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1.0 PROPERTY INFORMATION AND INTRODUCTION 

The subject property for this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is an approximately 1.67-hectare (ha) parcel of 

land (Parcel Assessment: 092801002511200) located at 28 High Street, Town of Carleton Place, Geographic 

Township of Beckwith, in the County of Lanark. The subject property includes approximately 170 metres (m) of 

roadside frontage on the southeast side of High Street, 75 m on the southwest side of Water Street, and 70 m on 

the northeast side of McLaren Street and is otherwise bordered by residential properties and the Mississippi River.  

The subject property is located within the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural 

Resources and Forestry (NDMNRF) - Kemptville District, the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks 

(MECP) – Ottawa District, and the Mississippi Valley Conservation Authority (MVCA) regulated area. The landscape 

of the subject property is currently open space; however, until the late 1970s, the property was home to an iron 

foundry owned by several generations of the Findlay family. This EIS will mainly focus on the proposed waterfront 

trail, which reaches from the southwestern to the southeastern portion of the subject property, approximately 

adjacent to the Mississippi River; however, some other design details will also be considered (i.e., the proposed 

placement of a patio/docking area along the shoreline of the Mississippi River). The area of impact will be 

considered as land up to 30 m in any direction of the proposed pathway, boardwalk and pavilion (hereafter referred 

to as the study area); however, the existing residential properties northeast and southwest of the parcel, and the 

remainder of the property will not be included as part of the study area and will be considered adjacent lands 

(Figure 1). 

The subject property is designated as 'Strategic Property' located in the 'Mississippi District' under the Town of 

Carleton Place Official Plan prepared by Mcintosh Perry Consulting Engineers Ltd. (McIntosh Perry) in 2014.  

The Town of Carleton Place requires the completion of an EIS due to the proximity of the Mississippi River (i.e., lands 

within 30 m of natural shoreline or 15 m of hardened shoreline), in accordance with Section 4.1.5 of the Town of 

Carleton Place Official Plan (2014). This EIS report assesses the potential impacts that the development may have 

upon the existing woodlands, natural heritage features, including Significant Woodlands, wetlands, and species at 

risk (SAR) and their habitat. 

McIntosh Perry was retained by Inverness Homes to carry out an EIS to assess existing natural heritage features 

within and adjacent to the study area. This EIS summarizes the findings of the survey, outlines potential impacts as 

a result of the proposed development, and provides recommendations in order to mitigate anticipated impacts on 

natural heritage features. The information contained in this report is based primarily on a site survey conducted on 

December 7, 2021, supplemented by a survey conducted on May 24, 2022. 
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2.0 METHODOLOGY 

In order to acquire information on habitat present within and adjacent to the study area, field investigations were 

carried out on December 7, 2021, and May 24, 2022, by Erik Pohanka (Biologist) of McIntosh Perry (Table 1). The 

field investigations were conducted to provide an inventory and assessment of the natural heritage features of the 

study area. The field investigations included the identification of the following features within the study area: 

• Significant woody vegetation; 

• Existing vegetation communities including exotic and noxious plants; 

• Flora inventory and inventory of existing vegetation communities; 

• Fauna inventory of resident or migratory birds and other wildlife species; 

• Review of the potential presence of SAR and their habitat;  

• Areas of critical or significant habitat (i.e., Areas of Natural or Scientific Interest [ANSI], Provincially Significant 

Wetlands [PSWs], habitat under Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules [NDMNRF, 2015], etc.); 

• Soil types; and 

• Areas of groundwater recharge and discharge, drainage patterns, watercourses, wetland habitat, and other 

areas of surface water. 

Information described in Table 1 outlines activities carried out within the study area during the field investigations. 

The vegetation communities observed within the study area were characterized using the Ecological Land 

Classification (ELC) protocol for Southern Ontario (Lee et al., 1998), and existing vegetation communities were 

delineated on an aerial photograph (Figure 2). During the field investigations, observations of wildlife species were 

made through sight, sound, and physical evidence.  

Photographs were taken during the field investigation depicting vegetation communities and natural heritage 

features observed within the study area. This photographic record can be found in Appendix A of this report 

(Photos 1 to 12).   

 

Table 1: Summary of Field Investigation Activities 

Date Personnel Involved Time of Survey  Weather Conditions Purpose of Visit 

December 7, 
2021 

E. Pohanka 07:50  
-8 oC, most cloudy, 
calm, recent snowfall 

Daytime field investigation of existing 
environmental conditions survey 
(including identification of vegetation 
and wildlife species present and 
determining vegetation community 
boundaries) and species at risk habitat 
screening. 

May 24, 
2022 

E. Pohanka 09:00 
12 oC, mostly cloudy, 
calm 

Daytime field investigation to assess 
site conditions during the breeding 
bird/growing season. 
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Background information on wildlife and plant species and other significant natural heritage features known to occur 

within or adjacent to the study area was obtained from the following sources: 

• Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) database accessed via the NDMNRF Make a Map: Natural Heritage 

Areas. This search tool allows areas to be searched at up to 1 km2 grid resolution and provides reports 

concerning rare species tracked by the NHIC. Information for each 1 km2 square within the proposed alignment 

options was reviewed for occurrences of rare species tracked by NHIC (MNRF, 2021a); 

• NDMNRF's Land Information Ontario (LIO) Metadata Management Tool this tool contains information 

(e.g., location of PSWs, SAR element occurrences, etc.) licensed under the Open Government Licence for 

Ontario (NDMNRF, 2021b); 

• eBird free-access, online database of bird distribution and abundance was accessed for background screening 

of potential SAR (eBird, 2021);  

• Fish ON-Line sport fish and stocking resource (NDMNRF, 2021c); 

• Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) Aquatic SAR Mapping (DFO, 2021); 

• Data from the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas Database (OBBA) was accessed from the data summaries page of 

the Atlas of the Breeding Birds of Ontario website. Information for each 10 km2 grid square was reviewed for 

the proposed alignment options (Bird Studies Canada et al., 2006); 

• Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas (ORRA) was accessed for the data summaries. Information for each 

10 km2 grid square was reviewed for the proposed alignment options (Ontario Nature, 2020); 

• Ontario Butterfly Atlas was accessed for data summaries. Information for each 10 km2 grid square was 

reviewed for the proposed alignment options (Toronto Entomologists' Association, 2020);  

• Habitat in the proposed pathway, boardwalk and pavilion was evaluated using aerial photography accessed 

through Google Earth aerials and StreetView mapping (Maxar Technologies, 2021);  

• Information from the 2018 Watershed Report Card by Mississippi Valley Conservation Authority (MVCA, 2017);  

• MVCA Regulation Public Mapping Browser (2021) was accessed to confirm property boundary delineation, 

regulation limits and presence of flood plains; and 

• The Early Detection and Distribution Mapping System (EDDMapS) query tool was accessed to cross-reference 

locally observed exotic, invasive or noxious species in proximity to the proposed development, as well as 

confirm the current status of species observed during the field investigation (EDDMapS, 2021). 

