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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Insight Environmental Solutions Inc., (IES) was retained by Rock Developments East Windsor Inc., to
undertake an Environmental Evaluation Report for the development of a Costco at the property identified
as 0 Catherine Street, Windsor, Essex County, Ontario (hereafter described as the ‘Subject Property’).

This report is designed to satisfy the requirements under 5.3.2 Greenway System Policies of the City of
Windsor Official Plan. The property contains Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) as defined by the Provincial
Policy Statement (2024). The property is also adjacent to an agricultural drain with intermittent flow and
could potentially be considered Fish Habitat during certain times of the year. Additionally, the property is
within a regulated area under Ontario Regulation 41/24 administered by the Essex Region Conservation
Authority (ERCA).

The purpose of this report is to identify natural heritage features and functions on or adjacent to the
Subject Property, assess impacts of the proposed development, and recommend mitigation measures to
ensure that the significant natural features are not adversely affected by the proposed development. This
report will demonstrate that the proposed development complies with applicable environmental
legislation, policies, and regulations at the provincial, regional, and local levels.

1.1 STUuDY AREA

The project is located at 0 Catherine Street, Essex County, Windsor, Ontario (17T 339346 4686770). The
property includes:

e Part of Lot 18 Concession 1 Petite Cote Sandwich
e Part of Lot 119 Concession 1 Petite Cote Sandwich
e Part of Lot 120 Concession 1 Petite Cote Sandwich

The Subject Property is approximately 600m long (north - south) and 250m wide (east - west) with an area
of approximately 14.6 hectares. The Subject Property currently consists of agricultural and disturbed land.
It is bordered by a rail corridor to the north, agricultural land to the east, a Home Depot to the south and
a meadow to the west. An agricultural drain exists to the north of the property, flowing in an eastward
direction. Figure 1 shows the property in a regional context.

1.2 DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL

The project proposes to build a Costco and associated parking lot on the southern half of the property.
The northern portion of the property measuring 2.6 ha will be used for stormwater management. A pump
house will be built to aid the flow of water through an outlet into the agricultural drain located to the
north of the property. The remaining 3.1ha located between the proposed Costco and stormwater
management (SWM) pond will be retained for future commercial use. The Concept Plan for the proposed
development can be seen in Figure 2.
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FIGURE 2: SITE PLAN
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2.0 METHODOLOGIES

2.1 BACKGROUND REVIEW

Background documents and supporting technical documents containing information relevant to the
biophysical features of the Subject Property were gathered and reviewed. This included the following
sources:

City of Windsor Official Plan (2023)

Provincial Policy Statement (2024)

Endangered Species Act (2007)

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry. Make A Map: Natural Heritage Areas. Interactive
Map (2024)

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry Natural Heritage Reference Manual (2010)

A

Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs — AgMaps Interactive Map (2024)
Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (ORAA)

Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA)

. Ebird

10. Google Earth Imagery

©® N w

2.2 ProtocoL FOR VEGETATION COMMUNITY AND STRUCTURE ANALYSIS

Vegetation communities were mapped-and described-according to the Ecological Land Classification (ELC)
system for Southern Ontario (Lee et al., 1998 and 2008), which involved delineating vegetation
communities on an aerial photograph of the property and recording pertinent information concerning the
structure and composition of the vegetation in-each community. At the same time as vegetation
community mapping was undertaken, a plotless floral inventory occurred, which consisted of a
compilation of a list of plants observed on the property, as well as the height and cover of each layer and
the dominant species in each layer.

2.3  FLORISTIC QUALITY ASSESSMENT

According to Swink and Wilhelm (1994) Floristic Quality Assessment (FQA) is a method to assess the
floristic integrity of vegetation communities. FQA is used to determine the significance and amount of
restoration required for individual vegetation communities. This assessment provides a dependable and
repeatable method for evaluating the relative significance of vegetation communities in terms of their
native floristic composition. This assessment is not intended for use as a stand-alone method, but instead
can be applied to complement and support other methods of evaluating the natural quality of a site.

