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1.0   INTRODUCTION
Colville Consulting Inc. was retained to prepare a Natural Heritage Characterization Assessment 
for lands identified as in the City of Hamilton. This assessment has been prepared to describe 
natural heritage features located on t he Subject Lands, with the intent of determining the extent of 
potential Core Areas, Linkages and Restoration Areas, as described in the Urban Hamilton Official 
Plan.  A summary of our assessment is included below.         

1.1 Description of the Subject Property
The Block 1 lands are generally defined by Fruitland Road to the west, Barton Street to the north, 
Highway 8 to the south, and Watercourse 6 (which runs roughly parallel to and just to the east of 
Jones Road) to the east.  The Subject Lands of this assessment collectively measure approximately 
101 hectares (295 acres) in size and are primarily anthropogenic in nature, with houses and other 
developments (including a cemetery) occurring along all four of the major roads.   

As a majority of lands within the study area were formerly tender fruit orchards and vineyards, 
which were subsequently modified for residential, agricultural, industrial and institutional uses or 
left to undergo succession.  Current land uses within the Block consist primarily of current and 
former agricultural lands, along with successional fields, scattered and isolated treed areas, 
thickets, hedgerows and disturbed wetlands.  

Natural heritage features currently identified within these lands consist of Watercourse 5, which 
occurs on the western portion of the Study Area, as well as Watercourse 6 which generally forms 
the eastern limit of the Subject Lands.  Isolated woodland and wetland features have also been 
identified in background mapping in association with Watercourse 6, however some of these lands 
are currently under appeal.  Further description and discussion of these features are provided 
below.  

Please note that lands identified as 238 Jones Road continue to be under appeal.  Any designations 
or discussion regarding these lands have been intentionally excluded from this report.  

1.2 Proposed Development
The current Block 1 Development Concept Plan (Urbantech November 2021) for the Block 1 lands 
includes two arterial roads, a mixture of low to medium density residential zones, as well as 
commercial and institutional uses, community and neighbourhood parks, stormwater 
management facilities, utility, and general open space. In addition to the proposed land uses, it is 
proposed that Watercourse 5 will be relocated to a watercourse block, which will also incorporate 
the associated floodplain, meander belt and vegetation protection zones. 

2.0 STUDY APPROACH

2.1 Background Review
Prior to the commencement of primary field inventories, a review of background material available 
for the Subject Lands and surrounding area was conducted.  Some of the background information 
reviewed included: 

Urban Hamilton Official Plan (City of Hamilton 2014);  
Fruitland-Winona Secondary Plan (City of Hamilton 2018); 
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources Hamilton Species at Risk List (MNR 2018);  
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Background data available from the HCA (including data from the Hamilton Natural 
Heritage Database) and Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF);  
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) Aquatic species at risk map (DFO 2021); 
Hamilton Natural Areas Inventory, 3RD Edition (Schwetz 2014);  
Stoney Creek Urban Boundary Expansion (SCUBE) West Subwatershed Study Phase 1 and 
Phase 2 Final Report (Aquafor Beech Limited 2013);  
Natural Heritage Assessment of Lands Bounded by Fruitland Road, Glover Road, Barton 
Street and Highway 8, City of Hamilton (Dillon Consulting Limited 2009);  
Fruitland-Winona Block 1 Servicing Strategy Environmental Assessment & Natural 
Heritage System Plan (Dougan and Associates 2017) and, 
Aquatic Assessment Report Gordon Dean Avenue - Schedule ‘C’ Municipal Class 
Environmental Assessment (Phases 3 & 4) (Wood 2020).  

2.2 Field Inventories 
In order to ensure all natural heritage features on the properties were assessed adequately, the 
following inventories and assessments were conducted on the Subject Lands: 

1) Breeding bird surveys; 
2) Botanical inventories;  
3) Assessment and description vegetation communities on the properties using the Ecological 

Land Classification System for Southern Ontario; 
4) Aquatic Habitat Assessment and Electrofishing Survey; 
5) Amphibian vocalizations surveys; 
6) Assessment of potential bat roosting habitat; 
7) Search for Species at Risk habitat on and adjacent the Subject Lands; and,  
8) Documentation of wildlife on the Subject Lands.  

Table 1: Summary of field visits and assessments. 
Date Observer Time Weather Conditions Purpose 

April 15, 2015 
 

Dougan and 
Associates 

08:00 – 12:00 Clear, calm, 15 °C Reconnaissance Survey 

April 29, 2015 
Dougan and 
Associates 08:20 – 12:40 

Partly cloudy, light 
southeast winds, 12 – 

20 °C 

Wildlife and SAR Survey 
#1 

May 13, 2015 
Dougan and 
Associates 08:45 – 13:00 

Partly cloudy, light 
northwest winds, 10 

– 17 °C 

Wildlife and SAR Survey 
#2 

May 21, 2015 Dougan and 
Associates 

08:45 – 13:10 Partly cloudy, calm, 
11 – 18 °C 

Wildlife and SAR Survey 
#3 

June 1, 2015 
Dougan and 
Associates --- N/A ELC survey 

June 3, 2015 
Dougan and 
Associates 05:50 – 11:45 Clear, calm, 9 – 17 °C 

Wildlife and SAR Survey 
#4 and Breeding Bird 

Survey #1 

June 4, 2015 Dougan and 
Associates 

--- N/A ELC survey 

June 12, 2015 
Dougan and 
Associates 06:30 – 10:30 

Cloudy, light 
southeast winds, 16 – 

19 °C 

Wildlife and SAR Survey 
#5 and Breeding Bird 

Survey #2 
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Date Observer Time Weather Conditions Purpose 

August 6, 2015 Dougan and 
Associates 

--- N/A ELC survey and OWES 
wetland delineation 

November 2, 
2015 

Dougan and 
Associates --- N/A 

OWES wetland 
refinement 

December 22, 
2015 

Dougan and 
Associates --- N/A 

Review of cover changes 
on Benemar Lands and 

vicinity: 230 – 242 
Fruitland Road, with D. 

Joyce of S. Woods 
Engineering 

September 8, 
2016 

Dougan and 
Associates 

--- N/A 

Reconnaissance level 
review of cover changes 
at 238 Jones Road, 212 

Fruitland Road, and 667 
Highway 8, with I. 
Barrett of Colville 

Consulting 

June 4, 2018 
Colville 

Consulting 12:15 – 14:30 
partly cloudy, calm, 

18°C Wildlife Survey 

June 14, 
2018 

Colville 
Consulting 

06:00 – 8:30 partly cloudy, light 
winds, 17°C 

Breeding Bird Survey #1 

June 15, 
2018 

Colville 
Consulting 

--- 
partly cloudy, calm, 

24°C 
Botanical and ELC 

survey 

June 29, 2018 
Colville 

Consulting 
--- partly cloudy, 

calm, 30°C 
Wildlife Survey 

July 6, 2018 
Colville 

Consulting 06:30 – 8:45 
partly cloudy, calm, 

18°C Breeding Bird Survey #2 

July 19, 2018 
Colville 

Consulting 
09:15 – 11:30 

partly cloudy, calm, 
28°C 

Wildlife Survey 

September 16, 
2018 

Colville 
Consulting 14:15 – 16:50 

partly cloudy, light 
winds, 21°C Wildlife Survey 

October 4, 2018 Colville 
Consulting 

13:30 – 16:20 partly cloudy, light 
winds, 17°C 

Wildlife Survey 

October 28, 2018 
Colville 

Consulting --- 
partly cloudy, light 

winds, 6°C 
Botanical and ELC 

survey 

June 27, 2019 Dougan and 
Associates 

05:45 - 07:45 clear, calm, 21 °C Breeding Bird Survey #3 

September 
26, 2019 

Dougan and 
Associates 17:00 – 18:00 Clear, calm 

Fall botanical and ELC 
updates 

May 28, 2020 Dougan and 
Associates 

17:00 – 18:00 Clear, calm Hawthorn identification 

April 14, 
2021 

Dougan and 
Associates 20:32 – 22:30 

partly cloudy, calm, 
14 °C 

Amphibian Call 
Survey #1 

May 13, 2021 Dougan and 
Associates 

21:05 - 22:09 clear, calm, 17°C Nocturnal Amphibian 
Call Survey #2 

June 2, 2021 
Dougan and 
Associates 11:00 – 14:00 clear, calm, 20°C 

Spring Botanical with 
focus on Hawthorns 
(flower collection) 

June 9, 2021 
 

Dougan and 
Associates 07:00 - 08:00 clear, calm, 21°C Breeding Bird Survey #1 
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Date Observer Time Weather Conditions Purpose 

June 9, 2021 
Dougan and 
Associates 09:00 – 16:00 clear, calm, 25°C 

Spring botanical and 
ELC 

Updates 

July 1, 2021 
Dougan and 
Associates 05:48 – 06:48 

overcast, intermittent 
drizzle, 

calm 20°C 
Breeding Bird Survey #2 

September 
30, 2021 

Dougan and 
Associates 14:30 – 15:30 Clear, calm Hawthorn identification 

June 1, 
2023 

Colville 
Consulting 

--- 
Mostly sunny, light 

winds, 18°C 
Breeding Bird Survey #1 

survey 
June 21, 

2023 
Colville 

Consulting --- 
partly cloudy, light 

winds, 21°C 
Breeding Bird Survey #2 

survey 
July 4, 
2023 

Colville 
Consulting 

--- Mostly sunny, light 
winds, 28°C 

Botanical and ELC 
survey 

September 26, 
2023 

Colville 
Consulting --- 

partly cloudy, calm, 
18°C 

Botanical and ELC 
survey 

The methods employed for each of the above components are provided in the appropriate sections 
below.   

3.0 STUDY FINDINGS

3.1 Botanical Inventories and Vegetation Mapping
Botanical inventories of the Subject Lands were conducted on June 1, June 4 and August 6, 2015, 
June 15 and October 28, 2018, September 26, 2019, May 28, 2020, June 2, June 9 and September 30, 
2021, July 4 and September 26, 2023.  Vegetation communities (ELC units – following Lee et al. 
1998) were mapped and described, and a list of botanical species was compiled (see Appendix A).  
Species status was assessed for Ontario (Oldham and Brinker 2009) and City of Hamilton (Goodban 
2014). Representative photos of the vegetation communities on these properties are presented in 
Appendix B.  The results of our observations and assessment are provided below. 

3.1.1 Botanical Inventories
Two hundred sixty-seven (267) plant species were documented during various botanical 
inventories (see Appendix A).  No species considered at risk in Ontario were documented on the 
Subject Lands.  Two provincially significant species were observed: Hairy Green Sedge (S3) and 
Fox Grape (which is considered Imperiled (S1), if naturally occurring). The Fox Grape observed 
throughout the study area is an agricultural variety, and has established from nearby vineyards.  

Several species identified as rare or uncommon in the Hamilton were identified (Goodban 2014). 
Uncommon species include Necklace Sedge, Pear Hawthorn, Broad-leaved Frosted Hawthorn, 
Downy Hawthorn and Northern Dewberry. Species that are considered rare in Hamilton include 
Scarlett Hawthorn.  

Hawthorn identifications were verified using both flower and fruit material for most species. Other 
Hawthorn species likely occur within the study area given their overall abundance and widespread 
distribution. Frosted Hawthorn, Downy Hawthorn and Scarlet Hawthorn were observed 
throughout the Study Area and were very abundant within the thickets and hedgerows. Pear 
Hawthorn was only observed at two locations, but is also likely present elsewhere within the Study 
Area.  
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Northern Dewberry was observed at several locations in the meadows and thickets and is likely 
present throughout the Study Area where these conditions occur. The specific locations, or relevant 
polygons where each significant species was observed are shown on Figure 3. 

3.1.2 Vegetation Communities 
The following is a list of vegetation communities were mapped and described on the Subject Lands: 

CUM1-1  Dry - Moist Old Field Meadow Type 
CUP3   Coniferous Plantation 
FODM7-2 Green Ash Hardwood Lowland Deciduous Forest Type  
FODM9-6  Fresh Moist Oak-Hardwood Deciduous Forest Type  
HR   Hedgerow 
MAMM1  Graminoid Mineral Meadow Marsh Ecosite 
MEMM3  Dry - Fresh Mixed Meadow Ecosite 
OAGM1  Annual Row Crops 
SAGM1  Vineyard 
THDM3 Dry - Fresh Deciduous Hedgerow Thicket Ecosite 
THDM2-6  Buckthorn Deciduous Shrub Thicket Type 
WODM4-4  Dry - Fresh Black Walnut Deciduous Woodland Type  
WODM-5 Fresh - Moist Deciduous Woodland Ecosite 
The extent of these vegetation communities are illustrated in Figure 3. No provincially or locally 
(City of Hamilton) significant plant communities were present. 

The central portion of the Study Area consists primarily of Dry-Fresh Old Field Cultural Meadow 
Type (CUM1-1), along with areas that are in agricultural production.  Vegetation in CUM1-1 
communities consisted of mix of grasses, asters, goldenrods and typical meadow species, with 
scattered Grey Dogwood and Dotted Hawthorn throughout.  Although not mapped as separate 
polygons, small inclusions of Graminoid Mineral Meadow Marsh occur in this community.    

Isolated pockets of Dry – Fresh Mixed Meadow Ecosite (MEMM3) were also located on the east 
and southern portions of the Study Area.  These areas were dominated by pioneering and 
disturbance tolerant grasses and forbs such as Canada Goldenrod, Kentucky Bluegrass and Fuller’s 
Teasel. European Buckthorn and other shrubs such as Multiflora Rose, Staghorn Sumac and were 
common in these communities.    

Located throughout the Study Area are several communities described as open Buckthorn 
Deciduous Shrub Thicket Type (THDM2-6).  These communities have generally formed on lands 
previously used for agricultural orchard and nursery.  Common Buckthorn dominates the shrub 
layer in these communities, with Grey Dogwood and Rose species also occurring.  In open areas, 
Goldenrod and Aster species dominate the ground layer with field grasses, Wild Carrot, Grass-
leaved Goldenrod, Common Strawberry and Ox-eye Daisy.  Up to 10% cover in these communities 
is also formed by young trees or saplings, which mostly consist of Green Ash, Apple and Pear trees. 

