch, yellow birch,
red maple, white spruce, balsam poplar, white ash, Manitoba maple and elm

Photograph 28. View inside a sliver of White Cedar-Hardwood Mineral Mixed
Swamp (SWM1-1), an inclusion at the south end of FOM7-2, comprised of cedar,
trembling aspen, balsam poplar, white and yellow birch, red maple, white elm,
and scattered black ash
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Typical groundcover species include wild sarsaparilla, herb-robert, enchanter’s nightshade, wild lily-of-

the-valley, horseweed, white ash seedlings, eastern white cedar seedlings, sensitive fern, lady fern, 

spinulose wood-fern, fragile fern (Cystopteris fragilis), partridgeberry (Michella repens), woodland 

strawberry, yellow avens, wild cucumber (Echinocystis lobata), common speedwell (Veronica 

officinalis), coltsfoot, northern beech fern (Thelypteris phegopteris), deadly nightshade (Solanum 

dulcamara), helleborine (Epipactis helleborine), red baneberry (Actaea rubra), and common dandelion. 

Wetland Vegetation Communities 

White Cedar-Hardwood Mineral Mixed Swamp (SWM1-1):  At the southern edge of FOM7-2 is a 

relatively small (sliver) treed feature characterized as a treed swamp; given its size, it is considered an 

inclusion within the southern edge of FOM7-2 (Photographs 28 and 29).  Dominant trees in the canopy 

and understorey include eastern white cedar, trembling aspen, balsam poplar, white birch, yellow birch, 

white elm, red maple and scattered black ash (Fraxinus nigra).   

The shrub/vine stratum is similar to that found in FOM7-2. 

Cattail Mineral Shallow Marsh (MAS2-1):  Cattail shallow marsh borders parts of Silver Creek 

Tributaries A and B.  The most prevalent unit is situated along the southern half of Tributary A, with a 

small unit situated at the northern end of Tributary B (Photographs 30 and 31).  Most of the Tributary A 

portion is also bordered by willow shrub thicket with the cattail marsh portion contained in the 

bottomland substrate (silt and hardpack clay) portion.  This woody vegetation includes peachleaf willow, 

pussy willow, Missouri willow, heart-leaved willow, poplars, common buckthorn, white elm, wild red 

raspberry, and dogwoods. 

Other groundcover species in addition to narrow-leaved cattails includes common cattail (Typha latifolia), 

reed canary grass, tall goldenrod, purple loosestrife, late goldenrod, Virgin’s-bower (Clematis virginiana), 

panicled aster, spotted Joe pye-weed, boneset, wild mint, reed canary grass, creeping bent grass, sensitive 

The groundcover is also similar to FOM7-2, comprised of sensitive fern, lady fern, ostrich fern, fragile 

fern, herb-robert, woodland strawberry, yellow avens, common speedwell, coltsfoot, enchanter’s 

nightshade, Jack-in-the-pulpit (Arisaema triphyllum),  tall goldenrod (Solidago altissima), spotted 

jewelweed (Impatiens capensis), wild sarsaparilla, panicled aster, deadly nightshade, scattered narrow-

leaved cattail (Typha angustifolia), and horseweed, on hummocky low-lying terrain, with mucky 

saturated mineral soils. 



Photograph 29. View inside eastern portion of SWM1-1, an inclusion within
FOM7-2, with a groundcover of sensitive fern, lady fern, ostrich fern, Jack-
in-the-pulpit deadly nightshade, narrow-leaved cattail on hummocky terrain

Photograph 30. Northward view of Cattail Mineral Shallow Marsh (MAS2-1),
within middle reach of Tributary A on the subject property, includes narrow-
leaved cattail, reed canary grass, purple loosestrife, spotted Joe pye-weed,
spotted jewelweed, sensitive fern, ostrich fern, lay fern and blue vervain

Photograph 31. View of willow thicket shrub edge of Silver Creek Tributary A,
with cattail marsh (MAS2-1) in the bottomland portion, along with ferns, grasses,
sedges and aquatic forbs

Photograph 32. Westward view of west and north edges of the west cut-over
block (as per tree-cutting permit), with remaining CUM1 (meadow), comprised
of grasses, herbaceous forbs and weeds
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fern, lady fern, ostrich fern, eastern bracken fern, and blue vervain (Verbena hastata), along with 

watercress (Nasturtium officinale). 

In addition to the remaining woodland and wetland features, primarily restricted to parts of the tableland, 

valley slopes and bottomlands of the Silver Creek Tributaries A and B, there is the remaining cut-over 

terrain and cultural meadow habitat on the tableland to the west and east of the tributaries.  The western 

block (save and except for the cultural meadow CUM1 – Photographs 32 to 34) and the eastern block 

(Photographs 35 to 37) have been cut and stumped under the tree cutting permit. 

4.4  Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat 

The thirty-one (31) bird species with Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (2001) breeding evidence ranged 

from possible H – species observed in breeding season in suitable nesting habitat; possible S – singing 

male(s) present (S) and confirmed; FY – recently fledged young (nidicolous species) or downy young 

(nidifugous species) including courtship feeding or copulation; and C – confirmed adult carrying food for 

young are germane to the Inch Farm RDPS.  Additional bird species observed, heard or evidence of 

presence noted through incidental observations noted during the botanical inventories include turkey 

vulture (Cathartes aura) and wild turkey (Meleagris gallopavo).  Canada goose (Branta canadensis) and 

ring-billed gull (Larus delawarensis) were noted flying overhead.  Eastern wood-pewee (Contopus 

virens) is a Special Concern bird species; and was heard calling within the Silver Creek Tributary A 

valleylands. 

Nocturnal bird surveys in 2020 did not detect the presence of Eastern Whip-poor-will and/or Common 

Nighthawk, on or adjacent to the Subject Property.  Calling of Eastern Whip-poor-will was heard from a 

Table 3a contains a list of the bird species observed in 2020 within the remaining woodland, wetland 

features and the aquatic environs along and adjacent to Silver Creek Tributary A and Tributary B based 

on breeding bird point count station, BB3 located more or less on the southern edge of the Subject 

Property.  The station lies within a conifer plantation which is contiguous with the same stand northwards 

(Figure 6).  A total of 31 bird species were observed, heard or evidence of presence noted during dawn 

breeding bird surveys conducted on June 30 and July 10, 2020.  Given the close proximity to the Subject 

Property, the total includes breeding bird data garnered from point count station (BB2) on City of Orillia 

property which abuts the southern property edge and point count station (BBS5) which abuts the northern 

property edge along Silver Creek Tributary A (Figure 6). 



Photograph 33. Eastward view of remnant cut-over area on west side of
Silver Creek Tributaries A and B, formerly contained willow thicket swamp
(SWT2-2), and remaining cultural meadow (CUM1)

Photograph 34. Southwest view of western cut-over block consisting of
remnant Mineral Cultural Meadow (CUM1)

Photograph 35. View of east block of cut-over area, previously contained
willow shrub thicket swamp (SWT2-2) and lowland poplar deciduous woodland
FOD8-1), cut under Town tree-cutting permit

Photograph 36. Southward view of east block, cut-over and February-March,
2020 under Town tree-cutting permit, previously consisted of lowland poplar
woodland (FOD8-1) and willow shrub thicket swamp (SWT2-2)



Table 3a.   Dawn Breeding Bird Surveys (2020) on Inch Farm Residential Subdivision

FAMILY SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME BB2** BB3* BBS5* S_RANK G_RANK COSEWIC_STATUS SARA_SCHEDULE1_STATUS SARO_STATUS
Accipitridae Buteo jamaicensis Red‐tailed Hawk H,H Probable S5 G5 NAR NAR
Cardinalidae Cardinalis cardinalis Northern Cardinal S, S, Possible S5 G5
Charadriidae Charadrius vociferus Killdeer ,C ,H Possible S5B,S5N G5
Columbidae Zenaida macroura Mourning Dove Possible S5 G5
Corvidae Corvus brachyrhynchos American Crow H, H, Possible S5B G5
Corvidae Cyanocitta cristata Blue Jay ,H H, H,H Probable S5 G5
Fringillidae Spinus tristis American Goldfinch H,H S,S H, Probable S5B G5
Icteridae Agelaius phoeniceus Red‐winged Blackbird S,S H, H,S Confirmed S4 G5
Icteridae Icterus galbula Baltimore Oriole S, S, Possible S4B G5
Icteridae Quiscalus quiscula Common Grackle H,H Probable S5B G5
Paridae Poecile atricapillus Black‐capped Chickadee S,S Probable S5 G5
Parulidae Geothlypis trichas Common Yellowthroat S, S,S H, Probable S5B G5
Parulidae Seiurus aurocapilla Ovenbird S, Possible S5B G5
Parulidae Mniotilta varia Black‐and‐white Warbler S, Possible S5B G5
Parulidae Setophaga petechia Yellow Warbler S,S Probable S5B G5
Parulidae Setophaga pinus Pine Warbler ,S Possible S5B G5
Parulidae Setophaga ruticilla American Redstart ,S Possible S5B G5
Passerellidae Melospiza georgiana Swamp Sparrow S, Possible S5B G5
Passerellidae Melospiza melodia Song Sparrow ,S S,S ,S Probable S5B G5
Passerellidae Spizella passerina Chipping Sparrow S, S, Possible S5B G5
Picidae Colaptes auratus Northern Flicker ,C Possible S4B G5
Sittidae Sitta carolinensis White‐breasted Nuthatch ,S Possible S5 G5
Phasianidae Bonasa umbellus Ruffed Grouse FY, Confirmed S4 G5
Scolopacidae Actitis macularius Spotted‐sandpiper C, H, Possible S5 G5
Sturnidae Sturnus vulgaris European Starling ,H Possible SNA G5
Troglodytidae Troglodytes aedon House Wren S,S Probable S5B G5
Turdidae Turdus migratorius American Robin H,H H,H S,CF Confirmed S5B G5
Tyrannidae Contopus virens Eastern Wood‐pewee ,S Possible S4B G5 SC SC SC
Tyrannidae Myiarchus crinitus Great Crested Flycatcher S, Possible S4B G5
Vireonidae Vireo gilvus Warbling Vireo ,S ,S Possible S5B G5
Vireonidae Vireo olivaceus Red‐eyed Vireo ,S ,S ,S Possible S5B G5

* Point Count Station BB3 on adjacent City of Orillia contains relevant data to Inch Farm Residential Subdivision
** Point Count Stations BB1 and BB2 on adajcent City of Orillia property, birds may or may not utilize the Inch Farm Residential Subdiivision (post‐cut)

Survey Conditions:
Date: June 30, 2020; Time: 7:35-8:50a.m.; Temp.: +19; Cloud Cover 0% throughout; Wind: B0 throughout; Prec.: nil; Observer A. Pompilio
Date: July 10, 2020; Time: 7:00-8:05a.m.; Temp.: +23; Cloud Cover 10% throughout; Wind: B1 throughout; Prec.: nil; Observer A. Pompilio

Point Count Station Conservation Rank2Breeding 
Evidence1



1Breeding Evidence Breeding Evidence Codes
None FO - Species observed Flying Over  showing no signs of use of subject or adjacent lands
None X - Species observed, no evidence of breeding
Possible H - Species observed in its breeding season in suitable nesting habitat
Possible S or C - Singing male(s) present (S), or breeding calls heard (C), in suitable nesting habitat in breeding season
Probable P - Pair observed in suitable nesting habitat in nesting season 
Probable D - Courtship or display, including interaction between a male and a female or two males, including courtship feeding or copulation.
Probable V - Visiting probable nest site
Probable A - Agitated behaviour or anxiety calls of an adult
Probable B - Brood Patch on adult female or cloacal protuberance on adult male
Probable N - Nest-building or excavation of nest hole.
Confirmed DD - Distraction display or injury feigning.
Confirmed NU - Used nest or egg shells found (occupied or laid within the period of the survey)
Confirmed FY - Recently fledged young (nidicolous species) or downy young (nidifugous species), including incapable of sustained flight
Confirmed AE - Adult leaving or entering nest sites in circumstances indicating occupied nest
Confirmed FS - Adult carying fecal sac.
Confirmed CF - Adult carying food for young.
Confirmed NE - Nest containing eggs.
Confirmed NY - Nest with young seen or heard
Note: breeding evidence code of first and second survey separated by comma

2Conservation Rank - from Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources & Forestry, Natural Heritage Information Centre and Species at Risk in Ontario Lists
S-rank - S1 - Extremely Rare, S2 - Very Rare, S3 - Rare to Uncommon, S4 - Common, S5 SC - Special Concern
G-Rank - G1 - Critically Imperiled, G2 - Imperiled, G3 - Vulnerable, G4 - Apparently Secure, G5 - Secure
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control station near Orr Lake (UTM 17T 593192 4941155), confirming the nearby presence of the species 

on the evenings sampled. 

Table 3b contains a list of the bird species observed in 2021 within the remaining woodland, wetland 

features and the aquatic environs along and adjacent to Silver Creek Tributary A and Tributary B within 

the confines of the Subject Property.  A total of five (5) breeding bird point count stations were 

established with their locations illustrated on Figure 6.  Twenty-nine (29) bird species were observed, 

heard or evidence of presence noted during dawn breeding bird surveys conducted on May 31 and June 

22, 2021.  All species seen and/or heard on or adjacent to the Subject Property were recorded.  

Observation were coded in regard to breeding evidence as part of the descriptions provided in Table 3b, 

and breeding evidence was assigned based on the classification criteria of the Ontario Breeding Bird 

Atlas (2001).  The surveys were conducted under suitable conditions during the breeding season, spaced a 

week or more apart, as per the general sampling procedures of the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas project 

(2001). 

Mammal species noted on the Subject Property and abutting lands include:  coyote (Canis latrans); 

eastern chipmunk (Tamias striatus); eastern cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus); eastern gray squirrel 

(Sciurus canadensis); red squirrel (Tamiasciurus hudsonicus); northern raccoon (Procyon lotor); red fox 

(Vulpes vulpes); and white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus).  Beacon Environmental (Draft 2018) 

reported the presence of two species of bats, little brown myotis (mostly) and northern long-eared myotis 

within the Subject Property.   

Nocturnal bird surveys were conducted on May 25, June 19 and June 23, 2021 to assess use of habitat on 

and adjacent to the Subject Property by eastern whip-poor-will (Threatened) and common nighthawk 

(Special Concern).  The surveys were completed more than one half hour after sunset and timed to 

coincide with full to near full moon conditions, with start times, temperature, wind, and cloud cover 

noted.  A single point count station was established on the northern side of the Subject Property, 

providing adequate cover of the entire site (Figure 6). Point count station duration was 10 minutes.  The 

three nocturnal surveys did not detect the presence of eastern whip-poor-will and/or common nighthawk, 

on or adjacent to the Subject Property.  Eastern whip-poor-will calls were heard from a control station 

near Orr Lake (VTM 17T 593192 4941155), confirming that the species was actively calling and hence 

detectable on the evenings sampled. 



Table 3b.   Dawn Breeding Bird Surveys (2021) on Inch Farm Residential Subdivision

FAMILY COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME BBS1 BBS2 BBS3 BBS4 BBS5
Breeding 
Evidence1

S_RANK G_RANK
SARO_STATU

S
COSEWIC_
STATUS

SARA_STATUS
PROVINCIALLY_

TRACKED

Accipitridae Red‐tailed Hawk Buteo jamaicensis H, ,H Possible S5 G5 NAR NAR N
Cardinalidae Indigo Bunting Passerina cyanea S, S,S S,S Probable S5B G5 N
Charadriidae Killdeer Charadrius vociferus H, H, Possible S4B G5 N
Columbidae Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura ,H ,S H, Possible S5 G5 N
Corvidae American Crow Corvus brachyrhynchos H, H, H,H ,H ,H Probable S5 G5 N
Corvidae Common Raven Corvus corax ,H Possible S5 G5 N
Corvidae Blue Jay Cyanocitta cristata H, H, H,H H, Probable S5 G5 N
Fringillidae American Goldfinch Spinus tristis H,S H,H ,P H,S H,H Probable S5 G5 N
Icteridae Red‐winged Blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus S, H,P H, S, Probable S5 G5 N
Icteridae Baltimore Oriole Icterus galbula S, Possible S4B G5 N
Icteridae Common Grackle Quiscalus quiscula H, ,H Possible S5 G5 N
Mimidae Gray Catbird Dumetella carolinensis S, Possible S5B, S3N G5 N
Paridae Black‐capped Chickadee Poecile atricapillus S,S S,S ,S Probable S5 G5 N
Parulidae Common Yellowthroat Geothlypis trichas S, S,S S,S S,S ,S Probable S5B, S3N G5 N
Parulidae Black‐and‐white Warbler Mniotilta varia S, S, Possible S5B G5 N
Parulidae Ovenbird Seiurus aurocapilla S, Possible S5B G5 N
Parulidae Chestnut‐sided Warbler Setophaga pensylvanica ,S Possible S5B G5 N
Parulidae Yellow Warbler Setophaga petechia S, ,S Possible S5B G5 N
Parulidae American Redstart Setophaga ruticilla S, S,S Probable S5B G5 N
Passerellidae Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia S, S,S S,S S,S S,S Probable S5 G5 N
Picidae Northern Flicker Colaptes auratus ,H Possible S5 G5 N
Sittidae Red‐breasted Nuthatch Sitta canadensis ,S Possible S5 G5 N
Sturnidae European Starling Sturnus vulgaris ,H ,CF ,CF Confirmed SNA G5 N
Troglodytidae House Wren Troglodytes aedon S S,S S,S Probable S5B G5 N
Turdidae American Robin Turdus migratorius ,S CF,S ,H Confirmed S5 G5 N
Tyrannidae Least Flycatcher Empidonax minimus S, Possible S5B G5 N
Tyrannidae Great Crested Flycatcher Myiarchus crinitus H, Possible S5B G5 N
Tyrannidae Eastern Kingbird Tyrannus tyrannus S, Possible S4B G5 N
Vireonidae Red‐eyed Vireo Vireo olivaceus S, S,S ,S ,S Probable S5B G5 N

Survey Conditions:
Date: May 31, 2021; Time: 8:00-8:52a.m.; Temp.: +9; Cloud Cover 10% throughout; Wind: B1 throughout; Prec.: nil; Observer A. Pompilio
Date: June 22, 2021; Time: 8:00-8:53a.m.; Temp.: +9; Cloud Cover 70% throughout; Wind: B2 throughout; Prec.: nil; Observer A. Pompilio

1Breeding Evide Breeding Evidence Codes
None FO - Species observed Flying Over  showing no signs of use of subject or adjacent lands
None X - Species observed, no evidence of breeding
Possible H - Species observed in its breeding season in suitable nesting habitat
Possible S or C - Singing male(s) present (S), or breeding calls heard (C), in suitable nesting habitat in breeding season

Point Count Station Conservation Rank2



Probable P - Pair observed in suitable nesting habitat in nesting season 
Probable D - Courtship or display, including interaction between a male and a female or two males, including courtship feeding or copulation.
Probable V - Visiting probable nest site
Probable A - Agitated behaviour or anxiety calls of an adult
Probable B - Brood Patch on adult female or cloacal protuberance on adult male
Probable N - Nest-building or excavation of nest hole.
Confirmed DD - Distraction display or injury feigning.
Confirmed NU - Used nest or egg shells found (occupied or laid within the period of the survey)
Confirmed FY - Recently fledged young (nidicolous species) or downy young (nidifugous species), including incapable of sustained flight
Confirmed AE - Adult leaving or entering nest sites in circumstances indicating occupied nest
Confirmed FS - Adult carying fecal sac.
Confirmed CF - Adult carying food for young.
Confirmed NE - Nest containing eggs.
Confirmed NY - Nest with young seen or heard
Note: breeding evidence code of first and second survey separated by comma

2Conservation Rank - from Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources & Forestry, Natural Heritage Information Centre and Species at Risk in Ontario Lists
S-rank - S1 - Extremely Rare, S2 - Very Rare, S3 - Rare to Uncommon, S4 - Common, S5 - VSC - Special Concern
G-Rank - G1 - Critically Imperiled, G2 - Imperiled, G3 - Vulnerable, G4 - Apparently Secure, G5 - Secure
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Beacon Environmental (Draft 2018) heard no amphibians calling during their field investigations in 

2018; similarly, no calls were heard in 2020 and 2021.  However, the following species were recorded 

incidentally:  green frog (Rana clamitans), northern leopard frog (Rana pipiens); spring peeper (Hyla 

crucifer), American toad (Bufo americanus), and gray tree frog (Hyla versicolor).  Additionally, the 

eastern garter snake (Thomnophis sirtalis sirtalis) was noted by Cunningham Environmental Associates 

while undertaking botanical inventories. 