In addition to the background information reviewed, regulatory agency correspondence was completed to supplement 

the information obtained above (Appendix B).  
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3.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

3.1 Existing Land Use 

The field investigations were completed prior to any alteration of the study area (Photos 1 to 5). The study area 

mainly consists of vegetated areas with some mature trees.  

Following the Planning Act R.S.O. (1990), Schedule A of the Town of Carleton Place Official Plan, (2015), identifies 

the subject property as belonging to the 'Mississippi District' which focuses on the downtown core area and 

adjacent residential and non-residential areas. Using the Mississippi River as the focus point, this district was 

developed for maintaining character of the downtown area, as well as promoting a mixture of land uses. Within 

the Mississippi District, the subject property's land designation is defined as 'Strategic Property' (i.e., the former 

site of the Findlay Foundry). Strategic Property areas provide "…opportunities for new residential and commercial 

development which can complement and support the Central Business District and help provide linkages between 

the downtown care and the newer commercial and residential districts".  

Adjacent land use to the study area is comprised of residential properties and the Mississippi River. The MECP does 

not identify any well records within the land considered to be the study area; however, several well records exist 

within 500 m of the study area, varying in depths and use.   

3.2 Natural Heritage System Components 

A Natural Heritage System (NHS) is defined by the Provincial Policy Statement, (2020; PPS) as "… a system made up 

of natural heritage features, areas and linkages intended to provide connectivity (at the regional or site level) and 

support natural processes which are necessary to maintain biological and geological diversity, natural functions, 

viable populations of indigenous species, and ecosystems". Examples of common components found within NHSs 

are defined as: 

• Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI) are defined by the PPS (2020) as "…areas of land and water 

containing natural landscapes or features that have been identified as having life science or earth science 

values related to protection, scientific study or education"; 

• Wetlands are defined by the Ontario Wetland Evaluation System, (2014; OWES) as "…Lands that are 

seasonally or permanently flooded by shallow water as well as lands where the water table is close to the 

surface; in either case the presence of abundant water has caused the formation of hydric soils and has 

favoured the dominance of either hydrophytic or water tolerant plants". Furthermore, PSWs are defined 

by a ranking system under the same aforementioned entity; and 

• Significant Woodlands are defined by the PPS (2020) as "…an area which is ecologically important in terms 

of features such as species composition, age of trees and stand history; functionally important due to its 

contribution to the broader landscape because of its location, size or due to the amount of forest cover in 

the planning area; or economically important due to site quality, species composition, or past management 

history". 
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Although none of the aforementioned NHSs were found present within the study area from the preliminary desktop 

review or subsequent field investigations, the following background information was collected from various sources 

(refer to Section 2.0 of this report) and evaluates NHS components in proximity to the study area: 

• LIO data from the NDMNRF identified the following ecosystem components within 2 km of the study area: 

o Blanding's Turtle occurrences (i.e., 1 km x 1 km occurrence based on NHIC database) present 

approximately 300 m east and 1100 m south of the study area;  

o Ok Ke Lee Wetland (evaluated as ''other') is present approximately 340 m southwest of the study area; 

and 

o Unevaluated wetland (fen) present approximately 1500 m southwest of the study area. 

• According to the NHIC mapping reviewed, the following natural features have been identified within the 

general vicinity of the study area: 

o Several areas of woodland within the town or Carleton Place (however, none listed as significant); 

o Wildlife Concentration Areas in the form of a Waterfowl Staging Area is present approximately 1300 m 

southwest of the study area; and 

o Colonial Waterbird Nesting Area is present within the same 1 km2 NHIC Atlas NAD83 identifier square  

(i.e., 18VQ0999) as the study area.  

3.3 Landforms, Soils and Geology 

The majority of Lanark County is located within the Precambrian Shield, an area known for its rugged relief systems; 

however, Carleton Place and the surrounding area is relatively level in contrast to the adjacent landforms. The Soil 

Survey of Lanark County (1967) defines the soil type of Carleton Place as Class 6 suggesting that this soil type has 

limited capabilities in relation to productivity, and mainly supports perennial foraging crops. The primary lithology 

of this area is comprised of dolostone and sandstone from the Beekmantown Group, located on a rock outcrop soil 

complex, with a smooth, very gently sloping topographic class, paired with a moderately stony, sandy loam soil 

type. The soils of the area are considered to be well drained, where sandy loam till exists < 30 cm over sandstone.  

3.4 Surface Water, Groundwater and Fish Habitat 

The study area is located within the Lower Mississippi Lowlands Subwatershed (i.e., Carleton Place Dam - Mississippi 

River) of the Mississippi Valley Watershed, managed by the MVCA (2017). The MVCA and the Town of Carleton 

Place Official Plan (Schedule A; 2015) have identified the study area persisting within a floodplain. The MVCA 

Regulation Public Mapping Browser identified that the subject property is located within the MVCA Regulation Limit 

for non evaluated and locally significant wetlands, which is regulated under Ontario Regulation (O. Reg.) 153/06.  

The Mississippi River borders the southeastern portion of the subject property, flowing from the Mississippi Lake 

PSW at the southwest, towards the Appleton Wetland PSW to the northeast. The Mississippi River is known as fish 

bearing; however, no SAR are reported within the vicinity of the study area according to the DFO Aquatic Species 

at Risk Map (2021). The shoreline of this site is composed of a concrete retaining wall, which reduces fish habitat 

and limits access land access by aquatic animals (i.e., fledging waterfowl and turtles).  
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The MECP does not identify and well records within the land considered to be the study area; however, 43 well 

records exist within 500 m of the study area. The well depths range from 6.1 m to 27.1 m with static water levels 

ranging from 0.9 m to 12.8 m and varying uses (i.e., monitoring and test holes, dewatering and domestic use). The 

study area does not fall within the source water protection area for the town of Carleton Place in accordance with 

the Mississippi River Watershed Plan (MVCA, 2019). During the field investigation, several monitoring wells were 

located within the study area, as well as several others on the subject property, north of the study area (Photo 6). 

These wells are not registered in the MECP database for Ontario well records and are presumed to be associated 

with the current development.  

3.5 Vegetation Cover 

A winter vegetation survey was completed during the field investigation. Habitat observed during the investigation 

included two (2) vegetation communities. The findings of this survey were verified by a survey during the growing 

season on May 24, 2022. The following sections outline the existing vegetation communities identified within the 

study area. For a detailed map of vegetation communities present within the study area, refer to Figure 2. 

Photographs of the vegetation communities can be found in Appendix A. A complete listing of vegetation species 

observed within the study area during the field investigation can be found in Table 2. 

During field investigations, five (5) Butternut (Juglans cinerea) were observed within the study area (Figure 2). Due 

to the presence of Butternuts within the study area, paired with winter conditions (i.e., snow cover throughout the 

study area) it is possible that small saplings may have gone unnoticed. However, no additional Butternuts were 

observed during the summer survey. 

No other nationally, provincially, or regionally rare or endangered plant species were observed during the field 

investigation. 