A Buckthorn Deciduous Shrub Thicket Type (THDM2-6) with complexes of Dry – Fresh Black 
Walnut Deciduous Woodland Type (WODM4-4) occur in the northwest corner of the Study Area.  
Tree cover in the open woodland portions of the community consist of open grown Black Walnut, 
and Green Ash trees, with the ash exhibiting significant canopy die back due to the Emerald Ash 
Borer infestation.  Also common in the open canopy are tall Common Buckthorn.  Common 
Buckthorn shrubs form approximately 60% cover in the sub-canopy layer, with Manitoba Maple 
Oaks and Staghorn Sumac also occurring.  Cover in the shrub layer is greater than 60% and is 
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dominated by Common Buckthorn. Grey Dogwood, Honeysuckle, Rose species and the occasional 
Common Privet also occur in the shrub layer.  Grasses and herbaceous meadow species fill in the 
ground layer.   

Located within this open thicket is a small Coniferous Plantation (CUP3).  This community is 
remnant from the former nursery operation on the property, with holes still present from where 
trees were spade from the ground. An even smaller stand of young Trembling Aspen trees occurs 
just to the east of this plantation, which is also remnant from the former nursery.   

Several hedgerows, described as Deciduous Hedgerow Thicket (THDM3) and Buckthorn 
Deciduous Hedgerow Thicket Type (THDM3-1), are present in the Block 1 Study Area.  European 
Buckthorn is common within most of these hedgerows, forming up to 80% cover in some instances. 
Additional species within these communities include Trembling Aspen, Eastern Cottonwood, 
Shagbark Hickory, Bur Oak and Basswood, along with young Green Ash, and Dotted Hawthorn.  
Several locally significant plants are abundant within the hedgerows, including Northern 
Dewberry and Hawthorns (see Appendix A). 

Located along the northern extent of the Study Area are several small and isolated woodland 
communities.  These woodlands were not studied extensively due to lack of access, however these 
areas were described on a preliminary basis as Green Ash Hardwood Lowland Deciduous Forest 
(FODM7-2) and Fresh-Moist Oak-Hardwood Deciduous Forest. (FODM9-6).  Canopy cover in 
these woodland polygons was variable and these communities appear to be less than 80 years of 
age based on historical air photo review.  The southern edge of FODM9-6a and the adjacent open 
thicket contained locally significant Broad-leaved Frosted Hawthorn and Hairy Green Sedge, as 
well as a number of other oak woodland associates such as Bastard Toadflax and Deceitful 
Pussytoes.  A small inclusion of Red Maple swamp also appears to occur within FODM9-6a, 
however this area was not surveyed extensively and too small to map.    

Small and isolated pockets of woodland were also identified in association with Watercourse 6, as 
well as south of Barton Street.  These woodlands were not surveyed extensively, however canopy 
cover in these woodlands appears to have been significantly impacted by Ash die off associated 
with Emerald Ash Borer.       

Small wetland communities were identified in the Study Area associated with Watercourse 6, as 
well as north of Highway 8.  The community north of Highway 8 was described as Graminoid 
Mineral Meadow Marsh Ecosite (MAMM1).  The southern portion of this community consisted 
primarily of a mix of sedges, with Common Reed occurring on the northern portion of the 
community.  Two small communities described as Reed-canary Grass Graminoid Mineral Meadow 
Marsh Type (MAM2-2) were delineated adjacent to Watercourse 6. Reed Canary grass dominates 
this community, with scattered plants of Water Smartweed and an mixture of old field meadow 
species.    

3.2 Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat
3.2.1 Breeding Bird Surveys 
Breeding bird surveys within the Subject Lands were conducted on June 3 and June 12, 2015, June 
14 and July 6, 2018, June 27, 2019, June 9 and July 21, 2021 and June 1 and June 21, 2023.  Surveys 
were conducted following the protocols outlined by the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA 2001). 
Surveys were completed at least 15 days apart, under suitable weather conditions with little to no 
wind or precipitation. A thorough search of the Subject Lands was completed during surveys 
between dawn and no later than 10:00 am. All birds seen or heard calling were recorded and the  
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highest breeding evidence per species was determined in accordance with the criteria of the Atlas 
of the Breeding Birds of Ontario (Cadman et al. 2007).  

A total of 65 species of birds were detected during the breeding bird surveys and other wildlife 
surveys (see Appendix C).  Sixteen of these species were considered as possibly breeding on the 
site. Nine species were observed incidentally during flyovers and were considered non-breeding. 
Of the 60 species of birds observed, four species (Rock Pigeon, European Starling, House Finch, 
and House Sparrow) are considered introduced (non-native).  Of the remaining 48 species 
(excluding non-native and non-breeding species), six are considered Species at Risk (Barn Swallow 
(detected in 2015 and 2018), Bobolink (detected in 2015 and 2018), Chimney Swift, Eastern 
Meadowlark (detected in 2015 only), Grasshopper Sparrow (detected in 2018 only) and Eastern-
wood Pewee (detected only during the June 9, 2021 visit).  

Barn Swallow, Eastern-wood Pewee and Grasshopper Sparrow are designated as Special Concern 
provincially and federally.  Bobolink, Chimney Swift and, Eastern Meadowlark are designated as 
Threatened provincially and federally.   

At a provincial level, all of the 48 native breeding species (excluding flyovers, non-native species 
and migrants) have been assigned an Srank of either S4 or S5 by the Natural Heritage Information 
Centre (NHIC 2017b), which indicates that their provincial populations are “apparently secure” or 
“secure”, respectively (NHIC 2017a).  

At a regional level, 19 species – American Woodcock, Baltimore Oriole, Barn Swallow, Bobolink, 
Brown Thrasher, Canada Goose, Eastern Meadowlark, Eastern Kingbird, Eastern Wood-pewee, 
Field Sparrow, Grasshopper Sparrow, Great Blue-heron, Green Heron, Killdeer, Northern Flicker, 
Northern Roughwinged Swallow, Savannah Sparrow, Vesper Sparrow and Wilson’s Snipe – have 
been designated by Partners in Flight as priority species in BCR 13 (Lower Great Lakes/St. 
Lawrence plain) (Environment Canada 2014); BCR 13, the Lower Great Lakes – St. Lawrence Plain, 
corresponds roughly with the area south of the Canadian Shield. The Ontario Landbird 
Conservation Plan, from which the list of priority landbird species was obtained, is a coalition of 
government agencies and organizations led by Environment Canada Ontario Region (EC) and the 
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (OMNRF), in partnership with Bird Studies 
Canada (BSC). 

At a local level, 42 of the 48 potentially native breeding species are considered common to abundant 
and widespread in the City of Hamilton (Smith 2014). The eight (8) exceptions, with their status in 
brackets, are as follows: Brown Thrasher (uncommon), Eastern Meadowlark (uncommon), 
Grasshopper Sparrow (rare) Green Heron (uncommon), Northern Mockingbird (uncommon), Red-
bellied Woodpecker (uncommon), Vesper Sparrow (uncommon) and Wilson’s Snipe (rare). 
Chimney Swift (uncommon), Great-blue Heron (uncommon) Turkey Vulture (uncommon) and 
Winter Wren (uncommon) are also considered locally rare but where not considered as breeding 
in the study area. 

The highest level of breeding evidence obtained during the surveys was “confirmed” breeding 
(OBBA 2001); this evidence was obtained for seven (7) species, either by the presence of fledged 
young or agitated behavior by adult birds: American Robin, Baltimore Oriole, Common Grackle, 
European Starling (non-native), Red-winged Blackbird, Savannah Sparrow, and Song Sparrow. 
The next highest level of breeding evidence was “probable” breeding (OBBA 2001), either by the 
observation of pairs of birds (code P) or territorial males (code T), which is defined as a singing 
male being present at the same location at least seven days apart. This evidence was the highest  
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breeding level obtained for 28 species (including two non-native species). The next highest level of 
breeding evidence was “possible” breeding (OBBA 2001), as seen with singing males (code S) or 
birds being present in appropriate breeding habitat during the breeding season (code H). This 
evidence was the highest breeding level for 16 species, with those detected as either singing (S), or 
being present in suitable habitat (H), but not singing or displaying territoriality. 

3.2.3 Amphibian Vocalization Surveys
Amphibian vocalization surveys were conducted on April 14 and May 13, 2021 to assess amphibian 
use of wetlands and areas of seasonal standing water in the Study Area.  The locations of survey 
stations are illustrated in Figure 4.  Call surveys for each survey area were conducted within the 
timing periods specified under the Marsh Monitoring Program protocols (BSC 2009).  Wetland 
areas were generally dry at the time of the second vocalization survey, resulting in no calling from 
the study area.  A third survey was not completed due to lack of suitable amphibian breeding 
habitat.  The results of surveys are provided in Table 2 below.     

Table 2: Results of amphibian call surveys 

 Western Chorus Frog American Toad 
Northern Leopard 

Frog 

Station 
101 

April 14, 2021 1-3 1-2 1-2 

May, 13, 2021 - - - 

Station 
102 

April 14, 2021 - - - 

May, 13, 2021 - - - 

Station 
103 

April 14, 2021 2-10 2-4 2-5 

May, 13, 2021 - - - 

Station 
104 

April 14, 2021 2-5 1-3 1-1 

May, 13, 2021 - - - 

Station 
105 

April 14, 2021 2-10 1-1 - 

May, 13, 2021 - - - 

*Numbers in cells represent (calling code – estimated numbers). 

 

3.2.4 Wildlife Observations
During the summer, the Little Brown Myotis, Northern Myotis, Eastern Small-footed Myotis and 
Tri-coloured Bats are found in a variety of forested habitats, as well as abandoned buildings, barns 
and attics.  In forested habitats, cavities in trees, loose bark, foliage and other cover objects are used 
for roosting.  These species forage in a variety of habitats where flying insects and spiders are 
present, often in association with wetlands, ponds and streams.  Overwintering typically occurs in 
caves. 

An assessment of potential bat roosting habitat was conducted on April 20, 2022 using methods 
described in MNRF (2017).  From our observations, potential maternal roost habitat is provided by 
scattered dead Green Ash trees that were exhibiting loose bark.  These potential trees were located 
in various vegetation communities within the Study Area.  Loose bark on Shagbark Hickory trees 
was also documented in the FODM9-6 and FODM7-2 communities.  The FODM9-6 communities 
also contained scattered Oak trees, which could provide potential roosting habitat.     
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Due to the nature of this project, no acoustic monitoring was conducted as part of this assessment, 
however since bat roosting habitat can be dynamic, it is recommended that further assessments of 
potential bat habitat be conducted as part of a site-specific EIS.     

3.2.5 Wildlife Observations
Incidental wildlife observations including signs were recorded during each visit to the Study Area.  
Observations include Eastern Cottontail, Grey Squirrel and Northern Short-tailed Shrew, along 
with track evidence of White-tailed Deer, coyote and raccoon.  Green Frogs were also observed in 
the watercourse.   

Observations of insects were also documented during field assessments and included  
American Dog Tick (Dermacentor variabilus) 
Black Swallowtail (Papilio polyxenes) 
Bumble Bee (Bombus spp) 
Cabbage White Butterfly (Pieris rapae) 
Cicada (Cicadidae) 
Clouded Sulphur (Colias philodice) 
Cricket (Gryllidae) 

Active hand searches of vegetation and debris were also completed during visits to the property 
to assess potential use by wildlife species.  DeKay’s Brownsnake and Eastern Gartersnake were 
observed during these surveys.   

3.3 Aquatic Habitat Assessment
The following contains an assessment of aquatic habitat within the Block 1 Study Area.  Although 
Watercourses 5 and 6 are located in the Study Area, this assessment focuses primarily on 
Watercourse 5, as this watercourse is located entirely within the Block 1 study area and represents 
a significant natural feature within these lands.  Since Watercourse 6 is located on the peripheries 
of the Study Area and limited access was available for this project, it is anticipated that Watercourse 
6 may be further studied as part of the assessment of Block 2 lands.        

3.3.1 Review of Background Information 
Aerial imagery and background information identify Watercourses 5 and 6 as first order streams.  
Watercourse 5, largely originates south of Highway 8 and west of Fruitland Road, within the 
Stoney Creek Numbered Watercourses Subwatershed (HCA, 2021). Much of the subwatershed 
area to the south of Highway 8 has been altered under residential subdivision. A stormwater outlet 
southwest of Highway 8 releases into a drainage swale which may contribute flow to the 
watercourse periodically. Watercourse 5 continues to drain generally north to Lake Ontario, 
crossing Fruitland Road through a concrete box culvert in a northeastern direction about 210 m 
north of Highway 8. 

Similar to Watercourse 5, Watercourse 6 originates south of Highway 8 and conveys surface water 
from the Niagara Escarpment north to Lake Ontario.  This watercourse south of Highway 8 appears 
to have been highly altered though previous agricultural and drainage works, and has been 
historically modified within the Study Area.     
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3.3.1.1. Online Databases
No fish records were available for Watercourses 5 or 6 within the online databases reviewed; 
however, LIO Aquatic Resource Area (ARA) Survey point data (2021) identified a location on 
Watercourse 5, south of the QEW as having a warm-water thermal regime.  

A review of DFO aquatic Species at Risk (2021) mapping did not identify any records of aquatic 
SAR or Species of Conservation Concern (SOCC) as potentially occurring within the Study Area.   

3.3.1.2. Aquatic Resource Reference Documents
Watercourse 5 & 6 Class Environmental Assessment Study Draft Report; Prepared for the City of 
Hamilton (Dillon 2007)  

Watercourse 5 was identified as indirect fish habitat based on field surveys (just south of Barton 
Street to Lake Ontario) and consultation with Hamilton Conservation Authority (Dillon 2007). The 
watercourse outlet to Lake Ontario was concluded to inhibit fish movement given the perched 
nature of the culvert at that location, along with notably shallow water observed in portions of the 
channel, and other potential fish barriers to movement. The DFO and MNR identified Watercourse 
5 as direct fish habitat: however, communication with MNR identified that no fisheries information 
existed (Dillon 2007), and as such remains unclear as to the basis for this conclusion.  

Natural Heritage Assessment of Lands Bounded by Fruitland Road, Glover Road, Barton Street 
and Highway 8 (Dillon 2010)  

The reach of Watercourse 5 between Highway 8 and Barton Street is identified as having 
permanent flow based on surveys conducted in May 2009. An electrofishing survey was also 
completed in May 2009, within three sections of the watercourse between Highway 8 and Fruitland 
Road, and did not record any fish. This report identified the watercourse within the Study Area as 
indirect fish habitat due to the lack of fish observations, constraints to fish movement, the lack of 
refuge pools and the distance to the lake.  

