
 
 

GUIDING SOLUTIONS IN THE  
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

 

M a r k h a m  ❖  B r a c e b r i d g e  ❖  G u e l p h  ❖  P e t e r b o r o u g h  ❖  B a r r i e  

w w w . b e a c o n e n v i r o . c o m  

Environmental Impact Study 

321 Domville Street 

Arthur, Wellington County 
 

Prepared For: 

Cachet Developments 

Prepared By: 

Beacon Environmental Limited 

Date: Project: 

Updated April 2021 220146 
 
 



 

 

 E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t u d y  

3 2 1  D o m v i l l e  S t r e e t ,  A r t h u r ,  W e l l i n g t o n  C o u n t y   

 

 

 
 

T a b l e  o f  C o n t e n t s  
 

p a g e  

1. Introduction ............................................................................................... 1 

2. Policy Review ............................................................................................ 1 

2.1 Federal Fisheries Act (1985)......................................................................................... 2 
2.2 Migratory Birds Convention Act (1994) ......................................................................... 3 
2.3 Endangered Species Act (2007) ................................................................................... 3 
2.4 Provincial Policy Statement (2020) ............................................................................... 4 

2.4.1 Natural Heritage ............................................................................................................... 4 
2.4.2 Natural Hazards ............................................................................................................... 6 

2.5 Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2019) ................................................ 6 
2.6 County of Wellington (2019) ......................................................................................... 7 
2.7 Township of Wellington North ....................................................................................... 8 
2.8 Grand River Conservation Authority Policies (2015) and Regulations (2006) ............... 8 

3. Methodology .............................................................................................. 8 

3.1 Background Review ...................................................................................................... 8 
3.2 Field Investigations ....................................................................................................... 9 

4. Findings ................................................................................................... 11 

4.1 Aquatic Resources ..................................................................................................... 11 
4.1.1 Aquatic Habitat and Fish Community ............................................................................. 12 

4.2 Terrestrial Habitat ....................................................................................................... 13 
4.2.1 Ecological Land Classification and Land Use ................................................................ 13 
4.2.2 Floristic Survey ............................................................................................................... 14 
4.2.3 Breeding Bird Survey ..................................................................................................... 14 
4.2.4 Threatened and Endangered Species ........................................................................... 15 
4.2.5 Incidental Wildlife ........................................................................................................... 15 

4.3 Evaluation of Significance ........................................................................................... 15 

5. Description of Proposed Development ................................................. 16 

5.1 Residential Development ............................................................................................ 16 
5.2 Access ........................................................................................................................ 16 
5.3 Stormwater Management ........................................................................................... 16 
5.4 Sanitary Servicing ....................................................................................................... 17 
5.5 Water Supply .............................................................................................................. 17 
5.6 Hydrogeology ............................................................................................................. 17 

6. Impact Assessment ................................................................................ 18 

7. Mitigation and Enhancement Recommendations ................................. 18 

7.1 Aquatic Habitat ........................................................................................................... 18 
7.2 Timing of Vegetation Removal .................................................................................... 19 
7.3 Low Impact Development Techniques ........................................................................ 19 
7.4 Sediment and Erosion Control .................................................................................... 19 



 

 

 E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t u d y  

3 2 1  D o m v i l l e  S t r e e t ,  A r t h u r ,  W e l l i n g t o n  C o u n t y   

 

 

 
 

8. Policy Conformity ................................................................................... 20 

9. Conclusion .............................................................................................. 22 

10. Cited References ..................................................................................... 24 

 
 
 
F i g u r e s  
 
Figure 1.  Site Location ....................................................................................................... after page 2 
Figure 2.  Existing Conditions ........................................................................................... after page 12 
Figure 3.  Proposed Development .................................................................................... after page 16 
 
 
 
T a b l e s  
 
Table 1.  Summary of Field Investigations ........................................................................................... 9 

Table 2.  Breeding Bird Survey Details .............................................................................................. 10 

Table 3.  Assessment of Significant Natural Heritage Features ......................................................... 15 

Table 4.  Policy Compliance Assessment .......................................................................................... 20 

 
 
 
A p p e n d i c e s  
 
Appendix A.  Environmental Impact Study Terms of Reference and GRCA Response 
Appendix B.  MECP Correspondence 
Appendix C.  Photolog 
Appendix D.  Flora Checklist 
Appendix E.  Breeding Bird Checklist 
Appendix F.  SAR Screening Table 
 
 



 

 

 E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t u d y  

3 2 1  D o m v i l l e  S t r e e t ,  A r t h u r ,  W e l l i n g t o n  C o u n t y   

 

 
Page 1 

 
 

1. Introduction 

Beacon Environmental Limited (Beacon) was retained by Cachet Developments to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS) in support of a proposed development for the property located at 321 
Domville Street in Arthur, located in the Township of Wellington North in the County of Wellington 
(herein referred to as the subject property). The subject property is 11.22 ha in area, located southeast 
of the intersection of Preston Street and Domville Street and is composed of undeveloped lands which 
are primarily used for agricultural purposes (Figure 1).  
 
Natural heritage features on the subject property are limited to a small successional plantation and 
small groupings of trees adjacent to the tributary of Farley Creek, which flows through a channelized 
drainage feature located in the middle of the subject property. 
 
The Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA) regulates wetlands and watercourses through Ontario 
Regulation 150/06. It is our understanding that GRCA staff have been on site and have requested a 
study to address the watercourse features in the context of the proposed development plan. This EIS 
sets out to demonstrate that all the conditions of section 9.1.17 of the Grand River Conservation 
Authority Policies for the Administration of the Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations 
to Shorelines and Watercourses Ontario Regulation 150/06 (GRCA 2015) are satisfied.  
 
Additionally, the County of Wellington’s Official Plan (2019) states in policy 4.6.3 that,  
 

Environmental impact assessments prepared by a qualified person may be required to 
evaluate the impacts a proposed development may have on the natural environment and 
the means by which negative impacts may be reduced or eliminated.  

 
The objectives of this EIS are to: 
 

• Characterize natural heritage resources and ecological functions in the study area; 

• Identify significant natural heritage resources and functions; 

• Identify environmental constraints and confirm development limits; 

• Describe the proposed development plan; 

• Assess potential impacts of the proposed development plan on significant natural heritage 
features and ecological functions; and 

• Recommend mitigation measures for avoiding or minimizing potential development related 
impacts to significant natural heritage features and functions.  

 
This EIS has been updated to reflect GRCA comments dated November 20, 2020, including completion 
of additional field surveys and a revised site plan as part of the second submission. 
 
 

2. Policy Review 

This section of the EIS provides an overview of key federal, provincial and local environmental policies, 
legislation, and regulations that are directly relevant to the project. Key environmental legislation, 
policies and regulations considered by this EIS are as follows: 
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• Federal Fisheries Act (1985); 

• Federal Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA; 1994); 

• Ontario Endangered Species Act (ESA; 2007); 

• Provincial Policy Statement (PPS; 2020); 

• Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2019); 

• County of Wellington Official Plan (2019); and 

• GRCA policies (2015) and regulations (2006). 
 
The overview provided below is not comprehensive. Rather, it is intended to highlight those key 
legislative, regulatory and policy requirements that pertain to the proposed development to ensure it 
conforms with the various environmental protection requirements. A summary of how the proposed 
development conforms to the various natural heritage protection legislation, policies and regulations is 
presented in Section 8. 
 
 

2.1 Federal Fisheries Act (1985) 

In Ontario, Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) manages fish habitat and the Ministry of Natural 
Resources and Forestry (MNRF) manages fisheries. There are two watercourses on the subject 
property regulated under the Act.  
 
Fish and fish habitat are protected under the federal Fisheries Act (1985) which was last amended on 
August 28, 2019. The protection provisions of the Fisheries Act apply to all fish and fish habitat 
throughout Canada and the Act sets out authorities for the regulation of works, undertakings or activities 
that risk harming fish and fish habitat. Specifically, the protection provisions include two core 
prohibitions. One is against persons carrying on works, undertakings or activities that result in the “death 
of fish by means other than fishing” (subsection 34.4[1]), and the other is “harmful alteration, disruption 
or destruction of fish habitat” (subsection 35[1]; also referred to as “HADD”). The protection provisions 
are applied in conjunction with other applicable federal laws and regulations related to aquatic 
ecosystems, including the Species at Risk Act. 
 
Fish habitat is defined in subsection 2(1) of the Fisheries Act to include all waters frequented by fish 
and any other areas upon which fish depend directly or indirectly to carry out their life processes. The 
types of areas that can directly or indirectly support life processes include, but are not limited to, 
spawning grounds and nursery, rearing, food supply and migration areas. 
 
Under subsection 35(1) a person may carry on such works, undertakings or activities without 
contravening this prohibition, provided that they are carried on under the authority of one of the 
exceptions listed in subsection 35(2), and in accordance with the requirements of the appropriate 
exception. In most cases, this exception would be Ministerial authorizations granted to proponents in 
accordance with the Authorizations Concerning Fish and Fish Habitat Protection Regulations under the 
Fisheries Act. 
 
Proponents are responsible for planning and implementing works, undertakings or activities in a manner 
that avoids harmful impacts, specifically the death of fish and HADD. Where proponents believe that 
their work, undertaking or activity will result in harmful impacts to fish and fish habitat, DFO will work 
with proponents to assess the risk of their proposed work, undertaking or activity resulting in the death 
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of fish or HADD of fish habitat and provide advice and guidance on how to comply with the Fisheries 
Act. 
 
 

2.2 Migratory Birds Convention Act (1994) 

The Federal MBCA (1994) protects the nests, eggs and young of most bird species from harassment, 
harm or destruction. On the subject property, this legislation would apply in relation to any proposed 
vegetation clearing as part of the implementation of the proposed site development plan, once 
approved. Although there are no permitting requirements, proponents must comply with the legislation 
and may be fined if found to be in contravention of the MBCA. 
 
Environment Canada currently considers the “high risk” period for encountering nesting birds in 
southern Ontario to be from mid-March to late August. Therefore, to ensure compliance with the MBCA, 
vegetation clearing during this period is typically discouraged, particularly in natural or naturalized 
areas. Although screening for active nests can be conducted, it is typically very difficult to detect all 
active nests during the breeding season. However, vegetation clearing outside this window, and even 
within this window, is generally permissible as long as there is no evidence of nesting birds in the areas 
to be disturbed. 
 
Regardless of the date, any nest and the habitat to support the nesting birds is protected under the 
MBCA, and therefore even for proposed vegetation clearing outside of the “high risk” window, surveys 
should be conducted by a qualified environmental inspector to screen for active nests prior to works 
being undertaken.  
 
 

2.3  Endangered Species Act (2007) 

Species at Risk (SAR) in Ontario include species that are listed as endangered, threatened or special 
concern at the provincial level, however the ESA, implemented by the Ministry of Environment, 
Conservation and Parks (MECP) only regulates the habitat of endangered or threatened species. 
Species listed as special concern are addressed through the PPS and policies pertaining to Significant 
Wildlife Habitat (SWH). ESA provides legal protection to the habitat of endangered and threatened 
species where it occurs.  
 