3.5.1 Vegetation Community 1: Dry - Fresh Mixed Meadow Ecosite (MEMM3) 

Vegetation Community 1 was classified through ELC as Dry - Fresh Mixed Meadow Ecosite (Figure 2; Photo 7). This 

community is dominant throughout the study area, comprised mainly of graminoid/forb species (i.e., mix of grass-

like and broadleaf species). Four (4) of the Butternut individuals observed during the field investigation occurred 

within this community (Photo 8) and a laydown area related to ongoing construction activities is present within the 

eastern portion of this community (Photo 9).  

3.5.2 Vegetation Community 2: Dry - Fresh Deciduous Shrub Thicket Ecosite (THDM2) 

Vegetation Community 2 was classified through ELC as Dry - Fresh Deciduous Shrub Thicket Ecosite (Figure 2; 

Photo 10). This vegetation community was present at the southwestern portion of the study area, adjacent to 

residential lots, and dominated by a Manitoba maple (Acer negundo) overstory (i.e., deciduous shrub species 

dominate; deciduous cover > 75%). One (1) Butternut was observed within this vegetation community during the 

field investigation. An inactive nest of a migratory species was noted on the northern fringe of this community 

during the winter survey; however, the species it was created by is unknown (Photos 11 & 12).  During the summer 

survey, and a nesting pair of Song Sparrows (Melospiza melodia) was identified in the middle of the site, and a 

nesting pair of Eastern Kingbirds (Tyrannus tyrannus) was observed in one of the Manitoba maples overhanging the 
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water in the south end of the site. 

Table 2: Vegetation Species Observed within the Study Area  

Common Name Scientific Name Common Name Scientific Name 

Woody Vegetation 

balsam poplar Populus balsamifera Manitoba maple 1 Acer negundo 

black raspberry Rubus occidentalis red osier dogwood Cornus sericea 

black walnut Juglans nigra riverbank grape Vitis riparia 

Butternut 3 Juglans cinerea sugar maple Acer saccharum 

chokecherry Prunus virginiana tatarian honeysuckle 1 Lonicera tatarica 

common apple Malus domestica Virginia creeper 1 Parthenocissus quinquefolia 

common buckthorn 1, 2 Rhamnus cathartica wayfaring shrub Viburnum lantana 

crack willow Salix fragilis white ash Fraxinus americana 

hedge bindweed Calystegia sepium white elm Ulmus americana 

Herbaceous Vegetation 

common milkweed Asclepias syriaca Queen Anne's lace Daucus carota 

common mullein Verbascum thapsus reed canary grass 1 Phalaris arundinacea 

cow vetch 1 Vicia cracca smooth brome 1 Bromus inermis 

goldenrod sp. Solidago spp.  yellow sweet-clover 1 Melilotus officinalis 

1 These species are known to be invasive or exotic and are currently tracked in Ontario in accordance with Invasive Species Act (1995) by EDDMapS (2021). 

2 These species are considered as noxious weeds in Ontario in accordance with the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (2021).  

3 These species are listed by the Species at Risk Act (SARA; 2007), and/or the Endangered Species Act (ESA; 2002) as Endangered, Threatened or Special 'Concern. 
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3.6 Habitat for Species at Risk 

Background information obtained from the sources listed in Section 2.0 of this report, indicated that SAR and their habitat were potentially 

present within the study area. Species compiled from background review, and the professional opinion of McIntosh Perry on species general 

ranges can be found in Table 3. Given habitat observed during the field investigation and direct observation of SAR within the study area, a 

determination was made as to whether these species had the potential to be or were present within the study area. 

Table 3: Species at Risk Potentially or Confirmed to be Present within the Study Area 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Provincial Status 

(ESA, 2007) 
Federal Status 

(SARA Schedule 1) 
Habitat Present Within General Study Area 

Plants 

Butternut Juglans cinerea Endangered Endangered 
Yes. Five (5) individual Butternuts were observed within 
the study area in MEMM3 and THDM2 vegetation 
communities.   

Insects 

Monarch Danaus plexippus Special Concern Special Concern 
Yes. Host species (i.e., common milkweed) observed 
directly within the vegetation community MEMM3. 

Amphibians 

Western Chorus Frog Pseudacris triseriata No Status Threatened No suitable habitat present within study area. 

Fish 

American Eel Anguilla rostrata Endangered No Status 
The Mississippi River provides suitable habitat for this 
species and occurrence records (i.e., NHIC) exist within a 
2 km radius of the study area.  

Turtles 

Blanding's Turtle Emydoidea blandingii Threatened Threatened 

Yes. Based on element occurrence data, there are known 
occurrences of this species within 2 km of the study area. 
Although occurrence records exist within proximity to the 
study area, terrestrial habitat may be inaccessible due to 
the existing retaining wall along the shoreline of the 
Mississippi River which prevents turtles from accessing 
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Table 3: Species at Risk Potentially or Confirmed to be Present within the Study Area 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Provincial Status 

(ESA, 2007) 
Federal Status 

(SARA Schedule 1) 
Habitat Present Within General Study Area 

terrestrial habitats within the study area. 

Midland Painted Turtle Chrysemys picta No Status Special Concern Yes, see discussion on Blanding's Turtle.  

Snapping Turtle Chelydra serpentina Special Concern Special Concern Yes, see discussion on Blanding's Turtle. 

Eastern Musk Turtle Sternotherus odoratus Special Concern Special Concern Yes, see discussion on Blanding's Turtle. 

Northern Map Turtle Graptemys geographica Special Concern Special Concern Yes, see discussion on Blanding's Turtle   

Snakes and Lizards 

Eastern Milksnake Lampropeltis triangulum 
triangulum 

No Status Special Concern 

Yes. This species is a habitat generalist and may be found 
anywhere within the study area and greater study area. 
Suitable hibernacula may also be present within the 
concrete/stone wall features adjacent to the Mississippi 
River; however, sub-surface conditions are unknown. 

Eastern Ribbonsnake Thamnophis sauritus sauritus Special Concern Special Concern The Mississippi River corridor provides habitat for this 
species; however, within the study area the existing 
retaining wall may limit usability of terrestrial habitats 
within the property. This is primarily due to the hardening 
of the shoreline under existing conditions. Despite this, 
the species may be encountered within the study area. No 
suitable hibernacula features were observed during the 
2021 and 2022 field investigations. 

Birds 

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Special Concern No Status 

Yes, species may be encountered during spring and fall 
migration as well as over winter months however no 
nesting sites are known from within 400 m of the study 
area. 

Bank Swallow Riparia riparia Threatened Threatened No suitable habitat present. 

Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica Threatened Threatened 
Yes, habitat within the general study area provides many 
opportunities for foraging. However, no suitable 
structures which would provide nesting opportunities to 



Environmental Impact Statement CCO-21-3840 

 

12 

 

Table 3: Species at Risk Potentially or Confirmed to be Present within the Study Area 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Provincial Status 

(ESA, 2007) 
Federal Status 

(SARA Schedule 1) 
Habitat Present Within General Study Area 

the Barn Swallow are present within the study area. The 
species is anticipated to be encountered foraging over the 
Mississippi River. 

Black Tern Chlidonias niger Special Concern No Status No suitable habitat present within the general study area. 

Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus Threatened Threatened 

No suitable habitat present. Although the MEMM3 
vegetation community provides grassland habitat, it does 
not provide specialized habitat (i.e., tall-grass prairie 
habitat) this species requires for specific life processes 
(i.e., foraging and breeding) ; however, NHIC reports 
occurrences within 2 km of the study area. 

Canada Warbler Cardellina canadensis Special Concern Threatened 

Yes. Though marginally suitable habitat is present based 
on surrounding land use. The vegetation community 
THDM2 may provide nesting habitat in the form of 
deciduous woodland with a woody shrub understory, 
adjacent to the Mississippi River. NHIC reports 
occurrences within 2 km of the study area. 

Cerulean Warbler Setophaga cerulea Threatened Endangered No suitable habitat present. 

Chimney Swift Chaetura pelagica Threatened Threatened 

Yes, species is known to occur within the Town of Carleton 
Place, however no suitable nesting structures 
(i.e., chimneys or large cavity trees) are present within the 
study area.  A single Chimney Swift was observed foraging 
over the site during the May 24, 2022, field survey. 

Common Nighthawk Chordeiles minor Special Concern Threatened 

Yes, suitable nesting habitat does exist within the study 
area as this species may nest on bare ground. This species, 
which may utilize a wide range of bare ground habitats for 
nesting, is often absent from many areas within its wide 
geographic nesting range however and though the species 
is anticipated to be encountered within the Town of 
Carleton Place it is unlikely to nest within the study area. 
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Table 3: Species at Risk Potentially or Confirmed to be Present within the Study Area 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Provincial Status 

(ESA, 2007) 
Federal Status 

(SARA Schedule 1) 
Habitat Present Within General Study Area 

Eastern Meadowlark Sturnella magna Threatened Threatened 

No suitable habitat present. Although the MEMM3 
vegetation community provides grassland habitat, it does 
not provide a combination of landscape and patch 
characteristic which this species requires; however, NHIC 
reports occurrences within 2 km of the study area 

Eastern Whip-poor-will Antrostomus vociferous Threatened Threatened No suitable habitat present. 

Eastern Wood-Pewee Contopus virens Special Concern Special Concern  
No suitable habitat present within the study area though 
species is anticipated to occur within the general study 
area (i.e., along the Mississippi River corridor). 

Evening Grosbeak Coccothraustes vespertinus Special Concern Special Concern 

No suitable nesting habitat present, however species may 
be encountered during spring and fall migration or over 
wintering periods during eruption years. This species is 
not however dependant on habitat found within the study 
area for its life processes. 

Golden Eagle Aquila chrysaetos Endangered  No Status 

No, however species may be encountered during spring 
and fall migration though it is not anticipated to be 
dependant on the study area, given its landscape scale use 
of habitats during this period. 

Golden-winged Warbler Vermivora chrysoptera Special Concern Threatened 

Yes. The vegetation community THDM2 may provide 
nesting habitat in the form of deciduous woodland with a 
woody shrub understory, adjacent to grassland. NHIC 
reports occurrences within 2 km of the study area. Given 
the location of the study area within the Town of Carleton 
Place (i.e., within a suburban area) it is unlikely this 
species is dependant on the study area as a nesting site as 
available habitat is fragmented from otherwise larger 
parcels of suitable habitat. 

Grasshopper Sparrow Ammodramus savannarum Special Concern Special Concern 
No suitable habitat present. Although the MEMM3 
vegetation community provides grassland habitat, it does 
not provide specialized habitat (i.e., fallow fields and 
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Table 3: Species at Risk Potentially or Confirmed to be Present within the Study Area 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Provincial Status 

(ESA, 2007) 
Federal Status 

(SARA Schedule 1) 
Habitat Present Within General Study Area 

sparse vegetation cover due to poor soils) this species 
requires for specific life processes (i.e., foraging and 
breeding). 

Least Bittern Ixobrychus exilis Threatened Threatened 

No suitable wetland habitat present within the study area; 
however, species is known to occur within the general 
study area as NHIC reports occurrences within 2 km of the 
study area. 

Loggerhead Shrike Lanius ludovicianus Endangered  Endangered No suitable habitat present. 

Olive-sided Flycatcher Contopus cooperi Special Concern Threatened 

Species may be encountered during spring and fall 
migration; however, this location is at the extreme 
southern limit of the species’ breeding  range, and it is not 
anticipated to be encountered nesting along the 
Mississippi River corridor. 

Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus Special Concern Special Concern  No suitable habitat present. 

Red-headed Woodpecker Melanerpes erythrocephalus Special Concern Threatened 

Yes. However, no evidence of species was observed. 
species has declined from most suitable habitat in Ontario 
and is absent over large portions of its range in otherwise 
suitable habitats. 

Wood Thrush Hylocichla mustelina Special Concern Threatened No suitable habitat present. 

Mammals  

Eastern Small-footed 
Myotis Myotis leibii Endangered No Status 

No suitable maternity colony habitat (rock barrens, cliff or 
talus slopes etc.) or hibernation sites (i.e., caves or mines) 
are present within the study area. 

Little Brown Myotis Myotis lucifugus Endangered Endangered 

No direct habitat was observed within the study area 
which would provide suitable maternity colony sites for 
this species (i.e., large cavity trees or structures such as 
houses etc.); however, urban areas where maternity 
colonies could occur are found adjacent to the study area 
and large trees are present along the Mississippi River 
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Table 3: Species at Risk Potentially or Confirmed to be Present within the Study Area 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Provincial Status 

(ESA, 2007) 
Federal Status 

(SARA Schedule 1) 
Habitat Present Within General Study Area 

corridor which may provide suitable natural maternity 
colony sites. No significant features which would support 
daytime roosting were observed during the field 
investigation (i.e., snag trees, tree cavities or caves).  

Northern Myotis Myotis septentrionalis Endangered Endangered 

Limited woody woodland/forest habitat is present to 
support the needs of this species, however habitat along 
the Mississippi River may be suitable for the species life 
processes and it may be present in the general study area.  

Tri-colored Bat Perimyotis subflavus Endangered Endangered 

Limited woody woodland/forest habitat is present to 
support the needs of this species, however habitat along 
the Mississippi River may be suitable for the species life 
processes and it may be present in the general study area. 

 

Of the SAR identified by background information as potentially present within the vicinity of the study area, habitat observed during the field 

investigation within the study area does not appear to be suitable for the life processes of the following SAR: Western Chorus Frog, Bald Eagle, 

Bank Swallow, Barn Swallow, Black Tern, Cerulean Warbler, Chimney Swift, Eastern Whip-poor-will, Eastern Wood-Pewee, Evening Grosbeak, 

Golden Eagle, Least Bittern, Loggerhead Shrike, Olive-sided Flycatcher, Peregrine Falcon and Wood Thrush. These species and their habitat are 

not anticipated to be present directly within the study area and will not be discussed further in this report. 

Furthermore, some habitats present within the immediate study area may be only marginally suitable (i.e., species not dependant on habitat 

features found within immediate study area) or utilized for short periods (i.e., as part of a larger landscape scale) for certain SAR, such as: 

Eastern Ribbonsnake, Bobolink, Eastern Meadowlark, Grasshopper Sparrow, Red-headed Woodpecker, Eastern Small-footed Myotis, Little 

Brown Myotis, Northern Myotis, and Tri-colored Bat.  