Stoney Creek Urban Boundary Expansion (SCUBE) West Subwatershed Study Phase 1 AND Phase 
2 Final Report (Aquafor Beech 2013)  

Under this study, Watercourse 5 was investigated through background review and field 
investigations and was determined to be indirect fish habitat (Aquafor Beech 2013). The report 
conclusions suggested the potential for permanent direct fish habitat downstream of Barton Street 
through restoration work. 

Aquatic Assessment Report Gordon Dean Avenue -Schedule ‘C’ Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment (Phases 3 & 4) (WOOD 2020)  

Wood (2020) undertook an aquatic field investigation in support of the Gordon Dean Avenue Class 
EA, specifically assessing the conditions associated with the Watercourse 5 crossing by Collector 
Road B. The habitat assessment included a detailed assessment 50 m downstream to 20 m upstream 
of the proposed crossing location, with a general assessment performed for the additional 150 m 
downstream and 30 m upstream of the proposed crossing location. The defined channel, visible 
high-water mark along the banks and lack of terrestrial vegetation within the channel suggest that 
Watercourse 5 within the aquatic Study Area is a permanent watercourse, although areas of low 
flow during drier periods (e.g. summer) are anticipated to impede fish passage. No fish were 
observed or collected during the Wood 2020 fish community survey, suggesting Watercourse 5 
provides indirect fish habitat. 
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3.3.2 Aquatic Resource Findings
The following sections provide descriptions of the biophysical conditions as observed in various 
reaches of Watercourse 5, both within the Subject Lands, as well as upstream and downstream 
areas. The downstream areas were included to provide context in relation to watercourse habitat 
conditions between the proposed development area and Lake Ontario to the north relative to 
assessing potential impacts, and to assess the opportunities for or impediments to meaningful 
mitigation and enhancement of habitat and aquatic linkage functions in future planning. In order 
to facilitate the descriptions below with representative locations in the watercourse, Figures W-1, 
W-2 are provided in Appendix D. The areas surveyed have also been photo-documented in 
Appendix D.  

3.3.2.1 Highway 8 Crossing
Within this assessed area, the Watercourse 5 channel runs in a north/south direction, perpendicular 
to Highway 8. Trees are present along the channel upstream and downstream of Highway 8 
providing >80% cover. Water levels observed during field investigations are a potential barrier to 
fish movement.  

Upstream of the Culvert 
A 5 m length of the channel was visible upstream of Highway 8. At the upstream extent of the 
surveyed area, a 2 m high gabion basket wall is present across the channel, with three 
approximately 15 m long corrugated steel pipe (CSP) culverts conveying drainage originating from 
a stormwater management dry pond. A 0.8 m diameter CSP is at the same elevation as the channel 
bed with two 1.1 m diameter CSP culverts approximately 0.5 m above the channel bed (Appendix 
D Photo 1). Within this section, the wetted width of the channel was 0.3 to 0.8 m and water depth 
generally ranged from 0.1 to 0.5 cm during the various site visits with a maximum depth of 9 cm 
observed during the June survey (Appendix D Photo 2). The 2.2 m wide channel is fully armoured 
with gabion baskets forming the banks on both sides which connect to the cross-channel gabion 
wall 5 m upstream. A 1 m high gabion basket bank toe treatment provides stability and supports 
a second tier of gabion baskets (~1 m high) for the entire 5 m length of this culvert inlet channel. 
The channel substrate was predominantly placed flat rock and cobble (gabion stone) with minor 
clay and gravel present. Manicured grass is present outside of the approximately 30 m wide treed 
area surrounding the culvert inlet and this maintained meadow continues upstream outside of the 
drainage feature. Residential properties are located beyond the manicured grassed area and are 
located approximately 35 m east, 105 m west and 100 m south of the inlet channel area. No channel 
morphology was observed as there was no observable flow during the surveys.   

Within the Culvert 
The water within the approximately 1.8 m wide box culvert was observed from both ends of the 
culvert. The observed wetted width of 1.5 to 2.0 m and depth of 0.3 to 3.0 cm (Appendix D Photo 
3) are dependent on the distribution of substrates on the culvert floor.  Some cobble and gravel 
were present within the culvert, with a large area being characterized by exposed concrete culvert 
floor.  

Downstream of the Culvert 
The culvert outlet channel was predominantly characterized by cobble substrates, with shallow 
water depths. The wetted width ranged from approximately 0.25 to 2 m and water depths ranged 
from 0.3 to 3.0 cm within the first 10 m downstream of the culvert (Appendix D Photos 4, 5). Cobble 
dominated the substrate, with gravel and silt also present. Dense riparian vegetation blocked visual 
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assessment of the creek downstream of Highway 8 into the private property area. The reach of 
watercourse between Highway 8 and Fruitland Road, is characterized by shrubs and large trees 
that line the channel and provide considerable shading of the channel. Evidence of property 
maintenance included a mature felled tree that was left laying largely longitudinally in the channel, 
thereby representing large woody debris as a component of the aquatic habitat (Appendix D Photo 
4). The trees that are present along both sides of the channel lightly separate the watercourse from 
a maintained cemetery immediately to the east and a maintained deep residential property to the 
west. No channel morphology was observed as there was no observable flow during the surveys. 

3.3.2.2 Fruitland Road Crossing 
Watercourse 5 continues north in a relative natural state angling to the northeast until it approaches 
Fruitland Road. The watercourse then appears to have been channelized for approximately 75 m 
to follow the Fruitland Road alignment as a component of the west lateral ditch system. Within 
this reach the watercourse passes under two residential driveways through twin CSP culverts that 
total approximately 20 m of piped channel. The lateral ditch areas are largely manicured lawn with 
the exception of a small, approximately 10 m reach where the channel and has been permitted to 
naturalize with dense vegetation (which may only represent a temporary condition pending 
landowner maintenance) (Appendix D Photo 6). The dense vegetation is dominated by cattail 
which would potentially provide a barrier to fish movement. At the end of this 75 m reach, the 
watercourse enters a concrete box culvert, oriented to the northeast, that passes under Fruitland 
Road. Water levels observed during field investigations are a potential barrier to fish movement.  

Upstream of the Fruitland Road Culvert 
The culvert inlet channel runs parallel to Fruitland Road, as a roadside ditch in front of residential 
properties (Appendix D Photo 7). Manicured lawn is present along both sides of the 0.2 to 0.5 m 
wide channel, with gabion basket culvert inlet protection on the right bank immediately upstream 
of the concrete box culvert crossing Fruitland Road along with a small CSP that presumably 
discharges storm water into the channel. The water depths were observed to be very shallow and 
ranged from 0.04 to 1.0 cm. Minimal channel habitat or riparian habitat is available in this reach 
due to the intense lawn maintenance. The culvert inlet is at a slight angle to the road, as the culvert 
crosses the road in a northeast direction. No channel morphology was observed as there was no 
observable flow during the surveys.  

Within the Fruitland Road Culvert  
Shallow water, approximately 0.1 to 1.0 cm deep was observed at the inlet and outlet of the 
approximately 3.3 m wide and 32 m long concrete box culvert. No observable flow was present 
during the surveys.  

Downstream of the Fruitland Road Culvert 
Water approximately 0.1 to 0.4 m wide and 0.1 to 1.0 cm in depth was observed immediately 
downstream of the culvert, with substrates consisting of silt and mud. The general width of the 
culvert outlet channel itself was approximately 3.0 m (Appendix D Photo 8). During the June 2021 
field survey, the channel was dry immediately downstream of the culvert, for approximately 1 m. 
Additionally, shallow water appeared to be present approximately 6 m downstream of the culvert; 
however, vegetation limited visual assessment. The watercourse flows east, perpendicular to 
Fruitland Road, with residential land use on either side of the channel. The watercourse is bordered 
by a narrow dense, treed riparian area which appear to continue for some 200 m downstream 
passing through residential back yards. At the road crossing where observations were taken, the 
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canopy cover was quite dense providing >80% riparian cover and shading of the watercourse 
channel. No channel morphology was observed as there was no observable flow during the 
surveys. 

3.3.2.3 Fruitland Road to Barton Street Accessible Lands 
Due to the approximately 900 m length of the watercourse between Fruitland Road Crossing and 
Barton Street, Watercourse 5 has been separated into sections to describe the aquatic conditions. 
The channel is generally orientated in a north/south direction, with slight meandering present and 
runs parallel to Fruitland Road which is located 40 to 85 m west of the channel. The channel is 
bordered by woody and herbaceous vegetation within the surveyed reaches. Residential properties 
with manicured lawns and fallow agricultural lands are present between the channel and Fruitland 
Road. East of the channel, fallow agricultural land, scrubland and wooded areas are present. 
Significant anthropogenic influences including walkways, paths, and roads over the tributary are 
present, along with the surrounding alterations to the landscape. Sections of the watercourse not 
accessible due to permission to enter were bordered by maintained lawn with the riparian buffer 
removed. Please see Figure W-2 in Appendix D identifying the reaches described below as well as 
locations of the crossings.  

Residential Driveway Crossing 
Shallow water and a dry section of the channel was recorded in June and July which would impede 
fish movement. Additionally, rock and woody debris at the upstream end of the culvert, and 
shallow water in the culvert could impede fish movement (Appendix D Photo 12). The watercourse 
was bordered by a narrow strip of trees and shrubs along the east bank, with mowed lawn beyond. 
The west bank upstream of the driveway was bordered by grass with woody vegetation also 
present. The residential property west of the channel was densely treed. Downstream of the 
driveway, an approximately 8 m wide treed riparian area is present along the west bank, with 
mowed lawn outside of this up to Fruitland Road. No channel morphology was observed as there 
was no observable flow during the surveys. 

Upstream of the Culvert 
Shallow water, 0.1 to 0.2 cm deep, was recorded within the approximately 1.5 m wide channel 
upstream of the culvert (Appendix D Photo 9). A small, isolated pool, 20 cm deep, 0.3 m long and 
0.2 m wide was recorded during the 5 July 2021 field visit (Appendix D Photo 10). 

Within the Culvert  
Water 0.1 cm deep was recorded within the approximately 3.5 m long culvert during the 17 June 
2021 field survey (Appendix D Photo 11). Cobble and woody debris at the upstream end of the 
culvert could impede fish passage (Appendix D Photo 12). 

Downstream of the Culvert 
Dense vegetation limited visibility downstream of the culvert, though water could be observed 
(Appendix D Photo 13). 

3.3.2.4 Watercourse Reach WC5-A
A large pool (4 m wide, 5 m long) was present at the upstream end of this section, with a maximum 
depth of 0.45 m (Appendix D Photo 14). A fallen pedestrian bridge is within the channel and could 
impede fish passage (Appendix D Photo 15). This section had little to no observable flow during 
the surveys. The mean wetted width was 1.5 to 2.0 m and the mean water depth was 10 cm, 
deepening to 30 cm in pools, which occupied approximately 40% of the section. Shallow areas of 
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water, <0.2 cm were present, along with dry sections, during surveys, which could impede fish 
movement (Appendix D Photos 16, 17). The substrate within this section was comprised of clay, 
silt, gravel and muck, with some cobble present. Scour and undercut banks were also present 
within this stretch (Appendix D Photo 18). The mean bankfull width and depth were 3.0 m and 1.5 
m, respectively. The channel is bordered on both sides with deciduous trees, providing an overall 
riparian cover >70%. Fallow agricultural land is present between the channel and Fruitland, 
approximately 80 m to the east. The landscape west of the channel is undeveloped and comprised 
of trees, shrubs and herbaceous vegetation. At the downstream of this section a metal culvert, with 
a 1.3 m diameter and 4.5 m length is present, with a grass path overtop. 

3.3.2.5 Watercourse Reach WC5-B
Water 0.1 cm deep was within the 1.3 m diameter steel culvert at the upstream end of this section 
(Appendix D Photo 19). Woody debris was present just downstream of the culvert, which could 
impede fish passage (Appendix D Photo 20). Flat (70%) and pool (30%) morphology dominated 
the watercourse, with little to no observable flow. Flat morphology consisted of areas with 
shallower water, while pools were identified as areas with deeper water. The mean water depth 
within flats was 8 cm while the mean pool wetted width and depth were 60 cm and 19 cm, 
respectively. Shallow areas of water, <0.2 cm were present, along with dry sections, during surveys, 
which could impede fish movement (Appendix D Photos 21 to 25). Mean bankfull width and depth 
were 1.5 m and 3 m, respectively. Substrate was comprised of clay and gravel, with silt and cobble 
also present. Erosion is present on both banks, with trees, shrubs and herbaceous vegetation 
bordering the channel on both sides. Residential properties with mowed lawn and fallowed 
agricultural fields are located to the west and thicket to the east. The riparian vegetation provides 
>80% cover. 

A Wood survey conducted in March 2020 identified riffle and run morphology accounting for 15% 
of the morphology within the most upstream 50 m of this section (Wood 2020). Increased water 
depth (2 to 4 cm) and water flow were present during this survey compared to 2021 field surveys. 
Debris at the culvert outlet, potentially impeding fish passage, was also observed during the March 
2020 field survey (Wood 2020). 

3.3.2.6 Watercourse Reach WC5-C
This small section of the channel (~13 m length) runs through a narrow woodlot with residential 
properties upstream and downstream. A large pool was at the upstream end, with a maximum 
recorded wetted width and depth of 2 m and 34 cm, respectively, accounting for approximately 
75% of the section (Appendix D Photos 26, 27). A fallen tree has uplifted the roots, creating a large 
undercut on the left bank at this pool. The water level decreased along with the channel width 
moving downstream, with a wetted width and depth of 0.2 m and 0.1 cm at the downstream end. 
The shallow water observed at the downstream end could impede fish movement. No measurable 
flow was observed during field investigations. The channel is densely vegetated with deciduous 
trees and shrubs on both sides, though some exposed soil is present on the banks, with tree roots 
(Appendix D Photo 28). The channel is bordered by mowed lawn immediately outside of this 
section (Appendix D Photo 29) 

3.3.2.7 Watercourse Reach WC5-D
Little to no observable flow was present during field surveys, with a mean wetted width and depth 
of 2.3 m and 20 cm. Pools with deeper water, (30 cm), accounted for approximately 5% of this 
section. Areas of shallow water (< 0.3 cm) and dry areas were present which could impede fish 
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passage (Appendix D Photos 30, 31). Mean bankfull width and depth were 4.0 m and 1.6 m, 
respectively. Substrate consisted of muck with silt, gravel and minor cobble. Some erosion and 
undercutting were recorded along the banks, which are bordered by trees and shrubs providing > 
80% riparian cover. Large woody debris was present within the channel. An approximately 6 m 
span and 3.5 m long wooden bridge is located at the downstream end of this section, with a dirt 
path over top. A large, ~40 m wide woodlot is present east of the channel for the length of this 
section. The treed riparian area is approximately 10 m wide along the west side of the channel with 
fallow agricultural land and trees between this and Fruitland Road, approximately 45 m to the 
west. 