The methodology of this EIS includes screening for habitat for endangered or threatened species. 
Relevant sections of the ESA are included below: 
 
Subsection 9(1) of the ESA states that:  
 

No person shall: 
(a) Kill, harm, harass, capture or take a living member of a species that is listed on 

the Species at Risk in Ontario List as an extirpated, endangered or threatened 
species; 

(b) Possess, transport, collect, buy, sell, lease, trade or offer to buy, sell, lease 
or trade; 
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(i) A living or dead member of a species that is listed on the Species at 
Risk in Ontario List as an extirpated, endangered or threatened 
species; 

(ii) Any part of a living or dead member of a species referred to in 
subclause (i); 

(iii) Anything derived from a living or dead member of a species referred 
to in subclause (i); or 

(c) Sell, lease, trade or offer to sell, lease or trade anything that the person 
represents to be a thing described in subclause (b) (i), (ii) or (iii). 

 
Subsection 10(1)(a) of the ESA states that:  

 
No person shall damage or destroy the habitat of a species that is listed on the Species 
at Risk in Ontario list as an endangered or threatened species. 

 
However, under subsection 17(1) of the ESA, the Minster may issue a permit that authorizes a person 
to engage in an activity that would otherwise be prohibited by subsection 9(1) or 10(1) of the ESA 
provided the applicable legislative requirements of subsection 17(2) are satisfied. The “Endangered 
Species Act Submission Standards for Activity Review and 17(2)(c) Overall Benefit Permits” (Ministry 
of Natural Resources [MNR] 2012) is a document that provides guidance regarding permitting 
requirements under the Act.  
 
 

2.4 Provincial Policy Statement (2020) 

The PPS (Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing [MMAH] 2020) provides policy direction to 
municipalities on matters of provincial interest as they relate to land use planning and development. 
The PPS provides for appropriate land use planning and development while protecting Ontario’s natural 
heritage. Development governed by the Planning Act must be consistent with the policy statements 
issued under the PPS. These are outlined in Section 2.1 - Natural Heritage, Section 2.2 – Water, and 
Section 3.1 - Natural Hazards, and relevant items from each Section are provided below. 
 
 
2.4.1 Natural Heritage 

The PPS includes policies that speak to the identification and protection of natural heritage systems, as 
well as levels of protection for the various components that comprise such systems. Some of these 
features are present in the study area and must be assessed in the context of these policies.  
 
The policies specific to natural heritage are found in Section 2.1 of the PPS and are provided in their 
entirety below: 
 

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

2.1.2  The diversity and connectivity of natural features in an area, and the long-
term ecological function and biodiversity of natural heritage systems, should be 
maintained, restored or, where possible, improved, recognizing linkages between 
and among natural heritage features and areas, surface water features and 
ground water features. 
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2.1.3  Natural heritage systems shall be identified in Ecoregions 6E & 7E, recognizing 
that natural heritage systems will vary in size and form in settlement areas, rural 
areas, and prime agricultural areas. 

 
2.1.4.  Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in: 

a. significant wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E; and 
b. significant coastal wetlands. 

 
2.1.5  Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in: 

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

b. significant woodlands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake 
Huron and the St. Marys River); 

c. significant valleylands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake 
Huron and the St. Marys River); 

d. significant wildlife habitat;  
e. significant areas of natural and scientific interest; and 
f. coastal wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E that are not subject to 

policy 2.1.4(b). 
unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the 
natural features or their ecological functions. 
 

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

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

species and threatened species, except in accordance with provincial and federal 
requirements.  

 
2.1.8  Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to 

the natural heritage features and areas identified in policies 2.1.4, 2.1.5 and 2.1.6 
unless the ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it 
has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural 
features or on their ecological functions. 

 
2.1.9  Nothing in policy 2.1 is intended to limit the ability of agricultural uses to continue. 

 
In terms of implementation, identification of the various natural heritage features noted above is a 
responsibility shared by MNRF and the municipal planning authority. MNRF is responsible for the 
identification of Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSWs) and Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest 
(ANSIs), while MECP is responsible for the confirmation of habitat of endangered 
species and threatened species, and for its regulation (under the ESA). 
 
Local and regional planning authorities are responsible for the identification of Significant Woodlands, 
Significant Valleylands, and SWH, with support from applicable guidance documents (i.e., Natural 
Heritage Reference Manual [MNR 2010]; Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guidelines [MNR 2000]; 
and Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria for Ecoregion 6E, [MNRF 2015]). Local and regional planning 
authorities in southern Ontario also typically work with their local conservation authority to identify and 
confirm significant natural heritage features that may have significance at the local or regional level. 
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Identification and verification of fish habitat is now self-regulated although enforcement of the related 
policies and regulations is still managed by MNRF and regulated by the DFO (as previously described 
in Section 2.1). 
 
In areas where significant natural heritage features are present, the boundaries of natural heritage 
features are further refined through site-specific studies undertaken as part of the planning process and 
in accordance with the requirements of municipal policies.  
 
 
2.4.2 Natural Hazards 

In addition to balanced protection of natural heritage resources and water resources, the PPS also 
includes policy direction regarding reducing the potential risk to Ontario’s residents from natural or 
human-made hazards. Section 3.1 of the PPS generally discourages development within identified 
natural hazards (i.e., areas that are at risk of flooding and/or erosion).  
 
Notwithstanding the that development is generally discouraged within natural hazards, Policy 3.1.4 
within the PPS states: 
 

Despite policy 3.1.2, development and site alteration may be permitted in certain areas 
associated with the flooding hazard along river, stream and small inland lake systems:   

a) In those exceptional situations where a Special Policy Area has been approved. 
The designation of a Special Policy Area, and any change or modification to the 
official plan policies, land use designations or boundaries applying to Special 
Policy Area lands, must be approved by the Ministers of Municipal Affairs and 
Housing and Natural Resources prior to the approval authority approving such 
changes or modifications; or 

b) Where the development is limited to uses which by their nature must locate within 
the floodway, including flood and/or erosion control works or minor additions or 
passive non-structural uses which do not affect flood flows. 

 
 

2.5 Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2019) 

The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (MMAH 2019) addresses the challenges of growth 
and ensures the protection and effective use of finite resources. It builds on the PPS (as discussed in 
Section 2.4) to “establish a unique land use planning framework for the Greater Golden Horseshoe that 
supports the achievement of complete communities, a thriving economy, a clean and healthy 
environment, and social equity”. 
 
The subject property falls into this plan area and is within a “Built up - Conceptual” area. The Natural 
Heritage System for the Growth Plan excludes lands within settlement area boundaries, which includes 
built up areas, that were approved and in effect as of July 1, 2017. 
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2.6 County of Wellington (2019) 

Within their Official Plan, Wellington County has identified a Greenlands System, which is illustrated on 
Schedule A of the Official Plan. Schedule A-6 shows that the subject property is designated as 
residential, and has a “Lake, River or Stream” present, referring to the central east-west watercourse.  
 
The Greenlands System is comprised of various natural heritage features, flood prone areas, and 
hazard lands. The system is divided into two broad categories: Core Greenlands and Greenlands. 
 
Core Greenlands include the following features: 
 

• PSWs and other wetlands;  

• Habitat of endangered or threatened species;  

• Fish habitat; and 

• Floodway and hazardous lands. 
 
Development and site alteration are not permitted in PSWs or habitat of endangered and threatened 
species, and is restricted in other wetlands, fish habitat, and floodways/hazard lands. 
 
Section 5.4.2 states “Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in fish habitat except in 
accordance with provincial and federal requirements”. 
 
Section 5.4.3 states.  
 

Development and site alterations will only be permitted in the flood-fringe portion of the 
floodplain in areas susceptible to other natural hazards if: 

a) The hazards can be safely addressed, and the development and site alteration 
is carried out in accordance with established standards and procedures; 

b) New hazards are not created and existing hazards are not aggravated; 
c)  No adverse environmental impacts will result; 
d) Essential emergency services have a way of safely entering and exiting the area 

during times of flooding, erosion and other emergencies; 
e) The development does not include institutional uses or essential emergency 

services or the disposal, manufacturing, treatment or storage of hazardous 
substances; and 

f) No reasonable alternative is available. 
 
In addition to the Core Greenlands features, the Greenlands System includes other natural heritage 
features such as: 
  

• Wildlife habitat; 

• ANSI; 

• Streams and valleylands; 

• Woodlands; 

• Environmentally sensitive areas; 

• Ponds, lakes and reservoirs; and 

• Natural links. 
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Within the Greenlands System (outside Core Greenlands) land uses that are consistent with the 
applicable adjacent or underlying designations may be permitted.  

2.7 Township of Wellington North 

The Township of Wellington North processes Zoning By-law Amendments and Minor Variance 
applications. Official Plan Amendments and Land Severances are handled through the County of 
Wellington. The County of Wellington’s Official Plan is discussed in Section 2.6. 

2.8 Grand River Conservation Authority Policies (2015) and Regulations (2006) 

GRCA regulates hazard lands, watercourses, valleylands, shorelines, and wetlands, as well as land 
adjacent to these features under Ontario Regulation 150/06 (2006). Two watercourses traverse the 
subject property. These features, and the lands adjacent to them, are regulated by GRCA.  

Grand River Conservation Authority Policies for the Administration of the Development, Interference with 
Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses Regulation Ontario Regulation 150/06 (GRCA 
2015) includes policies for watercourses and areas of interference and provides guidance on the 
permitted uses and EIS requirements.   

In addition to satisfying the necessary policies, a permit must be obtained for any development and/or 
site alteration within a regulated area. 

3. Methodology

The Terms of Reference (TOR) outlining the scope of the EIS, was submitted to the GRCA on April 14, 
2020. A response was provided by the GRCA on May 7, 2020; their comments have been incorporated 
into this EIS. The TOR and GRCA correspondence are provided in Appendix A.  

The following methodology was applied to assess the impact of the proposed development on the 
natural environment. 

3.1 Background Review 

The following background information and relevant reporting were referenced in the preparation of the 
EIS. 

• Natural Heritage Information Centre;

• MECP – Client’s Guide to Preliminary Screening for Species at Risk (May 2019);

• Consultation with the MECP regarding a SAR screening for the property - Appendix B;

• Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (Cadman et al. 2007);

• Ontario Herpetofauna Summary Atlas (Ontario Nature 2020);
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• DFO’s Aquatic Species at Risk Distribution Mapping (DFO 2020); and 

• Soils and topographic mapping.  
 
 

3.2 Field Investigations 

The following field investigations were undertaken by Beacon ecologists in the 2020 field season as 
part of this study to characterize the natural heritage features and functions associated with the property: 
 
A summary of the field visits and survey dates is presented in Table 1. More detailed survey descriptions 
are provided in the subsections that follow. 
 

Table 1.  Summary of Field Investigations 

Field Investigation Dates 

Headwater Drainage Feature Assessment April 21 and June 2, 2020 

Aquatic Assessment and Fish Community Sampling August 13, 2020, April 6, 2021  

Breeding Bird Surveys June 19, 2020, June 26, 2020 

Ecological Land Classification and Flora June 19, 2020, June 26, 2020 

SAR Habitat Screening June 19, 2020, June 26, 2020 

Incidental Wildlife Observations June 19, 2020, June 26, 2020 

 
 
Headwater Drainage Assessment 

Watercourses within the subject property were assessed following the Ontario Stream Assessment 
Protocol Headwater Drainage Feature Module (Stanfield et al. 2014) and followed the requirements as 
set out in the Evaluation, Classification and Management of Headwater Drainage Features Guidelines 
(“Guidelines”; TRCA and Credit Valley Conservation 2014).   
 