4.4.1  Wildlife Habitat and Corridors 

The remaining woodland and wetland features within and along the edges of the Silver Creek Tributary 

A, will continue to provide wildlife habitat post-development, and function as a corridor within the 

Subject Property, with a linkage to the golf course features northwards.  There are also woodland and 

wetland features abutting the eastern part of the landholding which at present provides wildlife habitat 

and a movement corridor.  The bulk of the Subject Property’s tableland woodlands, wetland and meadow 

habitats were removed early in 2020, as permitted under the tree-cutting permit.  Any wildlife habitat 

and/or corridor functions in these parts of the Subject Property no longer exist or are viable.  It is also 

anticipated that existing wildlife habitat and/or corridor functions connecting the City of Orillia lands 

southeastwards will be reduced or lost due to the construction of the arterial road and industrial lots, as 

well as existing Highway 11. 

4.5  Fish and Fish Habitat 

The following is reproduced with minor editorial modifications from Beacon Environmental (Draft 

2018), and contributions from our own observations on October 15th, 2019 and August 20th and 

September 15th, 2020. 

4.5.1  Tributary A 

“Tributary A originates east of Highway 11 and is conveyed through an urbanized and residential area . . . 

It subsequently crosses under Highway 11, travels northward within a drainage ditch parallel to the 

Highway prior to entering the Subject Property.  The tributary conveys flows westward through a riparian 

corridor of a meadow marsh; this reach is undefined and contained within a 5.0 m to 10.0 m wide densely 

vegetated corridor, with no channel morphology.  The feature proceeds westward until it meets a steep-

sloped valley and mixed forest.  The watercourse then becomes defined and flows in a relatively natural 
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Photographs 42 to 44 show Tributary A downstream of the golf course lands.  Immediately north of the 

Subject Property the stream dissipates within two wetland features (Photographs 42 and 43).  About 

300 m downstream of the Inch Farm lands, it is a 1.5 m to 2.0 m wide, permanently flowing coldwater 

stream (Photograph 44).  At this location, most if not all of its flow is from groundwater discharge; it is 

at this point that the creek begins to provide excellent overall habitat for salmonid species of fish (refer to 

Section 4.5.3 that follows).  Stream cover in this section is provided by woody debris, overhanging 

vegetation, and associated deciduous woodland.  No instream aquatic vegetation occurs, and the 

streambed consists of fine substrates of silt, sand and clay.   

4.5.2  Tributaries B and C 

Tributary B is ephemeral, conveying flows intermittently following intense or large rainfall events and 

snowmelt.  The tributary itself is ill-defined with no bed or banks.  Standing water occurs only in the 

spring, to depths of 5.0 centimetres (cm).  The feature has no morphology, and no flows occur.  The 

substrate consists of detritus.  As noted earlier, it is a cattail mineral shallow marsh (Photograph 40), and 

connects with Tributary A about 50 m downstream of the Subject Property. 

As described by Beacon Environmental (Draft 2018), “ . . . Tributary C is a permanent watercourse, 

meandering through a deciduous forest.  The channel is well-defined within a minimal channel width 

ranging from 0.4 m to 0.8 m, respectively.  The stream wetted depths are about 0.46 m.  The stream 

morphology composed of a pool, run and riffle sequences.  Stream substrates include a combination of 

sand, gravel deposits, with some cobble throughout.  Indicators of groundwater discharge including 

state; the flow throughout this reach, while variable, is considered permanent owing to groundwater 

discharge.  In this regard, the wetted width ranged from 2.5 m to 3.0 m in the spring and approximately 

0.2 m and 0.4 m wide during the fall season.  The stream morphology consisted entirely of runs with two 

isolated pools resulting from instream obstructions of fallen trees and boulders.  Iron staining which is an 

indicator of groundwater contribution was noted throughout this reach.  The high adjacent banks showed 

signs of recent erosion (i.e., exposed soils, root wads and some bank slumping).  Over the years, the 

unstabilized slopes have caused deposition along the streambed, infilling the tributary as shown in 

Photographs 38 and 39.  Golder Associates Ltd. (December 2020) reported flow rates ranging between 

0.3 L/s to 10 L/s (or greater) with an average of 2 L/s (Figure 11, Figure 8 from Golder Associates Ltd. 

[December 2020]).  The highest flow rates were associated with precipitation/melt events; lower rates are 

associated with summer and early fall months. 



Photograph 37. Northward view of remnant eastern block, cut-over in
February-March 2020 based on Town tree-cutting permit, previously contained
lowland poplar woodland (FOD8-1) and willow shrub thicket swamp (SWT2-2)

Photograph 38. Upgradient view of Silver Creek Tributary A, showing hardpack
silt-clay with a trickle flow (September 25 2020)

Photograph 39. Downgradient view of Silver Creek Tributary C, showing
silt-clay substrate and trickle surface flow, with treed edges of CUP3-1 and
FOD5-3

Photograph 40. Northward view in shallow valley of Silver Creek Tributary B,
no flow or defined channel, covered with a dense vegetation overburden of ferns,
aquatic forbs, grasses and sedges, along with edge deciduous shrubs
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Photograph 41. Flow (mainly groundwater discharge) in Tributary A to Silver
Creek, midway between the northern and southern ends of Block 143
(September 15, 2020)

Photograph 42. Wetland on golf course (Meadow Nest) lands immediately
north of the subject property, Tributary A in non fish-bearing through this reach
(September 15 2020)

Photograph 43. Tributary A continues through wetland features on downstream
golf course lands (September 15 2020)

Photograph 44. Tributary A approximately 250 metres downstream of the
subject property within deciduous forest, primarily groundwater contribution
(September 15 2020)



  
 

  
 

Scoped Environmental Impact Study 

Inch Farm 2021 Redline Revised Draft Plan of Subdivision (43T-90023) Page 41. 

watercress (Nasturtium officinale) and iron staining were noted throughout the channel . . . Groundwater 

discharge occurs where the groundwater table intersects the ground surface in the form of springs and 

seeps, providing a supply of clean cool water to streams.  Instream habitat is provided by overhanging 

vegetation, instream logs, aquatic vegetation and surrounding woodland”.  The Stream is well-protected 

by the valley walls of Block B, which is designated as an Environmental Protection Area in the City OP. 

4.5.3  Thermal Regime 

Golder Associates Ltd.’s (2020) water temperature readings were somewhat different, with summertime 

temperatures ranging between 14 ⁰C and 18 ⁰C (Figure 12, Figure 9 from Golder Associates Inc. 

[December 2020]); as a consequence, the tributary was classified as a coldwater system, with occasional 

encroachment into the coolwater regime. 

4.5.4  Fish Species of Silver Creek 

The fish community of Silver Creek as determined by the then MNRF is shown below. 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Salvelinus fontinalis 

Oncorhynchus mykiss 

Salmo trutta 

Cottus bairdii 

Semotilus atromaculatus 

Umbra limi 

Rhiniehthys cataractae 

Margariscus nachtriebi 

Brook Trout 

Rainbow trout 

Brown Trout 

Mottled Sculpin 

Creek Chub 

Central Mudminnow 

Longnose Dace 

Northern Pearl Dace 

Stream thermal regimes are classified into warm, cool and cold water based on ranges provided in “A 

Simple Method to Determine the Thermal Stability of Southern Ontario Trout Streams” (Stoneman and 

Jones 1996).  The thermal analyses undertaken by Beacon Environmental (Draft 2018) indicates that the 

average water temperature within the middle reach of Tributary A was 18⁰ C, with a maximum of 22⁰ C, 

and a low of 14⁰ C.  The high temperature resulted from direct sunlight in out-of-water conditions during 

periods of minimal flow.  Beacon Environmental (Draft 2018) concluded that Tributary A constitutes a 

cool/cold water regime.  However, the intermittent low water levels combined with high sediment loads 

likely contribute to periodic thermal instability (i.e., warming). 
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In the middle reach of Tributary A (i.e., within Block 75 [Figure 4]), northern redbelly dace and brook 

stickleback were captured using a backpack electrofisher (Beacon Environmental, Draft 2018).  No fish 

were captured from the upstream or downstream reaches within Block 75 owing to minimal flows.  

Tributary B is non-fish bearing owing to its intermittent character, an absence of morphology and dense 

vegetation cover.  Electrofishing by a Beacon Ecologist revealed the presence of adult and young-of-year 

brook trout in the groundwater-rich reaches of Tributary C.   
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5.1  Vegetation Communities and Floristics 

The determination of rarity or significance for the vegetation communities and floristics (plant species) on 

the Subject Property was derived from standard status lists, published literature and the NHIC dataquery 

web-site (2021).  Sources for community rarity included Bakowsky (1997) and NHIC (2020).  Plant 

species rarity was derived from Environment Canada (COSEWIC) (2020), Committee on the Status of 

Endangered Wildlife in Canada (2020), Province of Ontario (2007), Oldham and Brinker (2009), and 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (2020).  The determination of plant species rarity consisted of 

a straightforward comparison of the Subject Property’s flora and fauna species lists with those found in 

the source references. 

There are no NHIC (2020) 1 x 1 kilometre (km) tracking squares (Element Occurrence Records EO_ID) 

that overlap all or parts of the Subject Property and surrounding lands.  This includes S1, S2 or S3 SRank 

flora, provincially rare floral SAR, or Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (Life Science).  Features 

identified from a review of the NHIC (2020) web-site include Woodland (corresponding to CUP3-1, 

FOD5-3 and the remnant portions of FOD3 and FOD8-1) which are restricted to the Silver Creek 

Tributaries A and B and their valleyland.  The other remaining NHIC feature is Wetland (“Other 

Wetland” - corresponding to FOM7-2 and SWM1-1 of the southeastern part of the site, both of which 

have a high groundwater table) (Figure 7).   

Our evaluation of the vegetation communities (i.e., ELC units) indicates that none is significant or rare on 

either a federal, provincial or regional level. 

A review of the vascular plant species contained in the ELC descriptive text in Section 4.3.2, listed in 

Table 2, and contained in the master plant species list (Appendix F) indicates that none are regulated as 

Endangered or Threatened on a federal or provincial level.  There are no individual species designated as 

Special Concern and only one S3 SRank species (provincially rare), black ash found in the small 

inclusion of SWM1-1 in the larger woodland feature FOM7-2.  It was assigned the sub-national rank S3 

by the NHIC in December 2018.  The global rank for this species is listed as G5 – Secure by the NHIC 

and NatureServ.  The NHIC indicates that the species is “Widespread in southern and central Ontario, 

but declining due to the Emerald Ash Borer.  Ash trees are being decimated in southern Ontario by 

Emerald Ash Borer, which is now has populations throughout most of southern Ontario south of the 

Precambrian Shield as well as in Sault Ste. Marie and is likely to continue to expand its range and kill 

Fraxinus species.  Fraxinus nigra is perhaps less likely to be adversely affected than other Ontario ash 
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species since it ranges further north, well beyond the current range of the Emerald Ash Borer.”  Ash 

species, including black ash are being cut/recommended to be cut in municipalities throughout southern 

Ontario.  The City of Orillia has taken action to remove dead and dying trees on public lands before they 

become falling hazards.  As the City’s emerald ash borer initiative progresses, more information will be 

provided regarding the removal of ash trees on private property, proper disposal of ash trees, etc.  Given 

that the conservation issue related to black ash is not habitat related, and efforts are underway to remove 

the species from the landscape, it is not logical nor of any conservation benefit to retain individual 

specimens on the Subject Property.  Regardless, the ELC community (SWM1-1) containing scattered 

black ash trees is to be cut-over based on the City’s approved tree-cutting permit. 

5.2  Wildlife 

Standard lists and published literature were used to ascertain the status of fauna which included 

Environment Canada (2021), COSEWIC (2020), Province of Ontario (2007), NHIC (2010), Bird Studies 

Canada et al. (2006), Cadman et al. (2007), Austen et al. (1994), Dobbyn (1994) and Plourde et al. 

(1988). 

All of the birds, mammals, amphibians and reptiles are ubiquitous to the types of woodland, wetland and 

cultural features which remain on the landholding, after the tree-cutting in the winter of 2020. There are 

also woodland, wetland and cultural features that abut the Subject Property to the north, east and south, 

which also provide life-cycle functions for wildlife, such as nesting, roosting and feeding habitat. 

A review of the NHIC data-query website did not reveal any element occurrence tracking squares (1 km x 

1 km) on or abutting the Subject Property. 

5.3  Species of Conservation Interest 

The eastern wood-pewee was heard calling on one occasion in the canopy of the north/south running 

valley/stream corridor; it is designated as a Special Concern species under both federal and provincial 

endangered species legislations; at present, it is not afforded any general or specific habitat protection.  

The species is considered to be a breeder in the area.  Its habitat will be protected in the long-term being 

designated as Environmental Protection Area on Schedule A Land Use in the City OP. 

The results of the bat snag and acoustical surveys undertaken by Beacon Environmental (Draft 2018) 

indicated use of woodlands by two species of bats, little brown myotis (mostly) and northern long-eared 
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myotis; both species are Endangered under the 2007 ESA.  The habitat is inclusive of the woodlands 

associated with the valley/creek corridor (i.e., Block 75).  The MECP, which is now responsible for 

administering the 2007 ESA, recognizes a timing window for tree cutting and clearing; if these activities 

are confined to the period between October 15th and April 15th, there will be no impact on bat roosting or 

maternity habitat.  In effect, this period avoids the active breeding, maternity and foraging seasons for 

bats, when they would be hibernating and not using the woodland feature associated with Block 75.  To 

further minimize potential impacts on bats and bat habitat, a number of mitigation measures are 

recommended in Section 6.2.3. 

5.4  Significant Wildlife Habitat 

As vegetation has been removed from the majority of the Subject Property, a fulsome assessment of all 

Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) types was not undertaken as per the MNRF’s Ecoregion 6E Criterion 

Schedule (2015).  In our opinion, such an evaluation is not warranted given that all of the remaining 

natural features lie within Block 75; their functions (i.e., the provision of cool/cold water to downstream 

reaches of Tributary A and wildlife habitat) will be protected by means of the Environmental Protection 

Area designation in Schedule A Land Use of the City OP.  However, an impact analyses was completed 

on four SWH types:  Seasonal Concentration of Areas of Animals; Specialized Habitat for Wildlife; and 

Habitats of Species of Conservation Interest, and Animal Movement Corridors (Section 6.2.3). 

5.5  Fish and Fish Habitat 

The two fish species identified for the middle reach of Tributary A are not rare, Endangered or 

Threatened in Ontario.  While the tributary within the Subject Property does not support an important 

fishery in itself, its contribution of cool/cold water to downstream reaches is important and will be 

maintained.  Tributary B is not fish bearing.  Tributary C is a permanently flowing coldwater system that 

provides habitat for a salmonid species.  It is maintained by groundwater discharge via seeps and springs.  

Within City-owned Block B, Tributary C is well-protected by virtue of it being within a designated 

environmental Protection Area within the City OP. 
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6.1   Development Proposal  

Details of the proposed 2021 redline revised Draft Plan are provided in Figure 4.  It includes a 

combination of freehold single detached homes, freehold townhouses, condominium townhouses, and 

common elements condominium townhouses (i.e., 356 units in total), along with parkland blocks, one 

Environmental Protection Areas, two SWMPs, and roads.  The residential development will be accessed 

via Street A from the eastern side of Uhthoff Line and the arterial road to the south. 

The following sections identify and evaluate impacts on the natural environmental features within and 

external to the development area.  Measures and recommendations are proposed to mitigate potential 

negative impacts, particularly to the Environmental Protection Areas.  Inherent in our recommendations is 

the notion that mechanisms are in place whereby specific mitigation measures can be implemented. 

6.2  Impact Analyses and Mitigation 

6.2.1  Vegetation 

Figure 4 shows the lands uses as entirely contained within the tableland portions of the Subject Property.  

As illustrated on Figure 8, the majority of the treed communities on the tablelands were cut and removed 

in the winter of 2020, under a permit from the City of Orillia; the balance of trees will be removed over 

the winter of 2021/2022.  The only remaining communities are along the Silver Creek Tributary A and 

Tributary B valleylands and portions of the tablelands on the eastern side of Tributary A and western side 

of Tributary B, along with the bulk of FOM7-2 in the site’s northeastern corner.  Table 2 contains a list 

and descriptions of each of the remaining vegetation communities (post-cut) or portions thereof, 

including:  culture conifer plantations CUP3-1 and CUP3-3/2; woodlands FOD3, FOD5-3, FOD8-1 and 

FOM7-2; and wetlands SWM1-1 and MAS2-1. 

Lot Layout:  As shown in Figure 4, the lotting fabric consists of a combination of residential units.  All 

will be built on the cut-over tableland area.  There will be no substantial impacts to any remaining 

vegetation communities, floristics or ecological functions on the majority of the site.   

As described in Section 1.1, Draft Plan Condition 15 requires that a plan be provided that details how 

Block 75 and an associated 7.5 m green belt at the back of lots that are adjacent to the valleyland corridor 

are to be replanted to enhance fish and wildlife habitat.  To better determine the physical relationship 
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between the tributary to Silver Creek, the top-of-banks and 15 m offsets2 from the centre line of the creek, 

a survey was carried out on September 15, 2020.  The relationships are shown in Figure 3.  Typically, the 

offsets are outside or virtually coincidental with the top-of-banks, except near the northern property limit 

where the setback on the eastern side is within the top-of-bank.  Within the 15 m setbacks, the landscape 

is well-vegetated with native tree, shrub, and groundcover species, depending on location (see 

Photographs 16, 17 and 20).  As such, additional plantings are not required within the 15 m offsets. 