A potential barrier to fish passage occurred above a pool, due to a 45 to 55 cm vertical increase in 
elevation above the water level (Appendix D Photo 33). Dry channel was present immediately 
upstream of this elevation change, with pools isolated or joined by shallow (0.1 cm) water 
upstream. Another potential barrier to fish passage was located just upstream of an access path 
across Watercourse 5 at the downstream extent of this section (Appendix D Photos 36 to 38). At 
this location, a 20 cm difference in ground elevation occurs over a 2 m length, with 0 to 0.1 cm 
water depth recorded over this incline. At the top of this incline, tree roots protrude 28 cm above 
the channel bed, across the entire width of the channel. A small pool, ~30 cm deep was present at 
the top of the incline, on the downstream side of the tree root barrier. The combination of the 
increase in ground elevation over an area with low to no flow and bedrock substrate, and the 
protruding tree roots at the top of this elevation increase, could impede fish passage. These 
potential barriers were also recorded during the 2020 field investigations (Wood 2020). 

3.3.2.8 Watercourse Reach WC5-E
Little to no flow was observable during field surveys, with areas of shallower (flat) and deeper 
(pool) water noted within the channel. The watercourse recorded a mean wetted width and depth 
of 1.3 m (flat) and 2.1 m (pool) and 10 cm (flat) and 20 cm (pool), respectively (Appendix D Photos 
40 to 45). Areas of shallow water (< 0.3 cm) and dry areas were also present which would impede 
fish passage (Appendix D Photo 41). Mean bankfull width and depth were 4.0 m and 1.6 m, 
respectively. The substrate was comprised of muck with silt, gravel and minor cobble. Some 
erosion and undercutting were recorded along the banks, which are bordered by trees and shrubs 
providing > 80% riparian cover. Treed vegetation dominates the landscape for an approximately 
40 m width on both sides of the channel. Large woody debris was present within the channel. 

3.3.2.9 Barton Street Crossing 
The channel runs in a north/south direction, perpendicular to Barton Street. No channel 
morphology was observed as there was no observable flow during the surveys. Dry portions of 
channel and shallow water observed during field investigations could impede fish movement. 
Riparian vegetation borders the channel upstream and downstream of the crossing, providing 
>80% riparian cover. 

Upstream of the Culvert 
Shallow water 0.1 to 0.4 cm deep was present a few metres upstream of the culvert, deepening to 
a maximum depth of 2 cm (June 2021 survey) immediately upstream of the culvert (Appendix D 
Photos 46, 47). The 1.4 m wide channel had a narrow section of water within it which had a wetted 
width ranging from 0.2 to 0.8 m during surveys. Gravel was the dominant substrate, with some 
cobble, sand and silt present. Vegetation was present along the 1.2 m high left bank and 1.8 m high 
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right bank. Residential property is located east of the channel with a commercial development to 
the west. 

Within the Culvert 
The culvert is a combination of a 2 m diameter, 1.4 m long CSP joined with a 1.8 m span, 23.5 m 
long (approximately) non-rigid frame concrete culvert. A shallow isolated pool of water was 
present within the culvert during all field visits, with a maximum depth of 19 cm (Appendix D 
Photo 48). This isolated pocket of water comprised approximately 10% of the area within the 
culvert. Gravel and cobble were the dominant substrates, with silt and muck present. 

Downstream of the Culvert 
Dry sections of channel were visible during each field visit, with an isolated shallow pool of water 
(Appendix D Photos 49 to 52). Maximum water depth ranged from 10 to 20 cm and wetted width 
ranged from 0.3 to 2 m. The shallow pool ranged from 5 to 10 m in length. Substrate was comprised 
of gravel, cobble, silt and muck. Large cobble is present along the channel bed at the left bank. 
Undercutting was observed along the banks which are partially bare. The left bank is 1.7 m high 
while the right bank is >2 m high. A residential property is located east of the channel with a 
commercial development to the west. 

3.3.2.10 Arvin Avenue Crossing 
The channel runs in a north/south direction, perpendicular to Arvin Avenue, with a narrow, 
densely vegetation riparian area dominated by trees and shrubs. Commercial development 
surrounds the channel. No channel morphology was observed as there was no observable flow 
during the surveys. Water levels observed during field investigations are a potential barrier to fish 
movement. 

Upstream of the Culvert 
The channel is approximately 3 m wide with dense herbaceous vegetation growing in ¾ of the 
channel width during all field visits (Appendix D Photo 53). A narrow section of the channel did 
not have vegetation growing, indicating water is present at least part of the year, potentially during 
periods of high flow or precipitation events. Water was observed during the 5 July 2021 field 
survey only, with a section of standing water, 0.4 m wide and 1 to 4 cm deep. A stormwater outlet 
is located on the east side of the channel, 4 m upstream of the culvert. The narrow, treed area is not 
present within the initial 9 m length upstream of the culvert. Tall grasses are present at the top of 
the 1.9 m high banks, with manicured lawn on both sides, providing 60% cover. 

Within the Culvert 
The channel was dry during the 17 June and 15 July 2021 field investigations with two shallow 
isolated pools observed during the 5 July 2021 survey (Appendix D Photo 54). The box culvert has 
a 4.3 m span and 15.06 m length. 

Downstream of the Culvert 
The channel was dry downstream of the culvert with herbaceous vegetation growing in the middle 
of the channel (Appendix D Photo 55). A narrow section of channel with no vegetation was present 
on each side of the channel, indicating water is present at least part of the year, potentially during 
periods of high flow or precipitation events. During the 5 July 2021 field survey, a 2 m long, 0.2 m 
wide and 3 cm deep isolated pool was present approximately 5 m downstream of the culvert. A 
CSP outlet is located immediately downstream of the culvert. Trees are present in proximity to the 
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culvert outlet, providing >80% cover. Paved landscape is present outside the narrow vegetated 
riparian area on both sides of the channel. 

3.3.2.11 South Service Road Crossing 
The watercourse runs south to north, perpendicular to South Service Road, through an 
approximately 4.5 m wide box culvert. The channel is bordered by trees and shrubs on both sides, 
upstream and downstream of South Service Road, providing >80% riparian cover. Water levels 
observed during field investigations are a potential barrier to fish movement. 

Upstream of the Culvert 
An approximately 10 to 15 m length of the watercourse was visible, with a wetted width and depth 
ranging from 2 to 4 m and 5 to 12 cm (Appendix D Photo 56), respectively, with no observable flow. 
Banks were vegetated on both sides and the substrate appeared soft. Industrial development was 
present east of the riparian area, with undeveloped property containing herbaceous vegetation and 
shrubs to the west. 

Within the Culvert 
Shallow water was observed within the 3.67 span and 27.4 m long culvert (Appendix D Photos 57, 
58). Dry sections were present with culvert, which contained silt, sand and gravel predominantly 
within the substrate. Minor cobble was also present.  

Downstream of the Culvert 
Dense cattail was present within the initial 4 m length of the channel, with a 0.4 m wide opening 
containing water 0.2 to 5.0 cm deep (Appendix D Photos 59, 60). The wetted width then widened 
to approximately 2.5 m with shallow water observed. Herbaceous vegetation and shrubs were 
present along the channel for the initial 6 m length, with trees then dominating the riparian area 
north of that (Appendix D Photo 61). Undeveloped property containing trees, shrubs and 
herbaceous vegetation is present east of the channel, with a commercial property containing a large 
lot with cars west of the channel. 

3.3.2.12 North Service Road Crossing 
The watercourse runs at a slight northeast angle across the North Service Road. Outside of the 
culvert the watercourse has been hardened with geogrid material along the bed and banks. Water 
levels observed during field investigations are a potential barrier to fish movement. 

Upstream of the Culvert 
Dense phragmites is present within the channel immediately upstream of the culvert for the length 
of the channel visible from the culvert (Appendix D Photo 62). Wetted width and depth ranged 
from 0.5 to 3.0 m and 0.5 to 1 cm, respectively (Appendix D Photo 64) and a flat morphology. The 
riparian area is densely vegetated with trees and shrubs on both sides of the channel.  

Within the Culvert 
Within the 5 m span and 37.4 m long (approximately) box culvert, water width and depth ranged 
from 1 to 3.5 m and 0.1 to 0.5 cm, respectively (Appendix D Photo 64).  

Downstream of the Culvert 
Chain link fence is located above the outlet of the Norther Service Road Culvert. Additionally, 
fencing along the east side of the channel which borders a commercial property is present. A 4.5 m 
wide flat area is present downstream of the culvert, bordered by banks >3 m high on each side. 
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Large cement blocks form the right bank. A 1 to 2 m wide open area with brick/stone flat floor is 
present in the middle, with dense herbaceous vegetation along each side. Water width and depth 
ranged from 0 to 1.5 m and 0 to 2 cm, respectively (Appendix D Photos 65 to 67) with slow moving 
water present during the July field surveys.  

Approximately 8 m downstream of the culvert two adjoining box culverts are present, with a 3.8 
and 1.5 m span, which outlet to Lake Ontario. Steel bars prevent entrance into these cells. A large 
opening in the floor of each cell was observed, which allows water to enter Lake Ontario (Appendix 
D Photos 68, 69). This drop functions as a perched culvert which can limit the ability of small-
bodied fish to move upstream into watercourse 5. 

This section is approximately 3 m below grade, with commercial development to the east and 
residential properties immediately west. 

3.3.2.13 Fish Community Surveys 
Two Electrofishing surveys of approximately 40m and 50m each were conducted in Watercourse 5 
on June 29, 2018, however no fish were observed or captured.  Additionally fish community 
surveys via backpack electrofishing, netting and trapping techniques under Licence No. 1098497 
from MNRF were completed on 17 June 2021 and 15 July 2021.  

On 17 June 2021, two minnow traps (one within the Barton Street culvert, one 245 m north of Barton 
Street) along with dipnetting were used to assess fish species presence. The traps were left to soak 
for 6.5 hours with no fish captured. Dipnetting within the accessible portions of Watercourse 5 
where PTE was granted did not capture any fish. Additionally, no fish were observed. 

On 15 July 2021, electrofishing was conducted within accessible portions of Watercourse 5 where 
PTE was granted. Starting within the furthest downstream section (WC5-E DS), working upstream, 
completing the survey at the Residential Driveway Crossing. Surveys were completed using a 
Halltech backpack electrofisher with one netter, for a total effort of 2,996 seconds. During this 
survey, no fish were observed or captured.  

3.3.2.14 Fish and Fish Habitat 
No fish were captured or observed during the three 2021 Wood field investigations, including 
habitat assessments and fish community surveys. Wood also completed a fish community survey 
and aquatic habitat assessments in March (fish and habitat) and June (habitat) 2020 between 
Fruitland Road and Barton Street (within accessible lands) (Wood 2020) and immediately upstream 
and downstream of the Highway 8 crossing in April and August 2019. No fish were recorded 
during any of these surveys. No fish species data was available through online databases or 
background review. Additionally, in previous correspondence with MNRF regarding Watercourse 
5, no fish data was available (10 January 2020).  

The outlet into Lake Ontario likely serves as a permanent barrier to fish entering the watercourse 
upstream of Lake Ontario (Appendix D Photo 69), specifically small-bodied fish due to the 
significant change in watercourse elevation through existing engineered structures. Sections of dry 
channel and low water level (<0.5 cm) were recorded at every road crossing and in various 
locations between Barton Street and Fruitland Road (Appendix D Photos 16, 23, 31, 36, 41), during 
the 2021 surveys, which limits the potential for habitat to support fish and/or provide upstream 
fish passage (Figure W-2 in Appendix D). Additionally, elevation increases and debris within the 
channel provide barriers to fish passage (Appendix D Photos 12, 15, 20, 33, 37). These conditions 
have been observed throughout the watercourse during various years and seasons and channel 
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characteristics are not indicative of a fish bearing watercourse. Field observations recorded 
minimal baseflow levels in spring and summer, with potential inputs from stormwater outflows, 
snow melt and rain events providing temporary inputs into the system. This low baseflow may 
persist year-round, with shallow, stagnant water and dry sections of channel present. The lack of 
observable flow, presence of dense aquatic algae and dry portions of channel indicate deteriorating 
stagnant water conditions, which would also severely limit the potential to support a permanent 
fish community. Between anthropogenic and natural barriers, the deteriorating remnant standing 
surface water conditions and minimal to non-discernable baseflow in spring and summer, suggests 
that this system is very limiting to the overall aquatic community and severely limiting to any fish 
community.  

The combination of background information review including online databases, reports and 
agency consultation, along with field investigations conducted by Wood in 2019-2021, identify 
Watercourse 5 through the study area as an intermittent watercourse that appears to be 
considerably limiting in exhibiting characteristics that support direct fish habitat and as such is 
concluded to represent indirect fish habitat. 

4.0 ASSESSMENT OF SIGNIFICANT NATURAL HERITAGE FEATURES AND 
POTENTIAL CORE AREAS

4.1.1 Significant Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species
No Endangered species were documented on or adjacent to the Study Area during inventories and 
surveys.  Threatened species observed during various surveys were limited to Bobolink, Eastern 
Meadowlark and Chimney Swift.     

Surveys indicate that four Chimney Swift were seen foraging over the intersection of Highway 8 
(Queenston Road) and Jones Road on June 3, 2015.  Single birds were observed foraging over 
Mountainview Garden Cemetery just north of Highway 8 in 2019 and 2021, and this species was 
also documented foraging over the Subject lands on June 1, 2023.  No suitable nesting structures 
have been documented in the Study Area, however the regular observations of this species may 
suggest that it is nesting in the vicinity of the Study Area.   