The guidelines use an integrated approach for the evaluation of key attributes of drainage features 
including flow and feature form, riparian vegetation, fish and fish habitat and terrestrial habitat. The 
evaluation divides headwater drainage features into segments, with breaks between segments 
occurring where key attributes change.  The Guidelines are meant to address ephemeral, intermittent 
and permanent watercourses in the early spring so as to capture characteristics of watercourses which 
may not persist throughout the year. 
 
 
Aquatic Assessment and Community Sampling 

An aquatic habitat assessment and fish community sampling was completed for the central, east-west 
tributary. The assessment of aquatic habitat within the watercourses on the subject property was 
completed on foot and involved a visual assessment of the following characteristics:  
 

• Channel width and depth profile, bank height, bank stability; 

• Substrate types and distribution; 

• Fish barriers; 

• Riparian vegetation type and cover; and 
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• In-stream cover type and extent. 
 
Fish community sampling occurred on two dates including August 13, 2020 to verify the initial presence 
of any fish species within the subject property, and April 6, 2021 to verify potential spawning activity for 
Northern Pike (Esox lucius). It was noted through historical MNRF records (MNR 2010) that Northern 
Pike spawning activity may occur within the main channel in the subject property due to connectedness 
to Farley’s Creek. Fish community sampling of the watercourse was completed using a Halltech HT-
2000 Electrofisher following conditions established in MNRF Scientific Collector’s Permit No. GL2020-
1655 (August 2020) and No. 1097484 (April 2021), as issued by the Guelph MNRF district office. Fish 
caught, were identified, measured, photographed, and then returned to the channel. As per the direction 
of MNRF permits, fish community sampling completed during the identified spawning period of Northern 
Pike (i.e., March-April) was initialized by visually inspecting the targeted watercourse first to avoid 
potential harm to spawning individuals or their eggs from electrofishing equipment.  
 
 
Ecological Land Classification 

Vegetation surveys and community mapping was undertaken to describe and map the existing 
vegetation communities on current colour ortho-photography of the lands using the Ecological Land 
Classification (ELC) system for southern Ontario (Lee et al. 1998). This is the standard method used 
for describing vegetation communities in southern Ontario.  
 
 
Floristic Survey 

Floristic surveys were completed, and a list of vascular plants encountered during the field investigation 
was compiled where each species was assigned a local, provincial and national conservation 
designation as well as identified as regionally native, introduced, or invasive. The plant species 
inventory will determine the presence and location of any Butternut (Juglans cinerea), an endangered 
species of tree, and any other endangered and threatened plant species. If encountered, locations of 
threatened and endangered species will be recorded using a handheld GPS.  
 
 
Breeding Bird Surveys 

Two separate breeding bird surveys took place in the early morning on days with low winds (1 on the 
Beaufort scale), temperatures within 5 °C of normal and no precipitation. The study area was walked 
such that all singing birds could be heard or observed and recorded on an aerial photograph of the site. 
All birds in suitable habitat and showing some propensity to breed (e.g., territorial behaviour) will be 
assumed to be breeding. Survey details are presented in Table 2. 
 

Table 2.  Breeding Bird Survey Details 

 Survey 1 Survey 2 

Date: June 19, 2020 June 26, 2020 

Temperature (°C): 14 15 

Wind speed (km/h): 0-5 0-5 

Cloud cover: 25 % 10 % 

Precipitation: None None 
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Screening for Habitat for Endangered or Threatened Species 

A general habitat assessment for Endangered or Threatened species was conducted at the time of the 
field investigations by comparing the conditions on the subject property to the habitat preferences of 
Endangered or Threatened species that are known to occur in the general vicinity of the subject 
property. 

Incidental Wildlife 

Incidental observations of other wildlife, including reptiles, amphibians, mammals and/or migrant birds, 
were made during field investigations. This included sounds heard, scat, tracks and visual observations. 

4. Findings

4.1 Aquatic Resources 

Aquatic resources within the subject property drain to Farley Creek, a small catchment area located 
north of the main branch of Brandy’s Creek, a subwatershed inside the Conestogo River and Grand 
River watersheds. The onsite aquatic systems are composed of two small drainage features which are 
highly channelized and surrounded by agricultural and residential land uses (Figure 2). It is our 
understanding that these features were channelized historically to collect surface water runoff from 
surrounding agricultural lands. Some representative photographs of these communities are included in 
Appendix C. 

FCT-1 

The FCT-1 channel originates immediately to the east of the subject property through a large (1050 
mm) concrete drainage structure. This single channel flows in a westerly direction and bisects the entire
width of the property before draining through a 900 mm corrugated PVC culvert under Preston Road.
From review of aerial information, the FCT-1 channel continues offsite and converges with Farley Creek
approximately 900 m downstream of the subject property.

FCT-1 is a deeply dug trench which is straight and uniform along its length within the subject property. 
The channel banks are steeply sloped as a result of channelization but are well-vegetated. Despite well-
vegetated slopes some areas of significant erosion were observed along the channel’s northern bank 
where evidence of seepage was observed on April 21, 2020. The majority of flow appears to be from 
stormwater inputs from the upstream residential community, which enters the open channel at the 
culvert located west of Conestoga Street. 

The average bankfull depth was recorded as 650 mm, with a bankfull width of 2750 mm. Channel 
substrates were recorded as predominantly silts, with some sands, clay, muck, and gravel located 
sparingly along the channel. 
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FCT-2 

The FCT-2 channel originates from a corrugated steel pipe located behind existing residential lots along 
Domville Street. The single channel flows in a southerly direction and connects the steel pipe to the 
FCT-1 feature (Figure 2).  

The FCT-2 channel is a shallow channel with a relatively gentle gradient along most of its length, with 
exception at its confluence with FCT-1 where the channel gradient is quite steep and evidence of flow 
concentration and deepening of the channel centre-line was observed. The channel banks are heavily 
vegetated with most of the channel itself being covered with thick grasses and willows (Salix spp.). 
Channel substrates were found to be predominantly silts with some gravel present at its confluence with 
FCT-1. Average bankfull depth was recorded as 350 mm and average bankfull width was recorded as 
1450 mm. 

4.1.1 Aquatic Habitat and Fish Community  

FCT-1 

The FCT-1 feature exhibited flow during all three aquatic site visits. During the summer site visit (August 
13, 2020) flow was observed along the feature’s length, with water present in continuous pools and 
short runs covered with dense aquatic vegetation such as cattails (Typha spp.) and Broadleaf 
Arrowhead (Sagittaria latifolia). Root-wads from overhanging adult willows were also found to contribute 
to channel pool formation by fully or partially blocking flows and in some cases producing small 
cascades. 

Fish community sampling completed on August 13, 2020 found four juvenile Fathead Minnow 
(Pimephales promelas) within the FCT-1 channel. Adult amphibians including Green Frog (Rana 
clamitans) and Northern Leopard Frog (Lithobates pipiens) were also observed within the channel 
during initial fish community sampling.  

In April 2021, visual inspections and electrofishing were completed within the FCT-1 channel to verify 
the presence or potential spawning activity of Northern Pike. As a result of the targeted inspections and 
sampling, no spawning activity was noted, and no fish species, of any kind, were captured confirming 
no sensitive spawning habitat is present. However, three (3) Green Frog individuals were captured and 
replaced to the FCT-1 channel during the April 2021 sampling.  

It was noted during the seasonal surveys that numerous debris jams, composed of plant and woody 
material, are present along the FCT-1 channel. As a result, access to the channel from downstream 
reaches is likely difficult or restricted to fish on year-round basis. 

FCT-2 

FCT-2 exhibited flow only during the spring site visit (April 21) and was found to contain no flow on 
subsequent site visits. Moist soils were noted during the June 2, 2020 site visit, which may indicate that 
flows were sustained until mid-late May. With the absence of flowing water beyond early to mid spring 
fish habitat is considered minimal and likely only contributes allochthonous material to the FCT-1 
channel and other downstream habitats. At the confluence area between the two drainage features the 
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gradient along FCT-2 is very steep and likely hinders any migration of fish species upstream. No 
amphibians were observed along the channel during site visits. 
 
No fish community sampling was completed within the FCT-2 channel as it was dry during the August 
13, 2020 site visit. 
 
 

4.2 Terrestrial Habitat 

4.2.1 Ecological Land Classification and Land Use 

General ecological communities were mapped and described according to the ELC system for southern 
Ontario (Lee et al. 1998) and are illustrated in Figure 2. Some representative photographs of these 
communities are included in Appendix C. The entire subject property was either anthropogenically 
modified or was characterized as a form of cultural community (defined as areas either arising from or 
maintained from human activity). Typically, a high proportion of non-native species are found in cultural 
areas. Descriptions of the individual ecological units are provided below. 
 
 
ELC Unit 1- Agriculture (AG) 

Most of the subject property consists of agricultural lands. 
 
 
ELC Unit 2 - Cultural Meadow (CUM1-1) 

Young Dry-Moist Old Field Meadow is scattered over the subject property. It has a sparse canopy with 
sporadic Common Apple (Malus pumila), Black Locust (Robinia pseudo-acacia) and Black Walnut 
(Juglans nigra) trees. The ground layer is dominated by a dense cover of Smooth Brome (Bromus 
inermis ssp. inermis) and Tall Goldenrod (Solidago altissima var. altissima) 
 
 
ELC Unit 3 - Coniferous Plantation (CUP3) 

A young Coniferous Plantation dominated by Scotch Pine (Pinus sylvestris) occurs in the south eastern 
corner of the subject property. The understorey contains Red-osier Dogwood (Cornus sericea ssp. 
sericea) with some Tartarian Honeysuckle (Lonicera tatarica) and the dense ground cover has Yellow 
Avens (Geum aleppicum) with Wild Strawberry (Fragaria virginiana) and Tall Goldenrod. 
 
 
ELC Unit 4 - Manicured Lawn (ANT) 

A manicured lawn is located at the southern tip of the subject property. This area is subject to consistent 
anthropogenic disturbance in the form of mowing. 
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ELC Unit 5 - Hedgerow HR 

A hedgerow partially overlays the subject property on the south east corner that is dominated by Norway 
Spruce (Picea abies) in its canopy, and a subcanopy consisting of Trembling Aspen (Populus 
tremuloides), Green Ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica) and Scotch Pine. The thin understory contains Red-
osier Dogwood, Black Walnut and Trembling Aspen, while the ground cover is denser with Kentucky 
Bluegrass (Poa pratensis ssp. pratensis) and Tall Goldenrod. 

ELC Unit 6 - Cultural Woodland (CUW1) 

Pockets of Cultural Woodland transect the center of the subject property. These communities are 
dominated by Crack Willow (Salix x fragilis) with a ground layer of Smooth Brome (Bromus inermis ssp. 
inermis) and Tall Goldenrod (Solidago altissima var. altissima). 

4.2.2 Floristic Survey 

A total of 68 vascular plant species were recorded on the subject property. Of these plants, 64 were 
identified to the species level. Some plants could not be identified to the species level at the time of the 
survey (i.e. Sagittaria sp. and Festuca sp.). An annotated list of vascular plants recorded on the subject 
property is provided in Appendix D. 