Suitable habitat for the following species was deemed to be present within or directly adjacent to the study area based on field investigations 

and element occurrence data: Butternut, Monarch, American Eel, Blanding's Turtle, Common Nighthawk, Midland Painted Turtle, Snapping 

Turtle, Eastern Musk Turtle, Northern Map Turtle, Eastern Milksnake, Canada Warbler, and Golden-winged Warbler. 
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3.6.1 Plants 

Butternut habitat is available within the study area due to the wide range of habitat preferences of Butternuts. 

Butternuts are shade intolerant and prefer open areas but often become crowded out by other tree species. Five (5) 

Butternuts were observed during the field investigations. A Butternut Health Assessment (BHA)/hybrid scoring was 

completed on these trees by IFS Associates on June 6, 2022 (Appendix C), in accordance with the document: 

Butternut Assessment Guidelines: Assessment of Butternut Tree Health for the Purposes of the ESA. Of the five 

Butternuts recorded in the study area, two (one <3 cm diameter and one 3 to 15 cm diameter) were considered to 

be vigorous, two (3 to 15 cm diameter) were considered to have poor vigor, and one (16 to 30 cm diameter) was 

dead. There is therefore the potential for a moderate level of risk for this species or its habitat being impacted by 

the proposed pathway, boardwalk and pavilion development. Please refer to Section 6.0 for further detail on 

mitigation for avoiding residual impacts to these individuals as Butternut is listed as 'endangered' under the ESA; 

thus, habitat and individuals of this species are afforded protection. 

3.6.2 Insects 

Adult Monarchs utilise a variety of diverse habitats where they feed on available nectar from wildflowers. Although 

no individuals were observed within the study area during field investigations, this species relies heavily on milkweed 

(Asclepias spp.) as a host species for several life processes. Common milkweed was identified directly within the study 

area, suggesting that this site may receive use by Monarchs upon migration return in the spring months; however, to 

what extent the study area may be used by this species is unknown. This species is listed as 'special concern' under 

the ESA; thus, individuals and habitat of this species do not receive protection.  

3.6.3 Fish 

Habitat for the American Eel may exist directly adjacent to the study area in the form of the Mississippi River. 

Element occurrence data reports that this species persists within proximity to the study area; however, the 

American Eel has been extirpated from extensive areas in many of Ontario's watersheds over recent decades as a 

cumulative result of many factors (i.e., hydroelectric dams, reduced access to habitat imposed by man-made 

barriers to upstream migration, commercial harvesting in jurisdictions other than Ontario, contaminants, and 

habitat destruction, alteration, and disruption [MacGregor et al., 2013]). This species is listed as 'endangered' under 

the ESA; thus, individuals and their habitat are afforded protection.  

3.6.4 Snakes and Amphibians 

The Eastern Milksnake may be present within the study area for foraging, breeding, and/or overwintering. This 

species is considered a habitat generalist and may utilize a variety of habitats within the study area. During field 

investigations, no suitable habitat for snake hibernacula (i.e., accessible crevices or available chambers below the 

frost line to support overwintering). This species does not have a designation under the ESA; however, it is listed as 

'special 'concern' under the Species at Risk Act (SARA; 2002). Due to designation under the SARA, neither this 

species nor its habitat are afforded protection.  

Eastern Ribbonsnake may use habitat adjacent to the study areas (i.e., Mississippi River and nearby wetland) for 

foraging and/or overwintering. This species is known to occupy a range of riparian habitats, often associated with 

dense vegetative cover, where it will forage for amphibians and small fish. This species is listed as 'special concern' 
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under the ESA; thus, individuals and their habitat are not afforded protection. 

Although neither species are afforded protection due to designations under various legislation, no specialized 

habitat for snake species was observed in association with study area (i.e., no candidate hibernacula), and the 

proposed construction works are not anticipated to negatively impact these species or their habitats. 

3.6.5 Turtles 

Common Snapping Turtle, Eastern Musk Turtle, Northern Map Turtle, and Midland Painted Turtle habitat is not 

present within the immediate study area; however, the directly adjacent Mississippi River provides some attributes 

required for specific life processes of these species (i.e., foraging and overwintering). These species are all 

designated at 'special concern' under the ESA, with the exception of the Midland Painted Turtle, which is designated 

as 'special 'concern' under the SARA, thus they are not afforded individual or habitat protection.  

Snapping Turtles are closely associated with water as their life processes are mainly aquatic. Although they can be 

found in most freshwater habitats, they prefer shallow lentic systems with detritus substrates and vegetative cover. 

During breeding periods, females will travel overland for suitable breeding sites, often using anthropogenically 

placed structures (gravel shoulders, aggregate sites, etc.). 

Midland Painted Turtles inhabit a variety of shallow, lentic systems. This species prefers soft substrate, macrophyte 

cover and an abundance of emergent objects for basking. Female nesting sites are gravelly soils with little to no 

canopy cover, allowing for high sun exposure.  

Northern Map Turtles often utilize river and lake shorelines for basking on emergent debris and rocks throughout 

the summer months and hibernate in deeper, slow-moving waters. Suitable areas for this species to emerge from 

the water are an important part of its life processes as it required frequent basking to maintain thermoregulation. 

Eastern Musk Turtles are found in slow-moving systems, which provide an abundance of emergent and floating 

macrophytes accompanied by soft substrate for winter hibernation. In larger waterbodies, this species may be 

associated with shallow areas such as bays.  

Blanding's Turtles prefer shallow water with vegetative cover and are often associated with wetlands and shallow 

lakes. Nests are associated with open-canopy areas and a variety of substrate compositions (i.e., beaches, gravel 

roads, gardens, etc.). This species is listed as 'Threatened' under the ESA; therefore, they receive habitat protection.  

Due to the proximity of elemental occurrence data for Blanding's Turtle (i.e., suitable wetlands and waterbodies up 

to 2 km from an occurrence) the study area is considered Category 2 and Category 3 Blanding's Turtle habitat. It is 

not expected that Category 1 habitat is present as the study area borders the Mississippi River, and the existing 

retaining wall along the study area prevents access to any potential nesting sites which may exist, and the 

Mississippi River does not likely provide suitable overwintering structure (i.e., unfrozen shallow water, wetlands, or 

seasonal pools).   

No habitat was observed within the direct study area which would support the specialized needs of turtle’s specific 

life processes (i.e., basking sites and nesting habitat) due to the presence of an existing retaining wall is along the 

entire shoreline which creates a physical barrier to turtles. This functionally prevents turtles form accessing portions 
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of the property which would otherwise possibly support nesting etc. (i.e., areas of bare ground etc.). Category 2 

Blanding's Turtle habitat has been mapped based on the General Habitat Description for the species within 30 m of 

the Mississippi River however it is not anticipated that this area is functionally available to individual turtles due to 

the existing retaining wall. Refer to Section 5.3.6 of this report for anticipated impacted to turtles within and 

adjacent to the study area.  