Floristic Quality Index

FQA is applied by calculating a mean Coefficient of Conservatism (CC) value and a Floristic Quality Index
(FQI) value from a comprehensive list of plant species obtained from a particular site (Swink and Wilhelm

Page 8



Environmental Evaluation Report 8555 Twin Oaks Drive, Windsor

1994; Wilhelm and Masters 1995). FQl determines the quality of a vegetation community based on its
plant species composition and relative abundance.

Coefficients of conservatism range from 0 - 10 and embody an estimated probability that a plant is likely
to occur in a landscape relatively unaltered from what is believed to be pre-European settlement
condition. Therefore, a coefficient of zero is given to plants that have demonstrated little fidelity to any
remnant natural community, while a coefficient of ten is applied to those plants that are almost always
restricted to a pre-settlement remnant.

FQl is calculated by summing the CC of an inventory of plants and dividing by the total number of plant
taxa (n), yielding the mean coefficient of conservatism (Mean CC = Sum of CC /n). The Mean CC is then
multiplied by the square root of the total number of plants (n) to yieldthe FQI (FQI = Mean CC Vn). The
square root of n is used as a multiplier to transform the Mean CC and allow for better comparison of the
FQI between large sites with a high number of species and small sites with fewer species. Other methods
used to determine the significance of each vegetation community include relative abundance, size and
level of anthropogenic disturbance.

Based upon the above criteria, vegetation communities were classified as follows:

e Rare and Extremely Significant if community FQI value was greater than 50;
High Significance if community FQI value was between 37 and 49;

Moderate to High Significance if community FQl value was between 25 and 36;
Moderate Significance if community FQI value was between 13 and 24; or

Low Significance if community FQI value was less than 12.

2.4  WETNESS INDEX

The Floristic Quality Assessment System for Southern Ontario (1995) identifies several components to
assess the floristic integrity of vegetation communities. One of the components is the Wetland Index (W).
The wetness index allows a mean wetness value to be calculated which is used for evaluating the
predominance of upland or wetland species for a natural area or vegetation community.

The National Wetland Indicator Categories define the estimated probability for which a species occurs in
wetlands (Reed 1988, Wilhelm 1989, 1992). Positive signs (+) indicating a dry tendency and negative signs
(-) indicating a wet tendency are attached to the three "facultative" categories to express the tendencies
for those species (Reed 1988). Coefficients of wetness (CW) values have been assigned by Wilhelm (1989,
1992) to the eleven wetland indicator categories. Plants are designated as Obligate Wetland, Facultative
Wetland, Facultative, Facultative Upland, and Obligate Upland.

CW of taxa recorded from a site inventory (n) can be averaged and the mean regarded as a wetness index
(W =3 CW /n). If the wetness index is zero or below, then the site has a predominance of wetland species
(Wilhelm 1989).
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Wetland Category Definition Wetness Index
Obligate Occurs almost always in wetlands under natural
OBL » . » OBL -5
Wetland conditions (estimated >99% probability)
FACW+ -4
Facultative Usually occurs in wetlands, but occasionally found in non-
FACW . o FACW -3
Wetland wetlands (estimated 67 -99% probability)
FACW- -2
FAC+ -1

Equally likely to occur in wetlands or non-wetlands

FAC Facultative FAC 0
(estimated 34-66% probability)

FAC- 1

FACU+ 2

Facultative | Occasionally occurs in wetlands, but usually occurs in non-
FACU . . FACU 3
Upland wetlands (estimated 1-33% probability)

FACU- 4

Occurs almost never in wetlands under natural conditions
UPL Upland . . UPL 5
(estimated <1% probability)

2.4.1 Habitat Quality

Habitat quality was determined by evaluating the level of human disturbances (i.e. mowing, dumping,
construction, tracks and trails, noise, etc.), the:abundance of native species, floristic quality index value,
and flora and fauna diversity.