In our opinion, however, the valleyland/creek corridor needs further protection than is being provided by 

the 15 m offset.  In this regard, the total width of the offset should be increased to 19 m (as is shown in 

Figure 4).  The added 4.0 m would capture some but obviously not all of the existing tableland 

vegetation.  While some value-added wildlife habitat would be realized (i.e., particularly for woodland 

birds), a second and equally important benefit would relate to added protection of the valley/corridor as a 

whole from uncontrolled impacts from adjoining residents.  The added 4.0 m would not apply to the two 

SWMPs.  By providing a 19 m offset, the 7.5 m greenbelt would not, in our opinion, not be required for 

lots 13 through 40 owing to the abundant supply of existing vegetation and related seed sources on the 

tablelands adjacent to Block 75.  The entire woodland/stream corridor plus its buffers (i.e., Block 75) 

would be conveyed to The City of Orillia.  Accordingly, it is recommended that: 

 a 15 metre buffer or offset be applied to both sides of Tributary A within Block 75 

to protect related fish and wildlife habitat in the long term; 

 

 an additional 4.0 metres of buffer be provided within Block 75 between the 15 metre 

setback and back lot lines of lots 13 through 40 to maintain fish and wildlife habitat 

and the valley/corridor as a whole from uncontrolled impacts of adjacent residents; 

 

 the 7.5 metre greenbelt proposed as a condition of approval in the rear yards of lots 

backing onto the two designated Environmental Protection Area (Block 75) is not 

required and can be removed;  

 

 a planting plan for Block 75 is not required given the extensive amount of existing 

vegetation and abundant supply of seed sources, particularly on this tableland; 

 

 a silt/sediment fence be installed along the back lot lines of lots 13 through 40 and 

the two stormwater treatment facilities (i.e., Blocks 73 and 74) prior to clearing, and 

be maintained in good working order throughout the site alteration and 

construction periods;  

 

 

2   The 15 m setback or buffer from both sides of Tributary A was initially recommended by the then Michael 

Michalski Associates, with agreement of the then Ministry of Natural Resources (Appendix E). 
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 the silt/sediment fencing be removed only when the backyards of the above-noted 

lots and stormwater treatment ponds have been stabilized and “greened up”; 

 

 the above fencing be replaced with a permanent black vinyl coated chain link fence 

1.5 metres in height or a type and design of fencing acceptable to the City of Orillia 

for long-term protection of downgradient natural features; and 
 

 the entirety of the Environmental Protection Block 75, as well as the two stormwater 

treatment ponds (Blocks 73 and 74) be conveyed to the City of Orillia as per Policy 

3.5.2 j) of the City Official Plan. 

With respect to the condominium townhouse units proposed in the northwestern corner of the Draft Plan 

which back onto City owned Environmental Protection Block B, which is designated as an Environmental 

Protection Area in the City OP, it is acknowledged that a buffer is needed from the top-of-bank, as has 

been achieved with Block 75.  In this regard, it is recommended that: 

 the top-of-bank associated with City owned Block B, which is an Environmental 

Protection Area, be confirmed by a qualified geotechnologist, surveyed by an 

Ontario Land Surveyor, and if warranted, an appropriate buffer be determined and 

subsequently applied prior to development of residential units abutting Block B (i.e., 

as a condition of site plan control approval).   

 any tree cutting and removal needed to accommodate the two stormwater treatment 

ponds and residual wooded areas be undertaken between October 15th and April 

15th; and 

 

Stormwater Management Ponds:  Portions of the two SWMPs (Blocks 73 and 74) lie primarily on the 

tablelands, with the western part of Block 75 lying within the valleyland of Silver Creek Tributary A.  

The western pond (Block 74) is within Tributary B, partially on the tableland to the west, and partially on 

the tableland on the western edge of Tributary A.  Both ponds are outside of the 15 m offsets from the 

centre line of Tributary A.  To accommodate the western pond, small parts of remnant ELC units FOD8-

1, FOD5-3 and all of MAS2-1 (Figure 8) will need to be removed; similarly, on the eastern side, small 

parts of CUP3-1 and possibly FOD3 will need to be removed.  It is acknowledged that Tributary B will 

need to be filled to accommodate the stormwater treatment facility.  As indicated in Sections 4.5.2 and 

4.5.4, Tributary B is emphemeral, conveying flows only intermittently, and is ill-defined having no bed or 

banks.  It is not a fish bearing system, nor does it exhibit other important ecological functions.  Its 

removal is warranted; appropriate compensation would be naturalization of the outer walls of the SWMP 

with tree, shrub and groundcover plants, which in turn would provide habitat for wildlife.  It is 

recommended that: 
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 the outer walls of the stormwater management ponds be landscaped with tree, 

shrub and groundcover species that are native to the local area. 

The above-noted timing window not only accommodates the tree removal period for breeding birds under 

provisions of the federal Migratory Birds Convention Act; but, it covers the hibernacula life cycle of 

species of bats (i.e., little brown myotis and northern long-eared myotis) that are listed as Endangered in 

the Province’s SARO listing, and are associated with Block 75. 

Roads:  Similar to the lot layout, the road alignments (Street A, Street B, Street C and Street D) lie mostly 

on the cut-over tablelands on both sides of Block 75.  The only vegetation impacts would be to the 

western portion of FOM7-2; as mentioned earlier, trees from this ELC unit will be cut and removed 

during the winter of 2021-2022.  Authorization to proceed with tree cutting has already been granted by 

the City of Orillia, subject to the October 15th to April 15th timing window.   

6.2.2 Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat 

Impacts to wildlife attributes and functions associated with the developable tableland will range from 

none to indiscernible, as the majority of vegetation communities has already been removed.  With this 

reduction in tableland habitat, wildlife life-cycle functions such as nesting, feeding, roosting and resting 

for birds, mammals and herpetofauna have been removed or diminished in magnitude, along with a 

related reduction in local populations. 

After the tree-cutting in the winter of 2020, the only remaining vegetation communities are along the 

Silver Creek Tributary A and portions of the tablelands adjacent to the two tributaries.  As noted earlier, 

the majority of vegetation community FOM7-2 in the northeast corner remains intact, but is scheduled for 

removal later this winter.   

Lot Layout:  For the lots which back onto the Silver Creek Tributary A valleylands (i.e., Lots 13 – 40), 

potential impacts to wildlife habitat will be minimal to indiscernible, given the proposed setback from the 

centre-line of creek (15 m), as well as an additional 4.0 m vegetative buffer between the 15 m setback and 

the back of these lots.  It will be the same for the cedar hardwood stand west of the townhouse units 

adjacent to Block B.  There will be a slight shift from woodland dependent to edge dependent species, as 

well as a minor increase in species tolerant of an urban setting.  Urban tolerant wildlife species such as 

black-capped chickadee, American robin, mourning dove, chipping sparrow, blue jay, American 



  
 

  
 

Scoped Environmental Impact Study 

Inch Farm 2021 Redline Revised Draft Plan of Subdivision (43T-90023) Page 52. 

goldfinch, eastern gray squirrel, eastern chipmunk, northern raccoon, and striped skunk will remain after 

the development has been constructed and occupied. 

Construction impacts that may affect the remaining Silver Creek and partial tableland features in terms of 

wildlife and related habitat functions usually result from heavy equipment damaging tree trunks and 

branches, soil compaction, siltation, dust and noise.  These short-term impacts can be partially to entirely 

mitigated through the use of silt fence barriers and construction fencing, along with chemical or natural 

dust suppressants (see recommendations in Section 6.2.1).   

Stormwater Management Ponds:  As stated in Section 6.2.1, some tree removal will be needed to 

accommodate the two SWMPs.  As well, the cattail shallow marsh (MAS2-1) which encompasses the 

intermittent Tributary B will need to be filled to accommodate the proposed SWMP in Block 74.  Further 

comments in this regard are provided in Section 6.2.1.  Nesting, feeding and resting locations for 

woodland birds, mammals and herpetofauna associated with this filling will indeed be small.  The 

ecological functions of Blocks 73 and 74 will continue in future.  Landscape treatment of the outer walls 

of the two SWMPs with native species of trees, shrubs and groundcover will attract urban wildlife and 

waterfowl, particularly during migration stopover periods, thereby partially offsetting the reduction in 

habitat. 

Roads and Servicing:  Similar to the lot layout, the road layout and concomitant servicing (e.g., water 

mains, stormwater drainage, hydro, etc.) are primarily on the cut-over tablelands on both sides of the 

Environmental Protection Area.  There will be no impacts to any wildlife and related habitat in the 

remaining tableland or valleyland vegetation communities.  The only potential minor impact would be to 

the western portion of FOM7-2.   

6.2.3  Significant Wildlife Habitat 

As indicated in the MNRF’s Natural Heritage Reference Manual (2010), “ . . . While planning 

authorities are ultimately responsible for identifying SWH, they can require development proponents to 

determine whether SWH exists on or adjacent to the property proposed for development.”  Wildlife 

habitat significance has been identified by the Ministry using the Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical 

Guide (2010), in which SWH was broadly categorized as: 

 Seasonal Concentration Areas of Animals; 

 Rare Vegetation Communities or Specialized Habitats for Wildlife; 
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 Habitats of Species of Conservation Interest, excluding the habitats of Endangered and 

Threatened species which are protected under the 2020 PPS and the 2007 ESA; and 

 Animal Movement Corridors. 

First produced in 2000 (approved in 2001), the Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide was found 

to contain gaps in criteria, particularly relating to, “what may be significant in one area, may not be in 

another” (Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry 2012).  In response to this and other concerns, the 

Ministry in 2012 created its draft Eco-regional Criteria Schedules to support its Significant Wildlife 

Habitat Technical Guide.  Accordingly, habitats on and adjacent to the Subject Property were evaluated 

in the context of the Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 6E (Ministry of 

Natural Resources and Forestry 2015), recognizing that vegetation has already been removed from the 

majority of the site.  Most of the thirty-nine types of SWH were ruled out entirely on the basis of our field 

investigations.  Clearly, the majority of potential SWH opportunities are associated with Block 75, the 

valleyland/stream corridor which will be protected by means of the Environmental Protection Area 

designation in Schedule A – Land Use in the City OP.  In our opinion, the following categories occur as 

Candidate SWHs. 

Seasonal Concentration of Areas of Animals 

 Bat Maternity Colonies:  As indicated in Section 5.3, field investigations confirmed the 

presence of two species of bats (little brown myotis and northern long-eared myotis) in 

the woodlands associated with Block 75.  The MECP recognizes a timing window 

specific to this area for tree cutting and clearing as a mitigation measure to offset impacts 

during the active breeding and foraging seasons.  Our recommendation in this regard is 

set out in Section 6.2.1.  It is further recommended that: 

 to mitigate the potential loss of roosting/maternity habitat, three 

artificial structures (i.e., bat boxes) be installed on the outer walls of 

each of the two stormwater treatment ponds as these features have the 

potential to provide foraging opportunities for bats; and 
 

 the bat boxes be located a minimum of 3.5 metres from the ground, and 

installed in locations that receive 6 – 8 hours of direct sunlight.  If sites 

with only partial sunlight are available, then locations that receive 

morning sun are preferable. 
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Specialized Habitat for Wildlife 

 Seeps and Springs:  While there was no visual evidence of seeps and springs occurring 

along the valley walls of Block 75, flows in the creek are maintained to a great extent by 

groundwater discharge (Golder Associates Ltd. December 2020).  Even though habitat is 

not suitable for coldwater species of fish because of low mid-summer flows and 

occasional high sediment loads resulting in periodic instability, the flows nonetheless 

provide habitat to downstream reaches of Silver Creek, a recognized salmonid fishery.  A 

15 m setback from both sides of Tributary A is recommended herein as an appropriate 

buffer or setback; this level of protection is within Block 75 which, as noted abov,e is 

already designated as an Environmental Protection Area in Schedule A – Land Use in the 

City OP. 

 

Habitat of Species of Conservation Interest 

 Specialized Concern and Rare Wildlife Species:  As mentioned earlier, the eastern 

wood pewee was heard calling high in the deciduous tree canopy within Block 75.  It is 

known to breed in the area.  Its habitat will be protected in the long-term. 

 

Animal Movement Corridors 

 The northwest/southeast running Environmental Protection Area will continue to 

provide wildlife habitat post-development, and function as a corridor both within the 

Subject Property, and to the golf course lands northwestwards.  It is expected that the 

corridor’s functions southeastwards will be reduced or lost due to the development of 

prestige industrial lots associated with the City of Orillia’s Arterial Road, as well as 

existing Highway 11. 

 

6.3 Species of Conservation Interest 

Bat snag and acoustic surveys confirmed the presence of little brown myotis and northern long-eared bats 

in wooded areas, including Block 75.  Given that small slivers of vegetation will need to be removed on 

lands adjacent to Block 75 to accommodate two SWMPs, recommendations are set out herein to remove 

trees only between October 15 and April 15, and to install bat boxes on the outer walls of the two SWMPs 
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(Blocks 73 and 74), as a mitigation measure.  Accordingly, there will be no negative impacts on bats 

and/or bat habitat. 

6.4  Fish and Fish Habitat 

6.4.1  Residential Impacts on Baseflow  

The contribution of base flow from the upper reaches of Tributary A within the Subject Property to the 

downstream salmonid fishery is important and needs to be maintained in the long term.  In this regard, 

Golder Associates Ltd., was contacted for clarification on impacts of the proposed RDPS on baseflow to 

Tributary A; the email exchanges are enclosed in Appendix G.  Golder Associates Ltd. (December 2020) 

estimated that unmitigated post-development infiltration is expected to decrease by 25% relative to pre-

development conditions, with a concomitant 25% decrease in groundwater discharge.  With mitigation 

(i.e., application of LID downspout disconnect3), the 25% decrease could be improved to a 4% decrease.  

As indicated by Golder Associates Ltd. (2020),“In our experience, post-development baseflow reductions 

on the order of 4% are typically not a concern from a water quantity perspective.  For example, The 

Water Budget and Water Quantity Assessment Guide (Aqua Resource 2011), prepared for the MNR 

and MOE, defines an unacceptable impact to coldwater streams as a circumstance where groundwater 

discharge is reduced by more than 20% as compared to the average monthly baseflow of the watercourse.  

The following is stated in this reference: 

‘For coldwater streams, an unacceptable impact is defined by a circumstance where 

groundwater discharge is reduced by more than 20% as compared to the existing 

estimated monthly streamflow Qp 80 (the flow that is exceeded by 80 percent of the time), 

or the average monthly baseflow of the watercourse, or another threshold that has 

already been defined as a condition in an existing permit.’” 

Golder Associates Ltd. (2020) further explained that, “Land use immediately downstream of the Site – a 

golf course – differs from Site conditions in terms of reduced vegetative coverage, increased landscaping 

and the presence of active irrigation during the summer.  Such variables may result in a change in water 

budget parameters from those assessed on-Site and may affect surface versus groundwater discharge 

proportions.  However, given that key physiographic conditions remain reasonably similar to those on 

 

3 Downspout disconnection involves directing flow from downspouts to a pervious area that drains away from the building.  This 

prevents stormwater from directly entering the storm sewer system or across a “connected” impervious surface such as a 

driveway, that drains to a storm sewer.  When the infiltration rate of the soil in the pervious area is less than 15 mm/hr (i.e., 

hydraulic conductivity of less than 1 x 10-6 cm/s), the area should be tilled to a depth of 300 mm and amended with compost to 

achieve an organic content in the range of 8% to 15% by weight, or 30% to 40% by volume (Toronto Region Conservation 

Authority, 2010). 
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Site, including widespread coverage of surficial sandy soils as shown on quaternary geological mapping 

(Golder 2018), and the sustained presence of ponds and wet areas within ravine areas of the golf course 

which suggest groundwater discharge, it may be reasonable to:  1) assume that groundwater continues to 

play a principal role in sustaining year-round streamflow downstream of the Site; and 2) the east 

Tributary is a ‘gaining’ stream.  Provided these conditions are met, then it is agreed that any downstream 

increase in groundwater catchment will only further offset any % losses in baseflow.” 

In summary, it is our opinion that a 4% decrease in groundwater discharge to Tributary A post-

development would not negatively impact on the downstream coldwater fish habitat.  This is contingent 

on the implementation and operation of “downspout disconnect” technology to residences within the 

proposed subdivision, as per Golder Associates Ltd.’s recommendation (December 2020). 

As indicated in GEI Consultants letter of December 6, 2021 (Appendix H), supplemental geotechnical 

investigations will be carried out in the coming months.  However, the current database is substantial 

enough for GEI Consultants to agree with Golder Associates Ltd.’s (2020) preliminary conclusion that 

there will be no negative impacts on Tributary A’s contribution to downstream coldwater fish habitat 

(Alicia Kimberley, personal communication, November 30, 2021). 

6.4.2 Stormwater Management Ponds – Phosphorus Impacts on Tributary 

to Silver Creek  

C.F. Crozier + Associates Inc.’s Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report (2021) 

recognizes that, “ . . . the downstream receiving Silver Creek is a coldwater fishery, and so specific 

thermal mitigation practices will be required to maintain the existing thermal properties of the 

watercourse.  A stormwater management strategy and accompany recommendations regarding the 

proposed development have been included below: 

 Water Quality Control 

 “Enhanced Protection” given Silver Creek as ultimate receiver. 

 Water Quality Control 

 Control of the post development peak flows to pre-development levels for all storms up to 

and including the 100-year at the selected point of interest. 

 Stormwater Thermal Mitigation 
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 Best practices of thermal mitigation throughout the post-development stormwater 

management treatment train to respect downstream coldwater watercourse. 

 Erosion Control 

 Use of extended detention of the 25 mm event for 24 hours to respect natural geomorphic 

characteristics of receiving watercourse. 

 Phosphorus Budget 

 Evaluate the change in phosphorus loads from pre- to post-development conditions and 

minimize the post-development loadings.” 

Pre- and post-development phosphorus loading budgets for the Subject Property were prepared by C.F. 

Crozier + Associates Inc. (2021).  The pre- and post-development annual total phosphorus loads were 

estimated to be 0.89 kilograms/year (kg/yr) and 15.64 kg/yr respectively, the latter without mitigation.  

With mitigation in place, the annual total phosphorus load would be improved to 6.41 kg/yr, resulting in a 

net increase of 5.52 kg/yr.  In our opinion, this represents a best effort to match post-development to pre-

development annual loadings of phosphorus.” 

In terms of trophic state impacts to downstream reaches of Tributary A, it is our view, that the above net 

increase (i.e., 5.52 kg/yr) is very low indeed, and would be easily assimilated by the fast-moving, 

relatively high volume waters of Silver Creek.  There would be no increased growths of vascular aquatics 

in downstream reaches of the main branch of Silver Creek, nor any detectable reductions in ambient 

concentrations of dissolved oxygen. 

6.4.3 Stormwater Management Ponds, Thermal Impacts on Tributary to 

Silver Creek 

With respect to thermal impacts of the two SWMPs, it is of interest to examine flow and temperature data 

from Tributary C (i.e., Station SW18-01 in Golder Associates Ltd. 2020).  The sampling site is in the 

northwestern corner of the Subject Property; it receives discharges from the existing large SWMP shown 

Figures 13 and 14 prepared by C.F. Crozier + Associates Inc. (2021) are schematics of SWM Facility 1 

and SWM Facility 2.  As explained, “ . . . In order to meet the SWM  criteria, the minor and major storm 

flows will be conveyed to two SWM Facilities located along the northern property line of the site, on the 

east and west side of the intermittent tributary.  The flows will be treated and controlled by the SWM 

Facilities prior to being released.  Both SWM Facilities will outlet to the intermittent tributary.” 



LIMIT OF CITY OF ORILLIA AND

TOWNSHIP OF SEVERN

TOWNSHIP OF SEVERN

KEY PLAN
SCALE: N.T.S.