3.6.6 Birds 

Though habitat within the study area appears suitable for the life processes of the Red-headed Woodpecker, this 

species has disappeared from a large portion of its range in Ontario and is often absent from otherwise suitable 

habitat. No individuals of this conspicuous species were observed during the 2021 and 2022 field investigations, 

and it is not anticipated at this time that this species or its habitat will be impacted by the proposed project works. 

Bobolink, Eastern Meadowlark and Grasshopper sparrow share very similar habitat requirements for their life 

processes. The MEMM3 community are often considered suitable (or marginally suitable as part of a larger habitat 

complex) for the Bobolink, Eastern Meadowlark and Grasshopper Sparrow, all of which are ground nesting 

grassland birds. Although due to the location of this area of graminoid meadow (i.e., surrounded by residential 

Carleton Place), is it unlikely to support habitat for these SAR. It is not anticipated, however, given the proposed 

project works, and location of the study area, that the species or its habitat are likely to be impacted by the 

proposed pathway, boardwalk and pavilion development. Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark are listed as 

'threatened' under the ESA and receive individual and habitat protection; however, the Grasshopper Sparrow is 

listed as 'special 'concern' and is not afforded protection under such acts. All aforementioned species are afforded 

protection under the Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA; 1994). 

The Canada Warbler and Golden-winged Warbler share similar habitat types and can be associated with a wide range 

of deciduous and coniferous forest types, although preference is given to forest types with well-developed, dense 

understory, which assists to conceal nests, which are often built near that ground. Elemental occurrence records 

suggest sightings of this species within 2 km of the study area and the vegetation community THDM2 may provide 

fragmented habitat for this species (i.e., some mature trees and a dense thicket understory); however, the existing 

wooded parcel is quite small, and unlikely significant for life processes of this species. Both species are listed as 'special 

'concern' under the ESA; however, 'threatened' under the SARA, hence receives individual and habitat protection 

under the SARA as well as being protected under the MBCA. 

The study area does contain habitat which may be suitable for the Common Nighthawk. Common Nighthawk is 

anticipated to be present within the Town of Carleton Place, as this species often nests within urban or industrial areas 

where suitable conditions exist. Within such developed areas, this species tends to have a preference for nesting atop 

buildings with gravel rooftops where it is protected from ground predators and disturbance by humans and pets. As 

such, although suitable habitat appears to be present within the study area, it is not anticipated that this species is 

dependant on the study area as a nesting site as it is located in a suburban area where ground predators would easily 

be able to target nesting birds due to the small size of the study area. 

No evidence of the aforementioned migratory SAR birds was observed during the 2021 and 2022 field investigations 

despite apparently suitable habitat being present within and adjacent to the study area, and it is considered unlikely 
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that the proposed pathway, boardwalk and pavilion development will have a negative impact on theses species or 

their habitat. 

3.6.7 Mammals 

During the field investigations, the habitat within the study area was examined for potential roosting and maternal 

colony habitat for bats (including SAR bats). No specialized bat habitat was observed which would support 

significant life processes of SAR bat species (i.e., maternity roost or hibernation sites). Although some species may 

also utilize foliage for temporary roosting sites (i.e., the SAR Tri-colored Bat and non-SAR hoary bat [Lasiurus 

cinereus]), these are known to be used on a larger landscape scale and would not be considered a limiting factor 

for these species. During the field investigations, no obvious cavity trees were observed which would be suitable 

for such species as Little Brown Myotis which prefers larger scale trees and cavities for use as maternity sites.  

Many of the bat species listed as SAR in Canada have declined significantly since the appearance of white-nose 

syndrome (Pseudogymnoascus destructans) in North America and as such, these species are often absent from 

otherwise highly suitable habitat.  

3.7 Wildlife & Significant Wildlife Habitat 

The study area is located in the Smiths Falls Ecodistrict (6E-11) of the Lake Simcoe-Rideau (6E) within the 

Mixedwood Plains Ecozone (MNRF, 2011). Characteristic wildlife present within this Ecoregion includes white-tailed 

deer (Odocoileus virginianus), red fox (Vulpes vulpes), coyote (Canis latrans), northern raccoon (Procyon lotor), 

striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), beaver (Castor canadensis), eastern gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), Great 

Blue Heron (Ardea herodias), Red-tailed Hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), Black-capped Chickadee (Poecile atricapillus), 

Blue Jay (Cyanocitta cristata), American Robin (Turdus migratorius), Wood Thrush, Yellow Warbler (Setophaga 

petechia), Midland Painted Turtle, Eastern Red-backed Salamander (Plethodon cinereus), Smallmouth Bass 

(Micropterus dolomieu), Walleye (Sander vitreus), Yellow Perch (Perca flavescens), Pearl Dace (Margariscus 

margarita), and Spottail Shiner (Notropis hudsonius). 

The following section outlines the existing wildlife observations from the field investigations conducted within the 

study area. Table 4 lists the species observed during the field investigations. Additional wildlife species, in particular 

migratory birds, are likely to utilize the property for the purposes of nesting etc. Habitat present within the study 

area represented appropriate breeding/nesting/foraging habitat for all wildlife species observed with the study 

area. 

Table 4: Wildlife Observed within the Study Area 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Applicable 
Legislation 

Resident/Seasonally Evidence 

Birds 

American Crow Corvus brachyrhynchos N/A Resident Visual Observation 

European Starling Sturnus vulgaris N/A Resident Visual Observation 

Northern Cardinal Cardinalis MBCA Resident Visual Observation 

Ring-billed Gull Larus delawarensis MBCA Seasonal Visual Observation 

Rock Pigeon Columba livia N/A Resident Visual Observation 
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Table 4: Wildlife Observed within the Study Area 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Applicable 
Legislation 

Resident/Seasonally Evidence 

Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia MBCA Seasonal Visual Observation 

Eastern Kingbird Tyrannus tyrannus MBCA Seasonal Visual Observation, 
nesting confirmed at 

south end of site 

Mammals 

red squirrel Tamiasciurus hudsonicus FWCA Resident Visual Observation 

Northern Cardinal, Ring-billed Gull, Song Sparrow and Eastern Kingbird (Table 4) are afforded protection from the 

harm/harassment of individuals or their nests under the MBCA. Red squirrel is afforded certain protection under 

the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act (FWCA) as a furbearing mammal (O. Reg. 432/20, s. 2.). 