2.5 DRIPLINE STAKING EXERCISE

The dripline of the woodland feature was captured in a staking exercise conducted by a Certified Arborist
to ensure adherence to best practices in arboricultural assessment and management. Utilizing a high-
accuracy GPS unit, the extent of the dripline of the woodland edge precisely staked, allowing for accurate
data collection and mapping of the critical root zones. The GPS unit provided +/-3 metre accuracy,
ensuring that the staked locations were reliable and can be used for subsequent ecological assessments
and management planning. Prior to staking, a thorough evaluation of the surrounding environment was
performed to identify any factors that could influence tree health and growth, ensuring a comprehensive
approach to the exercise.

2.6  AQUATIC HABITAT ASSESSMENT

A Channel Structure Assessment was conducted utilizing the methodology outlined in Section 4, Module
1 of the Ontario Stream Assessment Protocol (OSAP) Version 10 (2017). This module involves a systematic
evaluation of stream morphology and habitat characteristics and initiates with the delineation of the
assessment reach. Field data are gathered through visual surveys and precise measurements of critical
channel attributes, including width, depth, substrate composition, and bank stability. The assessment
encompasses a thorough documentation of structural features such as pools, riffles, and runs, along with
their respective dimensions and habitat quality assessments. Furthermore, the presence of anthropogenic
structures, such as weirs and culverts, is recorded, and their effects on stream flow dynamics and fish
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passage are analysed. To enhance the reliability and comparability of the data, photographic
documentation is incorporated, alongside the utilization of standardized assessment forms. This
methodology is designed to yield an understanding of channel conditions and their implications for stream
health and aquatic habitat.

2.7 HeADWATER DRAINAGE FEATURE ASSESSMENT

The Evaluation, Classification and Management of Headwater Drainage Features Guidelines by Credit
Valley Conservation Authority and Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (CVC & TRCA, 2014),
hereafter described as “the Guidelines”, were used to classify Headwater Drainage Features (HDF) on the
Subject Property and adjacent lands. The Guidelines were developed to provide direction to practitioners
for aquatic features that are not covered by existing policy as being important eco-hydrological features
but may contribute to the overall health of a subwatershed. The Guidelines provide consistent
methodology to evaluate sediment, food, and flow transport to downstream reaches, as well as the use
of the features by biota (CVC & TRCA, 2014). According to the Guidelines, modules from the most up-to-
date Ontario Stream Assessment Protocol (OSAP; Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, 2017),
including the Constrained Headwater Sampling, Section 4 Module 10 (OSAP S4.M10; Stanfield, et al.,
2017) and/or the Unconstrained Headwater Sampling, Section 4 Module 11 (OSAP S4.M11; Stanfield, et
al., 2017) are applied to complete the HDF Assessment. The classification of a HDF is linked to appropriate
management options based on the hydrology, fish habitat, and vegetation functions of the feature.

To distinguish HDFs from watercourses, the following definitions were utilized per the OSAP and the CVC
& TRCA documents:

e HDFs are non-permanently flowing drainage features that may not have defined bed or banks;
they are first-order and zero-order intermittent and ephemeral channels, swales, and connected
headwater wetlands, but do not include rills or furrows.

e Features within a valley are typically not considered HDFs.

e A HDFhas a catchment of at least 2.5 ha in size.

Per the Guidelines, more than one field assessment is required to accurately assess hydrology. The
Guidelines recommend the OSAP Headwater module be completed in three assessment periods at each
sampling location to assess the HDF’s throughout the year. The assessment periods include spring freshet
(late March — mid-April), late April — May and July — August.

Once field surveys are complete, the HDFs are assessed in four steps, based on criteria outlined in the
Guidelines, to classify each HDF:

1. Hydrology Classification: Flow conditions are classified into hydrology types.
Riparian Classification: The feature is classified with regard to riparian vegetation.
Fish and Fish Habitat Classification: Fish and fish habitat is classified based on the presence of
fish and allochthonous transport is considered.
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4. Terrestrial Habitat Classification: Features are classified based on the presence of breeding
amphibians, wetlands and stepping stone habitat.