Of 64 species identified, 26 (41%) are considered native to Ontario. All native species have been 
assessed by MNRF as common to very common in Ontario. The low number of native species is 
indicative of the low quality of the cultural habitats present on the subject property.  

The majority of species inventoried have a high range of habitat tolerances, as evident by the high 
proportion of species with a low coefficient of conservatism (CC) values. None of the species recorded 
during surveys are of global, national, or provincial significance.  

4.2.3 Breeding Bird Survey 

A total of 15 species of breeding, or potentially breeding, birds were recorded on the subject property 
(Appendix E). Most of the species encountered were common species that are widespread in open, 
scrubby habitats, or fragmented or disturbed habitats, such as found on most of the subject property. 
Examples of these types of birds include the four most numerous recorded species on the property: 
Song Sparrow (Melospiza melodia); Red-winged Blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus); Brown-headed 
Cowbird (Molothrus ater); and Savannah Sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis).  

No species ranked as S1 through S3 (Critically Imperiled through Vulnerable) by the province were 
present.  

MNRF classifies birds that require larger tracts of suitable habitat in which to breed, or those that have 
a higher breeding success in larger areas of suitable habitat, as “area sensitive” species. One grassland 
“area sensitive” species, Savannah Sparrow, was recorded on the subject property. The Savannah 
Sparrow, which is very common and widespread, breeds in a variety of open field situations from 
agricultural fields to large cultural meadows. 
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4.2.4 Threatened and Endangered Species 

Through the review of the resources identified in Section 3.1 and the results of the work described in 
Section 4, 11 species that are identified as Endangered or Threatened under the provincial ESA were 
identified as having previously been recorded in the vicinity of the subject property. No habitat for any 
of these species has been identified on the subject property as part of the assessments that were 
completed as part of this study. 

4.2.5 Incidental Wildlife 

During field surveys on June 19 and June 26, 2020, White-tailed Deer (Odocoileus virginianus), and 
Eastern Cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus) were noted on the subject property. These two species are 
considered common in Ontario. 

Other species that may occur on the subject property include Raccoon (Procyon lotor), Skunk (Mephitis 
mephitis), Grey Squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), Eastern Coyote (Canis latrans) and Red Fox (Vulpes 
Vulpes)..  

4.3 Evaluation of Significance 

The findings of this study have been used to determine if the subject property support any natural 
heritage components that are recognized under the PPS or the County of Wellington Official Plan (Table 
3). 

Table 3.  Assessment of Significant Natural Heritage Features 

Natural Heritage Feature Assessment 
Present on 
property? 

Significant Wetlands 
The closest known wetland to the subject property is the Ritch Tack 
Swamp Provincially Significant Wetland which is approximately three 
kilometers to the south east of the subject property. 

No 

Significant Woodlands 
All woodland features on the subject property are cultural and do not 
meet the definition of “significant”, as they are less than 1 ha in size. 

No 

Significant Valleylands 

The County of Wellington Official Plan (2019) defines a valleyland as 
“a natural area that occurs in a valley or other landform depression 
that has water flowing through or standing for some period of the 
year.” Given the channelization of this watercourse and its 
characteristics, it would not be considered a valleyland. 

No 

Significant Wildlife Habitat 
No candidate SWH has been identified on the subject property 
through the assessments that have been completed as part of this 
study. 

No 

Significant Area of Natural 
and Scientific Interest 

The Tavistock and Stirton Tills Earth Science ANSI is located 
approximately 8 km to the west of the subject property. 

No 

Fish Habitat 
Marginal fsh habitat is present within the FCT-1 channel and surveys 
confirm no sensitive habitat is present. No fish habitat is present in 
the FCT-2 channel.   

Yes 
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Natural Heritage Feature Assessment 
Present on 
property? 

Habitat for Endangered and 
Threatened Species 

No habitat for any endangered or threatened species has been 

identified on the subject property. 
No 

While the watercourses on site are not considered “significant” per the PPS, FCT-1  is a stormwater 
drainage channel that  collects surface runoff from the surrounding areas and represents marginal fish 
habitat.  

5. Description of Proposed Development

5.1 Residential Development 

The description of the proposed development is based on the Draft Plan of Subdivision prepared by 
Glen Schnarr & Associates Inc. (GSAI; 2021) and the Cachet Developments (Arthur) Inc. Subdivision, 
Functional Servicing Report (FSR; UEI 2021). 

The subject property is proposed to be developed as 115 detached houses with 92 townhouses and a 
stormwater management (SWM) block (1.05 ha). The plan includes a park block (0.37 ha) adjacent to 
the stormwater block.  

5.2 Access 

The development will be accessible from three points on Preston Street North to the west, as well as a 
connection to the residential development via an extension of Adelaide Street located east of the subject 
property. The proposed development plan is presented on Figure 3. 

Site Servicing 

 A Functional Servicing Report (FSR) has been prepared for the proposed residential development 
(Urbtech 2021) and has been submitted as a companion report, the proposed servicing is summarized 
below. 

5.3 Stormwater Management 

In order to be consistent with existing drainage patterns an online quality and quantity SWM pond (1.05 
ha) is proposed as part of this development.  

All major storm flows in excess of the 5 year storm event will be captured by a 3.6m by 2.4m Ditch inlet 
structure at the east limits of this development at projection of Walton Street and then conveyed by twin 



C:\Dropbox\Dropbox (Beacon)\All GIS Projects\2020\220146 321 Domville Street, Arthur Hydrologic & EIS\Q Project Files\2020-04-14 - 321 Domville Street - Arthur Wellington County - 220146.qgz

Client: Cachet
Developments

321 Domville Street, Arthur, Wellington County

Contains information licensed under the Open 
Government License–Ontario

Orthoimagery Baselayer: 2010 (FBS)

Last Revised: April 2021

Prepared by: BD
Checked by: AC

Proposed Development

Project: 220146

Figure 3
Subject Property

Proposed Development

Legend



 

 

 E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t u d y  

3 2 1  D o m v i l l e  S t r e e t ,  A r t h u r ,  W e l l i n g t o n  C o u n t y   

 

 
Page 17 

 
 

1050 diameter storm sewers into the proposed SWM pond. Drainage from remaining areas will travel 
along the road allowances and then discharge to the proposed SWM Pond. 
 
The flows in excess of the 5 year storm event will be accommodated in the proposed storm sewer on 
Preston Road. 
 
This will provide enhanced (80% Total Suspended Solid [TSS] removal) water quality and decrease the 
erosion potential by reducing peak flows within the tributary of Farley Creek downstream of the subject 
property. Details as to how these measures will be obtained are provided within the FSR (UEI 2020). 
 
 

5.4 Sanitary Servicing 

The proposed sanitary sewers will consist of 200mm diameter PVC, DR35 pipe which will connect with 
the existing sanitary sewer on Preston Street. 
 
 

5.5 Water Supply 

The existing 150mm diameter watermain within Preston Street North will be upgraded to a 200mm 
diameter watermain and looped internally through Street ‘A’ and Street ‘D’.    
 
A 150mm diameter watermain is proposed on Street ‘B’ Street ‘C’ and Street ‘E’ and will be connected 
to the looped 200mm diameter watermain within the subdivision. 
 
 

5.6 Hydrogeology 

A Hydrogeologic Report (Crozier 2021) was prepared for the subject property.  Previous groundwater 
studies have interpreted groundwater flow to reflect bedrock topography and flow towards river valleys 
and main groundwater discharge zones. Therefore, the direction of shallow groundwater flow is 
interpreted to be northeast to southwest across the study area towards Farley’s Creek and its tributaries. 
 
In January 2020, eight (8) boreholes at the site, of which four (4) included the installation of groundwater 
monitoring wells, a further five monitoring wells were installed in February 2021.  Monitoring well 4 (MW-
4) was placed in the vicinity of the tributary on site.  Soils in this location were a greyish brown, clayey 
silt with increasing gravel and sand with depth. Water level monitoring will be ongoing at MW1-21 
through MW5-21 throughout the late winter and spring months of 2021.  The water level in MW-4 was 
at 0.86 mbg in February 2021 and the report notes that water level observations obtained in February 
2021 are anticipated to be representative of near seasonally high elevations. Due to the confined or 
semi-confined nature of the water bearing materials on site a large increase in levels in not anticipated 
due to the spring thaw and precipitation events. Crozier will continue to monitor water levels at these 
locations through the spring months and provide an update at a later date. 
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6. Impact Assessment 

This section details the anticipated affects of the proposed development on the natural environment 
and identifies mitigation measures that will minimize theses affects. 
 
The development will remove approximately 300 m of the FCT-1 drainage channel , which provides 
marginal fish habitat on a seasonal basis,  within a highly channelized watercourse which receives the 
majority of flow from upstream stormwater.  Seasonal surveys completed in April 2021 have confirmed 
no sensitive species or habitat (i.e. spawning) are present in this location. Additionally, it was noted 
during the seasonal surveys that numerous debris jams, composed of plant and woody material, are 
present along the FCT-1 channel. As a result, access to the channel from downstream reaches is likely 
difficult or restricted to fish on year-round basis.  
 
These tributaries are regulated by the GRCA under Ontario Regulation 150/06, therefore a permit from 
GRCA will be required. As per the County of Wellington Official Plan the removal of these features and 
associated fish habitat will require the necessary provincial and federal approvals. DFO will be 
contacted to review the proposed impacts and proposed enhancements for the downstream fish 
community as described in Section 7.  
 
Without mitigation strategies, the proposed development of the subject property has the potential to 
impact the natural water balance of the site and impact the surrounding area. The proposed 
development will introduce impervious surfaces and structures including roads, driveways, roofs and 
homes, and in turn decrease soil infiltration in the area. With the removal of vegetation combined with 
the reduction in soil infiltration, the majority of the precipitation to become surplus water and direct runoff 
from the development.  Without mitigation, only 69% of pre-development infiltration is maintained post-
development.  LIDs are proposed to mitigate this potential impacts (See Section 7) 
 
The removal of Cultural Meadow (CUM1) Cultural Plantation (CUP3), Cultural Woodland (CUW1) and 
Hedgerows (HR) will also be required in order to facilitate the proposed development. None of these 
communities satisfy the criteria to form part of the County of Wellington Greenlands system. 
 
 

7. Mitigation and Enhancement Recommendations 

7.1 Aquatic Habitat 

Currently, stormwater from the upstream catchment is discharged via a pipe to the upstream end of 
FCT-1. This feature has been altered and channelized (i.e., straightened) along its entire length. With 
the installation of the SWM pond, both quality and quantity of stormwater from the proposed 
development and upstream existing residential (approximately 40 ha) will be controlled for, with 80% 
TTS removal and storage for 25 mm rain event with a detention of 24 hours. This will improve water 
quality and reduce the erosion potential in the downstream drainage feature and in Farley Creek. 
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7.2 Timing of Vegetation Removal 

The federal MBCA (1994) and the provincial Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act (1997) protect the nests, 
eggs and young of most bird species from harm or destruction. As the breeding bird season in southern 
Ontario is generally from April to the end of August, the clearing of vegetation (including trees, grasses 
and shrubs) should occur outside of these periods. For any proposed clearing of vegetation within these 
dates, or where birds may be suspected of nesting outside of typical dates, an ecologist should 
undertake detailed nest searches immediately prior to site alteration to ensure that no active nests are 
present.  