At least four territorial male Bobolink were present in open areas west of Jones Road in 2015, with 
two of these birds in the southwest corner of the Study Area and two in the northeast corner.  
Subsequent breeding bird surveys indicated that Bobolink was present in the Study area in 2018 
and no Bobolink were observed during breeding bird surveys in 2019, 2021 or 2023.  Although this 
species was not documented in the Study Area since 2018, potential habitat for Bobolink (open 
country birds) is included in Figure 5.  From our observations, it is probable that Bobolinks were 
historically breeding on the Subject Lands, however further assessment should be completed as 
part of future work on these lands to verify use by Bobolink and other open country bird species.    

Eastern Meadowlark were observed in 2015, with one bird documented in the open fields in the 
southwest corner of the Study Area and one in the fields in the northeast corner.  These birds were 
observed in the same general locations as Bobolink. The current extent of remaining potential 
habitat for this species is included on Figure 4. No Eastern Meadowlarks were observed during 
breeding bird surveys in 2018, 2019, 2021 or 2023.  Similar to Bobolink, it is recommended that 
further assessment should be completed as part of future work on these lands to verify use by 
Eastern Meadowlark and other open country bird species.    
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As part of our assessment, we completed a Species at Risk Screening for the Study Area based on 
data available from the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF 2018) (Appendix E). 
Information available from NHIC in close proximity to the Subject Lands indicated that three 
endangered species (Jefferson Salamander, Cucumber Tree and Butternut), as well as the 
Threatened Bank Swallow have been documented in this area.  Typical habitat for all of these 
species is not present on the Subject Lands and none of these species were documented during 
botanical inventories and wildlife surveys.     

4.1.2 Other Potential Species of Conservation Concern
Special Concern Species documented during survey work include Barn Swallow, Eastern Wood-
pewee and Grasshopper Sparrow.   

Barn Swallows were observed foraging above the Study Area during bird surveys in 2015, 2018, 
2019, 2021 and 2023.  Outbuildings were documented on several properties in the Study Area and 
could be used by this species during breeding, however none of these structures were confirmed 
to be providing nesting habitat for Barn Swallows.  It is therefore our assessment that the Subject 
Lands are providing opportunistic foraging habitat for Barn Swallows, but no nests were 
documented on or adjacent to the Subject Lands.  It is recommended that assessments for nesting  
use of structures be completed in the future as needed prior to the removal of any buildings or 
structures that could be providing habitat for Barn Swallows.    

One Eastern Wood-pewee was heard singing during the first breeding bird survey in 2021 in the 
northwest section of the Study Area, near the intersection of Fruitland Road and Barton Street.  An 
Eastern Wood-pewee was also heard calling from a woodland north of the study area during the 
first breeding bird survey in 2023.  Both of these observations are considered to be transient males 
and are not considered to represent nesting pairs in the study area.  It is not likely that significant 
habitat for this species is present in or adjacent to the Study Area. 

Grasshopper Sparrow was documented as a possible breeder on the Subject Lands in 2018.  This 
species was not observed during any other breeding bird survey, and it is likely that this species 
was more incidentally using habitats available in the Study Area.  Suitable habitat for this species 
is no longer considered to be present in the Study Area. 

Based on information provided by MNRF, Special Concern Species known to occur in the vicinity 
of the Study Area include Wood Thrush, Peregrine Falcon, Red-headed Woodpecker and Snapping 
Turtle.  Our assessment indicates that typical habitat for these species is not present on the Subject 
Lands and none of these species were observed during inventories and surveys.   

In addition to the above, NHIC data indicates that Shreber’s Aster (S2), and Hairy Green Sedge 
(S3) have been documented in the vicinity of the Subject Lands.  Hairy Green Sedge was 
documented on the southern edge and south of FODM9-6a during botanical inventories.  Shreber’s 
Aster was not documented during inventories, and therefore the Subject Lands do not provide 
habitat for this species.   

4.2   Significant Wildlife Habitat 

4.2.1 Seasonal Concentration Areas of Animals
The Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 7E identifies 14 types of seasonal 
concentrations of animals that may be considered significant wildlife habitat.  These include, but 
are not limited to: 
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Waterfowl Stopover and Staging Areas (Aquatic and Terrestrial); 
Shorebird Migratory Stopover Area; 
Raptor Wintering Area; 
Bat Hibernacula; 
Bat Maternity Colonies; 
Turtle Wintering Areas; 
Reptile Hibernaculum; 
Colonially -Nesting Bird Breeding Habitat (Bank and Cliff); 
Colonially -Nesting Bird Breeding Habitat (Tree/Shrubs); 
Colonially -Nesting Bird Breeding Habitat (Ground); 
Migratory Butterfly Stopover Areas; 
Landbird Migratory Stopover Areas; and 
Deer Winter Congregation Areas. 

Seasonal concentration areas are typically designated as significant wildlife habitat if an area 
supports a species at risk or a large population may be lost if the habitat is destroyed.  As indicated 
above, scattered trees within the Study Area have the potential to provide roosting habitat for 
various species of bats.  Since this type of habitat is dynamic and was not studied extensively as 
part of this project, it is recommended that further assessment of potential roosting habitat be 
completed as part of site specific EIS’s. 

Aside from potential bat roosting habitat areas illustrated in Figure 5, none of these types of 
seasonal concentrations of animals were observed or documented in the Study Area.  An 
assessment of SWH is provided in Appendix F.   

4.2.2 Rare Vegetation Communities
Rare vegetation communities often contain rare species, which depend on such habitats for their 
survival and cannot readily move to or find alternative habitats.  Those areas that qualify as rare 
habitats are assigned an SRank of S1, S2 or S3 by the Natural Heritage Information Center (NHIC). 

The Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 7E identifies 7 specialized 
habitats that may be considered significant wildlife habitat.  They are: 

Cliffs and Talus Slopes; 
Sand Barren; 
Alvar; 
Old Growth Forest; 
Savannah; 
Tallgrass Prairie; and 
Other Rare Vegetation Communities. 

No rare vegetation communities are present on or adjacent to the Subject Lands.   

4.2.3 Specialized Habitats of Wildlife considered SWH
Some wildlife species require large areas of suitable habitat for their long-term survival and many 
wildlife species require substantial areas of suitable habitat for successful breeding. Their 
populations are at risk of decline when habitat becomes fragmented or reduced in size 

Specialized habitats for wildlife include: 

Waterfowl Nesting Area; 
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Bald Eagle and Osprey Nesting, Foraging and Perching Habitat; 
Woodland Raptor Nesting Habitat; 
Turtle Nesting Areas; 
Seeps and Springs; 
Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Woodland); 
Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Wetlands); and 
Woodland Area-Sensitive Bird Breeding Habitat. 

Amphibian vocalization surveys were conducted in various locations throughout the Study Area 
to assess amphibian use of wetland vegetation communities and areas of seasonal standing water.  
Assessments indicate that these areas are providing potential breeding habitat for Western Chorus 
Frog, Northern Leopard Frog and American Toad, however it does not appear that the 
hydroperiods of most of these areas are sufficient to sustain successful recruitment.  Therefore, it 
is our conclusion that no specialized habitats for wildlife are located on the Subject Lands.      

4.2.4 Habitats of Species of Conservation Concern considered SWH
Habitats of Species of Conservation Concern include wildlife species that are listed as Special 
Concern or rare, that are declining, or are featured species. Habitats of Species of Conservation 
Concern do not include habitats of Endangered or Threatened species as identified by the 
Endangered Species Act.  The following habitats are considered candidate SWH: 

Marsh Breeding Bird Habitat; 
Open Country Bird Breeding Habitat; 
Shrub/Early Successional Bird Breeding Habitat; 
Terrestrial Crayfish; and 
Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species. 

As described above, Eastern Wood-pewee and Grasshopper Sparrow were documented within the 
Study Area during various surveys.  Suitable habitat for Grasshopper Sparrow is no longer 
considered to be present in the Study Area and breeding use of the lands by Eastern Wood-pewee 
was not confirmed.   

Breeding bird surveys completed since 2015 indicate periodic use of thicket habitats by early 
successional bird species.  Brown Thrasher was documented on the site in 2015, along with regular 
observations of Willow Flycatcher and Field Sparrow during more recent surveys (see Appendix 
C).  Because Brown Thrasher has not been identified on site since 2015, no portion of the Subject 
Lands are considered to continue to support early successional breeding bird habitat.    

Observations of the Study Area during breeding bird surveys also indicates that portions of the 
Study Area may be providing foraging habitat for Barn Swallows.  Because foraging habitat for 
this species is highly variable, foraging habitat for this species is not generally considered 
significant wildlife habitat.  However, since adequate foraging habitat in the vicinity of nests is 
required to support this species during breeding, it is recommended that site specific assessments 
for active nests and individual assessments of potential foraging needs be assessed as part of future 
inventories of properties in the Study Area.     

4.2.5 Animal Movement and Migration Corridors
The SWHTG defines animal movement corridors as elongated, naturally vegetated parts of the 
landscape used by animals to move from one habitat to another. To qualify as significant wildlife 
habitat, these corridors should be a critical link between habitats that are regularly used by wildlife. 
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Based on our review of air photos and mapping, no portion of the Study Area forms part of a 
Migration Corridor.  Watercourses 5 and 6 may be providing some minor linkage function to allow 
for species such as Eastern Cottontail and Grey Squirrel to move between vegetation communities 
at the north and south limits of the Subject Lands, however since there are limited natural heritage 
features located north of Barton Street, west of Fruitland Road or south of Highway 8, the Subject 
Lands do not form part of a migration corridor.    

4.3 Significant Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI)
No Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest are located on or adjacent to the Subject Property.  

4.4 Significant Woodlands
A woodland in this part of the City of Hamilton must meet two or more of the following criteria to 
be considered significant: 

a) Size – Be greater than 2ha and average more than 40m in width; 
b) Interior Forest Habitat – Provide interior forest habitat that is located a minimum of 100 

metres from a woodland edge; 
c) Proximity/Connectivity - Be located within 50 metres of a significant natural area (defined 

as wetlands 0.5 hectares or greater in size, ESAs, PSWs, and Life Science ANSIs); 
d) Proximity to Water – Be located within 30 metres of any hydrological feature, including all 

streams, headwater areas, wetlands, and lakes;  
e) Woodland Age – Contain 10 or more native trees/hectare greater than 100 years old; or 
f) Rare Species – Provide habitat for any threatened, endangered, special concern, 

provincially or locally rare species. 

Table 3: Assessment of Significant Woodland Criteria. 

Criterion 
Polygon 

FODM9-6a FODM9-6b FODM7-
2 

WODM5 CUW1 

Size 0.71ha 0.31ha 0.43ha 0.69ha 0.89ha 
Interior Habitat No No No No No 
Proximity/ Connectivity No No No No No 
Proximity to Water No No No Yes Yes 
Age No No No No No 
Rare Species Potentially Potentially No No No 
Total Criteria Satisfied 1 (potential) 1 (potential) 0 1 1 
Assigned Significant 
Woodland Status 

No No No No No 

Based on our review of background information, no Significant Woodlands have been previously 
identified within the Subject Lands between Fruitland Road and Jones Road.  This assessment 
confirmed that no woodlands located within this area satisfy the criteria to be considered 
Significant Woodland (see Table 3). 

This assessment also suggests that woodland communities WODM5 and CUW1 do not satisfy the 
criteria to be considered Significant Woodlands, however since these woodlands were not studied 
as extensively as woodlands east of Jones Road, it is recommended that further assessment of these 
features be completed in the future to verify the conclusions of this report.   
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4.5 Streams 
As described above, two watercourses (Watercourse 5 and Watercourse 6) traverse the Study Area.  
Assessments completed as part of this EIS confirm that these watercourses are warmwater, 
intermittent watercourses, which contribute to fish habitat downstream of the Subject Lands.       

To protect the integrity and ecological functions of Watercourse 5 and riparian areas, it is 
recommended that a buffer of 15m be established on each side of the watercourse from the bankfull 
channel.  The approximate extent of the 15m buffer is illustrated in Figure 5.  

It is understood that the flood and erosion hazards associated with Watercourse 5 have been 
delineated through appropriate modeling studies.  Based on our assessment, it does not appear 
that any buffers from the flood or erosion hazards beyond what is recommended above for the 
protection of ecological functions of Watercourse 5 are warranted on these lands.           

The proposed relocation of Watercourse 5 will create an opportunity to provide appropriate 
buffering, riparian enhancement, and incorporate in stream habitat features which will result in an 
overall net environmental benefit to watercourse. 

It is understood that the flood and erosion hazards associated with watercourse 6 have not yet been 
fully defined.  It is recommended that the limit of these hazards be determined and any lands to 
be included within the hazard areas managed appropriately.     

4.6 Wetlands
Our assessment indicates that vegetation communities on the Subject Lands (other than lands 
under appeal) are limited to a small pocket of Graminoid Mineral Meadow Marsh Ecosite 
(MAMM1) on the southern portion of the Subject lands north of Highway 8.  This wetland is not 
of sufficient size or function to warrant evaluation and is not considered to meet the UHOP 
definition of wetland.      

Several small depressional areas within the cultural meadow/cultivated area exhibited 
characteristics of meadow marsh, however these areas were too small to map as inclusions.    

Because these wetland communities are too small and low functioning to evaluate using the 
Ontario Wetland Evaluation System (OWES), it is our assessment that no portion of the Subject 
Lands meets the definition of wetland in the UHOP. 

4.7 Linkages
Based on our review of background mapping, Linkages have been identified in association with 
Watercourses 5 and 6.  Linkages are defined in the Urban Hamilton Official Plan as natural areas 
within the landscape that ecologically connect Core Areas.  Linkages are intended to act as avenues 
along which plants and animals can propagate, genetic interchange can occur, populations can 
move in response to environmental changes and life cycle requirements, and species can be 
replenished from other natural areas. 

Based on our assessment and review of background information, no Core Areas are located 
upstream or downstream of Watercourse 5 outside of the Study Area.  Although Watercourse 5 
and the adjacent lands do not serve to connect Core Areas, the 15m buffer recommended from the 
watercourse will be more than sufficient in size to maintain the movement of plant and animal 
species observed during assessments.    

  





COLVILLE CONSULTING INC. 