Admiral Building
1 First Street, Suite 200

Collingwood, ON, L9Y 1A1
705-446-3510 T
705-446-3520 F

www.cfcrozier.ca
info@cfcrozier.ca

AutoCAD SHX Text
PERMANENT POOL 239.90

AutoCAD SHX Text
SEDIMENT FOREBAY BOTTOM 238.65

AutoCAD SHX Text
HIGH WATER LEVEL 241.30

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAX 5:1

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAX 5:1

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAX 5:1

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAX 4:1

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAIN CELL BOTTOM 238.65

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAX 5:1

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAX 4:1

AutoCAD SHX Text
PERMANENT POOL 239.90

AutoCAD SHX Text
3.0m ACCESS ROAD

AutoCAD SHX Text
TOP OF BANK 241.60

AutoCAD SHX Text
WEST POND DATA

AutoCAD SHX Text
ELEVATION

AutoCAD SHX Text
VOLUME (m )3)

AutoCAD SHX Text
BOTTOM OF POND

AutoCAD SHX Text
240.00

AutoCAD SHX Text
-

AutoCAD SHX Text
PERMANENT POOL

AutoCAD SHX Text
239.90

AutoCAD SHX Text
1455.04

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXTENDED DETENTION

AutoCAD SHX Text
240.40

AutoCAD SHX Text
2600.02

AutoCAD SHX Text
HIGH WATER LEVEL

AutoCAD SHX Text
241.30

AutoCAD SHX Text
3954.03

AutoCAD SHX Text
TOP OF BANK

AutoCAD SHX Text
241.60

AutoCAD SHX Text
5409.07

AutoCAD SHX Text
BOTTOM (DRY POND)

AutoCAD SHX Text
HIGH WATER LEVEL

AutoCAD SHX Text
1:250

AutoCAD SHX Text
PRELIMINARY SWM FACILITY #1 PLAN

AutoCAD SHX Text
FIG 8

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
0m

AutoCAD SHX Text
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
10

AutoCAD SHX Text
15

AutoCAD SHX Text
20

AutoCAD SHX Text
SCALE: 1:250

AutoCAD SHX Text
Drawing

AutoCAD SHX Text
Project

AutoCAD SHX Text
1. THIS DRAWING IS THE EXCLUSIVE PROPERTY OF C.F. CROZIER THIS DRAWING IS THE EXCLUSIVE PROPERTY OF C.F. CROZIER & ASSOCIATES INC. AND THE REPRODUCTION OF ANY PART WITHOUT PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT OF THIS OFFICE IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. 2. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS, LEVELS, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS, LEVELS, AND DATUMS ON SITE AND REPORT ANY DISCREPANCIES OR OMISSIONS TO THIS OFFICE PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION. 3. THIS DRAWING IS TO BE READ AND UNDERSTOOD IN THIS DRAWING IS TO BE READ AND UNDERSTOOD IN CONJUNCTION WITH ALL OTHER PLANS AND DOCUMENTS APPLICABLE TO THIS PROJECT. 4. DO NOT SCALE THE DRAWINGS. DO NOT SCALE THE DRAWINGS. 5. ALL EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES TO BE VERIFIED IN ALL EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES TO BE VERIFIED IN THE FIELD BY THE CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

AutoCAD SHX Text
Engineer

AutoCAD SHX Text
Engineer

AutoCAD SHX Text
Town

AutoCAD SHX Text
DATE: MMM/DD/YYYY

AutoCAD SHX Text
No.

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOV/19/2021

AutoCAD SHX Text
0

AutoCAD SHX Text
ISSUED FOR REVIEW

AutoCAD SHX Text
ISSUE

AutoCAD SHX Text
INCH FARM DEVELOPMENT CITY OF ORILLIA

AutoCAD SHX Text
1935-6134

AutoCAD SHX Text
SUBJECT PROPERTY

AutoCAD SHX Text
Project

AutoCAD SHX Text
Drawing

AutoCAD SHX Text
Design By

AutoCAD SHX Text
Drawn By

AutoCAD SHX Text
Scale

AutoCAD SHX Text
Z.H

AutoCAD SHX Text
Check By

AutoCAD SHX Text
B.R/B.H

AutoCAD SHX Text
Check By

AutoCAD SHX Text
R.D.M

AutoCAD SHX Text
PRELIMINARY

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOT TO BE USED FOR CONSTRUCTION

AutoCAD SHX Text
PROPERTY LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
LEGEND

AutoCAD SHX Text
242

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING CONTOUR

AutoCAD SHX Text
242.50

AutoCAD SHX Text
PROPOSED SEWER AND MH LOCATIONS

AutoCAD SHX Text
3:1 (MAX.) SIDE SLOPE

bearley
Typewritten text
13



KEY PLAN
SCALE: N.T.S.

Admiral Building
1 First Street, Suite 200

Collingwood, ON, L9Y 1A1
705-446-3510 T
705-446-3520 F

www.cfcrozier.ca
info@cfcrozier.ca

AutoCAD SHX Text
P1 - 391.17

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAX 5:1

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAX 5:1

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAX 5:1

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAX 5:1

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRY POND BOTTOM 240.00

AutoCAD SHX Text
240.80

AutoCAD SHX Text
241.30

AutoCAD SHX Text
HIGH WATER LEVEL 241.80

AutoCAD SHX Text
3.0m ACCESS ROAD

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAX 5:1

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAX 5:1

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAX 5:1

AutoCAD SHX Text
MAX 4:1

AutoCAD SHX Text
TOP OF BANK 242.10

AutoCAD SHX Text
POTENTIAL OIL GRIT SEPARATOR (OGS)

AutoCAD SHX Text
EAST POND DATA

AutoCAD SHX Text
ELEVATION

AutoCAD SHX Text
VOLUME (m )3)

AutoCAD SHX Text
BOTTOM (DRY POND)

AutoCAD SHX Text
240.00

AutoCAD SHX Text
-

AutoCAD SHX Text
HIGH WATER LEVEL

AutoCAD SHX Text
241.80

AutoCAD SHX Text
2307.27

AutoCAD SHX Text
TOP OF BANK

AutoCAD SHX Text
242.10

AutoCAD SHX Text
2869.27

AutoCAD SHX Text
1:200

AutoCAD SHX Text
PRELIMINARY SWM FACILITY #2 DRY POND

AutoCAD SHX Text
FIG 9

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
0m

AutoCAD SHX Text
SCALE: 1:200

AutoCAD SHX Text
5

AutoCAD SHX Text
10

AutoCAD SHX Text
15

AutoCAD SHX Text
Drawing

AutoCAD SHX Text
Project

AutoCAD SHX Text
1. THIS DRAWING IS THE EXCLUSIVE PROPERTY OF C.F. CROZIER THIS DRAWING IS THE EXCLUSIVE PROPERTY OF C.F. CROZIER & ASSOCIATES INC. AND THE REPRODUCTION OF ANY PART WITHOUT PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT OF THIS OFFICE IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. 2. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS, LEVELS, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS, LEVELS, AND DATUMS ON SITE AND REPORT ANY DISCREPANCIES OR OMISSIONS TO THIS OFFICE PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION. 3. THIS DRAWING IS TO BE READ AND UNDERSTOOD IN THIS DRAWING IS TO BE READ AND UNDERSTOOD IN CONJUNCTION WITH ALL OTHER PLANS AND DOCUMENTS APPLICABLE TO THIS PROJECT. 4. DO NOT SCALE THE DRAWINGS. DO NOT SCALE THE DRAWINGS. 5. ALL EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES TO BE VERIFIED IN ALL EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES TO BE VERIFIED IN THE FIELD BY THE CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

AutoCAD SHX Text
Engineer

AutoCAD SHX Text
Engineer

AutoCAD SHX Text
Town

AutoCAD SHX Text
DATE: MMM/DD/YYYY

AutoCAD SHX Text
No.

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOV/19/2021

AutoCAD SHX Text
0

AutoCAD SHX Text
ISSUED FOR REVIEW

AutoCAD SHX Text
ISSUE

AutoCAD SHX Text
INCH FARM DEVELOPMENT CITY OF ORILLIA

AutoCAD SHX Text
1935-6134

AutoCAD SHX Text
SUBJECT PROPERTY

AutoCAD SHX Text
Project

AutoCAD SHX Text
Drawing

AutoCAD SHX Text
Design By

AutoCAD SHX Text
Drawn By

AutoCAD SHX Text
Scale

AutoCAD SHX Text
Z.H

AutoCAD SHX Text
Check By

AutoCAD SHX Text
B.R/B.H

AutoCAD SHX Text
Check By

AutoCAD SHX Text
R.D.M

AutoCAD SHX Text
PRELIMINARY

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOT TO BE USED FOR CONSTRUCTION

AutoCAD SHX Text
PROPERTY LINE

AutoCAD SHX Text
LEGEND

AutoCAD SHX Text
3:1 (MAX.) SIDE SLOPE

AutoCAD SHX Text
242

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING CONTOUR

AutoCAD SHX Text
242.50

AutoCAD SHX Text
PROPOSED SEWER AND MH LOCATIONS

bearley
Typewritten text
14 



  
 

  
 

Scoped Environmental Impact Study 

Inch Farm 2021 Redline Revised Draft Plan of Subdivision (43T-90023) Page 58. 

in Figure 10.  Water levels at this location typically ranged from 0.2 m to 0.4 m relative to the bottom of 

the staff gauge (i.e., in effect, a close approximation of water depth), although inferred precipitation or 

snow melt resulted in brief periods of water levels reaching over 0.5 m.  In this regard, flow rates 

typically ranged between 2 L/s and 150 L/s or greater with an average of 45 L/s; these values are huge in 

comparison to flows associated with easterly Tributary A (i.e., a range of 0.3 L/s to 10 L/s or greater, with 

an average of 2 L/s). 

As indicated in Figure 11 (i.e., Drawing 9 in Golder Associates Ltd. December 2020), temperature 

readings in both tributaries exhibited a pattern of relative consistency (i.e., 1 ⁰C to 3 ⁰C) during 

November through March, a steady increase into the summer months, with a decline into the fall.  

Summer water temperatures generally ranged between 14 ⁰C and 18 ⁰C, which classify both streams as 

coldwater.  Tributary C exhibits slightly higher temperatures than Tributary A, possibly because the 

upstream SWMP may be influencing the thermal regime of the tributary.  However, what is important is 

that the water temperatures in Tributary C never exceeded 18 ⁰C, even in the summer months.  

Accordingly, it is logical to conclude that water temperatures of Tributary A particularly downstream of 

the Inch Farm property will similarly not increase to the point where its thermal fisheries regime would be 

compromised.  Tributary A could sustain some increased warming and still maintain its coldwater status.  

It is acknowledged in this regard that its temperature regime could be elevated for very brief periods of 

time to a coolwater status, depending on the volume and temperature of the inflowing SWMP discharges.   

Further to the above, C.F. Crozier + Associates Inc. (2021) recognized the need to incorporate measures 

to offset any increases in temperature in downstream reaches of Silver Creek, stating that, “ . . . The 

thermal mitigation techniques that may be employed include but are not limited to installing bottom draw 

outlets from the SWM Facilities, planting vegetation around the SWM Facilities, to increase shading and 

implementing cooling trenches.  These techniques will be further evaluated at detailed design.” 

Given the above, it is our opinion that the proposed residential development and its related SWMPs will 

not diminish or otherwise jeopardize the coldwater status of downstream Silver Creek.  In this regard, it is 

recommended that: 

 the mitigation measures set out in C.F. Crozier + Associates Inc.’s Functional 

Servicing and Stormwater Management Report (2021) to mitigate potential thermal 

impacts on downgradient surface waters of Silver Creek be further evaluated at the 

detailed design stage. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7   POLICY COMPLIANCE, CONCLUSIONS AND 
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7.1  Compliance with Environmental Policies 

As described earlier, the Subject Property can sustain 356 residential units, with related infrastructure and 

a designated Environmental Protection Area.  The following commentary summarizes how the RDPS 

(Figure 4) complies with various provincial and local environmental policies. 

7.1.1  2020 Provincial Policy Statement and 2007 Endangered Species Act 

Provincial policies that apply to the RDPS include assurances that no negative impacts will occur in 

significant habitat of Endangered and Threatened species, SWH, fish habitat, and surface and 

groundwater.  In this regard, no development or site alteration is permitted in significant habitat of 

Endangered or Threatened species, or fish habitat, except in accordance with provincial and federal 

requirements.  With respect to SWH, there is not an outright prohibition against development and site 

alteration within areas so designated.  Rather, the test is that no negative impacts must be demonstrated on 

the area’s natural features and ecological functions, which is typically undertaken through an 

Environmental Impact Study (EIS), or in this case a SEIS.  Development on lands adjacent to fish 

habitat and SWH may be permitted subject to demonstrating no negative impacts. 

Of the SAR regulated under the 2007 ESA, suitable habitat exists within Block 75 for two Endangered 

species of bats (i.e., little brown myotis and northern long-eared myotis).  The habitat will be protected in 

the long term by virtue of it being within a designated Environmental Protection Area noted on Schedule 

A – Land Use in the City OP.  While some tree removal will be required to enable two SWMPs on either 

side of Block 75 at the northern end of the Subject Property, recommendations are included to cut trees 

outside the active season for bats, and to mitigate for the diminished habitat by installing bat boxes on the 

outer walls of the treatment ponds.  The timing window (i.e., October 15th to April 15th) not only covers 

the hibernacula life cycle of the two Endangered species of bats; but, it covers the active season for 

breeding birds under provisions of the federal Migratory Birds Convention Act.  Both recommendations 

are acceptable to the MECP, based on experiences on other nearby properties.   

Four categories of SWH are associated with Block 75:  bat maternity colonies; seeps and springs (i.e., 

groundwater); species of Special Concern (i.e., eastern wood-pewee); and animal movement corridors.  

As noted above, habitat for all four categories will be protected in the long term as Block 75 are 

designated Environmental Protection Areas. 
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A 15 m buffer or setback on both sides of Tributary A within Block 75 to protect its fish habitat functions 

will be implemented, as well as an additional 4.0 m to maintain the integrity of wildlife habitat associated 

with the valleyland corridor as a whole.  Also, the groundwater discharge function to the creek will be 

maintained, to the benefit of the downstream coldwater salmonid fishery; this will require the 

implementation and operation of “downspout disconnect” technology to residences within he proposed 

subdivision, as per Golder Associates Ltd.’s recommendation (December 2020).  As well, C.F. Crozier + 

Associates Inc. (2021) intends to incorporate a number of mitigation measures into the design and 

construction of the two SWMPs at the northern end of Block 75, the objective of which is to ensure that 

the thermal regime of the downgradient Silver Creek will not be compromised.   

In summary, the 2021 revised Draft Plan of Subdivision is consistent with the natural heritage policies of 

the PPS  and conforms with the requirements of the 2007 ESA. 

7.1.2  City of Orillia Official Plan 

7.2  Conclusions and Recommendations 

1. This SEIS was undertaken to support redline revisions of an existing approved RDPS on property 

locally known as the Inch Farm. 

 

2. The site is approximately 13.6 ha.  It is located in Part of Lot 5, Concession 4 in the City of Orillia, 

and more specifically east of Uhthoff Line, northwest of Highway 11, and south of the Hawk Ridge 

Golf and Country Club. 

 

3. Information on the property’s biophysical features was obtained on October 15, 2019 in support of a 

formal request to remove trees on areas to be developed.  Authorization to proceed was issued on 

January 24, 2020 by the City of Orillia, with tree removal and clearing occurring in February and 

March 2020.  Exceptions were trees associated with Block 75 and the conifer/deciduous stand (i.e., 

As indicated in Section 2.2, the City OP has a number of policies that relate to environmental and 

landscape conservation.  It is our opinion that the RDPS as shown in Figure 4 conforms/complies to the 

various provisions, as summarized in Table 4.  In this regard, we are convinced that the proposed 

subdivision achieves a balance between residential development on the one hand and protection of 

significant natural heritage features and their related functions on the other. 



Table 4. City of Orillia Plan policies relevant to the proposed 2021 Redline Revised Draft Plan (Figure 4). 

 

Policy Commentary 

3.5  ENVIRONMENTAL OPEN SPACE AREAS 

3.5.1 Intent 

a) 

 

It is a fundamental principle of this Plan that the City promote an active, healthy lifestyle for its residents.  The 

provision of a highly integrated system of environmentally protected lands, parks, trails and recreation facilities that are 

well distributed, strategically located, well maintained and diverse plays an important role in encouraging community 

members to have active and healthy lifestyles. 

Comment:  The subject Redline Revised Draft Plan of Subdivision (Figure 4) integrates a variety of building types 

with a north/south Environmental Protect Area (Block 75) consisting of a valley/coldwater creek complex, having 

ecological connections northwards to woodlands, wetlands and the salmonid Silver Creek system.  The proposed 

development constitutes a reasonable and practical balance between residential uses and long-term protection of 

ecological and hydrological functions. 

 

b) The City recognizes the important contribution that natural systems and their related ecological and hydrological 

functions, in conjunction with the public open space system, make to the creation of a vibrant, livable city.  This 

Plan identifies on Schedule ‘A’: 

 

i)  Environmental Protection Area; and, 

ii)  Parkland and Major Open Space. 

Comment:  Refer to 3.5.1 a). 

 

3.5.2 Objectives 

b) 

 

To provide an interconnected system of environmentally protected lands, public parkland and open space areas which 

can adapt to changing public needs and preferences. 

Comment:  Refer to 3.5.1 a). 

 

c) To achieve a balanced relationship between development and nature by preserving significant natural heritage features 

and areas, functions and ecological systems, conserving natural resources and protecting people and property from 

natural hazards such as flooding, erosion and unstable soils. 

Comment:  The most important significant natural heritage feature and area are contained within Blocks 75, which 

will be protected in the long term by virtue of being within a designated Environmental Protection Area.  The 
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coldwater creek will be protected by a 15 m buffer on either side, while the valleyland feature will be protected by an 

additional 4.0 m to ensure its ecological integrity. 

 

d) To protect, maintain and enhance the ecological integrity of the natural heritage system. 

Comment:  Refer to 3.5.2 c). 

 

e) To promote a comprehensive and linked environmental management system and public open space and trails 

networks that minimize the loss or fragmentation of natural heritage features and areas and the habitats and 

ecological functions they provide. 

Comment:  The Proposed Redline Revised Draft Plan (Figure 4) provides an ecological corridor (i.e., Block 75) 

within an Environmental Protection Area that connects northwards to an assemblage of woodlands, wetland and 

coldwater stream habitat. 

 

f) To ensure that proposed changes in land use have no negative impact on the natural heritage system, with 

particular attention to the water quality of Lake Couchiching and Lake Simcoe. 

Comment:  While not within the watersheds of Lake Simcoe or Lake Couchiching, the Proposed Redline Revised 

Draft Plan will have no negative impacts on important habitats and related populations of plants and animals, not 

only within the boundaries of the Draft Plan, but offsite to the north as well. 

 

g) To provide opportunities for controlled access and recreation activities where there is no negative impact on the 

natural heritage system. 