7.3 Low Impact Development Techniques 

For the subject property, infiltration trenches will be used to convey excess runoff from the development 
areas to the SWM pond. The trench locations are proposed to surround the current SWM block.  

The area contributing to each trench was assumed to be the entire backyard area of the adjacent lots 
and runoff from the roofs will be directed via downspout towards the backyard. 

In addition, 16 soakaway pits are proposed as shown on the Grading Plan (Urbtech 2021) 

Based on preliminary calculations by Crozier (2021), the addition of a north and south infiltration trench 
surrounding the SWM pond will increase the infiltration potential post development. The trenches could 
infiltrate approximately 5,853 m3/year. Combined with natural infiltration of the front and backyards and 
soakaway pits, the effect of the development on the water balance of the site is estimated to be minimal 
(Crozier, 2021).  

7.4 Sediment and Erosion Control 

Any grading or site alteration related activities should be confined to the established limit of 
development.  Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC) measures should be regularly inspected and 
maintained in good working order throughout the construction period.  

Prior to any construction activities, sediment fence will be installed along the perimeter of the site. 
Catchbasin sediment protection and rock check dams within the existing ditches will be installed on 
Preston Street.  

Once the site is stripped, cut off swales and temporary rock check dams will be constructed along the 
limits of construction together with temporary sediment ponds as shown on the Preliminary Sediment 
Control Plan (Urbtech 2021). 

ESC measures should be removed upon completion of construction after exposed soils have been 
stabilized.  Standard Best Management Practices should also be employed during the construction 
process.  
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8. Policy Conformity 

A summary of federal, provincial and municipal environmental protection and planning policies and 
regulations applicable to the subject property were discussed in Section 2.  An evaluation of how the 
proposed re-development complies with the applicable environmental policies and legislation are 
summarized below in Table 4. 
 

Table 4.  Policy Compliance Assessment 

Applicable Policy 
/ Legislation 

Relevant EIS Findings and Recommendations Policy Compliance 

Federal Fisheries 
Act (1985) 

The FCT-1 channel a stormwater conveyance channel 

which  provides marginal habitat to fish species.  Surveys 

confirm this drainage feature does not provide sensitive 

habitat and downstream barriers suggest fish passage is 

limited throughout the year. .  

Pending DFO approval 

Migratory Birds 
Convention Act 
(1994) 

Tree removal should occur outside of the “high risk” 

breeding bird window. If trees must be removed during this 

time, screening for active nests can be conducted. 

Yes 

Endangered 
Species Act 
(2007) 

Not applicable – there is no habitat for Endangered or 

Threatened species on the subject property. 
Yes 

Provincial Policy Statement (2020) Section 2.1 – Natural Heritage 

1. Habitat for 
Threatened and 
Endangered 
Species 

See above. Yes 

2. Significant 
Valleylands 

Not applicable – there are no Significant Valleylands on or 
adjacent to the subject property. 

Yes 

3. Significant 
Wetlands 

Not applicable – There are no Significant Wetlands on or 
adjacent to the subject property. 

Yes 

4. Significant 
Woodlands 

Not applicable - There are no Significant Woodlands on or 

adjacent to the subject property. 
Yes 

5. Significant 
Wildlife Habitat 

Not applicable – there is no SWH on or adjacent to the 
subject property. 

Yes 

6. Significant 
Areas of Natural 
and Scientific 
Interest 

Not applicable – There are no ANSIs on or adjacent to the 
subject property. 

Yes 

7. Fish Habitat 

FCT-1 provides marginal fish habitat, seasonal sampling in 
the spring 2021 and summer 2020 confirmed the absence 
of sensitive species or critical habitat. Presence of 
downstream barriers suggest that opportunity for fish 
passage is limited. 

Discussion with DFO will ensure 
compliance with the Fisheries Act, 
as required. 

Provincial Policy 
Statement (2020) 
Section 2.2 – 
Water 

No vulnerable or sensitive groundwater features are 
identified in the vicinity of the subject property within the 
County of Wellington Official Plan. Measures provided 
within the FSR (UEI 2020) have been designed so that pre 
and post drainage conditions within the tributary to Farley 
Creek are similar. 

Yes 
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Applicable Policy 
/ Legislation 

Relevant EIS Findings and Recommendations Policy Compliance 

Provincial Policy 
Statement (2020) 
Section 2.3 – 
Natural Hazards 

A permit to remove the tributary to Farley Creek will be 

sought from the GRCA under Ontario Regulation 150/06. 

Provided this approval is provided and once this feature is 

removed there will no longer be any flood hazards 

associated with the subject property. 

Yes. 

County of 
Wellington  
Official Plan 
(2019) 

The tributary to Farley Creek (FCT -1), which flows through 

the middle of the subject property and acts a municipal 

drain, has been identified as marginal fish habitat.Seasonal 

sampling has confirmed that no sensitive species or critical 

habitat is present.. As per the policies of the Official Plan, 

development in accordance with provincial and federal 

requirements approval must be granted to enclose this 

feature.  

 

No other Core Greenlands were identified on the subject 

property. 

Pending DFO approval and 
GRCA permit 

Grand River 
Conservation 
Authority Policies 
and Regulations 
(2015) 

The tributaries to Farley Creek (FCT-1 & FCT-2) that flow 
through the subject property are regulated by the GRCA 
under Ontario Regulation 150/06. A permit from the GRCA 
under this regulation will be required in order to remove this 
feature in order to accommodate the proposed 
development. 
 
GRCA policies allow for the enclosure of watercourses 
when the following criteria: 
 

Enclosures  
9.1.17 Enclosures of creeks, streams or watercourses 

may be permitted where there is a risk to public safety 

and/or potential property damage and where a site specific 

study demonstrates that:  

a) all feasible options and methods have been explored to 

address the hazard (s) and the enclosure is supported by 

the GRCA,  

b) the risk to public safety is reduced,  

c) susceptibility to natural hazards is reduced and no new 

hazards are created,  

d) there are no negative or adverse hydrologic impacts on 

wetlands,  

e) pollution, sedimentation and erosion during construction 

and post construction is minimized using best management 

practices including site and infrastructure design, 

construction controls, and appropriate remedial measures,  

f) intrusions within or adjacent to the river, creek, stream or 

watercourse are minimized and it can be demonstrated that 

best management practices including site design and 

appropriate remedial measures will adequately restore and 

enhance features and functions to the extent possible,  

g) there is no negative impact on the downstream thermal 

regime,  

Pending the provision of a permit 
under Ontario Regulation 150/06 
from GRCA 
 
 
 
 
 
The EIS has confirmed that this is 
a low function feature that is 
entirely channelized, providing 
marginal fish habitat and is acting 
primarily as a stormwater 
discharge channel for upstream 
areas. Results of the 
hydrogeological study do not 
suggest groundwater inputs to the 
channel. There are no wetland 
areas associated with the 
drainage channel and 
opportunities for fish passage are 
currently limited down to barriers 
downstream. 
 
Given that the drainage feature 
was constructed to serve as a 
municipal surface water drain for 
surrounding lands, it was 
determined that alternatives to 
maintain the feature as an open 
ditch was not required.  Enclosing 
this short section will not result in 
any increased flood or erosion 
hazards and the risk to public 
safety is reduced as there will be 
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Applicable Policy 
/ Legislation 

Relevant EIS Findings and Recommendations Policy Compliance 

h) there is no inhibition of fish passage, and  

i) works are constructed, repaired and/or maintained 

according to accepted engineering principles and approved 

engineering standards or to the satisfaction of the GRCA, 

whichever is applicable based on the scale and scope of 

the project. 

no open water ditch within the 
rear yards of the residential 
subdivision.  Enclosure of this 
feature is consistent with the 
upstream piping of the feature. 
 
With the installation of the SWM 
pond, both quality and quantity of 
stormwater from the proposed 
development and upstream 
existing residential (approximately 
40 ha) will be controlled for, with 
80% TTS removal and storage for 
25 mm rain event with a detention 
of 24 hours. This will improve 
water quality and reduce the 
erosion potential in the 
downstream drainage feature and 
in Farley Creek.  
 
Restoration plantings will be 
incorporated around the 
stormwater pond, LIDs including 
infiltration trenches and soakaway 
pits will be implemented to 
promote infiltration on site 
achieving a water balance pre to 
post development. 
 
An ESC Plan has been prepared. 
 
A permit is required from GRCA 
prior to any development or site 
alteration within the regulated 
area of the watercourse. 

 
 

9. Conclusion 

Cachet Developments is proposing to develop the property located at 321 Domville Street in Arthur, 
Ontario, located in the Township of Wellington North in the County of Wellington. The proposed 
development consists of 141 detached houses with 99 townhouses and a SWM pond.  
 
The subject property is located southeast of the intersection of Preston Street and Domville Street and 
is composed of undeveloped lands which are primarily used for agricultural purposes. The subject 
property contains two tributaries to Farley Creek. It is the policy of the County of Wellington to require 
that an EIS be prepared in support of applications for development and/or site alteration within or 
adjacent to certain components of its Greenland System.  
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The EIS describes the natural heritage features and ecological functions associated with the property, 
assesses the potential direct and indirect impacts of the proposed redevelopment on these features 
and functions, and recommends mitigation and enhancement measures. Marginal fish habitat has been 
identified to be associated with the municipal surface water drain which provides flow to downstream 
Farley’s Creek.. Surveys have confirmed no sensitive species or critical habitat (i.e spawning) are 
present and downstream barriers currently limit opportunity for fish passage. The necessary approvals 
from the appropriate federal and provincial bodies will be required to enclose this feature so that the 
proposed development can proceed. With the installation of the SWM pond and watercourse enclosure, 
both quality and quantity of stormwater from the proposed development and upstream existing 
residential (approximately 40 ha) will be controlled for, with 80% TTS removal and storage for 25 mm 
rain event with a detention of 24 hours. This will improve water quality and reduce the erosion potential 
in the downstream drainage feature and in Farley Creek providing a benefit to the downstream system.  
 
It is our opinion that the proposed development can proceed in accordance with the applicable natural 
heritage policies of the municipality and the GRCA. 
 
 
Report prepared by: 
Beacon Environmental 

 

Report prepared by: 
Beacon Environmental 

 

Joel Davey, B.B.R.M., CISEC 
Aquatic Ecologist, Environmental Inspector 

Anna Cunningham, B.Sc.(Hons.) 
Ecologist, ISA Certified Arborist (ON-2703A) 
  

 
 

 

Report reviewed by: 
Beacon Environmental 

 

 

Kristi L. Quinn, B.E.S 
Principal, Senior Environmental Planner 
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April 14, 2020  BEL 220146 
 
Laura Warner 
Resource Planner  
Grand River Conservation Authority 
400 Clyde Road, 
Cambridge ON  N1R 5W6 
 
 
 
Re: Draft Terms of Reference for Environmental Impact Study 
 321 Domville Street, Arthur 
 

 
 
Dear Ms. Warner: 
 
Beacon Environmental Limited (Beacon) has prepared the following Draft Terms of Reference for an 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS) in support of a proposed development for the subject property, 
located at 321 Domville Street in Arthur, Ontario (subject property), located in the Township of 
Wellington North in the County of Wellington.  
 