30 

NATURAL HERITAGE CHARACTERIZATION ASSESSMENT –  
BLOCK 1 LANDS, CITY OF HAMILTON 

Our review of Schedule B of the Rural Hamilton Official Plan indicates that a small Core Area is 
located south of Highway 8 and is partially associated with Watercourse 6, however no Core Areas 
associated with Watercourse 6 occur north of Barton Street.  Similar to Watercourse 5, Watercourse 
6 does not serve as a linkage between Core Areas outside of the Study Area, and therefore does not 
meet the intent of Linkage.   

5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY

5.1 Provincial Policy Statement
The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) was issued under Section 3 of the Planning Act and came 
into effect on May 22, 1996. The PPS was updated in 1997 and more recently in 2020. It applies to 
all applications submitted after March 1, 2005 and states that decisions affecting planning matters 
“shall be consistent with” policy statements issued under the Act.  This EIS has been prepared in 
compliance with Part V, Policy 2.1 of the PPS, which deals specifically with the long-term 
protection and management of natural heritage features and areas.  

The intent of the PPS is to ensure that natural features and areas be protected for the long term.  
The PPS indicates that diversity and connectivity of natural features in an area, and the long-term 
ecological function and biodiversity of natural heritage systems, should be maintained, restored 
or, where possible, improved, recognizing linkages between and among natural heritage features 
and areas, surface water features and ground water features. 

Natural heritage features and areas are defined in the PPS as those which are important for their 
environmental and social values as a legacy of the natural landscapes of an area and include: 
significant wetlands, significant coastal wetlands, fish habitat, significant woodlands south and 
east of the Canadian Shield, significant valleylands south and east of the Canadian Shield, 
significant habitat of endangered species and threatened species, significant wildlife habitat and 
significant areas of natural and scientific interest.  

As indicated in Section 2.1.4, development and site alteration shall not be permitted in significant 
wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E1 and within significant coastal wetlands.    

Unless it can be demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural heritage 
features or their ecological functions, development and site alteration is not permitted in or 
adjacent to:   

significant woodlands and valleylands south and east of the Canadian Shield;  
significant wildlife habitat;  
significant fish habitat; and  
significant areas of natural and scientific interest. 

Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the natural heritage 
features identified above, unless the ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated 
and it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or on 
their ecological functions. 

5.2 City of Hamilton - Urban Hamilton Official Plan 
The Urban Hamilton Official Plan (UHOP) is the first OP for the amalgamated communities of 
Ancaster, Dundas, Flamborough, Glanbrook, Hamilton and Stoney Creek (July 2009).  This official 
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plan is intended to replace the Region of Hamilton-Wentworth OP and the six OPs representing 
the former municipalities. 

During the preparation of the UHOP, the City of Hamilton has created a Natural Heritage System, 
which is comprised of Core Areas and Linkages that are recognized as Key Natural Heritage 
Features, Key Hydrologic Features and Local Natural Areas.  Key Natural Heritage Features 
include features such as significant habitat of endangered, threatened, and special concern species, 
fish habitat, wetlands, Life Science Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs), significant 
valleylands, significant woodlands and significant wildlife habitat.  Key Hydrologic Features 
include features such as permanent and intermittent streams, seepage areas and springs, and 
wetlands.   

Within the UHOP are a series of policies relating to the management of natural heritage features 
and the Natural Heritage System.  These policies are contained within Section C2.0 of the UHOP 
and are intended to achieve the following goals: 

Protect and enhance biodiversity and ecological functions; 

Achieve a healthy, functional ecosystem; 

Conserve the natural beauty and distinctive character of Hamilton’s landscape; 

Maintain and enhance the contribution made by the Natural Heritage System to the 
quality of life of Hamilton’s residents; and 

Restore and enhance connections, quality and amount of natural habitat. 

To assist in attaining the above goals, the UHOP includes specific policies which relate to the 
management of natural heritage features.  The policy sections relevant to this property are included 
below.   

Section C2.2.2 – The boundaries of Core Areas and Linkages, shown on Schedule B - Natural 
Heritage System, are general in nature. Minor refinements to such boundaries may occur through 
Environmental Impact Statements, watershed studies or other appropriate studies accepted by the 
City without an amendment to this Plan. Major changes to boundaries, the removal or addition of 
Core Areas and Linkages identified on Schedule B - Natural Heritage System and Schedules B-1-8 
– Detailed Natural Heritage Features require an amendment to this Plan. 

Section C2.2.7 – Where properties contain two or more overlapping natural features of differing 
significance which overlap in the Natural Heritage System, the more restrictive policies pertaining 
to those natural features shall apply. If more than one policy applies to a natural feature the more 
restrictive policy shall apply. 

Section C2.2.8 – All natural features, required vegetation protection zones, and enhancement or 
restoration areas on a property shall be placed under appropriate zoning in the zoning by-law 
and/or protected through a conservation easement to the satisfaction of the City or the relevant 
Conservation Authority. 

Section C2.3 – It is the intent of this policy to preserve and enhance Core Areas and to ensure that 
any development or site alteration within or adjacent to them shall not negatively impact their 
natural features or their ecological functions. 

Section C2.3.3 – The natural features and ecological functions of Core Areas shall be protected and 
where possible and deemed feasible to the satisfaction of the City enhanced. To accomplish this 
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protection and enhancement, vegetation removal and encroachment into Core Areas shall 
generally not be permitted, and appropriate vegetation protection zones (VPZ) shall be applied to 
all Core Areas. 

Section C2.5.3 – New development and site alteration shall not be permitted within fish habitat, 
except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements. 

Section C2.5.4 – New development and site alteration shall not be permitted within significant 
woodlands, significant valleylands, significant wildlife habitat and significant areas of natural and 
scientific interest unless it has been demonstrated that there shall be no negative impacts on the 
natural features or on their ecological functions. 

Section C2.5.5 – New development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to 
the natural heritage features and areas identified in Section C.2.5.2 to C.2.5.4 unless the ecological 
function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that there shall be 
no negative impacts on the natural features or on their ecological functions. 

Section C2.5.8 – New development or site alteration subject to policies C2.5.3 to C2.5.7 requires, 
prior to approval, the submission and approval of and Environmental Impact Statement which 
demonstrates to the satisfaction of the City and the relevant Conservation Authority that: 

a) There shall be no negative impacts on the Core Areas or their ecological functions; 

b) Connectivity between Core Areas shall be maintained, or where possible, enhanced 
for the movement of surface and groundwater, plants and wildlife across the 
landscape; and 

c) The removal of other natural heritage features shall be avoided or minimized by the 
planning and design of the proposed use or site alteration wherever possible. 

Section C2.5.9 - An Environmental Impact Statement shall propose a vegetation protection zone 
which has sufficient width to protect the Core Area and its ecological functions from impacts of 
the proposed land use or site alteration occurring during and after construction, and where 
possible, restores or enhances the Core Area and/or its ecological functions. 

Section C2.5.10 – Where vegetation protection zone widths have not been specified by watershed 
and sub-watershed plans, secondary plans, Environmental assessments and other studies, the 
following vegetation protection zone widths shall be evaluated and addressed by Environmental 
Impact Statements. Other agencies, such as Conservation Authorities, may have different 
vegetation protection zone requirements. 

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

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

iii) Significant Valleylands – As required by the relevant Conservation Authority; and 

iv) Significant Habitat of Threatened or Endangered Species and Significant Wildlife 
Habitat: the minimum vegetation protection zone shall be determined through 
Environmental Impact Statements, dependent on the sensitivity of the feature. 
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Section C2.5.11 – Vegetation protection zone widths greater or less than those specified above may 
be required if ecological features and functions warrant it, as determined through an approved 
Environmental Impact Statement. Widths shall be determined on a site-specific basis, by 
considering factors such as the sensitivity of the habitat, the potential impacts of the proposed land 
use, the intended function of the vegetation protection zone, and the physiography of the site. 

Section C2.5.12 – Permitted uses within a vegetation protection zone shall be dependent on the 
sensitivity of the feature, and determined through approved studies. Generally, permitted uses 
within a vegetation protection zone shall be limited to low impact uses, such as vegetation 
restoration, resource management, and open space. Permitted uses within the vegetation 
protection zone shall be the same uses as those within the Core Area in Policy C.2.5.1 and the 
vegetation protection zone should remain in or be returned to a natural state. 

Section C2.5.13 – All plantings within vegetation protection zones shall use only non-invasive plant 
species native to Hamilton. The City may require that applicants for development or site alteration 
develop a restoration or management plan for the vegetation protection zone as a condition of 
approval. 

5.3 Hamilton Conservation Authority
The Hamilton Conservation Authority (HCA) is responsible for reviewing development 
applications within its jurisdiction pursuant to the Conservation Authorities Act and Ontario 
Regulation 41/24.   At the time of this report, policies to assist with administration of the act and 
regulation are not available, and therefore it is assumed that HCA review of any proposed 
development activities on these lands will be limited to the assessment of potential affects on the 
control of flooding, erosion, dynamic beaches or unstable soil or bedrock.   

Features regulated by the HCA on the Subject Lands (excluding lands under appeal) primarily 
consist of Watercourses 5 and 6, as well as the associated flood and erosion hazards.  A secondary 
channel of Watercourse 5 has also been identified in HCA mapping on the central portion of the 
Block 1 lands, however this feature lacked definition on site and was not assessed as part of this 
study.     

6.0 RECOMMENDED CORE AREAS AND NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM
Based on this assessment, significant natural heritage features in the Study Area are limited to 
Watercourses 5 and 6, as well as potential habitat of Open Country Birds (primarily Bobolink and 
Eastern Meadowlark) and potential bat roosting habtiat (see Figure 5).  For the purposes of this 
assessment, it is recommended that a 15m buffer/VPZ be incorporated with both Watercourses 5 
and 6, with the VPZ’s providing Linkage functions as well as buffer potential impacts associated 
with future development.      

Please note that woodlands associated with Watercourse 6 have been identified on Figure 5, despite 
not meeting the criteria for Significant Woodland.  As these woodlands were not assessed in detail 
as part of this study, these woodlands continue to be identified out of an abundance of caution.  
Further assessment of these woodlands is recommended as part of investigations associated with 
Block 2.    
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7.0 IMPACT ASSESSMENT

7.1 Proposed Development 
The current Block 1 Development Concept Plan (Urbantech November 2021) for the Block 1 lands 
includes two arterial roads, a mixture of low to medium density residential zones, as well as 
commercial and institutional uses, community and neighbourhood parks, stormwater 
management facilities, utility, and general open space.  The extent of the arterial roads and 
stormwater management facilities are illustrated in Figure 5.  

In addition to the proposed land uses, Watercourse 5 will be relocated to a watercourse block, 
which will also incorporate the associated floodplain, meander belt and vegetation protection 
zones.  

The following is a preliminary assessment of potential impacts likely associated with the proposed 
development of these lands.   

7.2 Terrestrial
Based on the conceptual plan, the following impacts may or will occur when the plan is 
implemented, affecting identified NHS features and ecological functions.  

Direct Impacts 

Potential encroachment into NHS features during channel re-construction; 

Removal of potential open country habitat which may support avian Species at Risk and 
other associated species, and conversion to a variety of residential-focused urban land 
uses;  

Disturbance or destruction of nesting birds by clearing and grading works;  

Major road crossings of Watercourses 5 and 6, affecting aquatic habitat as well as 
previously disturbed riparian and wetland communities currently associated with the 
watercourses;  

Relocation and reconstruction of portions of Watercourses 5, and potentially Watercourse 
6; and  

Introduction of stormwater management infrastructure adjacent to the NHS – ponds, 
outlets etc.  

Indirect Impacts 

Potential erosion and sedimentation during construction;  

Alteration of existing drainage patterns, and introduction of impervious cover affecting 
runoff rates;  

Displacement or confinement of existing wildlife; future development will restrict key 
wildlife groups to the NHS and ‘softer’ landscape elements such as stormwater 
management facilities; and 

Introduction of stormwater management facilities and restored channel corridors offering 
long term ‘green infrastructure’ i.e. successional habitat and associated ecological 
functions.  
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Roads and Grading Impacts 

With respect to grading, preliminary road grades provided by Urbantech indicate that the arterial 
roads will generally respect existing grades; however, surface flows from development lands will 
be directed into the stormwater system and outlet to one of three proposed stormwater facilities to 
be located near Barton Street. This will require some moderate increasing of grades at the draft 
plan scale to direct runoff towards the front of lots and building sites, and toward the arterial roads. 

Construction of the road network will require the removal of vegetation from various areas of the 
Subject Lands.  A majority of these roads will have no impact on significant natural heritage 
features, however vegetation removal will be required.  It is recommended that appropriate 
mitigation measures below be incorporated during construction to help avoid impacts to wildlife 
in the area.    

As illustrated in Figure 5, a crossing of Watercourse 5 has been proposed.  It is anticipated that this 
crossing will be designed to convey storm flows and have little impact on the channel of the 
watercourse.  Although wildlife movement in the area was observed to be limited, it is 
recommended that the culvert to be installed be designed to assist with wildlife passage under the 
roadway.  Details and features to be incorporated should be discussed at detailed design.     

Stormwater Management Ponds 

As illustrated in Figure 5, three stormwater management facilities are proposed within the Study 
Area.  The stormwater pond to be constructed in the northwest corner of the Block is proposed to 
be constructed in an area that is vegetated with scattered trees and shrubs.  Removal of vegetation 
will be required to construct this pond, however our assessment indicates that this vegetation is 
not providing any significant habitat functions.  It is recommended that a more detailed assessment 
of potential impacts to trees and vegetation be completed when designs have been finalized, 
however no impacts to significant natural heritage features are anticipated.      

The stormwater pond located at the end of the Block is proposed to be constructed in an area with 
few trees or any observed natural heritage features.  Construction of this pond will have no impact 
on natural heritage features, however it is recommended that trees be retained around the pond 
where possible.   

The stormwater pond proposed in the northeast corner of the block is proposed to be constructed 
primarily within a small vineyard and adjacent to a suspected woodland.  Removal of vegetation 
associated with the vineyard will have no impact on adjacent natural heritage features.  It appears 
that a small portion of the woodland may be required to be removed to construct the pond in this 
area, however this woodland was not assessed during our surveys and the extent of the woodland 
on the affected property has not been verified.  It is anticipated that the majority of grading 
associated with this pond will occur adjacent to the woodland, however it is recommended that an 
assessment of potential impacts to trees in the woodland be completed when detailed designs are 
available.  This pond will have no impact on the observed functions of Watercourse 6.    