Finally, the results of Steps 1 to 4 are summarized and used in the Flow Chart within the CVC & TRCA
Guidelines (Table 1) to assign a Management Recommendation. Potential management
recommendations as identified in the Guidelines include protection, conservation, mitigation, recharge,
maintain terrestrial linkage and no management required. Definitions of the management
recommendations are presented in Table 2.

TABLE 1: CVC & TRCA FLow CHART

TABLE 2: DEFINITIONS OF MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS (CVC & TRCA, 2014)

HDF
Management Definition
Recommendation

e Protect and/or enhance the existing feature and its riparian zone corridor, and

Protection groundwater discharge or wetland in-situ;
(Important e Maintain hydroperiod;
Functions) e Incorporate shallow groundwater and base flow protection techniques such as

infiltration treatment;
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TABLE 2: DEFINITIONS OF MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS (CVC & TRCA, 2014)

HDF
Management
Recommendation

Definition

Use natural channel design techniques or wetland design to restore and
enhance existing habitat features, if necessary; realignment not generally
permitted; and

Design and locate the stormwater management system (e.g., extended
detention outfalls) are to be designed and located to avoid impacts (i.e.,
sediment, temperature) to the feature.

Conservation
(Valued
Functions)

Maintain, relocate and/or enhance drainage feature and its riparian corridor;
If catchment drainage has been previously removed or will be removed due to
diversion of stormwater flows, restore lost functions through enhanced lot
level controls (i.e., restore original catchment using clean roof drainage), as
feasible;

Maintain or replace on-site flows using mitigation measures and/or wetland
creation, if necessary;

Maintain or replace external flows;

Use natural channel design techniques to maintain or enhance overall
productivity of the reach; and

Drainage feature must connect to downstream.

Mitigation
(Contributing
Functions)

Replicate or enhance functions through enhanced lot level conveyance
measures, such as well-vegetated swales (herbaceous, shrub and tree material)
to mimic online wet vegetation pockets, or replicate through constructed
wetland features connected to downstream;

Replicate on-site flow and outlet flow at the top end of the system to maintain
feature functions with vegetated swales, bioswales, etc. If catchment drainage
has been previously removed, due to diversion of stormwater flows, restore
lost functions through enhanced lot level controls (i.e., restore original
catchment using clean roof drainage); and

Replicate functions by lot level conveyance measures (e.g., vegetated swales)
connected to the natural heritage system, as feasible and/or Low Impact
Development (LID) stormwater options (refer to Conservation Authority Water
Management Guidelines for details).

Mitigation
(Recharge
Functions)

Maintain overall water balance by providing mitigation measures to infiltrate
clean stormwater, unless the area qualifies as an Area of High Aquifer
Vulnerability under the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan (ORMCP) or
Significant Recharge Areas under the Source Water Protection Act. These areas
will be subject to specific policies under their respective legislation.

Terrestrial features may need to be assessed separately through an
Environmental Impact Study to determine whether there are other terrestrial
functions associated with them.

Mitigation
(Terrestrial
Functions)

Maintain the corridor between the other features through in-situ protection or
if the other features require protection, replicate, and enhance the corridor
elsewhere.
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TABLE 2: DEFINITIONS OF MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS (CVC & TRCA, 2014)

HDF
Management Definition
Recommendation

e Ifthe feature is wider than 20 m, it may need to be assessed separately through
an Environmental Impact Study to determine whether there are other
terrestrial functions associated with it.

e The feature that was identified during desktop pre-screening has been field

No Management verified to confirm that no feature and/or functions associated with HDFs are
Required present on the ground and/or there is no connection downstream. These
(Limited features are generally characterized by lack of flow, evidence of cultivation,

Functions) furrowing, the presence of a seasonal crop, and lack of natural vegetation. No

management recommendations required.
2.8 WILDLIFE AND WILDLIFE HABITAT

Wildlife surveys and habitat quality assessments were completed throughout the study area. These
surveys were chosen based on consultation with regulatory agencies,.a thorough background review of
available data and a visual assessment of potential ecological communities from photo interpretation.