It is our understanding that a pre-consultation meeting and site visit were undertaken with Grand River 
Conservation Authority (GRCA). The EIS is required to demonstrate that all the conditions of section 
9.1.17 of the Grand River Conservation Authority Policies for the Administration of the Development, 
Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses Ontario Regulation 150/06 
(GRCA 2015) are satisfied. The GRCA regulates wetlands and watercourses through Ontario 
Regulation 150/06. It is our understanding that GRCA staff have been on-site and have requested a 
study to address the drainage features in the context of the proposed development plan. 
 
Beacon will prepare an EIS including the following key components:  
 

• Background/Context; 

• Identification of Natural Heritage Features and Functions; 

• Impact Identification and Analysis; 

• Response to Impacts; and 

• Conclusion/Recommendations. 
 
In preparing the scoped EIS, Beacon proposes to undertake the following tasks: 
 
 

1. Background Review  

Beacon will complete a review of various background information sources and companion studies 
pertaining to the property including, but not limited to: 
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• Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) database; 

• Consultation with Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) staff, 
including screening for Species at Risk; and 

• Aerial photography and topographic maps. 
 
 

2. Field Investigations 

Ecological Land Classification and Floral Survey (June/July) 

Vegetation communities on the property have already been mapped and described according to the 
Ecological Land Classification (ELC) system, which is the current standard methodology for classifying 
ecosystems in southern Ontario. Vegetation communities will be illustrated on aerial photography of the 
site and pertinent information regarding the structure and composition of the communities will be 
documented.  A comprehensive botanical inventory will be undertaken including a search for protected 
botanical species was such as Butternut (Juglans cinerea) trees.  
 
 
Breeding Bird Surveys (June) 

Three breeding bird surveys will be completed between late May and to early July. These surveys will 
consist of three early morning visits that will be scheduled a minimum of seven days apart, during 
suitable weather.  
 
If no endangered or threatened bird species are documented on the subject property during the first 
two visits, and suitable habitat is present, the third visit will be required to confirm absence to ensure 
compliance with the ESA.  If no suitable habitat for endangered or threatened bird species is present 
we will limit the number of surveys to two and you will not be charged for the third.  
 
 
Aquatic Habitat Assessment (April/June/July) 

There are two drainage features that have been identified on the subject property. An assessment of 
aquatic habitats within the study area will be completed following the Evaluation, Classification and 
Management of Headwater Drainage Features Guideline (TRCA and CVC 2014). The guidelines 
evaluate the form and function of headwater features, resulting in a classification that lends itself to 
management recommendations for headwaters. Following the protocol in the guidelines, two seasonal 
evaluations (spring and summer) are required and based on the findings of the two site visits a third 
late summer evaluation may be required (note: based on air photo review our initial impression is that 
a third visit will likely not be required). For the purposes of this work plan two headwater evaluations 
have been included in the costing; should a third visit be required we can undertake the evaluation at 
our standard rates.  
 
 
Screening for Endangered and Threatened Species  

A targeted search for species protected by the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and their potential habitat 
will be undertaken.  
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Incidental Wildlife Observations  

During the site visit survey, incidental wildlife observations will be recorded (i.e. scat, tracks, visual 
observation). 
 

 

3. Data Analysis and Report Production 

The EIS report will summarize the findings of the background review and field investigations, assess 
the function and significance of natural heritage features (if present), evaluate impacts of the proposed 
development, recommend mitigation and enhancement opportunities, and assess conformity with 
provincial, county, and GRCA policies and regulations. The EIS will be prepared according to the 
following outline: 
 
Introduction – This section of the report will include introductory remarks regarding the purpose and 
scope of the study, a general description of the site and the site location, and a brief description of the 
proposed development. 
 
Policy Review – The report will include a summary of applicable provincial, municipal and conservation 
authority natural heritage policies and legislation, and their relevance to the property, including the 
Provincial Policy Statement,  County of Wellington, and GRCA policies and regulations. 
 
Methodology – This section of the report will include a description of the methods used to characterize 
the site’s natural heritage features and functions.  A list of background information sources consulted 
as well as details of all field work and assessments will be included. 
 
Findings – The report will provide a detailed description of existing conditions based on the results of 
the background review and field investigations. We will characterize existing biophysical resources on 
the subject property, including wildlife and vegetation communities using available information from 
relevant background resources and field work.  
 
Description of Proposed Development – This section of the report will provide a description and map of 
the proposed development. 
 
Impact Assessment – This section will evaluate potential direct and indirect impacts of the proposed 
development on the natural heritage features and ecological functions on/adjacent to the subject 
property. 

 
Mitigation and Enhancement Recommendations – This section of the report will recommend mitigation 
measures to prevent, minimize, or off-set any identified impacts to natural heritage features.  
 
Policy Conformity - We will review the proposed development with respect to applicable provincial, 
municipal and conservation authority policies and regulations. 
 
We propose that the approach described above be used to as Terms of Reference for the EIS. Should 
you have any comments or questions, or if the GRCA has an interest in visiting the subject property, 
please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned at (905) 201-7622 x 226 (Quinn). 
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Prepared by: 
Beacon Environmental 

 

 
 

Kristi Quinn, B.E.S., Cert. Env. Assessment 
Principal, Senior Environmental Planner 
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May 7, 2020 
 
Kristi Quinn, BES / Principal, Senior Environmental Planner 
Beacon Environmental 
80 Main St. North, 
Markham, ON L3P 1X5 
 
Dear Ms. Quinn 
 
Re: Environmental Impact Study, Draft Terms of Reference 

321 Domville Street, Arthur, Township of Wellington North 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

The Grand River Conservation Authority (GRCA) has reviewed the Draft Terms of Reference 
(ToR) for the Environmental Impact Study (EIS) prepared by Beacon Environmental dated April 
14, 2020.  We offer the following comments: 

 

1. The EIS should be written in conjunction with the preliminary stormwater management 
(SWM) report.  The EIS will need to demonstrate the water management benefits of 
locating the SWM facility within the watercourse.  Additionally, the EIS will need to 
address how best management practices, including site and infrastructure design and 
appropriate remedial measures will adequately restore and enhance the features and 
functions of the watercourse.  The EIS will also need to demonstrate how unavoidable 
intrusions on the watercourse are minimized, including erosion and sedimentation during 
the construction and post construction of the SWM facility. 
 

2. The watercourses have been referred to as ‘Drainage features’ in the ToR.  However, 
these features have been assessed in the field by GRCA staff and have been confirmed 
that they meet the definition of watercourse under GRCA policy. The features should be 
referred to as watercourses and the applicable policies followed. 

 

3. One of the criteria under section 9.1.17 is that the watercourse is a risk to public safety 
and/or property damage. Since there is currently no development adjacent to the 
watercourse, there is no risk at the present time. The GRCA is resistant to creating a 
hazard (i.e. people next to a watercourse) then using this as justification for the 
enclosure of a watercourse.  

 

4. The watercourses do not meet the definition of headwater drainage features. As such, 
relying on the Evaluation, Classification and Management of Headwater Drainage 
Features Guidelines (2014) would not be appropriate to determine the feasibility of 
removal. The watercourses should also be characterized using applicable modules of 
the Ontario Stream Assessment Protocol or other appropriate watercourse assessment 
protocols. 
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5. The proposed buffer from the watercourse should be determined based on the findings 
of the EIS and the ecological and hydrological characteristics of the watercourse.  

 

Advisory Comments 

 

1) The proposal of using the watercourse as a SWM facility would require DFO 
Authorization. It’s recommended that the DFO be engaged early in the process.  

a. The watercourse is either direct or indirect fish habitat.  
b. Fish species sampling and fish habitat assessments will most likely be required. 

The extent of required studies should be confirmed with DFO.  
 

2) Any proposed trails along the boundaries of the watercourse should be identified early in 
the process and addressed in the EIS.  

 

Should you have any questions or comments, please contact me at 519-621-2763, extension 
2231 or lwarner@grandriver.ca 

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 

Laura Warner 
Resource Planner 
Grand River Conservation Authority 
LW 
 
 

cc:   Darren Jones, Township of Wellington North 
 Linda Redmond, Wellington County 
 Michelle Innocente, Wellington County 
 

mailto:lwarner@grandriver.ca
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From: Anna Cunningham
To: Species at Risk (MECP)
Cc: Kristi Quinn; Rob Aitken
Subject: SAR Screen Request - 321 Domville Street, Arthur, Wellington County
Date: August 6, 2020 12:43:47 PM
Attachments: 2020-04-14 - Figure 01 - Site Location - 220146.pdf

Good morning,
 
Beacon Environmental Limited was retained by Cachet Developments to prepare an Environmental
Impact Study for the development of 321 Domville Street in Arthur, Wellington County. Please refer
to the attached figure for the exact location of the subject property.
We would like to request that MECP assist in screening and assessing for all possible species at risk
(SAR) on the subject properties and adjacent lands.
 
Thank you in advance for any guidance you can provide,
 
Anna Cunningham, B.Sc. (Hons.) / Ecologist
BEACON ENVIRONMENTAL
373 Woolwich Street, Guelph, ON N1H 3W4
T) 519.826.0419 x32  C) 905.767.1720
www.beaconenviro.com
 
To protect our staff, families, clients and the greater community all Beacon staff are working remotely. We will
continue to provide timely communications via email and telephone and are committed to providing the highest
level of service possible during this challenging time.
 

mailto:acunningham@beaconenviro.com
mailto:SAROntario@ontario.ca
mailto:kquinn@beaconenviro.com
mailto:raitken@beaconenviro.com
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.beaconenviro.com&data=02%7C01%7Cacorrigan%40beaconenviro.com%7C95eb3ad8e7c749eef04308d76ec5e7b5%7C7ad3048f5c1d4bc1b2a671cdb2d9e8f1%7C0%7C0%7C637099668575326128&sdata=RHEjo527ucu5HdmCWhz7He86%2BZUXX4%2FWjC7OI%2B0bHXM%3D&reserved=0
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A p p e n d i x  C  

Photolog for 321 Domville Street, Arthur 

  

Photograph 1. 

ELC Unit 1 (Agriculture) with ELC Unit 6 (Cultural 

Woodland) in the Background 

Photograph 2. 

ELC Unit 2 - Dry-Moist Old Field Meadow 

  

  

Photograph 3. 

ELC Unit 3 - Coniferous Plantation 
Photograph 4.   

ELC Unit 3 – Coniferous Plantation & ELC Unit 5 – 

Hedgerow 
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Photograph 5.  

FCT-2 

Photograph 6.   

FCT-1 

  

  

Photograph 7.   

Culvert at Upstream Property Boundary of FCT-2 
Photograph 8.   

Culvert at Upstream Property Boundary of of FCT-

1 
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Photograph 9.   

Culvert at Preston Street facing East (Towards 

Subject Property). 

Photograph 10.   