Watercourse Relocation  

Relocation of Watercourse 5, and profile adjustments to create a more consistent gradient, will 
reduce barriers to fish movement, and will produce more uniform floodplain conditions to allow 
for wetland creation.  Based on a preliminary design which accommodates a 23m meander belt, 
GEOMorphix has estimated that up to 0.6 ha of new floodplain wetlands will ultimately be created.  
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Currently the channels of Watercourses 5 and 6 are extensively impacted by adjacent land uses, 
resulting in fragmented pockets of quality riparian vegetation.  We recommend that a range of 
vegetation communities and habitat types be targeted for restoration within the new watercourse 
corridor, including upland woodland and thicket in the VPZs and on slopes, and marsh and thicket 
swamp in the floodplains. Offline depressions can also help diversify vegetation communities on 
these lands.  

Although detailed designs have yet to be prepared, it is recommended that natural channel design 
features be incorporated into the relocated channel.  This will help ensure a stable channel profile 
and minimize the potential for erosion.  It is recommended that only native plants be incorporated 
into restoration areas and that the restoration areas be monitored periodically to ensure success of 
plantings and manage for invasive species as needed.      

Based on the current preliminary grading information, areas that do not drain to the stormwater 
management system will likely be confined to the west side of Watercourse 5, and to the 
developments west of Watercourse 6.  Clean runoff from rooftops and backyards in this area can 
benefit both the watercourse and restored or created habitats that are contained within the NHS 
corridors. Impacts are intended to be addressed through a variety of measures, including feature 
protection, VPZ’s and mitigation to be determined through scoped Environmental Impact 
Statements as part of draft plans of subdivision.  

8.0 MITIGATION MEASURES
Mitigation measures will be provided based on site-specific designs, however the following are a 
list of preliminary mitigation measures to be considered during detailed design and staging.   

It is recommended that watercourse crossings be designed with the input of the Fluvial 
Geomorphologist to assist with minimizing impacts to the meander belt associated with 
Watercourses 5.    

Adequate sediment and erosion controls should be installed prior to the commencement 
of work to help prevent any off-site movement of soil material during construction. 
Sediment controls should remain in place until all disturbed areas have been vegetated 
and stabilized. 

Any required tree removal should be conducted between September 15 and March 30 to 
avoid impacting nesting birds or roosting bats in the area.   

The use of street lighting in the vicinity of the watercourses should be minimized where 
possible.  Appropriate shading or directional lighting is recommended where needed to 
minimize light pollution into restoration areas.       

It is recommended that the use of LID technologies be considered where possible to lessen 
the volume of runoff and promote infiltration.   

Continuous fencing should be installed at the rear of each lot backing onto the watercourse 
blocks to limit the potential for encroachment into VPZ’s.   

It is recommended that grading be avoided where possible in designated VPZ’s.  Where 
grading is required to occur, it is recommended that a restoration plan be prepared to 
ensure the affected VPZ will continue to function as intended.   

It is recommended that MECP be engaged early in the design process to discuss Species at 
Risk requirements and maintain compliance with the ESA.  
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Several locally rare and uncommon species were documented in the Study Area during 
our assessments.  To help maintain these species in the area, it is recommended that any 
locally rare or uncommon species be identified and assessed for relocation to parklands 
and VPZ’s within the Block.  Further assessment and planning for relocations should occur 
as part of future site specific assessments.   

9.0 RECOMMENDATIONS
The primary intent of this project is to characterize natural heritage features on the Subject Lands 
and delineate the extent of any Core Areas as defined by the UHOP.  Core Areas on the Subject 
Lands consist of Watercourse 5 and Watercourse 6.  Watercourses 5 and 6 were determined to be 
intermittent warmwater watercourses, which are providing contributions to fish habitat 
downstream of the Subject Lands.  To protect the integrity of the watercourses, it is recommended 
that a 15m buffer be established from the edge of the bankfull channel, on both sides of the 
watercourse.  This watercourse buffer will also serve to maintain any linkage between areas 
upstream and downstream of the Subject Lands. 

In addition to Watercourses 5 and 6, our assessment indicates that potential bat roosting habitat is 
located in treed areas along the north end of the Study Area, as well as along Watercourse 6 and in 
an isolated thicket in the southwest corner of the Study Area.  It is recommended that bat use of 
these areas be further assessed prior to tree removals.       

From our assessment, a portion of the Subject Lands consists of a cultural meadow/cultivated area 
that has historically provided potential breeding habitat for Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark.  
The extent of potential Open Country habitat is delineated in Figure 5.  As this area is less than 
30ha in size, it is recommended that MECP be contacted prior to any detailed designs for the 
Subject Lands to discuss any obligations to remain compliant with the Endangered Species Act.  

Although this report includes identified VPZ’s adjacent to Watercourses 5 and 6, as well as 
suspected woodland features, it is recommended that the appropriateness of these buffers be 
assessed as part of future development application, when detailed designs have been completed.  
Any adjustments to these VPZ’s should be aligned with policies within the UHOP.     

Please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned should you have any question regarding this 
project.  

 
Respectfully submitted by: 
 

 
     
Ian Barrett, M.Sc. 
Colville Consulting Inc. 
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Appendix A 

Vascular Plant Checklist 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

















Appendix B 

Site Photo



 
          Photo 1.  Example of vegetation conditions in the CUM1-1/Cultivated Area on the Subject Lands. 
 

 
Photo 2.  Example of vegetation conditions in the CUM1-1/Cultivated Area on the Subject Lands. 



 
          Photo 3.  Example of vegetation conditions in the CUM1-1 community on the Subject Lands. 
 

 
           Photo 4.  Example of vegetation conditions in the THDM2-6 community on the 192 Fruitland  
                            Road Property. 



 
          Photo 5.  Example of vegetation conditions in the THDM2-6 community on the 192 Fruitland  
                           Road Property. 

          
            Photo 6.  Example of vegetation conditions within and adjacent to Watercourse 5 on the 212   
                            Fruitland Road property.   



 
           Photo 7.  Example of vegetation conditions within and adjacent to Watercourse 5 on the 236   
                            Fruitland Road property.   

 
           Photo 8.  Example of conditions within and adjacent to Watercourse 5 on the 258 Fruitland Road   
                            property. 



 
           Photo 9.  Example of vegetation conditions in the THDM2-6 community on the 
                            258 Fruitland Road property. 

 
          Photo 10.  Example of vegetation conditions in the THDM2-6/WODM4-4 community on the 
                             258 Fruitland Road property. 



 
          Photo 11.  Example of vegetation conditions in the CUP3 community on the  
                             258 Fruitland Road property.   

 
           Photo 12.  Example of vegetation conditions in the FOD9 community north of the  
                              258 Fruitland Road property.   
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Appendix A  Representative Photographs 
Project Photos 

Project Photo Description 

 

Photo 1: 5 July 2021. Facing 
upstream of Highway 8 culvert 
inlet. Stormwater outlet culverts 
and outlet/inlet channel bordered 
by gabion baskets. Upstream 
extent of a discernable 
watercourse channel.  
 

 

 

 

 

Photo 2: 5 July 2021. Upstream of 
Highway 8 box culvert with view 
of structure inlet and gabion bank 
reinforcement (facing 
downstream). 

 
 

 

 

Photo 3: 5 July 2021. Shallow 
water (3 mm deep) within 
Highway 8 culvert characteristic of 
limited aquatic habitat.  
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Photo 4: 5 July 2021. Highway 8 
concrete box culvert outlet 
channel (facing upstream). 

 

Photo 5: 5 July 2021. Shallow 
water (3 cm deep) in the Highway 
8 box culvert outlet channel. 

 

Photo 6: 17 June 2021. 
Watercourse 5.0 upstream view, 
west of Fruitland Road, in remnant 
section of roadside channel that 
appears naturalized with 
vegetation. Dense vegetation 
combined obscures the channel.  
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Photo 7: 17 June 2021. Fruitland 
Road box culvert inlet channel. 
Upstream view, west side of 
Fruitland Road, with twin CSP 
culverts of residential driveway 
crossing in background.  

 

Photo 8: 17 June 2021. Fruitland 
Road culvert outlet. Standing 
water conditions (1 mm deep and 
with no observable flow). 

 

Photo 9: 17 June 2021. Upstream 
(south) of 212 Fruitland Road 
culvert inlet. Shallow water 
(approximately 1 to 2 mm) within 
the channel. Intermittently 
distributed dry sections of channel 
were present.  
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Photo 10: 5 July 2021. Isolated 
pool immediately upstream 
(south) of 212 Fruitland Road 
culvert inlet. Standing water 
conditions with no observable 
flow. 

 

Photo 11: 17 June 2021. Inlet of 
212 Fruitland Road culvert. Cobble 
and wood may provide a barrier 
to fish movement in event of any 
higher flows. 

 

Photo 12: 17 June 2021. Outlet of 
212 Fruitland Road culvert. 
Shallow water (1 to 2 mm) within 
the culvert.  
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Photo 13: 5 July 2021. 
Downstream of 212 Fruitland 
Road culvert outlet. Dense 
overhanging riparian vegetation.  
Shallow standing water observed 
within the channel. 

 

Photo 14: 17 June 2021. Upstream 
(south) view of watercourse 
section WC5-A. Pool morphology 
with a maximum depth of 0.45 m. 
Outlet of metal culvert at 
inaccessible private property. 

 

Photo 15: 17 June 2021. 
Watercourse Section WC5-A. 
Shallow water (1 mm) and fallen 
pedestrian bridge with debris 
blocking channel and aquatic 
corridor function.  
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Photo 16: 17 June 2021. 
Watercourse Section WC5-A. Dry 
area in channel surrounded by 
shallow (<2 cm) standing water. 
Substrates consisting of fines, 
cobble and assorted debris.  

 

Photo 17: 15 July 2021. 
Watercourse Section WC5-A. 
Standing water area of aquatic 
habitat with no observable flow 
within the channel. Fine 
substrates. 

 

Photo 18: 15 July 2021. 
Watercourse Section WC5-A, near 
downstream end of the reach. 
More defined channel with 
undercutting on right (west) bank 
and shallow pool habitat. Riparian 
vegetation is present along the 
channel providing overhead 
shading and cover.   
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Photo 19: 17 June 2021. Culvert 
inlet under grass access path 
between Watercourse sections 
WC5-A and WC5-B. Water 1 mm 
deep within the 4.5 m long 
culvert.  

 

Photo 20: 17 June 2021. Culvert 
outlet under grass access path 
between Watercourse sections 
WC5-A and WC5-B. Debris at 
culvert outlet extends 55 cm 
above channel invert partially 
blocking the flow path. No 
discernable flow was observed. 

 

Photo 21: 15 July 2021. 
Watercourse Section WC5-B 
exhibiting characteristic 
intermittent shallow water area 
with aquatic algae coating a 
substrate of fines and cobbles. No 
flow was observed.  
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Photo 22: 15 July 2021. 
Watercourse Section WC5-B 
exhibiting a shallow standing 
water pool habitat area.   

 

Photo 23: 17 June 2021. Shallow 
water (<1 mm) interspersed with 
dry segments within Watercourse 
Section WC5-B.  

 

Photo 24: 17 June 2021. Limited 
shallow standing water aquatic 
habitat within Watercourse 
Section WC5-B. No observable 
flow. 
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Photo 25: 17 June 2021. 
Downstream end of Watercourse 
Station WC5-B, facing north 
toward inaccessible properties. 
Channel was narrow and most of 
the riparian vegetation maintained 
as lawn. Limited pool of standing 
water with notable growth of 
aquatic algae.  

 

Photo 26: 15 July 2021. Facing 
upstream from Watercourse 
Section WC5-C where the defined 
channel runs through residential 
properties. Areas beyond this view 
were not accessed due to private 
properties. Standing water in 
scour pool providing some 
aquatic habitat opportunities. 

 

Photo 27: 15 July 2021. 
Watercourse Section WC5-C 
upstream view showing mowed 
lawns, trimmed riparian 
vegetation leading to 
unmaintained riparian vegetation 
on banks of a scour pool 
providing aquatic habitat 
opportunities.  
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Photo 28: 15 July 2021. Left (east) 
bank with exposed soil in 
Watercourse Section WC5-C 
showing exposed bank materials 
and partially vegetated riparian 
area adjacent to standing water 
pool. 

 

Photo 29: 15 July 2021. 
Watercourse Section WC5-C, 
downstream view. Defined 
channel runs through residential 
properties immediately 
downstream (north) which were 
not accessible. 

 

Photo 30: 15 July 2021. Upstream 
view of Watercourse Section WC5-
D. Channel runs through 
residential properties immediately 
upstream which were not 
accessible. Mowed grasses, 
walkway over the watercourse and 
placed boulder and stone all 
observed within this reach of 
standing water pool habitat. 
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Photo 31: 15 July 2021. 
Watercourse Section WC5-D. 
Shallow water pool area and 
exposed banks and dry channel 
bed at pool outlet.  

 

Photo 32: 15 July 2021. 
Representative overview, facing 
upstream within Watercourse 
Section WC5-D. Signs of erosion 
and undercutting in a reach with 
dense riparian shrub growth.   

 

Photo 33: 15 July 2021. 
Watercourse Section WC5-D. 
Potential impediment to fish 
movement – 0.45 m to 0.55 m 
vertical elevation change above 
0.39 m deep pool, recorded in 
June and July. The channel is dry 
for approximately 0.7 m upstream 
of the elevation change. Stepped 
pool configuration of channel 
profile.  
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Photo 34: 15 July 2021. 
Representative overview of 
Watercourse Section WC5-D. No 
flow was observed within the 
channel. Note densely vegetated 
riparian area and exposed banks. 

 

Photo 35: 17 June 2021. Aquatic 
habitat within Watercourse 
Section WC5-D. Dense riparian 
shrub and tree vegetation, 
standing water pool characterized 
by a thick growth of aquatic algae 
across the channel width and 
length suggesting nutrient inputs. 