Incidental Wildlife Surveys

A wildlife assessment within the study area was completed through incidental observations while on site.
Any incidental observations of wildlife were noted, as well as other wildlife evidence such as direct
observation, vocalizations, dens, tracks, browse and scat. Random searches of natural objects that provide
cover (large branches, logs, rocks) were conducted to search for reptiles and amphibians. Aquatic features
were scanned using binoculars to identify any basking turtle species. Special focus was placed upon
searching for Species at Risk individuals (SAR), habitat and habitat features such as vernal pools, dens,
burrows (small and large), snake thermoregulation areas, tree cavities and basking sites.

Visual Area Surveys for Reptiles

Visual Encounter Surveys for reptiles were conducted throughout the property in accordance with the
Survey Protocol for Ontario's Species at Risk (SAR) Reptiles. Transects were used to search the property
for SAR snakes and binoculars were used to scan habitat features (logs, rocks, basking objects) for reptile
species along adjacent drain and shallow marsh habitats. Cover objects were opportunistically lifted or
turned over in search of individuals underneath the object when on site. Suitable turtle habitat was
considered to be natural areas with standing water and land, including wetlands, lakes, streams and rivers.
Basking turtle surveys were completed in the morning searching for turtles on logs, rocks and along the
banks of the water features.

2.9  Species AT RisK SURVEY (SAR) METHODS

Field surveys were carried out to determine the potential population and distribution of SAR individuals
and to delineate the habitat and habitat features within the study area. The survey was carried out to
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provide detailed and reliable information on SAR presence or absence, suitable habitat, habitat features,
location, distance from the proposed development, population size, management concerns and to ensure
that the proposed development does not contravene the Endangered Species Act, 2007.

The search efforts were focused on inspecting sites and features with a high probability of supporting SAR.
When documenting each SAR specimen/population, habitat or habitat feature the following data was
recorded on paper and on a Global Positioning System (GPS):

Species (Scientific name)
Habitat or habitat feature
Location (Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) co-ordinates)

el A

Relative abundance

Points were used to delineate the location. UTM coordinates were recorded on hand-held GPS units,
downloaded to a computer, and mapped on an ortho-rectified digital air photo using a Geographic
Information System (GIS).

3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

3.1 FieLb SURVEY DATES AND WEATHER CONDITIONS

Details on the local temperatures and weather conditions at the Subject Property during field

investigations can be seen in Table 3.

TABLE 3: SURVEY FIELD DATES AND WEATHER CONDITIONS

o
* s |E |5
> S .§ —
® S | &Y Surveyor
— U — - 9
Date Type of Surveys g & X| Ew| 5T
£ = Sw| ©oO ames
0 i) © o
= = o a

Vegetation Inventory, Ecological Land

October 3
2024 ! Classification, Visual Area Survey, SAR 19 10 2-3 0 Nicole Wajmer
Survey, and Incidental Wildlife Survey.
VegetaTt.lon .Inventory,.EcoIoglcaI Land Nicole Wajmer
December 17, Classification, Aquatic Assessment, .
. 2 100 2-3 0 and Jennifer
2024 Headwater Drainage Feature Neill

Assessment and Dripline Staking.

1Beaufort Wind Scale: 0 (Calm); 1 (Light Air); 2 (Light Breeze); 3 (Gentle Breeze); 4 (Moderate Breeze); 5 (Fresh Breeze); 6 (Strong Breeze).
2Precipitation Codes: O (Clear); 1 (Fog); 2 (Light Drizzle); 3 (Light Rain); 4 (Moderate Rain); 5 (Heavy Rain); 6 (Thunder or Lighting).
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3.2 NATURAL HERITAGE FEATURES

The Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) recommends that natural heritage features within
120m of a proposed development and/or site alteration be examined for potential impacts (Natural
Heritage Reference Manual, 2010).