Culvert at Preston Street facing West to 

Downstream Reach. 
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A p p e n d i x  D  

Flora Checklist for 321 Domville Street, Arthur 

Family Name Scientific Name Common Name S-RANK 

Alismataceae Sagittaria sp. Arrowhead Species - 

Apiaceae Aegopodium podagraria Goutweed SNA 

Apiaceae Daucus carota Queen Anne's Lace SNA 

Apiaceae Pastinaca sativa Wild Parsnip SNA 

Asclepiadaceae Asclepias syriaca Common Milkweed S5 

Asteraceae Solidago altissima var. altissima Tall Goldenrod S5 

Asteraceae 
Symphyotrichum lanceolatum ssp. 

lanceolatum 
Panicled Aster S5 

Asteraceae Symphyotrichum novae-angliae New England Aster S5 

Asteraceae Taraxacum officinale Common Dandelion SNA 

Asteraceae Achillea millefolium var. millefolium Common Yarrow SNA 

Asteraceae Arctium lappa Greater Burdock SNA 

Asteraceae Cirsium discolor Field Thistle S4 

Asteraceae Erigeron annuus White-top Fleabane S5 

Asteraceae Leucanthemum vulgare Oxeye Daisy SNA 

Asteraceae Tanacetum vulgare Common Tansy SNA 

Asteraceae Tragopogon pratensis ssp. pratensis Meadow Goat's-beard SNA 

Betulaceae Betula pendula European Weeping Birch SNA 

Boraginaceae Echium vulgare Common Viper's-bugloss SNA 

Boraginaceae Brunnera macrophylla  False Forget-me-not - 

Brassicaceae Hesperis matronalis Dame's Rocket SNA 

Brassicaceae Erysimum marschallianum Mustard SNA 

Caprifoliaceae Lonicera tatarica Tartarian Honeysuckle SNA 

Clusiaceae Hypericum perforatum St. John's-wort SNA 

Cornaceae Cornus sericea ssp. sericea Red-osier Dogwood S5 

Cornaceae Cornus alternifolia Alternate-leaf Dogwood S5 

Cucurbitaceae Echinocystis lobata Wild Mock-cucumber S5 

Cupressaceae Thuja occidentalis Northern White Cedar S5 

Cyperaceae Carex vulpinoidea Fox Sedge S5 

Cyperaceae Schoenoplectus tabernaemontani Soft-stemmed Bulrush S5 

Cyperaceae Scirpus atrovirens Woolgrass Bulrush S5 

Dipsacaceae Dipsacus fullonum ssp. sylvestris Common Teasel SNA 

Equisetaceae Equisetum arvense Field Horsetail S5 

Fabaceae Lotus corniculatus Bird's-foot Trefoil SNA 

Fabaceae Medicago lupulina Black Medic SNA 
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Family Name Scientific Name Common Name S-RANK 

Fabaceae Melilotus alba White Sweet Clover SNA 

Fabaceae Trifolium pratense Red Clover SNA 

Fabaceae Vicia cracca Tufted Vetch SNA 

Fabaceae Robinia pseudo-acacia Black Locust SNA 

Juglandaceae Juglans nigra Black Walnut S4? 

Lamiaceae Lycopus americanus American Bugleweed S5 

Oleaceae Fraxinus pennsylvanica Green Ash S5 

Oleaceae Syringa vulgaris Common Lilac SNA 

Pinaceae Picea abies Norway Spruce SNA 

Pinaceae Pinus sylvestris Scotch Pine SNA 

Plantaginaceae Plantago lanceolata English Plantain SNA 

Plantaginaceae Plantago major Nipple-seed Plantain SNA 

Poaceae Elymus repens Quack Grass SNA 

Poaceae Phalaris arundinacea Reed Canary Grass S5 

Poaceae Poa pratensis ssp. pratensis Kentucky Bluegrass SNA 

Poaceae Bromus inermis ssp. inermis Smooth Brome SNA 

Poaceae Festuca sp. Fescue Species - 

Poaceae Phleum pratense Timothy SNA 

Polygonaceae Rumex crispus Curly Dock SNA 

Ranunculaceae Ranunculus acris Tall Buttercup SNA 

Rosaceae Malus sp. Apple Species - 

Rosaceae Crataegus punctata Dotted Hawthorn S5 

Rosaceae Fragaria virginiana Wild Strawberry S5 

Rosaceae Geum aleppicum Yellow Avens S5 

Rosaceae Malus pumila Common Apple SNA 

Rosaceae Potentilla recta Sulphur Cinquefoil SNA 

Rubiaceae Galium sp. Bedstraw Species - 

Salicaceae Salix x fragilis Crack Willow SNA 

Salicaceae Populus deltoides ssp. monilifera Eastern Cottonwood S5 

Salicaceae Populus tremuloides Quaking Aspen S5 

Sapindaceae Acer negundo Manitoba Maple S5 

Sapindaceae Acer platanoides Norway Maple SNA 

Scrophulariaceae Verbascum thapsus Common Mullein SNA 

Scrophulariaceae Penstemon digitalis Foxglove Beardtongue S4S5 

a - SRANK (from Natural Heritage Information Centre) for breeding status if: S4 (Apparently Secure), S5 (Secure), SNA (Not 
applicable…'because the species is not a suitable target for conservation activities'; includes non-native species), or SU 
(Unrankable… “due to lack of information or due to substantially conflicting information about status or trends”) 

 



 
 

 

 

Appendix E 
 

B r e e d i n g  B i r d  C h e c k l i s t  
 



 

 

A p p e n d i x  E   
 

 
Page E- 1 

 
 

A p p e n d i x  E  

Breeding Bird Checklist for 321 Domville Street, Arthur 

Common Name Scientific Name 
National Species at 

Risk COSEWICa 

Species at Risk in 

Ontario Listing b 

Provincial breeding 

season SRANK c 

Area-sensitive 

(OMNR)d 

May 28, 2020 June 19, 2020 June 26, 2020 

On site Off Site On site Off Site On site Off Site 

American Kestrel Falco sparverius - - S4 - 1 - - - - - 

Killdeer Charadrius vociferus - - S5 - 1 - - - 1 1 

Rock Pigeon Columba livia - - SNA - - - F - - - 

Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura - - S5 - - - - 1 - 1 

Northern Flicker Colaptes auratus - - S4 - 1 - - - - - 

Eastern Kingbird Tyrannus tyrannus - - S4 - 1 - - 2 - 1 

Blue Jay Cyanocitta cristata - - S5 - - - 2 1 1 - 

American Crow Corvus brachyrhynchos - - S5 - - - 1 - 1 1 

Common Raven Corvus corax - - S5 - 1 - - - - - 

Black-capped Chickadee Poecile atricapillus - - S5 - - - 2 - 2 - 

White-breasted Nuthatch Sitta carolinensis - - S5 A - - - - - 1 

House Wren Troglodytes aedon - - S5 - 1 - 2 - 1 2 

Eastern Bluebird Sialia sialis - - S5 - - - - - 0 1 

American Robin Turdus migratorius - - S5 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 

Cedar Waxing Bombycilla cedrorum - - S5 - - - - - - F 

European Starling Sturnus vulgaris - - SE - - - 1 - 1 1 

Northern Cardinal Cardinalis cardinalis - - S5 - 1 - 1 - - - 

Chipping Sparrow Spizella passerina - - S5 - 1 - 2 1 - 1 

Savannah Sparrow Passerculus sandwichensis - - S4 A 4 - 2 - 1 - 

Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia - - S5 - 3 - 8 - 4 1 

Red-winged Blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus - - S4 - 7 - 3 - 2 - 

Eastern Meadowlark Sturnella magna THR THR S4 A 2 - - - - - 

Common Grackle Quiscalus quiscula - - S5 - 2 - 2 - - - 

Brown-headed Cowbird Molothrus ater - - S4 - - - 4 - 2 - 

Baltimore Oriole Icterus galbula - - S4 - 2 - - - - - 

House Finch Haemorhous mexicanus - - SNA - 1 - - - - - 

# = Maximum number of breeding pairs recorded on subject property, F = species foraging on / flying over the subject property 

a - COSEWIC = Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada: END = Endangered, THR = Threatened, SC = Special Concern  

b - Species at Risk in Ontario List (as applies to ESA) as designated by COSSARO (Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario): END = Endangered, THR = Threatened, SC = Special Concern  

c - SRANK (from Natural Heritage Information Centre) for breeding status if:  S1 (Critically Imperiled), S2 (Imperiled),S3 (Vulnerable), S4 (Apparently Secure), S5 (Secure) SNA (Not applicable…'because the species is not a suitable target for conservation activities'; includes 

non-native species) 

d - Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (OMNR). 2000. Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (Appendix G). 151 p plus appendices. 
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A p p e n d i x  F  

SAR Screening Table for 321 Domville Street, Arthur 

Species 
ESA 

 Status 
SARA 
Status 

COSEWIC 
Status 

Preferred Habitat1, 2 Known Species Range1, 2 
Potentially Suitable Habitat 
Present within the Subject 

Property 

Likelihood of 
Presence 

Bank Swallow 
Riparia riparia 

THR 
THR 

Schedule 
1 

THR 

Bank Swallows nest in burrows in natural and human-made 
settings where there are vertical faces in silt and sand deposits. 
Many nests are on banks of rivers and lakes, but they are also 
found in active sand and gravel pits or former ones where the 
banks remain suitable.  The birds breed in colonies ranging 
from several to a few thousand pairs. 

The Bank Swallow is found all across southern 
Ontario, with sparser populations scattered across 
northern Ontario. The largest populations are found 
along the Lake Erie and Lake Ontario shorelines, and 
the Saugeen River (which flows into Lake Huron). 

No 
Potentially suitable habitat is 

not present on the subject 
property. 

- 

Barn Swallow  
Hirundo rustica 

THR 
THR 

Schedule 
1 

THR 

Barn Swallows often live in close association with humans, 
building their cup-shaped mud nests almost exclusively on 
human-made structures such as open barns, under bridges and 
in culverts. The species is attracted to open structures that 
include ledges where they can build their nests, which are often 
re-used from year to year. They prefer unpainted, rough-cut 
wood, since the mud does not adhere as well to smooth 
surfaces.  

The Barn Swallow may be found throughout southern 
Ontario and can range as far north as Hudson Bay, 
wherever suitable locations for nests exist.  

No 
Potentially suitable habitat is 

not present on the subject 
property. 

- 

Bobolink   
Dolichonyx 
oryzivorus 

THR 
THR 

Schedule 
1 

THR 

Historically, Bobolinks lived in North American tallgrass prairie 
and other open meadows. With the clearing of native prairies, 
Bobolinks moved to living in hayfields.  Bobolinks often build 
their small nests on the ground in dense grasses. Both parents 
usually tend to their young, sometimes with a third Bobolink 
helping.  

The Bobolink breeds across North America. In 
Ontario, it is widely distributed throughout most of the 
province south of the boreal forest, although it may be 
found in the north where suitable habitat exists. 

No 
Potentially suitable habitat is 

not present on the subject 
property. 

- 

Chimney Swift  
Chaetura pelagica 

THR 
THR 

Schedule 
1 

THR 

Before European settlement Chimney Swifts mainly nested on 
cave walls and in hollow trees or tree cavities in old growth 
forests. Today, they are more likely to be found in and around 
urban settlements where they nest and roost (rest or sleep) in 
chimneys and other manmade structures. They also tend to 
stay close to water as this is where the flying insects they eat 
congregate. 

The Chimney Swift breeds in eastern North America, 
possibly as far north as southern Newfoundland. In 
Ontario, it is most widely distributed in the Carolinian 
zone in the south and southwest of the province, but 
has been detected throughout most of the province 
south of the 49th parallel. It winters in northwestern 
South America. 

No 
Potentially suitable habitat is 

not present on the subject 
property. 