Comment:  To offset potential negative impacts on the natural heritage attributes and functions of Environmental 

Protection Block 75, recreational access is not provided.  However, parkland blocks 70 and 71 abut Block 75, as well 

as SWMP Blocks 73 and 74 to form a large, passive open space system for residents.  Also, parkland Block 69 is 

proposed to be consolidated with a portion of City-owned Block A (i.e., SWMP and park).  This provides recreational 

opportunities on lands adjoining the City’s large Block A open space system with no negative impacts on the natural 

system. 

 

 



Table 4 (Cont’d). 

 

3 

 

Policy Commentary 

h) To encourage rehabilitation or restoration activities that enhance the functions and attributes of the natural 

heritage system. 

Comment:  Rehabilitation/restoration will not be needed within Block 75 or on the tablelands adjacent to the valley 

corridor owing to an abundance of existing tree, shrub and ground cover plants and related seed sources, depending 

on location.  Naturalization of the outer walls of the two stormwater ponds with plant species native to the area will 

attract wildlife that presently reside in the area.  Waterfowl species will be attracted to the stormwater ponds during 

the spring and fall migration periods. 

 

j) To explore and develop land securement strategies, and where possible and desirable by the City, secure lands 

containing significant natural heritage features. 

Comment:  The intent of LIV Communities is to convey to the City of Orillia the valleyland/stream corridor and 

buffers (Block 75) as well as two stormwater treatment ponds(Blocks 73 and 74) and a number of parkland blocks as 

shown on Figure 4. 

 

k) To co-ordinate the planning and management initiatives for natural heritage and public open space systems with 

adjacent municipalities and other levels of government, particularly for those features that are ecologically and 

physically linked. 

Comment:   Natural heritage features both on the Subject Property and on adjacent golf course lands will continue 

to provide ecological linkages particularly for wildlife species and flow conveyance.  However, physical connections 

for example, walking trails onto the golf course lands are not proposed.. 

 

3.5.3  Environmental Protection Area Designation 

3.5.3.1 Intent 

a) 

 

The ‘Environmental Protection Area’ designation shall protect significant natural heritage features and areas 

that represent those components of the natural heritage system that provide long-term ecological functions and 

contain significant natural heritage features. 

Comment:  The City OP designates the valleyland/creek feature, with buffers (Block 75), as an Environmental 

Protection Area, thereby protecting its ecological attributes and functions in the long term.  As well, the City-owned 

Block B is designated and zoned as an Environmental Protection Area, thereby benefiting Tributary C, which is a 

year round flowing coldwater system supporting adult and young-of-the-year brook trout. 
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b) Policies within this Plan place a high priority on maintaining and enhancing the ecological function of significant 

natural heritage features and areas while enhancing and restoring ecological functions where possible. 

Comment:  While the valleyland slopes are steep, they are not high.  The valley/creek complex is an ecologically 

significant feature not only within the Subject Property but in the context of landscape linkages and related 

ecological functions northwards, and is protected within Block 75.. 

 

c) It is also the intent of this Plan to promote a comprehensive and linked system of natural heritage features and 

areas, and to minimize the loss or fragmentation of features and their ecological functions. 

Comment:  Refer to 3.5.2 k) above. 

 

3.5.3.2  Natural Heritage Features and Areas 

a) 
Natural heritage features and areas that comprise the ‘Environmental Protection Area’ designation, as identified 

on Schedule ‘A’ include the following: 

v. significant wildlife habitat; 

vi. significant habitat of threatened and/or endangered species; 

viii. fish habitat. 

 

Comment:  The valleyland/creek corridor (i.e., Block 75) is designated Environmental Protection Area as a 

consequence of its coldwater tributary, which contributes flows (i.e., considered to be fish habitat) to downstream 

reaches of Silver Creek and its salmonid fishery.  The corridor also provides habitat for Endangered species of bats, 

and Significant Wildlife Habitat for the eastern wood-pewee, a Species of Special Concern. 

 

b) The ‘Environmental Protection Area’ designation may also include lands that, due to steep slopes or other physical 

hazards, such as floodplains, are not appropriate for development. 

Comment:  While the valleyland slopes are steep they are not high.  Regardless, the valley/creek complex within 

Block 75 is an ecologically significant feature not only within the Subject Property but in the context of landscape 

linkages northwards.  Accordingly, the feature should not be developed or otherwise altered.  It is noted that a small 

portion will need to be altered to accommodate the SWMP in Block 73; to reduce impacts, landscape naturalization 

of the outer walls of the SWMP with trees, shrubs and groundcover is recommended, as well as the installation of 

man-made bat boxes.  Also, it is important to note that private and public infrastructure is a permitted use in an 

Environmental Protection Area (i.e., refer below to Policy 3.5.3.3a). 
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3.5.3.3  Permitted Uses  

a) 
Permitted uses on lands identified as ‘Environmental Protection Area’ on Schedule ‘A’ may in keeping with the other 

applicable policies of this section, include: 

i. conservation uses; 

ii. public and private infrastructure; 

iii. passive recreation opportunities which do not require site alterations. 

 

Comment:  Conservation and public infrastructure (i.e., two stormwater treatment ponds) uses are proposed within 

the designated Environmental Protection Area.  For comments on passive recreational opportunities, refer to 3.5.1 

g) and 3.5.1 k). 

b) No development or site alteration shall be permitted within provincially significant wetlands. 

Comment:  There are no provincially significant wetlands on the Subject Property. 

 

c) No development or site alteration shall be permitted in the Environmental Protection Area designation unless it has been 

demonstrated, through an Environmental Impact Study, in accordance with Section 7.1.9 of this plan that there will be 

no negative impacts on the natural heritage features and areas or their ecological functions.  This policy does not apply 

to provincially significant wetlands. 

Comment:  No development or site alteration is proposed within the designated Environmental Protection Area, 

except for a minor encroachment into the northeastern part of Block 75 to accommodate the edge of a stormwater 

treatment facility.  To offset this impact, it is recommended to naturalize the outer wall of the treatment facility with 

trees, shrubs and groundcover that are native to the area.  Policy 3.5.3.3a) permits public and private infrastructure 

in an Environmental Protection Area.   Accordingly, there will be no negative impacts on the natural heritage features 

and their related ecological functions that are associated with Block 75. 

 

d) Development or site alteration shall not be permitted on lands adjacent to an ‘Environmental Protection Area’ 

designation unless it has been demonstrated, through an Environmental Impact Study, that there will be no negative 

impacts on the significant natural features and areas or on their ecological functions. 

Where there are lands adjacent to an ‘Environmental Protection Area’ designation, the nature, extent and size of the 

environmental buffer or other mitigation measures, will be determined and refined if necessary, through an 

Environmental Impact Study in accordance with Section 7.1.9 of this Plan. 

This policy shall only apply to development and site alteration that is subject to Section 7.1.8 a). 
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Comment:  This SEIS has confirmed that a 15 metre buffer on either side of the centre line of the Tributary A is 

appropriate, with an additional 4.0 metre required to protect both sides of the valley corridor (i.e., Block 75).  The 

added 4.0 metres will be primarily upgradient of the top-of-bank. 

 

e) 
Adjacent lands shall generally be considered within: 

 120 metres of provincially significant wetlands, significant valleylands, significant woodlands, significant 

wildlife habitat, significant areas of natural and scientific interest – life sciences, and fish habitat. 

 50 metres of significant areas of natural and scientific interest – earth sciences; and 

 30 metres of all other lands designated ‘Environmental Protection Area’. 

 

Comment:  In this circumstance, the adjacent lands were determined to be 30 metres from the edges of the valley 

corridor (i.e., Block 75). 

 

f) The City may consider a reduced adjacent lands area from that set out in Section 3.5.3.3 e) where there are intervening 

existing urban developed lands within the adjacent lands area set out in 3.5.3.3 e).  the extent of the reduced adjacent 

lands area will depend on the applicant satisfying the City that there will be no potential for negative impacts beyond 

the proposed reduced adjacent lands area.  This may be accomplished by way of an Environmental Impact Study or a 

statement included in a Land Use Planning Report submitted in accordance with 7.1.8 a) of this Plan to be determined 

by the City, in consultation with the applicant, prior to submission of a complete application. 

Comment:  Not applicable. 

3.5.3.4  Boundaries  

a) The boundaries of the ‘Environmental Protection Area’ designation delineated on Schedule ‘A’ are approximate and 

based on the best available mapping.  It is the intent of this Official Plan that the precise boundary locations shall be 

confirmed and, where necessary, refined based on the application of the criteria that defining the significant natural 

heritage features and areas through the preparation of an Environmental Impact Study, in accordance with Section 7.1.9 

of this Plan, or by the periodic refinements by the appropriate public authorities. 

Comment:  The centre line of the creek and tableland top-of-banks were surveyed on September 15, 2020, to ensure 

precision and that appropriate setback relationships with lands to be developed are established (i.e., refer to Figure 

3 herein). 
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b) The boundaries of the features on lands designated ‘Environmental Protection Area’ will be staked in the field and 

approved by the City in consultation with the relevant public authorities at the time of the City’s consideration of 

development applications that are subject to Section 7.1.8 a).  Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSWs) are identified 

by the Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR). 

Comment:  Refer to 3.5.3.4 a) above. 

 

c) Refinements and adjustments to the boundaries of the ‘Environmental Protection Area’ designation, as contemplated by 

Sections 3.5.3.4 a) and b) above, may be facilitated without an Amendment to this Plan.  Changes to the boundary to 

accommodate development or site alteration as per Sections 3.5.3.3. c) and 3.5.3.5 g) may also be facilitated without an 

Amendment to this Plan provided the intent of the ‘Environmental Protection Area’ designation is maintained.  Where 

the change is considered to be contrary to the intent of the ‘Environmental Protection Area’ designation the City will 

require implementation through an Official Plan Amendment process. 

Comment:  The minor adjustments to the boundaries of the Environmental Protection Area as determined on 

September 15, 2020 and included in the Proposed Redline Revised Draft Plan (Figure 4) do not warrant an 

Amendment to Schedule A – Land Use in the City OP. 

 

d) Where a refinement or adjustment to the ‘Environmental Protection Area’ designation is facilitated without an 

amendment to this Plan, the land use designation abutting that portion of the ‘Environmental Protection Area’ 

designation shall apply.  A change to any other designation shall require an Amendment to this Plan. 

Comment:  The Neighbourhood greenfield designation that abuts the Environmental Protection Area shown on 

Schedule A – Land Use will continue to apply. 

 

3.5.3.5  General Policies  

a) Where an Environmental Impact Study, as outlined in Section 7.1.9 of this Plan, is required, it shall be undertaken by a 

qualified professional on behalf of the proponent in accordance with Terms of Reference, as outlined in this Plan, and 

approved by the City, in consultation with any agency having jurisdiction.  The City of Orillia shall undertake a peer 

review of the Environmental Impact Study with costs to be borne by the proponent.  This peer review shall be done in 

accordance with the policies of this Plan. 

 



Table 4 (Cont’d). 

 

8 

 

Policy Commentary 

Comment:  A Terms of Reference (TOR) was prepared and reviewed by the City of Orillia and its peer reviewer, it 

was accepted by the City on September 16, 2019 (Appendix D).  This SEIS has been prepared in accordance with the 

approved TOR and will be peer reviewed in accordance with the TOR and notes of September 15, 2020 conference 

call (Appendix D). 

 

b) Notwithstanding any other policies of this Plan, avoidance of any identified significant natural heritage feature or area 

is the preferred approach to protecting the feature and its associated functions. 

Comment:  The valleyland/creek corridor and its ecological functions were identified as important natural heritage 

features on the Subject Property.  Avoidance is the primary approach to protect the features and functions with an 

appropriate 19 metre buffer on either side of Tributary A, all within a designated Environmental Protection Area. 

 

c) Where avoidance of an identified significant natural heritage feature or area is not feasible or possible, mitigation 

approaches/techniques shall be considered and may include edge management plans, buffer plantings, fencing or other 

appropriate mitigation measures which are to be determined through an Environmental Impact Study, as outlined in this 

Plan and approved by the City, in consultation with any agency having jurisdiction. 

Comment:  During site alteration and construction, the Environmental Protection Area will be protected by 

silt/sediment fencing and maintained in good working order throughout the construction period.  This will be 

replaced with a permanent vinyl coated chain link fence 1.5 metres in height, or other type/design acceptable to the 

City of Orillia.  The fencing is recommended to be installed along the back lot lines of Lots 13 through 40, and the 

outer edge of the two stormwater treatment facilities. 

 

d) Where an Environmental Impact Study proposes mitigation, it must be demonstrated that the mitigation results in no net 

negative impact to the significant natural heritage feature or area and its function.  The City at its sole discretion may 

accept a mitigation approach. 

Comment:  The intent of all mitigation measures set out herein is to protect significant natural heritage features 

and functions associated with the valleyland/creek corridor (i.e., Block 75) and Block B owned by the City of Orillia. 

 

e) Where an Environmental Impact Study has determined that a significant natural heritage feature or area requires a buffer, 

the Environmental Impact Study shall recommend an appropriate buffer.  Such buffer shall be considered part of the 

‘Environmental Protection Area’ designation, and the boundary of the designation can be facilitated without an 

Amendment to this Plan. 
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Comment:  As indicated in Section 6.2.1, the coldwater tributary will be protected on either side by a 15 metre 

buffer; an additional 4.0 metre buffer will be needed to protect both sides of the valleyland/corridor. 

f) No removal or placing of fill of any kind whether originating on the site or elsewhere, shall be permitted within any area 

designated as ‘Environmental Protection Area’, except as set out in the policies of this Plan. 

Comment:  Silt/sediment fencing will protect the valleyland/creek corridor during construction.  Minor filling will 

be needed inside the Environmental Protection Area to accommodate the stormwater treatment facility on the 

eastern side of Block 75.  No fill will be placed within the 15 m buffer from the centre line of the creek. 

 

h) Nothing in this Official Plan shall be construed to imply that the lands subject to the ‘Environmental Protection Area’ 

designation are free and open to the general public or that such areas will be purchased by the City or any other public 

agency. 

Comment:  Refer to 3.5.2 j). 

i) Where new development is proposed on a site which includes lands designated ‘Environmental Protection Area’, such 

lands shall not be acceptable as part of the parkland dedication pursuant to the provisions of the Planning Act. 

Comment:  Refer to 3.5.2 j). 

 

J) All lands designated ‘Environmental Protection Area’ may, at the sole discretion of the City, be dedicated to the City 

under subdivision, condominium, or site plan control procedures.  Such lands shall be conveyed in a satisfactory physical 

condition and if an open watercourse is involved, the dedication shall provide sufficient land for property maintenance 

operations to be carried out. 

Comment:  Refer to 3.5.2 j). 

 

m) It is the intent of this Official Plan that the boundaries of the ‘Environmental Protection Area’ shown on Schedule ‘A’ be 

used as a guide in preparing the implementing Zoning By-law and that appropriate setbacks from the highwater mark of 

any creek, stream or wetland will be established in the implementing Zoning By-law in consultation with the appropriate 

authorities. 

Comment:  A setback of 15 metres from the centre line of the tributary within the Environmental Protection Area 

has been established; an additional 4.0 metres is needed to protect the valleyland corridor, for a total of 19 metres 

which is provided within Environmental Protection Block 75. 
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3.5.3.8  Policies for Endangered Species 

a) The location of Endangered Species and their associated habitats have not been identified on the Schedules of this Plan.  

However, Endangered Species and their associated habitats may be located anywhere in the City. 

 

Comment:  Bat snag and acoustic surveys identified the presence of two Endangered species of bats, little brown myotis 

and northern long-eared bats in the wooded areas of Block 75.  Vegetation adjacent to Blocks 73 and 74 will need to 

be removed to accommodate two stormwater treatment ponds.  Tree removal will be limited to a timing window (i.e., 

October 15 to April 15) that is outside the active season for bats.  Recommendations are set out herein to install bat 

boxes for roosting functions as a mitigation measure. 

 

b) Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in habitat of Endangered Species except in accordance with 

provincial and federal requirements.  For purposes of this policy, the term “development” is defined in the Provincial 

Policy Statement, as amended, or its successor. 

Comment:  No development is proposed in the Environmental Protection Area defined as the valleyland/creek 

corridor, the width of which is 19 m from the centre line of the creek to where it abuts residential lots 13 – 40, except 

a minor encroachment to accommodate the stormwater treatment facility on the eastern side of Block 75 (refer to 

3.5.5.3c). 

 

c) A Species at Risk Study may be required to be submitted as part of a Complete application as set out in Policy 7.1.8 of 

this Plan.  A Species at risk Study is a site-specific study and is more limited in scope than an Environmental Impact 

Study and will be prepared in accordance with Policies 7.1.9 d) and e) only with respect to the study of Endangered 

Species and their associated habitats. 

Comment:  As part of the application to remove trees, a SAR desk-top study was undertaken (Appendix A).  Further 

field investigations in 2019, 2020 and 2021, inclusive of targeted surveys for Endangered species of bats, revealed the 

presence of two species of bats (little brown myotis and northern long-eared bats) and the eastern wood-pewee (i.e., a 

species of Special Concern) in Block 75 which will be protected in the long term by virtue of it being within an 

Environmental Protection Area.  Mitigation measures for both Endangered species of bats and the eastern wood-

pewee include the tree removal timing window of October 15th to April 15th which is a standard requirement of the 

Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks, and incorporation of bat boxes into the design and implementation 

of the two stormwater treatment facilities. 
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FOM7-2) at the northeastern end of the Subject Property.  The balance of tree removal in the City 

approved locations will occur over the winter of 2021/2022. 

 

4. A Baseline Hydrogeological Assessment (Golder Associates Ltd. [December 2020]) included 

information on topography, sub-surficial soils and groundwater, as follows. 

Topography:  In general, the Subject Property slopes from Highway 11 at the south towards the Hawk 

Ridge Golf and Country Club at the north; the overall elevation change is approximately 4.0 m, 

ranging from 245 masl to 241 masl. 

Sub-surface Soils:  Below grade soils generally consist of topsoil and disturbed non-cohesive soils 

overlying loose to very loose surficial native deposits of silty sand and sandy silt, with depths ranging 

from about 1.5 m to as much as 7.0 m.  Underlying these surficial deposits are very soft to soft 

compressible clayey silt to silty clay deposits, ranging in depth from 1.5 m to 6.0 m and greater.  In 

turn, the compressible clays are underlain by layers of more competent sands, gravel and sandy silts. 

Groundwater:  Almost all of the native soils throughout the developable tablelands are saturated due 

to a high groundwater table.  Shallow groundwater conditions are generally between 0.9 m and 1.8 m 

bgs.  The shallowest water levels occurred at boreholes (i.e., BH20-12 and BH20-15) located in the 

earlier-mentioned conifer/deciduous stand (i.e., FOM7-2) at the northeastern end of the Subject 

Property.  The water table was also close to grade at BH20-4 and BH20-20, locations proposed for the 

two SWMPs.  Tributary A relies on groundwater discharge (baseflow) to sustain its flow regime 

throughout the year, with at least two-thirds of their average flow being resulting from baseflow 

discharges. 

5. Field inventories and evaluations of the site’s natural features were undertaken in 2018, 2019, 2020, 

and 2021 with the following results. 

 

a) The number of ELC units was reduced from 17 to eight owing to tree cutting and removal during 

the winter of 2021.  None of the remaining units are considered or have been designated as rare or 

otherwise significant on either national or provincial levels.  Similarly, none of the remaining 

plant species both on the tablelands or in Block 75 are Endangered or Threatened on a federal and 

provincial level. 