According to the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry Make-A-Map: Natural Heritage Areas online
tool the Subject Property contains a small strip of woodland. Small patches of woodland also exist to the
west and east of the property (Figure 3).

3.3  PHYSIOGRAPHY AND SOILS

According to the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA) on-line interactive ‘Ag
Maps’ Application the property is within a “Built Up Area” and the mapping application does not provide
any soil data.

3.4 HYDROLOGY

The OMAFRA online interactive map indicates that the Subject Property is adjacent to an agricultural drain
called Hawkins Drain, which runs parallel to the railway corridor along the northern edge of the property.
The Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) classifies Hawkins Drain as a Class F Drain, meaning it is an
intermittent watercourse that is dry for at least three months each year and does not support sensitive
fish species. During the field investigations, Hawkins Drain was observed to have deep flowing water.
Additionally, there is a ditch or drain along the eastern edge of the property between agricultural fields,
which was dry during the investigations. It's important to note that the northern edge of the property
near Hawkins Drain is within the Regulated Area of the Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA; see
Figure 4).

3.5 TOPOGRAPHY

The topography associated with the legal parcel is tableland. According to Lee et al. (1998): tableland is a
“Site on a more or less level plain, not associated with any marked topographic feature.”
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3.6 FLORA AND VEGETATION COMMUNITIES

Ecological Land Classification Vegetation Communities

The Study Area (Subject Property and adjacent lands) contains two anthropogenic areas and three natural
vegetation communities (Figure 5). These areas are described briefly below.

The Open Disturbed Area occurs along the southern and part of the western property boundaries.

European Reed (Phragmites australis ssp. australis) has established along the edges and fencerows in
varying densities, from mature dense stands to sparse, linear formations. This area has been colonized by
a mix of common, non-native invasive species, which are most concentrated along margins inaccessible
to equipment and spread more sparsely toward the north. Evidence of recent grading and skid tracks were
also observed in this area. Photo 1 shows an example of this anthropogenic area during field
investigations.

The Open Agriculture (OAG) occupies the remaining portions of the Subject Property and includes two

distinct sections, a large OAG and a small OAG, differentiated by crop type. The small OAG field appeared
to be more recently tilled with a heavier level of recent disturbance shown through the presence of brush
piles and upturned roots within the field. There was also a large section of pooling present in the small
OAG field. This pooled area did not contain any vegetation. In 2024, the OAG fields were planted with
soy. Soy is also planned for the 2025 growing season. At the time of site investigations, both fields had
been harvested and tilled, allowing some time for non-native invasive plants to establish in scattered and
patchy patterns across each field, with higher plant densities observed in the small OAG. Photo 2 shows
an example of this anthropogenic area during field investigations.

The Fresh - Moist Deciduous Woodland Ecosite (WODMS5) extends along the northern property boundary

and is distributed across several small polygons. These polygons are predominantly composed of young
trees interspersed with occasional canopy veterans. The WODMS5 exhibits a semi-closed canopy observing
35% < tree cover < 60% with a cultural legacy. One WODMS5 polygon, on the eastern property boundary
contains a prominent standing pool of water, bordered by Eastern Cottonwood (Populus deltoides).
Several central polygons exhibit vertical cuts along their southern edges, with exposed tree roots visible.
These cuts measure approximately 1 to 1.5 meters in height. The remaining polygons exhibit a
heterogeneous composition of tree species lacking typical associations. The canopy is primarily dominated
by Manitoba Maple (Acer negundo), with occasional to rare occurrences of Eastern Cottonwood, Silver
Maple (Acer saccharinum), and Bur Oak (Quercus macrocarpa). The tall shrub layer (2-10 m) is
characterized by regenerating young trees, predominantly Green Ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), with
occasional to rare occurrences of White Elm (Ulmus americana), Hackberry (Celtis occidentalis), and
Common Apple (Malus pumila). A total of 26 species were observed in this community, 17 (65%) native
species exist, while nine (35%) are classified as non-native. The mean Coefficient of Wetness (CW) for this
community is 1.08. This number indicates that there is a slight predominance of upland species present.
The mean Coefficient of Conservatism (CC) for this community is 2.08. This number indicates the floristic
quality is not sufficient to identify a community of remnant natural quality. The Floristic Quality Index
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(FQI) for this community is 10.59 indicating low significance from a natural quality perspective.
Disturbance history includes light browse, gaps in the canopy, flooding, tracks and trails, cutting, dumping
and invasive species. Photo 3 shows an example of site conditions as they were during field investigations.