 

Photo 36: 17 June 2021. 
Downstream view of Watercourse 
Section WC5-D toward gravel/dirt 
path bridge. Dry channel, 0.2 m 
elevation change over 2 m length. 
Water present under the bridge. 
Photos 37 and 38 also show this 
area. 
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Photo 37: 17 June 2021. 
Downstream end of Watercourse 
Section WC5-D. Facing upstream 
toward tree root growth across 
the channel and dry section of 
channel immediately downstream. 
Potential impediment to upstream 
fish movement due to 
approximately 0.4 m vertical 
elevation change recorded in June 
and July. 

 

Photo 38: 15 July 2021. 
Watercourse Section WC5-D. 
Facing upstream toward the tree 
root across the channel (shown in 
Photo 37) and short dry section of 
channel upstream of root. 

 

Photo 39: 15 July 2021. Dirt/gravel 
path over Watercourse 5.0, 
separating Sections WC5-D and 
WC5-E. 
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Photo 40: 17 June 2021. 
Watercourse Section WC5-E. 
Approximately 10 m downstream 
of crossing structure (see photo 
41 for July conditions). Dense 
riparian vegetation, standing 
water aquatic habitat and woody 
debris cover in the channel. 

 

Photo 41: 15 July 2021. 
Watercourse Section WC5-E. 
Approximately 10 m downstream 
of crossing structure. 

 

Photo 42: 15 July 2021. 
Watercourse Section WC5-E. 
Standing water with dense aquatic 
algae present in long pool habitat 
area. Notable riparian vegetation 
cover.  
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Photo 43: 17 June 2021. Standing 
water pool habitat within 
Watercourse Section WC5-E. 
Aquatic algae present within 
channel, with no observable flow. 

 

Photo 44: 17 June 2021. Riparian 
vegetated bank with some 
exposed soil in Watercourse 
Section WC5-E. Deeper pool 
habitat throughout this apparent 
previously channelized reach.  

 

Photo 45: 17 June 2021. Aquatic 
habitat near downstream end of 
Watercourse Section WC5-E. 
Straightened channel reach with 
standing water pool habitat with 
notable growths of algae, dense 
riparian vegetation and overhead 
shade. 
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Photo 46: 5 July 2021. Shallow- 
water reach upstream of Barton 
Street inlet channel with cobble 
substrates. Water level was very 
shallow with no discernable flow.  

 

Photo 47: 17 June 2021. Barton 
Street CSP culvert component 
inlet. Shallow ponded area of 
water immediately upstream of 
culvert inlet (facing downstream). 

 

Photo 48: 17 June 2021. View 
facing upstream through Barton 
Street concrete box culvert 
component. Area within the 
approximately 23 m long culvert 
was mostly lined with cobble 
substrates and exhibited dry 
conditions with no flow.  
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Photo 49: 17 June 2021. Barton 
Street culvert outlet. Shallow 
standing water downstream of 
culvert representing limited 
habitat. See photo 50 for site 
conditions in July 2021. 

 

Photo 50: 5 July 2021. Barton 
Street culvert outlet. Water level 
slightly higher compared to June 
due to recent precipitation. 
Conditions exhibited similar 
habitat limitations as in June (See 
photo 49 for site conditions in 
June 2021). 

 

Photo 51: 17 June 2021. Barton 
Street culvert outlet channel 
downstream view. Dry channel 
downstream of isolated shallow 
standing water area in foreground 
and vertical grade increase in 
channel floor. Intermittent nature 
of standing water areas limits 
function of aquatic corridor (see 
photo 52 for site conditions in July 
2021). 

 



 Fruitland-Winona Block 1 Environmental Impact Statement 
  Aquatic Photolog 

 

TP115082 Fruitland Winona Block 1 Development Group  |  November 29, 2021 Page 18 

TP115082  

 

Photo 52: 15 July 2021. Barton 
Street culvert outlet channel 
downstream view. Dry channel 
downstream of isolated shallow, 
stagnant water area. Aquatic 
habitat limitations similar to June 
observations (See photo 51 for 
site conditions in June 2021). 

 

Photo 53: 17 June 2021. Arvin 
Avenue culvert inlet channel 
upstream view. Dense vegetation 
in predominantly dry channel. 
Very limited aquatic habitat. 

 

Photo 54: 5 July 2021. Arvin 
Avenue concrete box culvert inlet 
area, with view facing downstream 
within culvert. Predominantly dry 
channel, limited aquatic habitat 
represented by standing water 
area. Impediment to potential fish 
movement during low flows as 
observed. 
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Photo 55: 17 June 2021. Arvin 
Avenue culvert outlet. Channel 
was dry at the time off assessment 
and choked with terrestrial 
vegetation, suggesting 
characteristic seasonally dry 
conditions as observed.  

 

Photo 56: 5 July 2021. South 
Service Road culvert inlet channel. 
No observable flows. Very limited 
aquatic habitat in the form of 
standing water pool area. 

 

Photo 57: 5 July 2021. South 
Service Road culvert outlet. 
Predominantly dry channel with 
limited aquatic habitat and 
impediment to potential fish 
movement under low flow 
conditions. 
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Photo 58: 15 July 2021. Shallow 
standing water within South 
Service Road culvert. Shallow 
water (<1 cm) and dry sections. 

 

Photo 59: 17 June 2021. South 
Service Road culvert outlet. Dense 
cattail and phragmites choking 
the channel. Shallow water and 
dense vegetation would impede 
fish movement. Very minor flows 
were observed within this section 
exhibiting first indication of any 
flow in the watercourse. 

 

Photo 60: 5 July 2021. South 
Service Road culvert outlet 
downstream view. Shallow water 
and dense vegetation would 
impede potential fish movement. 
Very minor flows were evident in 
this lower watercourse reach. 
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Photo 61: 5 July 2021. 
Representative overview of South 
Service Road culvert outlet 
channel area. 

 

Photo 62: 17 June 2021. 
Representative overview of North 
Service Road inlet channel. Dense 
phragmites in the upstream 
channel. 

 

Photo 63: 15 July 2021. Shallow 
water immediately upstream of 
North Service Road culvert. 
Limited aquatic habitat and 
shallow water levels. Minimal 
flows were observed in this lower 
reach of the watercourse. 
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Photo 64: 5 July 2021. Shallow (0.1 
to 0.5 cm) water within the 
approximately 37.4 m long North 
Service Road concrete box culvert. 
Shallow water and concrete 
channel represent limited aquatic 
habitat and would impede 
potential fish movement during 
characteristics low flows as 
observed. 

 

Photo 65: 5 July 2021. North 
Service Road box culvert outlet 
channel. Water depth 2 cm 
downstream of the culvert outlet, 
with run habitat embedded 
cobble substrate. 

 

Photo 66: 15 July 2021. North 
Service Road culvert outlet with 
2 mm water depths. Limited to no 
refuge as aquatic habitat.   
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Photo 67: 17 June 2021. Facing 
downstream from North Service 
Road. Dry channel upstream of 
culvert which outlets to Lake 
Ontario creating a notable 
impediment to upstream fish 
movement. 

 

Photo 68: 5 July 2021. Inlet of 
concrete box culvert structure 
outletting to Newport Yacht Club 
and corridor to Lake Ontario. 
Water level (0 to 1 mm) represents 
a barrier to fish movement during 
low flows observed. 

 

Photo 69: 5 July 2021. Facing 
downstream into culvert that 
outlets to Lake Ontario. Opening 
and associated drop in the culvert 
floor represents the outlet of 
Watercourse 5.0 flows to the lake. 
Outlet drop structure appears to 
notably impede any upstream fish 
movement and access from 
permanent fish habitat in Lake 
Ontario into the culvert and 
subsequently Watercourse 5.0. 
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Ambystoma jeffersonianum

Species
Protection and 

Habitat
Regulation

Ambystoma laterale -
jeffersonianum

Species
Protection and 

Habitat
Regulation

Empidonax
virescens

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

Riparia riparia

Species and 
General Habitat 
Protection June 

27, 2014

Tyto alba

Species
Protection and 

Habitat
Regulation

Hirundo rustica
Species and 

General Habitat 
Protection

Childonias niger N/A

Dolichonyx oryzivorus
Species and 

General Habitat 
Protection

Cardellina canadensis
Wilsonia canadensis

N/A

(Setophaga cerulea; 
Dendoica cerulea

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

Chaetura pelagica
Species and 

General Habitat 
Protection

Chordeiles
minor N/A

Species At Risk Designations



Sturnella Magna

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

(Caprimlugus vociferus) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

Contopus
virens N/A

N/A

(Ammodramus
henslowii)

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

(Rallus elegans)
Species and 

General Habitat 
Protection

(Ixobrychus exilis)
Species and 

General Habitat 
Protection

(Seiurus
motacilla) N/A

(Falco
peregrinus) N/A

(Protonotaria citrea)

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

(Melanerpes erythrocephalus) N/A

(Asio flammeus) N/A

N/A

(Icteria
virens)

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

(Anguilla rostrata)
Species and 

General Habitat 
Protection

(Esox americanus 
vermiculatus) N/A

Lepomis
peltastes N/A



(Clinostomus
elongatus)

Species
Protection and 

Habitat
Regulation

(Notropis
photogenis)

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

(Danaus
plexippus) N/A

Species and 
General Habitat 
Protection June 

27, 2014

N/A

(Taxidea taxus 
jacksoni)

Species
Protection and 

Habitat
Regulation

Myotis leibii

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

Myotis
lucifugus

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

Myotis
septentrionalis

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

Perimyotis
subflavus

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

(Microtus
pinetorum) N/A

(Ligumia
nasuta)

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

Taxolasma parvum

Species and 
General Habitat 
Protection June 

27, 2014



(Villosa iris)
Species and 

General Habitat 
Protection

Bryoandersonia
illecebra

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

(Castanea
dentata)

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

(Frasera
caroliniensis)

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

(Panax
quinquefolius)

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

(Phegopteris
hexagonoptera) N/A

(Juglans cinerea)
Species and 

General Habitat 
Protection

Betula lenta
Species and 

General Habitat 
Protection

(Cornus florida)

Species
Protection and 

Habitat
Regulation

(Trichophorum planifolium)

Species
Protection and 

Habitat
Regulation

(Arisaema
dracontium) N/A

Pycnanthemum incanum

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

(Morus rubra)
Species and 

General Habitat 
Protection

(Eurybia
divaricata)

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection



(Emydonidea
blandingii)

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

(Heterodon platirhinos)

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

Sternotherus odoratus)

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection

(Thamnophis sauritus) N/A

(Graptemys
geographica) N/A

(Chelydra
serpentina) N/A

(Apalone spinifera)
Species and 

General Habitat 
Protection
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 Significant Wildlife Habitat Assessment Summary Table for Block 1 Lands. 
Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) Type 
 

Known or Candidate SWH  
present/absent 

Rationale 
 

SEASONAL CONCENTRATION AREAS OF ANIMALS 
Waterfowl Stopover and Staging Areas Absent Suitable habitat not present on Subject Lands 
Shorebird Migratory Stopover Area Absent Suitable habitat not present on Subject Lands 
Raptor Wintering Area Absent Suitable habitat not present on Subject Lands 
Bat Hibernacula Absent Suitable overwintering habitat not present on Subject 

Lands 
Bat Maternity Colonies Possibly present Potential habitat in woodland areas.  To be assessed 

as part of future works or in advance of tree 
removals.   

Turtle Wintering Areas Absent Suitable overwintering habitat not present on Subject 
Lands 

Reptile Hibernaculum Absent Suitable overwintering habitat not observed on 
Subject Lands 

Colonially -Nesting Bird Breeding Habitat 
(Bank and Cliff) 

Absent Suitable habitat not present on Subject Lands 

Colonially -Nesting Bird Breeding Habitat 
(Tree/Shrubs) 

Absent Suitable habitat not present on Subject Lands 

Colonially -Nesting Bird Breeding Habitat 
(Ground) 

Absent Suitable habitat not present on Subject Lands 

Migratory Butterfly Stopover Areas Absent Suitable habitat not observed on Subject Lands 
Landbird Migratory Stopover Areas Absent Suitable habitat not observed on Subject Lands 
Deer Winter Congregation Areas Absent Suitable winter concentration habitat not present on 

Subject Lands 
RARE VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 
Cliffs and Talus Slopes Absent Habitat type not present on Subject Lands 
Sand Barren Absent Habitat type not present on Subject Lands 
Alvar Absent Habitat type not present on Subject Lands 



Old Growth Forest Absent Habitat type not present on Subject Lands 
Savannah Absent Habitat type not present on Subject Lands 
Tallgrass Prairie Absent Habitat type not present on Subject Lands 
Other Rare Vegetation Communities Absent No rare vegetation communities present on Subject 

Lands 
SPECIALIZED HABITATS OF WILDLIFE CONSIDERED SWH 
Waterfowl Nesting Area Absent Suitable habitat not present on Subject Lands 
Bald Eagle and Osprey Nesting, Foraging 
and Perching Habitat 

Absent Suitable habitat not present on Subject Lands 

Woodland Raptor Nesting Habitat Absent Suitable habitat not present on Subject Lands 
Turtle Nesting Areas Absent Suitable habitat not present on Subject Lands 
Seeps and Springs Absent Suitable habitat not present on Subject Lands 
Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Woodland) Absent Suitable habitat not present on Subject Lands 
Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Wetlands) Absent Suitable habitat not present on Subject Lands 
Woodland Area-Sensitive Bird Breeding 
Habitat 

Absent Suitable habitat not present on Subject Lands 

HABITATS OF SPECIES OF CONSERVATION CONCERN CONSIDERED SWH 
Marsh Breeding Bird Habitat Absent Suitable habitat not present on Subject Lands 
Open Country Bird Breeding Habitat Absent Confirmed habitat not present on Subject Lands.  

Habitat in CUM1-1/Cultivated Field does not meet 
criteria. 

Shrub/Early Successional Bird Breeding 
Habitat 

Absent Confirmed habitat not present on Subject Lands.  No 
indicator species present in recent surveys.   

Terrestrial Crayfish Absent Suitable habitat not present on Subject Lands 
Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species Absent Suitable habitat not present on Subject Lands 
ANIMAL MOVEMENT CORRIDORS 
Amphibian Movement Corridors Absent Suitable habitat not present on Subject Lands 
Bat Migratory Stopover Area Absent Suitable habitat not present on Subject Lands 

Please note the above SWH criteria are based on guidance provided by the Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules For 
Ecoregion 7E and modified to be specific for the Subject Property.    