 

b) Thirty-one species of birds were observed, heard, or evidence of presence noted during two 

breeding bird surveys conducted on June 30 and July 10, 2020; a very similar number (i.e., 29) 
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was observed on two occasions in 2021 (i.e., May 31 and June 22).  With one exception, all 

species are ubiquitous to the types of woodland, wetland and cultural features which remain on 

the Subject Property, that is, following tree cutting.  The exception, the eastern wood-pewee was 

heard calling on one occasion in the canopy of the north/south running valley/stream corridor 

(Block 75); it is a breeder in the area.  The species is designated Special Concern under both 

federal and provincial endangered species legislations.  Its habitat will be protected in the long-

term as a consequence of it being designated as an Environmental Protection Area in the City 

OP.  Nocturnal surveys were conducted on appropriate dates in 2020 and 2021 for eastern whip-

poor-will and common nighthawk.  No calls were heard. 

 

c) Eight mammal and five amphibian species were observed incidentally.  All species commonly 

occur in the area. 

 

d) Bat snag and acoustic surveys undertaken in 2018 indicated the presence of two species of bats, 

little brown myotis and northern long-eared myotis, both of which are Endangered.  

Recommendations are included herein to confine any additional tree clearing to between October 

15th and April 15th, thereby avoiding the active season for bats, and to install bat houses on the 

outer walls of the landscaped SWMPs.  On other development projects in the area, these 

measures have been acceptable to the MECP. 

 

e) All potential SWH features (i.e., bat maternity colonies, seeps and springs, specialized concern 

and rare wildlife species, and animal movement corridors) are associated with Block 75 which 

will be protected by means of the Environmental Protection Area designation in Schedule A – 

Land use in the City OP.  Accordingly, there will be no negative impacts on such opportunities. 

 

f) The middle reach of Tributary A which courses through Block 75 is a coldwater feature, 

benefiting from groundwater discharge.  However, its flows are intermittent and when combined 

with high sediment loads, the system experiences periodic thermal instability (i.e., warming).  As 

reported by Golder Associates Inc. (December 2020), flow rates typically ranged between 0.3 L/s 

and 10 L/s, or greater, with an average of 2 L/s.  Higher flow rates appear to be associated with 

discrete precipitation/snow melt events.  Its primary ecological function is that it contributes 

coldwater to the salmonid fishery in downstream reaches of Silver Creek.  As noted earlier, the 

tributary will be protected in the long term by buffers totaling 19 m, and by virtue of it being 

located in a designated Environmental Protection Area.  Flow rates in the westerly Tributary C 
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were substantially higher than in Tributary A, ranging between 20 L/s and 150 L/s, or greater, 

with an average of 45 L/s.  Similar to Tributary A, the highest flow rates related to specific 

precipitation/snow melt events, while lower flows occurred during the summer and early fall 

events (Golder Associates Ltd. December 2020).  

 

g) With respect to Tributary A, Golder Associates Ltd. (December 2020) estimated that the 

proposed residential development is expected to decrease infiltration by 25% relative to pre-

development conditions, with a concomitant 25% decrease in groundwater discharge.  However, 

the decrease could be improved to 4% by applying LID “downspout disconnect” technology.  

Post-development baseflow reductions in the order of 4% are typically not a concern from a water 

quantity perspective; accordingly, there would be no negative impacts on downgradient coldwater 

fish habitat. 

 

h) Water temperatures in Tributary A and Tributary C exhibited a relatively consistent 1 ⁰C to 3 ⁰C 

range between November and March, followed by a steady increase in summer, with subsequent 

declines in fall.  Temperatures generally ranged between 14 ⁰C and 18 ⁰C in the summer, 

indicating habitat for coldwater species of fish.  Tributary C was characterized by slightly higher 

water temperatures than Tributary A.  Two factors may be in effect in Tributary C, one relating to 

the upstream SWMP, and the second being the lack of shade; both could be contributing to the 

higher temperature regime.  However, what is important is that water temperatures in Tributary C 

never exceeded 18 ⁰C, even in the summer months.  Accordingly, it is logical to assume that 

temperatures in Tributary A will not similarly increase to the point where its thermal fisheries 

regime would be compromised, particularly downstream from the Subject Property where it 

becomes a “gaining” stream.  Further, C.F. Crozier + Associates Inc. (2021) recommends that a 

number of mitigation measures be incorporated into the design and construction of the two 

SWMPs at the northern end of Block 75, the objective of which would be to ensure that the 

thermal regime of the downgradient Silver Creek is not compromised. 

 

i) Pre- and post-development phosphorus loads from the two SWMPs to downstream Tributary A 

were prepared by C.F. Crozier + Associates Inc. (2021); the existing 0.89 kg/yr would increase to 

15.64 kg/yr, the latter without the application of conventional mitigation measures.  With such 

measures in place, the annual total phosphorus load would be improved to 6.41 kg/yr, resulting in 
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an overall net increase in 5.52 kg/yr.  The latter is very low indeed and would not be expected to 

alter trophic state conditions in the downstream waterway.  In other words, there would be no 

detectable increases in phosphorus concentrations or growths of vascular aquatics, nor any 

diminishment in levels of early morning dissolved oxygen. 

 

j) Tributary B is emphemeral, ill defined, and has no banks or bed.  Nor is it fish bearing.  From an 

ecological perspective, its removal is warranted to accommodate a stormwater management pond.  

Appropriate compensation would be landscape naturalization of its outer walls with tree, shrub 

and ground cover plants, which in turn would provide habitat for urban wildlife and waterfrowl, 

particularly during migration stopover periods. 

 

k) Tributary C is a permanently flowing, coldwater system that provide habitat for salmonid species.  

It is maintained primarily by groundwater discharge via seeps and springs.  Within the City-

owned Block B, the stream is well-protected by virtue of it being within a designated 

Environmental Protection Area in the City OP. 

 

6. A suite of measures to mitigate potential negative impacts are recommended, with particular 

emphasis on protecting the attributes and functions of the Environmental Protection Area, as 

follows. 

 A 15 metre buffer or offset be applied to both sides of Tributary A within Block 

74 to protect related fish and wildlife habitat in the long term. 

 An additional 4.0 metres of buffer be provided within Block 75 between the 15 

metre setback and back lot lines of lots 13 through 40 to maintain fish and 

wildlife habitat and the valley/corridor as a whole from uncontrolled impacts of 

adjacent residents. 

 The 7.5 metre greenbelt proposed as a condition of approval in the rear yards of 

lots backing onto the designated Environmental Protection Area (Block 75) is 

not required and can be removed. 

 A planting plan for Block 75 is not required given the extensive amount of 

existing vegetation and abundant supply of seed sources, particularly on the 

tableland. 

 A silt/sediment fence be installed along the back lot lines of lots 13 through 40 

and the two stormwater treatment facilities (i.e., Blocks 73 and 74) prior to 

clearing and be maintained in good working order throughout the site alteration 

and construction periods.  

 The silt/sediment fencing be removed only when the backyards of the above-

noted lots and stormwater treatment ponds have been stabilized and “greened 

up”. 
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 The above fencing be replaced with a permanent black vinyl coated chain link 

fence 1.5 metres in height, or a type and design acceptable to the City of Orillia 

for long-term protection of downgradient natural features. 

 The entirety of the Environmental Protection Area (i.e., Block 75) as well as the 

two stormwater treatment ponds (i.e., Blocks 73 and 74) be conveyed to the City 

of Orillia as per Policy 3.5.2 j) of the City Official Plan. 

 The top-of-bank associated with the City-owned Block B be confirmed by a 

qualified geotechnologist, surveyed by an Ontario Land Surveyor, and if 

warranted, an appropriate buffer be determined and subsequently applied prior 

to development of residential units abutting Block B (i.e., as a condition of site 

plan approval). 

 Any tree cutting and removal needed to accommodate the two stormwater 

treatment ponds and residual wooded areas be undertaken between October 

15th and April 15th. 

 The outer walls of the stormwater management ponds be landscaped with tree, 

shrub and groundcover species that are native to the local area. 

 To mitigate the potential loss of roosting/maternity habitat, three artificial 

structures (i.e., bat boxes) be installed on the outer walls of each of the two 

stormwater treatment ponds as these features have the potential to provide 

foraging opportunities for bats. 

 The bat boxes be located a minimum of 3.5 metres from the ground, and 

installed in locations that receive 6 – 8 hours of direct sunlight.  If sites with only 

partial sunlight are available, then locations that receive morning sun are 

preferable. 

 The mitigation measures set out in C.F. Crozier + Associates Inc.’s Functional 

Servicing and Stormwater Management Report (2021) to mitigate potential 

thermal impacts on downgradient surface waters of Silver Creek be further 

evaluated at the detailed design stage. 
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16 Robert Boyer Lane, Bracebridge, Ontario   P1L 1R9
(705) 645-1413  www.mnal.ca  E-mail:  info@mnal.ca

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING   BIOPHYSICAL ANALYSIS   LAKE CAPACITY ASSESSMENT   RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

December 4, 2019

Ms. Jill Lewis, Senior Planner
City of Orillia
50 Andrew Street, Suite 300
Orillia, ON     L3V 7T5

Re: Inch Farm Residential Development (43T – 90023), City of Orillia, Request for Tree Cutting 
Approval; Our File 4019

Dear Ms. Lewis:

This letter presents existing vegetation conditions on lands known locally as the Inch Farm.  The Inch Farm
property is located in part of Lot 5, Concession 5 in the City of Orillia, and more specifically east of Uhthoff 
Line, northwest of Highway 11, and south of the Hawk Ridge Golf Course (Figure 1).  The site has been 
draft plan approved for development since 1993.  The site’s draft plan approval is recognized in the City of 
Orillia Official Plan by both designation and policy.  It is implemented by development and non-
development (Environmental Protection) zone categories per Maps 5 and 6 of the Orillia Comprehensive 
Zoning By-law 2014-44.

The information contained herein is part of a formal request on behalf of Inch Farm Lands Inc. for approval 
to cut trees on part of the subject property, as per the City of Orillia’s Chapter 370 Tree Conservation policy.  
This letter and attachments should be read in conjunction with Tim Collingwood’s letter of December 4, 
2019, which provides details relating to justification for tree cutting, and other technical/logistical aspects 
of the project.

Our data base for the tree removal request includes on-site investigations undertaken by Beacon 
Environmental Limited (Beacon) in the spring, summer and fall of 2018.  As well, David Cunningham 
(Terrestrial Ecologist who is assisting me on the file) and I undertook additional field work on October 15, 
2019 to familiarize ourselves with the site’s biophysical features in general, and more specifically to 
confirm vegetation communities and individual tree species within each of the communities.  

The City’s Chapter 370 Tree Conservation policy states that for cutting trees on lands greater than 0.5 
hectares, a proposal needs to be prepared by a certified Arborist or Forester.  David Cunningham, while not 
a certified Arborist or Forester, is well-qualified on matters relating to tree inventories and qualitative and 
quantitative evaluation of same.  Through an exchange of emails, City staff agreed to accept his 
qualifications for purposes of contributing to and submitting a Chapter 370 proposal (Attachment A).
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As part of the project, and to ensure that requirements under the Province’s Endangered Species Act 2007

are addressed, we obtained and reviewed a list of Species at Risk (SAR) in Simcoe County produced by the 
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF). The data were organized by township and included 
known Endangered, Threatened and Special Concern species to February 4, 2009.  Subsequently, the list
was updated by Ministry staff to 2018; however, the updated information was not organized by township.  
Our review of potential SAR and their habitats also includes species lists for breeding birds, mammals, 
reptiles and amphibians reported by Beacon in 2018.

Results of Tree Inventory and Evaluation

Given the large number of trees proposed for removal, we feel the most effective way to illustrate tree 
cutting is by way of Ecological Land Classification (ELC) units as outlined in Ecological Land 

Classification for Southern Ontario:  First Approximation and Its Application (Lee et al 1998).  As 
defined by the MNRF, an Ecosite, “ . . . is a mappable landscape unit defined by a relatively uniform parent 
material, soil and hydrology, and consequently supports a consistently recurring formation of plant species 
which develop over time (vegetation chronosequence).  Within each ecosite landscape unit, there are a 
variety of vegetation types.  A vegetation type, “ . . . is a part of an ecosite, and represents a specific 
assemblage of species which generally occur in a site with a more uniform parent material, soils and 
hydrology, and a more specific stage within a chronosequence.”

As shown in Figure 2, there are a total of 16 ELC units on the subject property. Table 1 summarizes the 
tree species and groundcover within each of the ELC codes along with sixteen photographs.

Our analysis of ecological significance of plant communities (i.e., ELC units) indicated that none are rare 
or uncommon on either a federal, provincial, regional or local level.  As well, none of the individual tree 
species that will be removed are rare or otherwise significant on either a federal, provincial, regional or 
local level.  All species encountered are typical for early successional woodland, upland hardwood, upland 
mixed, old field meadow, and swamp forest features for this physiographic region of Ontario.  This 
conclusion is based on a straightforward comparison of species identified on-site with those listed in 
standard status lists, published literature, and the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) web-site 
data base including Bakowsky (1997); Environment and Climate Change Canada (2019); Committee on 
the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (2019), Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (2018), 
Oldham and Brinker (2009); and Riley et al (1989).

Species at Risk Data Analysis

As indicated in Table 2, nine species either Endangered or Threatened were listed in 2009 for the adjacent 
Township of Severn.  The number has increased to 26 for the entire County of Simcoe in the 2018 listing.  
Each of the 26 species is evaluated according to the following criteria: 

1. Does the habitat for the species exist within the subject property?

2. What avoidance or mitigation can be applied for those species or habitats that are present?

None of the species listed in Table 2 were observed during the site investigations carried out in 2018 by 
Beacon, nor were any encountered on October 15, 2019.  A number of species would not be expected to be 
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Table 1.    List of Vegetation Communities (Preliminary ELCs) on the Subject Property*

ELC Code Vegetation Type Summary Description

Cultural

AN Anthropogenic - a small parking area with gravel and fill, along with waste accumulation, an existing 
access point off of Uhthoff Line

CUM1 Mineral Cultural Meadow - contains typical non-native field species such as fowl grass (Poa palustris), cow vetch 
(Vicia cracca), common dandelion (Taraxacum officinale), asters (Symphyotrichum 
spp.), and goldenrods (Solidago spp.)

-    scattered regenerating woody species include poplars (Populus spp.), red-osier 
dogwood (Cornus sericea), tartarian honeysuckle (Lonicera tatarica),  and common 
buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica)

CUT Mineral Cultural Thicket - shrubs and young trees dominate this upland cultural thicket, such as trembling aspen 
(Populus tremuloides), white pine (Pinus strobus), willow (Salix spp.), Scots pine (Pinus 
sylvestris), red-osier dogwood, common buckthorn, eastern white cedar (Thuja 
occidentalis), and white birch (Betula papyrifera)

-    typical groundcover stratum species include riverbank grape (Vitis riparia), cow vetch, 
English plantain (Plantago lanceolata), goldenrods, sensitive fern (Onoclea sensibilis), 
eastern bracken fern (Pteridium aquilinum), spreading dogbane (Apocynum 
androsaemifolium), and rough horsetail (Equisetum hyemale) 

CUP3-1 Red Pine Coniferous Plantation - planted (rows) of middle-aged red pine (Pinus resinosa), scattered red oak (Quercus 
rubra), red maple (Acer rubrum), and ash (Fraxinus spp.)

-    ash seedlings, wild lily-of-the-valley (Maianthemum canadense), eastern bracken fern 
and poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans) are typical of the sparse groundcover

CUP3-3/2 Scots Pine/White Pine Coniferous Plantation - comprised of  both Scots pine and white pine, with woody associates of white birch, 
white spruce (Picea glauca), eastern white cedar, mountain-ash (Sorbus aucuparia) 
and American larch (Larix laricana)

Forest

FOC4-1 Fresh-Moist White Cedar Coniferous Forest - mature eastern white cedar, with a sparse understorey

-    due to dense canopy, the groundcover stratum is sparse to barren

FOM5 Dry-Fresh White Birch-Poplar-Conifer Mixed Forest - comprised of white birch, trembling aspen, large-toothed aspen (Populus 
grandidentata), eastern white cedar and Scots pine



FOD3 Dry-Fresh Poplar-White Birch Deciduous Forest - young to middle-aged stands dominated by poplars, white birch, red oak, with 
scattered eastern white cedar and white spruce, along with downed woody debris

-    other woody associates include choke cherry (Prunus virginiana), maple—leaved 
viburnum (Viburnum acerifolium), poison ivy, and basswood (Tilia americana)

-    typical groundcover includes enchanter’s nightshade (Circaea lutetiana), shinleaf 
(Pyrola elliptica), spinulose wood-fern (Dryopteris carthusiana), Christmas fern 
(Polystichum acrosticoides), sensitiver fern (Onoclea sensibilis), ostrich fern 
(Matteuccia struthiopteris), and horse gentian (Triosetum aurantiacum)

FOD5-3 Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple-Oak Deciduous Forest - dominated by sugar maple (Acer saccharinum), with scattered red oak and a few 
planted red pine, with a sparse understorey of woody regeneration

FOD8-1 Fresh-Moist Poplar Deciduous Forest - dominated by trembling aspen and white birch, regenerating over fallow agricultural 
field with a groundcover of CUM1 weeds, grasses and forbs

Wetland

SWM1-1 White Cedar-Hardwood Mineral Mixed Swamp - a middle-aged treed feature characterized as swamp, dominated by eastern white 
cedar, and lesser amounts of black ash (Fraxinus nigra), yellow birch (Betula 
alleghaniensis), and poplars

-    a groundcover of ferns, Jack-in-the-pulpit (Arisaema triphyllum), wild sarsaparilla 
(Aralia nudicaulis), on a hummocky terrain

SWT2-2 Willow Mineral Thicket Swamp - dominated by willow along remnant fallow farm furrows, with a CUM type 
groundcover

SWT2-2a Willow  Mineral Thicket Swamp (sparse cover) - an open willow community with a sparse shrub canopy cover, along with red-osier 
dogwood and young red pine

-    groundcover species include sensitive fern, asters, variegated horsetail (Equisetum 
variegatum), boneset (Eupatorium perfoliatum), marsh bedstraw (Galium palustre), 
wild mint (Mentha arvensis), bugleweed (Lycopus spp.), and various grasses

SWT2-2b Willow Mineral Thicket Swamp (dense cover) - similar to SWT2-2a but with a denser willow shrub canopy cover along with poplars

-     groundcover similar to SWT2-2a, along with pooled stagnant water

MAM2-10 Forb Mineral Meadow Marsh - a narrow band situated between FOD8-1 and SWM1-1, a lightly treed meadow marsh 
dominated by sensitive fern, Joy pye-weed (Eutrochium maculatum), Virginia creeper 
(Parthenocissus quinquefolia), deadly nightshade (Solanum dulcamara), and spotted 
jewelweed (Impatiens capensis)

MAS2-1 Cattail Mineral Shallow Marsh - cattail shallow marsh borders the three tributaries (A, B and C), with narrow-leaved 
cattail (Typha angustifolia), common cattail (Typha latifolia), reed canary grass 
(Phalaris arundinacea), along with watercress (Nasturtium officinale) in Tributary C

*data garnered from Beacon 2018 and ground-truthed in-situ by MNAL and CEA on October 15, 2019



Table 2.    Evaluation of Species at Risk and related habitats for Inch Farm, City of Orillia, based on desk top review of 2009 and 2018 data provided by the 
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, species lists prepared by Beacon (2018), and field investigation of October 15, 2019 (Michalski Nielsen 
Associates Limited and Cunningham Environmental Associates).