The study area was examined under the Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (MNRF, 2000) and its 

supporting document Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 6E (MNRF, 2015) to determine if 

significant wildlife habitat is present within the existing study area. Table 5 outlines the various significant wildlife 

habitat (SWH) categories and rationale on their designation within the study area 

Table 5: Significant Wildlife Habitat within the Study Area 

Specialized Wildlife Habitat Category 
Candidate Significant Wildlife 
Habitat (Y/N) 

Confirmed Significant Wildlife 
Habitat (Y/N) 

Waterfowl Stopover and Staging Areas 
(Terrestrial) 

No No 

Waterfowl Stopover and Staging Areas (Aquatic) No 
Not present within or adjacent to 
the study area, although known 
to be present to the west) 

Shorebird Migratory Stopover Area No No 

Raptor Wintering Area No No 

Bat Hibernacula No No 

Bat Maternity Colonies No No 

Turtle Wintering Area Yes, within Mississippi River No 

Reptile Hibernaculum No No 

Colonially-Nesting Bird Breeding Habitat (Bank 
and Cliff) 

No No 

Colonially-Nesting Bird Breeding Habitat 
(Tree/Shrubs) 

No No 

Colonially-Nesting Bird Breeding Habitat 
(Ground) 

No No 

Migratory Butterfly Stopover Areas No No 
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Table 5: Significant Wildlife Habitat within the Study Area 

Specialized Wildlife Habitat Category 
Candidate Significant Wildlife 
Habitat (Y/N) 

Confirmed Significant Wildlife 
Habitat (Y/N) 

Landbird Migratory Stopover Areas No No 

Deer Yarding Areas No No 

Deer Winter Congregation Areas No No 

Cliffs and Talus Slopes No No 

Sand Barren No No 

Alvar No No 

Old Growth Forest No No 

Savannah No No 

Tallgrass Prairie No No 

Other Rare Vegetation Communities No No 

Waterfowl Nesting Area 
Yes, along Mississippi River 
corridor 

No 

Bald Eagle and Osprey Nesting, Foraging, and 
Perching Habitat 

Yes, along Mississippi River 
corridor 

No 

Woodland Raptor Nesting Habitat No No 

Turtle Nesting Area No No 

Seeps and Springs No No 

Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Woodland) No No 

Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Wetlands) No No 

Woodland Area-Sensitive Bird Breeding Habitat No No 

Marsh Bird Breeding Habitat No No 

Open Country Bird Breeding Habitat No No 

Shrub/Early Successional Bird Breeding Habitat No No 

Terrestrial Crayfish No No 

Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species No Yes 

Amphibian Movement Corridors No No 

Deer Movement Corridors No No 

 

Based on the Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 6E (MNRF, 2015), no Candidate Significant 

Wildlife Habitat (SWH) was determined to be present within the direct study area for any of the above categories 
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(when omitting the Mississippi River from the formal study area). Confirmed Significant Wildlife Habitat was 

determined to be present within the study area for one (1) category: Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species. 

Confirmed Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species habitat is present in the south end of the study area within 

the Dry – Fresh Deciduous Shrub Thicket Ecosite and the Dry – Fresh Mixed Meadow Ecosite. The presence of 

Butternut trees within these vegetation communities suggests that this area is suitable for a SAR listed as 

‘endangered’ under the ESA and SARA. This SWH encompasses the entire study area; however, the individuals 

observed during the field investigation are identified in Figure 2.  
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4.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

As per the PPS, development is defined as “…the creation of a new lot, a change in land use, or the construction of 

buildings and structures requiring approval under the Planning Act…”. As such, the subject property must be assessed 

for potential impacts to natural heritage features found in and adjacent to the study area. Although the site is currently 

not developed (i.e., currently reclaimed land post-demolition of the Findlay Foundry), the impact assessment and 

recommendations outlined in Section 5.0, below, assume that future development (i.e., site alteration) will occur on 

the vacant lot.  

As provided by the design team with Inverness Homes, the following construction activities are anticipated:  

• Construction of two (2) residential multi-family dwelling structures and additional support/facility 
structures;  

• Development of a footpath which will connect newly built structures and patio/docking area;  

• Development of a boardwalk/docking area along the shoreline of the Mississippi River;  

• Placement of ornamental rock/boulders throughout the study area;  

• Placement of several deciduous and coniferous trees throughout the study area; and  

• Rehabilitation of the study area using shrubs, perennials and ornamental grasses. 

Although details of proposed construction has been provided through drawings, the extent of construction and 

machinery/equipment needed to complete development is currently unknown. However, it is anticipated that based 

on the current design, typical construction equipment will likely be utilized. 
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5.0 IMPACT ASSESSMENT & RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following sections outline and assess any potential impacts that are expected as a result of the proposed 

development. Recommendations for mitigation measures to avoid these impacts are outlined in Section 6.0 of this 

report.  

5.1 Natural Heritage System Components, Surface Water, Groundwater and Fish Habitat 

The proposed pathway, boardwalk and pavilion development is located directly adjacent to the Mississippi River. 

5.2 Vegetation Cover 

The  development occurs within a vacant lot that is mainly composed of Fresh Mixed Meadow Ecosite and 

Dry – Fresh Deciduous Shrub Thicket Ecosite (not considered Significant Woodlands under the definitions of the 

PPS or outlined in the Lanark County Official Plan, 2016). Development of a pathway, boardwalk and pavilion 

connection through the study area would significantly reduce the amount of meadow type vegetation community; 

however, impact on the shrub thicket is unknown, although expected to be minimal due to its negligible size and 

location adjacent to residential properties. 

During field investigations, Butternut individuals were observed in each of the vegetation community types. It is 

expected that the proposed pathway, boardwalk and pavilion will have a negative impact on these SAR and their 

habitat. Please refer to Section 6.0 of this report for recommended action and mitigation on local vegetation 

communities.  

5.3 Wildlife & Significant Wildlife Habitat 

5.3.1 Migratory and Non-migratory Birds 

A total of seven bird species were confirmed within the study area during the field investigations. Numerous other 

bird species were observed but not identified. Any future development (i.e., clearing of vegetation) will likely have 

negative impacts on these species if the clearing is conducted during the breeding bird period as outlined by Bird 

Studies Canada (2006). Furthermore, due to the time of field investigations (i.e., winter month of December), it is 

likely that many species which would normally inhabit this area are absent, as they have migrated to overwintering 

grounds.  

Considering the species present at the time of field investigations, the following timing windows allow vegetation 

removal activities to avoid periods when migratory birds are actively nesting. As such, any required removal of 

vegetation should be completed prior to or after the bird nesting period of April 15 to August 31 of any given year 

to ensure migratory birds or their nests are not adversely impacted. This timing window is a general guideline based 
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on the species present and observed within the study area during the field investigation as well as early and late 

nesting dates for these species outlined in the Bird Studies Canada Nesting Calendar Query Tool (Hussell and 

Lepage, 2015). 

If vegetation removal will be required prior to August 31 but later than April 15, a visual inspection of the areas to 

be cleared should be conducted by a qualified avian specialist prior to disturbance to ensure that no birds are using 

the area for the purposes of nesting. If migratory bird breeding and/or nesting activity is encountered at any time 

of year within the study area, an appropriate setback distance should be maintained from the nest/nesting birds. 

Works should not continue in the location of the nest until after it has been determined by an avian specialist that 

the young have fledged and vacated the nest and work areas. 

5.3.2 Significant Wildlife Habitat 

The Special Concern and Rare Wildlife Species habitat is associated with both the Dry - Fresh Deciduous Shrub 

Thicket and the Dry - Fresh Mixed Meadow Ecosites, adjacent to the Mississippi River, and confirmed by the 

presence of five (5) Butternut individuals. Activities associated with the construction of the proposed pathway, 

boardwalk and pavilion connection 

5.4 Species at Risk 

The following sections discuss impacts to SAR and their habitat anticipated with the proposed project works. 