The Fresh - Moist Deciduous Thicket Ecosite (THDM5) surrounds the WODMS5 polygons and extends down
to the southern edge of the Hawkins Drain. The THDMS5 is dominated by a mix of common native and

exotic shrub species with shrub cover > 25%; tree cover < 25%; varying from scattered and patchy to
continuous. A total of 41 species were observed in this community, 22 (54%) native species exist, while
19 (46%) are classified as non-native. The mean CW for this community is 0.73. This number indicates that
there is a slight predominance of upland species present. This number is slightly lower than expected due
to the presence of several facultative and obligate wetland species occurring at the interface of this
community and the Hawkins Drain (some within the drain bed itself). The mean CC for this community is
1.22. This number indicates the floristic quality is not sufficient to identify a community of remnant natural
quality. The FQI for this community is 7.81 indicating low significance from a natural quality perspective.
Disturbance history includes light browse, anthropogenic disturbance (CSP Culverts), steep banks and
invasive species. Photo 4 shows an example of site conditions as they were during field investigations.

The Fresh - Moist Mixed Meadow Ecosite (MEMMA4) is located on the adjacent lands to the west and along
the northern bank of the Hawkins Drain. The MEMMA4 is an open herbaceous community with tree and

shrub cover < 25%, ranging from scattered and patchy to continuous meadow. The MEMM4 ecosite
located on the adjacent lands is a higher-quality mixed meadow characterized by greater native species
diversity and the presence of several provincially significant plants. Portions of this MEMM4 polygon
exhibit areas of standing, pooled water, with facultative wetland species present; however, their coverage
does not exceed 50%. The MEMMA4 located along the northern bank of the drain is dominated by invasive
species and demonstrates relatively low species diversity in comparison. A total of 48 species were
observed in this community, 23 (48%) native species exist, while 25 (52%) are classified as non-native. The
mean CW for this community is 1.33. This number indicates that there is a slight predominance of upland
species present. The mean CC for this community is 1.04. This number indicates the floristic quality is not
sufficient to identify a community of remnant natural quality. The FQl for this community is 10.43
indicating low significance from a natural quality perspective. Disturbance history includes light browse,
flooding and invasive species. Photo 5 shows an example of site conditions as they were during field
investigations.

All vegetation communities within the Study Area are considered widespread and common in Ontario and
are secure globally. Table 4 presents the vascular plant taxa found on and adjacent to the Subject
Property.
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Photo 1: Open Disturbed Area, looking southeast.

Photo 2: Large OAG, looking north.
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Photo 3: Fresh - Moist Deciduous Woodland Ecosite (WODMS5), looking northeast.

Photo 4: Fresh - Moist Deciduous Thicket Ecosite (THDMS5), looking north.
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Photo 5: Fresh - Moist Mixed Meadow Ecosite (MEMMA4), looking north.

Flora

A total of 115 vascular plant taxa were recorded within the study area (Table 4). Of the 115 species
identified to a species level, 59 species (51%) are considered native to Ontario while 56 species (49%) are
classified as non-native. No plant SAR were observed however, field investigations confirmed the
presence of three provincially significant plant species; Missouri Ironweed (Eupatorium altissimum) and
Stiff Goldenrod (Solidago rigida) both with a provincial S-Rank of Vulnerable (S3) and Tall Boneset
(Eupatorium altissimum) with a pr