Species 
Identified in 
2009 and/or 
2018 Lists

Designation

(Provincial)

Habitat Affinities Potential to Occur within 
Proposed Development Area, 

Based on Habitat 
Availability/suitability

Additional 
Comments/mitigations

Jefferson 
Salamander

(2018 list)

Threatened Adults live in forest floor, in soil or leaf litter.  
Seldom seen, except in early spring when 
species moves to woodland ponds to breed.

None:  habitat not present. Known habitat range is eastern 
Lake Ontario to northeastern
Lake Erie

Bank Swallow

(2018 list)

Threatened Eroding, vertical banks of unconsolidated 
substrates; earthen banks along watercourses 
and lakeshores, sand and gravel pits, etc.

None:  habitat not present.  

Barn Swallow

(2018 list)

Threatened Ability to adapt to nesting in a variety of 
artificial structures (i.e., barns, woodsheds, 
bridges), and able to exploit foraging 
opportunities in open, human-modified, urban 
and rural landscapes. 

None:  habitat not present.  

Bobolink

(2018 list)

Threatened Fields, pasturelands, meadows, hayfields, tall 
grasslands.

Potential habitat exists on site. No 
sightings reported on three occasions 
in 2018 (Beacon 2018).

.

Ongoing succession of ELC 
units likely precludes presence 
of species.

Eastern 
Meadowlark

(2018 list)

Threatened Fields, pasturelands, meadows, hayfields, tall 
grasslands.

Potential habitat exists on site. No 
sightings reported on three occasions 
in 2018 (Beacon 2018).

Ongoing succession of ELC 
units would preclude presence of 
species.

Chimney Swift

(2018 list)

Threatened Hollow trees or cavities in mature forests.  
Also, know to nest in man-made structures 
such as chimneys.

Habitat not present on October 15, 
2019.  No sightings reported on three 
occasions in 2018 (Beacon 2018).

Cerulean 
Warbler

(2018 list)

Threatened Species spends its summer in mature 
deciduous forests having large, tall trees with 
an open understorey.

Potential habitat not present on 
subject property, based on field 
survey of October 15, 2018.  No 
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Species 
Identified in 
2009 and/or 
2018 Lists

Designation

(Provincial)

Habitat Affinities Potential to Occur within 
Proposed Development Area, 

Based on Habitat 
Availability/suitability

Additional 
Comments/mitigations

sightings reported on three occasions 
in 2018 (Beacon 2018).

Henslow’s 
Sparrow

(2018 list)

Endangered Species is very rare in Ontario.  Steep declines 
have all but extirpated the species, which 
prefers open fields with tall grasses.

Potential habitat is associated with 
FOM and FOD ELC units.  Species 
not identified on three occasions in 
2018 (Beacon 2018).

Potential habitat is present on 
site and in surrounding area.  
The primary mitigation relates to 
protection of nesting birds.  
Vegetation clearing shall occur 
between October 15th and April 
15th, which is outside the 
breeding and nesting seasons for 
the species in accordance with 
provisions of the federal 
Migratory Birds Convention Act.

Loggerhead 
Shrike

(2018 and 2019 
lists)

Endangered Prefers pasture or other grasslands with 
scattered low trees and shrubs, typically 
associated with alvars.  Most individuals are 
now found in two grassland habitats – the 
Carden Plain north of Lindsay, and the 
Napanee Limestone Plan.

None:  habitat not present. Known habitat range is well-
removed from subject property.

Least Bittern
(2018 and 2019 
lists)

Threatened Present in large marshes where cattails and 
reeds predominate.  Prefers extensive 
vegetation cover, and is not normally 
encountered near the edges of wetlands.

None:  habitat not present.

Piping Plover

(2018 list)

Endangered Species nest on beaches having sand and 
cobbles, with freshwater dune formations.  
The most important threats to the Ontario 
Great Lakes sub-population are predation, 

None:  habitat not present. Habitat range is well-removed 
from subject property.
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Identified in 
2009 and/or 
2018 Lists

Designation

(Provincial)

Habitat Affinities Potential to Occur within 
Proposed Development Area, 

Based on Habitat 
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Comments/mitigations

human disturbance and habitat loss or 
degradations.

Whip-poor-will

(2018 list)

Threatened Primarily found in mixed woods.  Common 
tree associates include pine and oak.  Avoids 
both wide-open spaces and closed canopy 
forests.  Prefers semi-open forests or patchy 
forests with clearings, such as rock barrens or 
forests that are regenerating following major 
disturbances.

None:  habitat not present.  No birds 
seen during any of the three targeted 
surveys in 2018 for crepuscular 
species (Beacon 2018).

Woodland features on site are
too densely vegetated to support 
species.

American Eel

(2018 list)

Endangered The species is found as far inland as 
Algonquin Park; once the eels mature (10 –
25 years) they return to the Sargasso Sea to 
spawn.

None:  habitat not present.

Lake Sturgeon

(2018 list)

Threatened Species live on river and lake bottoms; feed 
on aquatic insects, mollusks, crayfish and 
small fish.  

None:  habitat not present.

Hine’s Emerald

(2018 list)

Endangered Lives in groundwater fed wetlands, such as 
fens, marshes, springs and seepage areas.  In 
Ontario, it has only been documented in and 
around Minesing, Swamp – northwest of 
Barrie

None:  habitat not present. Habitat range is well-removed 
from subject property.

Lake Huron 
Grasshopper

(2018 list)

Threatened Lives exclusively in open dune habitats along 
the shores of Lake Huron, Lake Michigan and 
Lake Superior.

None:  habitat not present. Habitat range is well-removed 
from subject property.

American 
Badger

(2018 list)

Endangered In Ontario, the southwestern population is 
found in the Norfolk and Middlesex areas, 
close to Lake Erie.  The northwestern 
population is in the Thunder Bay and Rainy 

None:  habitat not present. Subject property is not within 
known range for the species.



Table 2. (Cont’d).

4

Species 
Identified in 
2009 and/or 
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Designation

(Provincial)
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River Districts.  There are thought to be fewer 
than 200 Badgers in Ontario.

Eastern Small-
footed Bat

(2018 list)

Endangered In spring and summer, the species roosts in a 
variety of habitats, including in or under 
rocks, in rock outcrops, in buildings, under 
bridges, or in caves, ravines, or hollow trees 
(i.e., FOD ELC units).  Often change roosting 
occasions daily.  At night, they hunt for 
insects including beetles, mosquitoes, moths 
and flies.  In winter, the species hibernates, 
most often in caves and abandoned mines.  
Seem to select colder and drier sites than 
other bat species and will return to the same 
spot each year.

Given the extent of forest cover on 
subject property (i.e., FOD and FOM
ELC units), it is assumed that there 
are habitat opportunities for this 
species within the subject property.  

As Species at Risk bats hibernate 
in caves generally from late 
October to early April, tree 
clearing must occur within this 
period to avoid negative impacts 
to the species.

Little Brown 
Bat

(2018 list)

Endangered Similar to other bat species, the Little Brown 
Bat is nocturnal.  During the day, it roosts in 
trees and buildings, often selecting attics, 
abandoned buildings and barns for summer 
colonies where they can raise their young.  
The species hibernate from October or 
November to March or April, most often in 
caves or abandoned mines that are humid and 
remain above freezing.

Species confirmed as occurring on 
subject property through acoustic 
monitoring by Beacon (2018.

As Species at Risk bats hibernate 
in caves generally from late 
October to early April, tree 
clearing must occur within this 
period to avoid negative impacts 
to the species.

Northern Long-
eared Bat

(2018 list)

Endangered Summer-buildings, towers, hollow trees, 
beneath loose bark of trees, in crevices of 
cliffs, and beneath bridges as day roosts and 
commonly use caves as night roosts.  During 
the cold weather months, the species moves
into caves and abandoned mines.

Species confirmed as occurring on 
subject property through acoustic 
monitoring by Beacon (2018).

As Species at Risk bats hibernate 
in caves generally from late 
October to early April, tree 
clearing must occur within this 
period to avoid negative impacts 
to the species.
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Tri-coloured Bat Endangered Species is found in a variety of forested 
habitats.  It forms day roosts and maternity 
colonies in older forests, and occasionally in 
barns or other structures, and forages over 
water.

Given the extent of forest cover on 
subject property (i.e., FOD ELC 
units), it is assumed that there are 
habitat opportunities for this species 
within the subject property.  

As Species at Risk bats hibernate 
in caves generally from late 
October to early April, tree 
clearing must occur within this 
period to avoid negative impacts 
to the species.

American 
Ginseng

(2018 list)

Endangered Typically grows in deep, nutrient rich, well-
drained soils over limestone or marble 
bedrock with mature deciduous woods 
dominated by Sugar Maple, White Ash and 
American Basswood.

Deep, nutrient rich soils are not 
present.  Species was not observed in 
any of the forested communities.

Preferred habitat not available on 
subject property.

Butternut

(2009 and 2018 
lists)

Endangered Variety of sites, commonly forest tablelands, 
hedge rows, forest edges and openings, open 
disturbed stands, floodplains, stream 
sides/gradual slopes.

Suitable habitat is present on the 
subject property.  However, no 
individual trees were noted in three 
site investigations of 2018 (Beacon 
2018).  Also, species not observed 
during tree inventory of October 15, 
2019.  

No observations of Butternut on 
vegetation surveys of 2018
(Beacon 2018), nor during field 
investigations of October 15, 
2019.

Eastern Prairie –
fringed Orchid

(2018 list)

Endangered Typically, is found in wetlands:  mostly fens, 
limestone shorelines, old field habitats, and 
wet tall grass prairies.  The four largest 
populations in Ontario are located in Kent 
County, Bruce Peninsula National Park, 
Minesing Swamp and Marlborough Forest
(City of Ottawa).

Preferred habitat not present on 
subject property.
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Engelmann’s 
Quillwort
(2009 and 2018 
lists)

Endangered Species is found in only two locations in 
southern Ontario.  First is a cluster of eight 
sites in four populations along the lower 
reaches of the Severn River and adjacent 
Simcoe County. A second location having a 
single population is along the Gull River near 
West Guilford.  In both areas, the plant is 
found in waterways where the flow is 
regulated either for flood control or electrical 
power generation.

Habitat is not present on subject 
property.

Known habitats are well-
removed from the subject 
property.

Hill’s Thistle

(2018 list)

Threatened In Ontario, Hill’s Thistle grows primarily in 
alvar grasslands, characterized by limestone 
outcrops, shallow soil and sparse vegetation.  
Communities are limited to the shoreline 
alvars of Manitoulin Island, neighbouring 
islands, and the western shores of the Bruce 
Peninsula.  The specific environments include 
grasslands covering gravel hills or 
escarpments, dry sandy grasslands, oak-pine 
barrens, dunes, oak savannahs and open 
woods.

Preferred habitat not present on 
subject property.  Species was not 
identified during three site visits of 
2018 (Beacon 2018).

Known habitats are well-
removed from the subject 
property.

Blanding’s 
Turtle

(2009 and 2018 
lists)

Threatened Primarily, an aquatic species.  Prefers shallow 
water, rich in nutrients, with organic soil and 
rich vegetation.  Requires terrestrial basking.  
Can nest in dry mixed forest up to 400 metres 
from water.

Potential habitat not available within 
subject property.
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Eastern 
Foxsnake 
(Georgian Bay 
Population)

(2018 list)

Threatened Species occurs in two restricted regions of 
Ontario, the Carolinian Forest Region and the 
eastern side of Georgian Bay.  For survival, 
the Eastern Foxsnake requires a mosaic of 
habitat types including open foraging habitat, 
thermoregulating sites, suitable hibernation 
sites, egg-laying sites and natural corridors 
linking them.

Habitat not present on subject 
property.

Subject property is not within 
range of know habitats.

Eastern Hog-
nosed Snake

(2009 and 2018 
lists)

Threatened Species is found in a variety of habitats, 
including forested habitat easily accessed by 
the species, if present in the area.  It is highly 
secretive in its breeding habitats and prefers 
woody debris for nesting.  It is found in areas 
of dry sandy soils.  Its presence cannot be 
discounted post-development, if for no other 
reason than habitat will remain within subject 
property.

Species will likely occur post-
development.  No individuals were 
identified incidentally in field 
inventories of 2018.

No mitigation measures are 
required.  Species will likely be 
observed from time to time
within the developed and 
occupied plan of subdivision, as 
occurs elsewhere in south-
central Ontario.

Massasauga 
Rattlesnake
(2009 and 2018 
lists)

Threatened Species is found in two areas in Ontario:  
along the northern shoreline of Lake Erie 
(City of Windsor and Town of LaSalle and 
Wainfleet Bog near Port Colbourne) and 
eastern Georgian Bay, including Manitoulin, 
Vidal and Fitzwilliam Islands.  Habitats 
include:  tall grass prairie, bogs, marshes, 
shorelines, forests and alvars.

Habitat is present on the subject 
property.

Subject property is not within 
the range of known populations
in Ontario.

Spotted Turtle
(2009 and 2018 
lists)

Endangered Species is semi-aquatic, preferring ponds, 
marshes, bogs and even ditches, with slow-
moving unpolluted water, and an abundant 
supply of aquatic vegetation.  Nests are in 
sunny locations where there is not a lot of
woody vegetation.  Hibernates in wetlands or 
seasonally wet areas associated with 

None:  habitat not present.
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structures such as overhanging banks, 
hummocks, tree roots or aquatic animal 
burrows.

Wood Turtle
(2009 and 2018 
lists)

Endangered Species is the most terrestrial of all of 
Ontario’s native turtles.  Although usually 
found in streams or rivers, it may also be 
found in wooded areas or meadows.  Can 
occasionally hibernate on land buried in soil; 
however, the species typically overwinters at 
the bottom of a stream or small river.

Potential habitat marginal on subject 
property in tributaries of Silver 
Creek and woodlands/meadows.  No 
observations made incidentally 
during 2018 field surveys.

No mitigation measures 
required.  Species not likely be 
observed within the developed 
and occupied plan of subdivision
owing to marginal status of 
existing habitat. 
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present because the subject property is well-removed from their known ranges or territories (i.e., Jefferson 
Salamander, Massasauga Rattlesnake, Eastern Foxsnake, Engelman’s Quillwort, etc.).  For others, preferred 
habitats are not present, for example, Bank Swallow, Piping Plover and Lake Huron Grasshopper.

However, it is prudent to assume that a number of species of bats (i.e., Endangered under the Endangered 

Species Act 2007) are present on the subject property.  In this regard, 16 acoustic detectors were deployed 
by Beacon for ten evenings in June 2018 (i.e., meeting the MNRF expectations for coverage in treed areas).  
This procedure confirmed the presence of Little Brown Myotis and to a lesser extent Northern Long-eared 
Bats.  The Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MoECP), which is now responsible for 
administering the Endangered Species Act 2007, recognizes a timing window for tree cutting and clearing.  
In this regard, if these activities are confined to the window between October 15th and April 15th, there will 
be no impacts on bats; in effect, this period avoids the active season for bats.  Accordingly, it is 
recommended that:

 any tree cutting and removal be confined to the window between October 15th

and April 15th, which would maintain the hibernacula life cycle of Endangered 
species of bats occurring on the subject property.

We appreciate that other timing windows are recommended in other jurisdictions; however, all are generally 
within the above timing window.  Of particular importance is that the October 15th to April 15th window 
also accommodates the tree removal period for breeding birds, which extends from April 15th through to 
September 30th.  This latter window relates to the provisions of the Federal Migratory Birds Convention 

Act, which relates to all species of breeding birds utilizing the subject property.

Tree Cutting Proposal

Areas of tree cutting represented by ELC units are shown in Figure 3.  As mentioned earlier, Table 1

describes the inherent woody vegetation for each of the ELC units.  Our characterization of trees is not an 
inventory of each and every tree because of the large number that would need to be individually described.  
A 7.5 metre setback is shown schematically in Figure 3 from both sides of the valley and related top-of-
banks for Tributary A, and the property boundaries associated with Tributary C.  Tributary A is within a 
designated Environmental Protection Area (i.e., valley and tributary to Silver Creek) shown in Schedule A 
Land Use of the City of Orillia Official Plan.  There are three “no-cut” ELC units within the Environmental 
Protection Area; these are:  MAS2-1; FOD5-3; and MAS2-1.  With respect to implementation, 
sedimentation fences should be installed along the outer edge of the 7.5 metre setback to protect all woody 
vegetation.  This protective measure is shown on the plans contained in Tim Collingwood’s letter of 
December 4, 2019.

Given the above, it is recommended that:

 permission be granted by City staff to remove all trees and other woody vegetation 
within the shaded area illustrated in Figure 3 (this area excludes Blocks B and C in 
the Inch Farm Draft Plan and which are zoned EP);

 7.5 metre setbacks be established for the valley and related top-of-banks for 
Tributary A (Block C), and the property boundaries associated with Tributary C
(Block B); 



*http://www.maps.simcoe.ca/public

Scale* 1:2000 (approx.)Figure 3. Proposed Tree Removal Areas

* County of Simcoe (2018)
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 erosion and siltation control measures be installed and maintained throughout the 
tree cutting period along the outer edge of the 7.5 metre setbacks noted above and 
boundary between Hawk Ridge Golf Course and Inch Farm lands; and

 a qualified Arborist, Forester or Terrestrial Ecologist provide direction on site during 
the tree removal process to demarcate treed areas to be cut from those to be protected.

*     *     *     *     *

Should you have any questions or if further clarification is needed with respect to our proposal, do not 
hesitate to call.  