- 

Eastern Meadowlark  
Sturnella magna 

THR 
THR 

Schedule 
1 

THR 

Eastern Meadowlarks breed primarily in moderately tall 
grasslands, such as pastures and hayfields, but are also found 
in alfalfa fields, weedy borders of croplands, roadsides, 
orchards, airports, shrubby overgrown fields, or other open 
areas. Small trees, shrubs or fence posts are used as elevated 
song perches. 

In Ontario, the Eastern Meadowlark is primarily found 
south of the Canadian Shield but it also inhabits the 
Lake Nipissing, Timiskaming and Lake of the Woods 
areas. 

No 
Potentially suitable habitat is 

not present on the subject 
property. 

- 

Eastern Wood-
Pewee 
Contopus virens 

SC 
SC 

Schedule 
1 

SC 

The Eastern Wood-pewee lives in the mid-canopy layer of 
forest clearings and edges of deciduous and mixed forests. It is 
most abundant in intermediate-age mature forest stands with 
little understory vegetation. 

The eastern wood-pewee is found across most of 
southern and central Ontario, and in northern Ontario 
as far north as Red Lake, Lake Nipigon and Timmins. 

No 
Potentially suitable habitat is 

not present on the subject 
property. 

- 

Grasshopper 
Sparrow 
Ammodramus 
savannarum 

SC 
SC 

Schedule 
1 

SC 

It lives in open grassland areas with well-drained, sandy soil. It 
will also nest in hayfields and pasture, as well as alvars, 
prairies and occasionally grain crops such as barley. It prefers 
areas that are sparsely vegetated. Its nests are well-hidden in 
the field and woven from grasses in a small cup-like shape.  

The Grasshopper Sparrow can be found throughout 
southern Ontario, but only occasionally on the 
Canadian Shield. It is most common where 
grasslands, hay or pasture dominate the landscape. 

No 
Potentially suitable habitat is 

not present on the subject 
property. 

- 

Wood Thrush 
Hylocichla mustelina  

SC 
THR 

Schedule 
1 

THR 
The Wood Thrush lives in mature deciduous and mixed 
(conifer-deciduous) forests. They seek moist stands of trees 
with well-developed undergrowth and tall trees for singing 

The wood thrush is found all across southern Ontario. 
It is also found, but less common, along the north 
shore of Lake Huron, as far west as the southeastern 

No 
Potentially suitable habitat is 

- 
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Species 
ESA 

 Status 
SARA 
Status 

COSEWIC 
Status 

Preferred Habitat1, 2 Known Species Range1, 2 
Potentially Suitable Habitat 
Present within the Subject 

Property 

Likelihood of 
Presence 

perches.  These birds prefer large forests, but will also use 
smaller stands of trees. They build their nests in living saplings, 
trees or shrubs, usually in sugar maple or American beech. 

tip of Lake Superior. There is a very small population 
near Lake of the Woods in northwestern Ontario, and 
there have been scattered sightings in the mixed 
forest of northern Ontario. 

not present on the subject 
property. 

Eastern Small-footed 
Myotis 
(Bat) 
Myotis leibii 

END No Status No Status 

In the spring and summer, eastern small-footed bats will roost 
in a variety of habitats, including in or under rocks, in rock 
outcrops, in buildings, under bridges, or in caves, mines, or 
hollow trees.  These bats often change their roosting locations 
every day. At night, they hunt for insects to eat, including 
beetles, mosquitos, moths, and flies.  In the winter, these bats 
hibernate, most often in caves and abandoned mines. They 
seem to choose colder and drier sites than similar bats and will 
return to the same spot each year. 

The Eastern Small-footed bat has been found from 
south of Georgian Bay to Lake Erie and east to the 
Pembroke area. There are also records from the 
Bruce Peninsula, the Espanola area, and Lake 
Superior Provincial Park. Most documented sightings 
are of bats in their winter hibernation sites. 

No 
Potentially suitable habitat is 

not present on the subject 
property. 

- 

Little Brown Myotis  
(Bat)  
Myotis lucifugus 

END 
END 

Schedule 
1 

END 

Bats are nocturnal. During the day they roost in trees and 
buildings. They often select attics, abandoned buildings and 
barns for summer colonies where they can raise their young. 
Bats can squeeze through very tiny spaces (as small as six 
millimetres across) and this is how they access many roosting 
areas.  Little brown bats hibernate from October or November 
to March or April, most often in caves or abandoned mines that 
are humid and remain above freezing. This species can 
typically be associated with any community where suitable 
roosting (i.e. cavity trees, houses, abandoned buildings, barns, 
etc.) habitat is available. 

The Little Brown Myotis is widespread in southern 
Ontario and found as far north as Moose Factory and 
Favourable Lake. Outside Ontario, this bat is found 
across Canada (except in Nunavut) and most of the 
United States. 

No 
Potentially suitable habitat is 

not present on the subject 
property. 

- 

Northern Myotis  
(Bat)  
Myotis septentrionalis 

END 
END 

Schedule 
1 

END 

Northern Myotis bats are associated with boreal forests, 
choosing to roost under loose bark and in the cavities of trees.  
These bats hibernate from October or November to March or 
April, most often in caves or abandoned mines. 

The Northern Myotis is found throughout forested 
areas in southern Ontario, to the north shore of Lake 
Superior and occasionally as far north as Moosonee, 
and west to Lake Nipigon. 

No 
Potentially suitable habitat is 

not present on the subject 
property. 

- 

Tricoloured Bat 
Perimyotis subflavus 

END 
END 

Schedule 
1 

END 

Tricoloured Bat inhabits a variety of forested communities, and 
will roost older forests and barns (or other structures). Foraging 
habitats include areas over water and streams. They hibernate 
in cave where they typically roost independently rather than in 
groups. 

Tricoloured Bat is found in southern Ontario, where its 
northern limit is in proximity to Sudbury. Due to its 
rarity, their distribution is scattered. 

No 
Potentially suitable habitat is 

not present on the subject 
property. 

- 

Butternut  
Juglans cinerea 

END 
END 

Schedule 
1 

END 

In Ontario, Butternut usually grows alone or in small groups in 
deciduous forests. It prefers moist, well-drained soil and is often 
found along streams. It is also found on well-drained gravel 
sites and rarely on dry rocky soil. This species does not do well 
in the shade, and often grows in sunny openings and near 
forest edges. 

Butternut can be found throughout central and eastern 
North America. In Canada, Butternut occurs in 
Ontario, Quebec and New Brunswick. In Ontario, this 
species is found throughout the southwest, north to 
the Bruce Peninsula, and south of the Canadian 
Shield.  

Yes 
Potentially suitable habitat is 
present within the woodland 
and hedgerow habitat on and 

adjacent to the subject 
property. 

Not present 
(species not located 
during targeted field 

surveys in 2020) 

Snapping Turtle  
Chelydra serpentina 

SC 
SC 

Schedule 
1 

SC 

Snapping Turtles spend most of their lives in water. They prefer 
shallow waters so they can hide under the soft mud and leaf 
litter, with only their noses exposed to the surface to breathe.  
During the nesting season, from early to mid summer, females 
travel overland in search of a suitable nesting site, usually 
gravelly or sandy areas along streams. Snapping Turtles often 
take advantage of man-made structures for nest sites, including 
roads (especially gravel shoulders), dams and aggregate pits. 

The Snapping Turtle’s range extends from Ecuador to 
Canada. In Canada this turtle can be found from 
Saskatchewan to Nova Scotia. It is primarily limited to 
the southern part of Ontario. The Snapping Turtle’s 
range is contracting. 

Yes 
Snapping Turtle could 

potentially be found within the 
tributary of Farley Creek that 

flows through the middle of the 
property.. 

Low 
Given the low water 

levels and absence of 
other suitable habitat  
south of the subject 
property its likely the 

use of the watercourse 
by Snapping Turtle is 

limited. 

Spotted Turtle  
Clemmys guttata 

END 
END 

Schedule 
1 

END 

The Spotted turtle is one of Ontario’s smallest turtles with a 
shell that is rarely more than 13 centimetres long.  The Spotted 
turtle is semi-aquatic and prefers ponds, marshes, bogs and 
even ditches with slow-moving, unpolluted water and an 

n Canada, the Spotted turtle is found primarily in 
Ontario along the north shore of Lake Erie, in the 
Georgian Bay area and in scattered locations 
throughout southern and eastern Ontario. Over the 

No 
Potentially suitable habitat is 

not present on the subject 
property. 

- 
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Species 
ESA 

 Status 
SARA 
Status 

COSEWIC 
Status 

Preferred Habitat1, 2 Known Species Range1, 2 
Potentially Suitable Habitat 
Present within the Subject 

Property 

Likelihood of 
Presence 

abundant supply of aquatic vegetation. They are found in 
different types of wetlands throughout the province, depending 
on the types of habitats that are available. Females dig their 
nests in sunny locations where there is not a lot of woody 
vegetation. This species usually hibernates in wetlands or 
seasonally wet areas associated with structures including 
overhanging banks, hummocks, tree roots, or aquatic animal 
burrows. 

last 30 to 40 years, Spotted turtles have declined 
significantly and are no longer found at several sites in 
southern Ontario. It is difficult to estimate the Ontario 
population size, but recent data suggests there are 
approximately 2000 individual Spotted turtles spread 
throughout several small, scattered populations. Of 
the handful of known populations, only a few are large 
enough to ensure long-term survival. 

 
Glossary       
EXP ESA - Extirpated - a species that no longer exists in the wild in Ontario but still occurs elsewhere. 
 SARA - Extirpated - a wildlife species that no longer exists in the wild in Canada but exists elsewhere in the wild. 
END ESA - Endangered - a species facing imminent extinction or extirpation in Ontario which is a candidate for regulation under Ontario's Endangered Species Act. 
 SARA - Endangered - a wildlife species that is facing imminent extirpation or extinction. 
THR ESA - Threatened - a species that is at risk of becoming endangered in Ontario if limiting factors are not reversed. 
 SARA - Threatened - a wildlife species that is likely to become endangered if nothing is done to reverse the factors leading to its extirpation or extinction. 
SC ESA - Special Concern (formerly Vulnerable) - a species with characteristics that make it sensitive to human activities or natural events. 
 SARA - Special Concern - a wildlife species that may become a threatened or an endangered species because of a combination of biological characteristics and identified threats. 
MNRF Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry 
ESA Endangered Species Act   
SARA Species at Risk Act (Federal)   
Schedule 1 The official list of species that are classified as extirpated, endangered, threatened, and of special concern. 
Schedule 2 Species listed in Schedule 2 are species that had been designated as endangered or threatened and have yet to be re-assessed by COSEWIC using revised criteria. Once these species have been re-assessed, they may be considered for inclusion in Schedule 1. 
Schedule 3 Species listed in Schedule 3 are species that had been designated as special concern and have yet to be re-assessed by COSEWIC using revised criteria. Once these species have been re-assessed, they may be considered for inclusion in Schedule 1. 
COSEWIC Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada - a committee of experts that assesses and designates which wild species are in some danger of disappearing from Canada. 
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1 - Species at Risk . Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry. http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/Business/Species/index.html. © Queens Printer For Ontario, 2013. 
2 - Species at Risk Status Reports. Committed on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada. Ottawa. http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/search/advSearchResults_e.cfm?stype=doc&docID=18. 
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