Yours truly,

MICHALSKI NIELSEN ASSOCIATES LIMITED CUNNINGHAM ENVIRONMENTAL ASSOCIATES
Per: Per:

Michael Michalski David Cunningham
Senior Advisor and Limnologist

MM/DC/be

Enc.

c.c.: Alfred Szeto
Tim Collingwood
Nicola Mitchinson



Photograph 2. Northward view of the edge of CUT - Mineral Cultural Thicket
at north edge of subject property

Photograph 1. Southward view of CUM1 - Mineral Cultural Meadow in central
portion of the subject property (remnant farmland)

Photograph 3. View inside CUP3-1 Red Pine Coniferous Plantation on west
side of Tributary A

Photograph 4. View inside CUP3-3/2 Scots Pine/White Pine Coniferous
Plantation at south end on east side of Tributary A



Photograph 6. View of southern edge of FOD3 Dry-Fresh Poplar White Birch
Deciduous Forest (west block) near east side of Tributary C

Photograph 5. View inside part of FOC4-1 Fresh-Moist White Cedar
Coniferous Forest

Photograph 7. View inside FOD3 Dry-Fresh Poplar White Birch Deciduous
Forest (east block) on east side of Tributary A

Photograph 8. View of FOD5-3 Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple-Oak Deciduous
Forest between Tributary A and Tributary B at northern end of subject property



Photograph 9. View inside part of FOD8-1 Fresh-Moist Poplar Deciduous
Forest east of Tributary A

Photograph 10. View inside a portion of SWM1-1 characterized at present as
a White Cedar-Hardwood Mineral Mixed Swamp, which requires hydrogeology
investigation to determine depths of water table

Photograph 11. View of part of SWT2-2 Willow Mineral Thicket Swamp at
southern end of property, east of Tributary A

Photograph 12. View of northern edge of SWT2-2b Willow Mineral Thicket
Swamp (dense cover), growing on remnant fallow farmland and borders east
edge of SWM pond



Photograph 13. View of a narrow band MAM2-10 Forb Mineral Meadow Marsh
between FOD8-1 (east block) and SWM1-1

Photograph 14. View of a reach of Tributary A, comprised of MAS2-1 Cattail
Mineral Shallow Marsh, along with slopes of dense shrub thicket

Photograph 15. Down-gradient view of a reach of Tributary A between FOD3
and CUP 3-1, minimal to trickle flows

Photograph 16. View of part of Tributary B within FOD5-3, dense vegetation
growth no stagnant or flowing water, only wet to mucky soil



ATTACHMENT A – EMAIL EXCHANGE BETWEEN MICHAEL 
MICHALSKI (NOVEMBER 12, 2019) AND
JILL LEWIS (NOVEMBER 12, 2019)











 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX B –  LETTER  

 SUGDEN TO COLLINGWOOD 

 JANUARY 24, 2020 

 AUTHORIZATION TO REMOVE TREES 

ON PART OF INCH FARM RESIDENTIAL 

SUBDIVISION 

 
 

 

 







 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX C –  RECORD OF MEETING TO REVIEW CITY 

OF ORILLIA REQUIREMENTS TO 

REGISTER THE INCH FARM 

RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISION 

 
 

 

 











 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX D –  TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR A SCOPED 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY, INCH 

FARM 1989/1993 DRAFT PLAN OF 

SUBDIVISION, AND EMAIL, LEWIS TO 

MICHALSKI, SEPTEMBER 16, 2020 
 

 

 



 

16 Robert Boyer Lane, Bracebridge, Ontario   P1L 1R9 

(705) 645-1413  www.mnal.ca  E-mail:  info@mnal.ca 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING   BIOPHYSICAL ANALYSIS   LAKE CAPACITY ASSESSMENT   RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

 

 

 

 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR A SCOPED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY 

INCH FARM, 1989/1993 DRAFT PLAN OF SUBDIVISION, CITY OF ORILLIA 

A Scoped Environmental Impact Study (SEIS) is intended to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City 

of Orillia that the Inch Farm 1989/1993 Draft Plan of Subdivision (DPS) (attached) will have no negative 

impacts on natural heritage features and functions associated with Block C, inclusive of the tributary to 

Silver Creek.  There are two amendments to the approved DPS including two stormwater ponds on the 

eastern and western sides of Block C (enclosed).  Policy direction for the Terms of Reference is from 

Section 7.1.9f) of the City of Orillia Official Plan, as follows. 

f) The terms of reference set out in Section 7.1.9 may be scoped to the satisfaction of the City and 

any agency having jurisdiction.  A Scoped Environmental Impact Study is a site-specific study 

that is more limited in scope and typically less detailed than an Environmental Impact Study.  

A Scoped Environmental Impact Study may take the form of a letter or checklist prepared by 

a qualified professional and is appropriate in circumstances including, but not limited to, the 

following: 

 i) to update and confirm prior Environmental Impact Study findings, or the findings of any 

other study previously undertaken for an applicable agency and/or approved by the City; 

that covers part or all of the subject lands, and to address only those items that have not 

been previously addressed in sufficient detail or to reflect new legislative requirements 

such as species at risk; 

 ii) to evaluate the nature of a redline revision to an existing draft plan or site plan and the 

potential for impacts on the environmental attributes and function of the identified 

environmental feature, where the Environmental Protection Area designation limits and 

development limits remain unchanged, but where a change to the land use type, distribution 

and/or development standards triggers a new Planning Act application such as a zoning by-

law amendment; 

 iii) to address only specific impacts in circumstances where the City believes this will be 

sufficient, such as where the related application is minor in nature, small in scale, is located 

on a previously disturbed site or is expected to have limited or no impacts. 

 

Sections 7.1.9f)i) and 7.1.9f)ii) are relevant to the subjects SEIS.  As indicated above the focus will be on 

natural features and ecological functions of Block C, inclusive of the following. 

 A description of the existing land use(s) not only on the subject property, but on adjacent lands. 

 A description of terrain conditions including topography and overland drainage, as well as 

ecological features and functions of the site’s existing Environmental Protection Area.  In this 

regard, an Ecological Land Classification map will be prepared. 



Terms of Reference – Inch Farm Lands 

 

2 

 

 An environmental inventory of the subject property with emphasis on Block C and its adjacent 

lands, including:  

- vegetation, spring, summer and fall surveys; 

- amphibians, three surveys; 

- dawn and dusk breeding birds, two surveys; 

- Species at Risk, due diligence with respect to habitat on site and on adjacent lands; 

- quantity and quality characteristics of tributary to Silver Creek; 

- fish habitat potential of tributary to Silver Creek. 

 

 Identification of Species at Risk and related habitats through contacts with the Natural Heritage 

Information Centre and Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry records, as well as historical 

and 2020 field investigations. 

 

 An identification of environmental constraint areas including Block C.  

 

 A statement of environmental/ecological significance of features/functions identified for Block C 

and adjacent lands which are to be developed for residential uses. 

 

 A description of the proposed residential development including servicing, primarily treatment of 

stormwater runoff. 

 

 An identification of environmental/ecological impacts (both short and long term) resulting from 

the proposed development, with an emphasis on the tributary to Silver Creek, inclusive of thermal 

impacts from proposed stormwater treatment ponds. 

 

 A detailed description of appropriate mitigation measures, inclusive of rationalization/justification 

of any buffer or setback distances, plantings relating to adjacent residences, treatment of stormwater 

runoff, particularly in relation to thermal effects resulting from proposed stormwater treatment 

ponds. 

 

 Policy compliance with relevant sections of the 2020 Provincial Policy Statement and the City of 

Orillia Official Plan. 

 

 Recommendations, including ultimate disposition of Block C and related buffer/setback. 

 

As per the Record of Meeting of October 13, 2017, the City of Orillia requires that matters relating to 

groundwater impacts and net water balance be addressed, with the provision that infiltration-based LIDS 

be provided, assuming soil conditions are conducive.  While definitive conclusions will not be available 

until a full year of groundwater monitoring has been completed, the SEIS will be able to provide 

preliminary results. 

Revised September 16, 2020 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX E –  CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO 

ASSESSMENT OF FISH AND FISH 

HABITAT OF SILVER CREEK 

TRIBUTARY IN BLOCK C 

 

 

 

 



























 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX F –  MASTER PLANT LIST – INCH FARM 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix F.   List of Vascular Plants Observed/Reported on the Inch Farm Residential Subdivision Property

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME G‐RANK S‐RANK SARA, 2002 ESA, 2007 
Acer negundo Manitoba maple G5 S5
Acer rubrum red maple G5 S5
Acer saccharum var. saccharum sugar maple G5 S5
Acer saccharinum silver maple G5 S5
Achillea millefolium common yarrow G5 SNA
Actaea rubra red baneberry G5  S5
Agrimony gryposepala hooked agrimony G5 S5
Agrostis stolonifera  creeping bent grass G5 SNA
Alisma triviale water plantain G5 S5
Alliaria petiolata garlic mustard GNR SNA
Alnus rugosa  speckled alder G5 S5
Ambrosia artemisiifolia annual ragweed G5 S5
Amphicarpa bracteata hog‐peanut G5 S5
Anemone canadensis Canada anemone G5 S5
Apocynum androsaemifolium spreading dogbane G5 S5
Aralia nudicaulis wild sarsaparilla G5 S5
Arctium minus common burdock GNR SNA
Argentina anserina silverweed GNR S5
Arisaema triphyllum  Jack‐in‐the‐pulpit G5 S5
Asclepias incarnata swamp milkweed G5 S5
Asclepias syriaca common milkweed G5 S5
Athyrium filix‐femina northeastern lady fern G5T5 S5
Barbarea vulgaris yellow rocket GNR SNA
Betula alleghaniensis yellow birch G5 S5
Betula papyrifera white birch G5 S5
Bidens frondosa beggar‐ticks G5 S5
Bromus inermis awnless brome brass G5TNR SNA
Calamagrostis canadensis Canada bluejoint grass G5 S5
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Appendix F.   List of Vascular Plants Observed/Reported on the Inch Farm Residential Subdivision Property

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME G‐RANK S‐RANK SARA, 2002 ESA, 2007 
Carex bebbii Bebb's sedge G5 S5
Carex comosa bristly sedge G5 S5
Carex deweyana Dewey's sedge G5 S5
Carex gracillima graceful sedge G5 S5
Carex laxiflora loose‐flowered sedge G5 S5
Carex rosea rosy sedge G5 S5
Carex stipata awl‐fruited sedge G5 S5
Carex vulpinoidea foxtail sedge G5 S5
Caulophyllum thalictroides blue cohosh G4G5 S5
Cerastium vulgare mouse‐eared chickweed GNR SNA
Chenopodium album lamb's quarters G5 SNA
Chrysanthemum leucanthemum ox‐eye daisy GNR SNA
Cichorium intybus chicory GNR SNA
Circaea lutetiana enchanter'snightshade G5T5 S5
Cirsium arvense Canada thistle GNR SNA
Cirsium vulgare bull thistle GNR SNA
Clinopodium vulgare wild basil G5 S5
Cornus alternifolia alternate‐leaved dogwood G5 S5
Cornus rugosa round‐leaved dogwood G5 S5
Cornus stolonifera red‐osier dogwood G5 S5
Crataegus spp. hawthorn GNRTNR SU
Cynanchum rossicum black swallowwort GNR SNA
Cystopteris bulbifera bulblet fern G5 S5
Cystopteris tenuis fragile fern G5 S5
Dactylis glomerata orchard grass GNR SNA
Daucus carota wild carrot GNR SNA
Dryopteris carthusiana spinulose wood‐fern G5 S5
Dryopteris marginalis marginal wood‐fern G5 S5
Echinocystis lobata wild cucumber G5 S5
Eleocharis erythropoda red‐stemmed spike‐rush G5 S5

Page 2



Appendix F.   List of Vascular Plants Observed/Reported on the Inch Farm Residential Subdivision Property

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME G‐RANK S‐RANK SARA, 2002 ESA, 2007 
Elymus repens quackgrass GNR SNA
Epilobium parviflorum small‐flowered willowherb GNR SNA
Epipactis helleborine helleborine GNR SNA
Equisetum arvense field horsetail G5 S5
Equisetum hymale common scouring‐rush G5 S5
Equisetum pratense meadow horsetail G5 S5
Equisetum variegatum variegated horsetail G5 S5
Erigeron canadensis Canada horseweed G5 S5
Erigeron hyssopifolius daisy fleabane G5 S5
Erigeron philadelphicus Philadelphia fleabane G5 S5
Erysimum cheiranthoides wormseed mustard G5 SNA
Erythronium americanum yellow trout‐lily G5 S5
Eupatorium perfoliatum common boneset G5 S5
Eurybia macrophylla large‐leaved aster G5 S5
Euthamia graminifolia grass‐leaved goldenrod G5 S5
Eutrochium maculatum spotted Joe‐pye weed G5T5 S5
Fagus grandifolia beech G5 S5
Fragaria vesca woodland strawberry G5 S5
Fragaria virginiana common strawberry G5 S5
Fraxinus americana white ash G5 S4
Fraxinus nigra black ash G5 S4
Fraxinus pennsylvanica green ash G5 S4
Galium aparine cleavers G5 S5
Galiu mollugo white bedstraw GNR SNA
Galium triflorum fragrant bedstraw G5 S5
Geranium robertianum herb‐robert G5 S5
Geum aleppicum yellow avens G5 S5
Geum canadense white avens G5 S5
Glyceria striata fowl mannagrass G5 S5
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Appendix F.   List of Vascular Plants Observed/Reported on the Inch Farm Residential Subdivision Property

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME G‐RANK S‐RANK SARA, 2002 ESA, 2007 
Gymnocarpium dryopteris oak fern G5 S5
Hesperis matronalis dame's rocket G4G5 SNA
Hypericum perforatum common St. John's‐wort GNR SNA
Impatiens capensis spotted jewelweed G5 S5
Inula helenium elecampane GNR SNA
Juncus effusus soft rush G5 S5
Juncus tenuis path rush G5 S5
Lactuca serriola prickly lettuce GNR SNA
Larix laricina tamarack G5 S5
Leonurus cardiaca motherwort GNR SNA
Lonicera morrowii Morrow's honeysuckle GNR SNA
Lonicera tatarica tartarian honeysuckle GNR SNA
Lotus corniculatus bird's‐foot trefoil GNR SNA
Lycopus americanus water horehound G5 S5
Lysimachia ciliata fringed loosestrife G5 S5
Lysimachia nummularia moneywort GNR SNR
Lythrum salicaria purple loosestrife G5 SNA
Maianthemum canadense wild lily‐of‐the‐valley G5 S5
Maianthemum racemosum false Solomon's‐seal G5 S5
Malus coronaria sweet crabapple G5 SNA
Malva neglecta cheeses GNR SNA
Matteuccia struthiopteris ostrich fern G5 S5
Melilotus officinalis white sweet‐clover G5 SNA
Mentha arvensis field mint G5 S5
Mitchella repens  partridge‐berry G5 S5
Myosotis laxa small forget‐me‐not G5 S5
Nastursium officinale watercress GNR SNA
Oenothera biennis common evening primrose G5 S5
Onoclea sensibilis sensitive fern G5 S5
Osmunda regalis royal fern G5 S5
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Appendix F.   List of Vascular Plants Observed/Reported on the Inch Farm Residential Subdivision Property

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME G‐RANK S‐RANK SARA, 2002 ESA, 2007 
Ostrya virginiana hop hornbeam G5 S5
Oxalis montana common wood‐sorrel G5 S5
Parthenocissus inserta Virginia creeper G5 S4?
Petasties frigidus sweet coltsfoot GNR SNA
Phalaris arundinacea reed canary grass G5 S5
Phleum pratense timothy GNR SNA
Picea glauca white spruce G5 S5
Pinus strobus white pine G5 S5
Pinus sylvestris Scots pine GNR SNA
Plantago lanceolata English plantain G5 SNA
Plantago major common plantain G5 S5
Poa annua annual bluegrass GNR SNA
Poa compressa Canada bluegrass GNR SNA
Poa palustris fowl bluegrass G5 S5
Poa pratensis Kentucky bluegrass G5T5 S5
Populus balsamifera balsam poplar G5 S5
Populus grandidentata large‐tooth aspen G5 S5
Populus tremuloides trembling aspen G5 S5
Potentilla recta common cinquefoil GNR SNA
Prunus serotina black cherry G5 S5
Prunus virginiana choke cherry G5 S5
Pteridium aquilinum eastern bracken fern G5 S5
Quercus rubra red oak G5 S5
Ranunculus acris common buttercup G5 SNA
Ranunculus repens creeping buttercup GNR SNA
Rhamnus cathartica common buckthorn GNR SNA
Rhus radicans poison ivy G5 S5
Rhus typhina staghorn sumac G5 S5
Ribes cynosbati pasture gooseberry G5 S5
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Appendix F.   List of Vascular Plants Observed/Reported on the Inch Farm Residential Subdivision Property

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME G‐RANK S‐RANK SARA, 2002 ESA, 2007 
Rosa multiflora multiflora rose GNR SNA
Rubus idaeus  wild red raspberry G5T5 SNA
Rubus allleghaniensis common blackberry G5 S5
Rumex orbiculatus water dock G5 S4S5
Salix amygdaloides peachleaf willow G5 S5
Salix discolor pussy willow G5 S5
Salix eriocephala Missouri river willow G5 S5
Salix exigua sandbar willow G5 S5
Salix petiolaris slender willow G5 S5
Sambucus canadensis common elderberry G5T5 S5
Sambucus pubens red‐berried elder G5 S5
Solanum dulcamara deadly nightshade GNR SNA
Solidago altissima tall goldenrod GNR S5
Solidago canadensis  Canada goldenrod G5T5 S5
Solidago flexicaulis zig‐zag goldenrod G5 S5
Sonchus oleraceus common sow‐thistle GNR SNA
Symphyotrichum cordifolium heart‐leaved aster G5 S5
Symphyotrichum lateriflorum calico aster G5 S5
Symphyotrichum novae‐angliae New England aster G5 S5
Symphyotrichum puniceum purple‐stemmed aster G5 S5
Syringa vulgaris common lilac GNR SNA
Taraxacum officinale common dandelion G5 SNA
Thalictrum dioicum early meadow‐rue G5 S5
Thalictrum pubescens tall meadow‐rue G5 S5
Thelypteris noveboracensis New York fern G5 S5
Thelypteris palustris marsh fern G5 S5
Thuja occidentalis eastern white cedar G5 S5
Tiarella cordifolia foam flower G5 S5
Tilia americana basswood G5 S5    
Trientalis borealis starflower G5 S5
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Appendix F.   List of Vascular Plants Observed/Reported on the Inch Farm Residential Subdivision Property

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME G‐RANK S‐RANK SARA, 2002 ESA, 2007 
Trifolium pratense red clover GNR SNA
Trifolium repens white clover GNR SNA
Tsuga canadensis eastern hemlock G5 S5
Tussilago farfara coltsfoot GNR SNA
Typha angustifolia narrow‐leaved cattail GNR SNA
Typha latifolia broad‐leaved cattail GNR SNA
Ulmus americana white elm G5? S5
Urtica dioica European stinging nettle G5T5? SNA
Verbascum thapsus common mullein GNR SNA
Verbena hastata blue vervain G5 S5
Veronica anagallis‐aquatica American water speedwell G5 SNA
Veronica serpyllifolia thyme‐leaved speedwell G5 SNA
Viburnum acerifolium maple‐leaved viburnum G5 S5
Viburnum trilobum high‐bush viburnum G5 S5
Viburnum lentago nannyberry G5 S5
Vicia cracca cow vetch GNR SNA
Viola cucullata marsh blue violet G4G5 S5
Viola pubescens downy yellow violet G5T5 S5
Viola sororia woolly blue violet G5 S5
Vitis riparia  riverbank grape G5 S5

Legend
Provincial Rank (SRANK)                                      SARA, 2002                                 ESA, 2007                                     
S1 ‐ Critically Imperiled                                         NAR ‐ Not at Risk                           NAR ‐ Not at Risk                              
S2 ‐ Imperiled                                                          SC ‐ Special Concern                      SC ‐ Special Concern                      
S3 ‐ Vulnerable                                                       T ‐ Threatened                               THR ‐ Threatened                           
S4 ‐ Apparently Secure                                           E ‐ Endangered                             END ‐ Endangered                                                  
S5 ‐ Secure
SNA ‐ Non Applicable or equivalent to 
non‐native
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APPENDIX G –  EMAIL:  MICHAEL MICHALSKI TO 

DEVIN HANNAN (JANUARY 6, 2021) 

 AND 

 TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM:  DEVIN 

HANNAN TO MICHAEL MICHALSKI 

(JANUARY 20, 2021) 

 
 

 

 

 

















 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX H –  LETTER, GEI TO TATHAM 

ENGINEERING LIMITED, 

DECEMBER 6, 2021 
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