5.4.1 Plants 

Four living (4) Butternut individuals of varying maturity were observed within the study area during the field 

investigations. Based on the proposed design it is anticipated that all four (4) of the Butternuts will be killed as part 

of the site development. Given the number of individual Butternuts observed, it is anticipated that the project can 

be registered under O. Reg. 830/21, Part V, Butternut. 

No other SAR plants were observed within the study area during the 2021 field investigation.  

5.4.2 Insects 

Due to their designation as 'special 'concern' under the SARA and the ESA, Monarch butterflies are not afforded 

individual or habitat protection. No individuals were observed during the field investigations. Common milkweed, 

a known host species which is integral to specific life processes of Monarchs, was observed during field 

investigations within the study area in the associated Dry - Fresh Mixed Meadow Ecosite. As the proposed 

development of a pathway connection within the study area will likely result in the implementation of manicured 

grass or sod, it is likely that some of the native species which exist within the current meadow ecosite will not be 

present post-construction. Considering potential fragmentation of the Dry - Fresh Mixed Meadow Ecosite within 

the study area, it is expected that habitat for Monarch will be negatively impacted by the proposed pathway 

connection. Refer to Section 6.0 of this report for recommended action and mitigation which could contribute to 

the preservation of this species in the form of native seed mixes and replanting.  
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No SAR insects or otherwise related indicator species were observed within the study area during the 2021 and 

2022 field investigations. 

5.4.3 Snakes and Amphibians 

No snakes were observed within the study area; however, detailed surveys for snakes were not performed. It is 

unlikely that the development of a pathway, boardwalk and pavilion connection would negatively impact snake 

habitat as the Eastern Milksnake is a habitat generalist and may utilize a variety of habitats for different life 

processes. The Eastern Ribbonsnake requires watercourses and wetlands, and although the Mississippi River is 

directly adjacent to the study area, is it not within the proposed area of development on the subject property. 

Furthermore, no wetlands are present in proximity to the study area, and the surrounding land use is mainly 

residential, hence development would not impact connectivity between habitats for the Eastern Ribbonsnake. It is 

not likely that development (i.e., vegetation clearing, pathway, boardwalk and pavilion construction) of the study 

area will have negative impacts to SAR snake habitat. 

The existing rock wall/retaining wall may provide these snake species as well as other not at-risk snake species 

hibernacula sites to overwinter within the shoreline area. Though several possible access points are possible, 

determining the exact location of hibernacula sites within larger features such as this can be difficult to impossible 

as snakes may access underground hibernacula through very small crevices in the retaining wall. Works undertaken 

during the winter months have potential to negatively impact overwintering snakes.  

No SAR snakes or significant habitat features were observed directly within the study area during the 2021 and 

2022 field investigations.  

5.4.4 Turtles 

No direct habitat for turtles was observed within the study area; however, the adjacent Mississippi River may 

provide habitat for several life processes (i.e., foraging and overwintering). It is unlikely the study area is used as a 

migration corridor for any local turtle species, as access to the property is limited by a retaining wall along the entire 

shoreline of the study area, and surrounding land use is developed, residential properties (i.e., no suitable breeding 

grounds to migrate to). Although access to the study area from the Mississippi River is restricted, it cannot be ruled 

out that turtles may enter the study area by reaching land at a nearby location (i.e., boat launches or nearby natural 

shoreline). 

Due to the proximity of a Blanding's Turtle occurrence record (i.e., occurrence records approximately 300 m east 

and 1100 m south), and as previously mentioned in Section 3.6.5 of this report, the study area is classified as 

Category 2 and 3 Blanding's Turtle Habitat based on the Blanding's Turtle general habitat description 

(https://www.ontario.ca/page/blandings-turtle-general-habitat-description). Category 2 habitat includes 30 m 

around suitable wetlands/waterbodies within 500 m of each other, extending up to 2 km from an occurrence. This 

habitat type is considered to have a moderate level of tolerance to disturbances. Category 3 habitat includes areas 

beyond the 30 m designated as Category 2 habitat, and up to 250 m around suitable wetlands/waterbodies (as 

identified in Category 2). Category 3 habitats are considered to have the highest tolerance to alteration, as their 

main function is to offer movement corridors between wetlands. 

Considering the aforementioned restriction of turtles to access to the study area due to the existing retaining wall, 

https://www.ontario.ca/page/blandings-turtle-general-habitat-description
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it is not expected that alteration of this Category 2 (i.e., area within 30 m of the Mississippi River) and Category 3 

habitat will have an impact on the functionality or connectivity of any Category 1 habitat crucial for significant life 

processes.  

It is not expected that any turtles or their habitat will be affected by the proposed pathway, boardwalk and pavilion 

construction; however, the development of a boardwalk and pavilion which intend to encroach on the Mississippi 

River and in-water works associated increases the potential for direct impact to individuals and their habitat. Due 

to these considerations, the possibility of an occurrence cannot be dismissed, thus recommended action and 

mitigation to exclude turtles from the work area will be further discussed in Section 6.0. Additional approval from 

MECP may be required for any in-water works or near water works associated with docking structures, etc., as these 

features would extend into the aquatic portion of Category 2 Blanding's Turtle habitat. As such an Information 

Gathering Form  (IGF) and an Avoidance Alternative Form (AAF) should be completed and submitted to MECP for 

review. 

5.4.5 Fish  

American Eel may be present within the Mississippi River, adjacent to the study area. As development has proposed 

a boardwalk and pavilion along the riverside at the southeastern portion of the study area, in-water works pose the 

potential for impact to this species habitat. As such an Information Gathering Form (IGF) and an Avoidance 

Alternative Form (AAF) should also be completed for American Eel and submitted to MECP for review. A DFO 

Request for Review should also be completed. 

5.4.6 Birds 

No evidence of the migratory SAR birds mentioned in Section 3.3.6 was observed during the 2021 and 2022 field 

investigations, despite apparently suitable habitat being present within and adjacent to the study area. 

5.4.7 Mammals 

Based on the findings of the field assessment, no SAR bats are known to occur within the study area (i.e., no 

structures or large cavity trees for available maternity sites and no suitable hibernation habitat). Although foliage 

of individual trees throughout the study area, as well as trees within the Fresh Deciduous Shrub Thicket Ecosite may 

provide temporary daytime roosting sites for bats, these are known to be used on a larger landscape scale and 

would not be considered a limiting factor for these species.  

Although no habitat for SAR bats was observed within the study area, there are limitations to the data which was 

collected during field. Use of the surrounding vegetation for roosting sites is currently unknown without completion 

of a targeted acoustic monitoring surveys within the previously mentioned active bat maternity window. As the 

proximity of residential structures surrounding the study area have potential to provide suitable maternity colony 

habitat, and the Mississippi River which may provide a migration corridor and foraging habitat for various bat 

species, use of trees (if any) within the study area by SAR bats remains undetermined. Because of this, it is 

recommended that vegetation and tree removal occurs outside of the active bat maternity window (i.e., May 1 to 

July 31 of any given year).    
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5.5 Wildland Fire Risk Assessment  

According to Section 3.1.8 of the Provincial Policy Statement, 2020, "Development shall generally be directed to 

areas outside of lands that are unsafe for development due to the presence of hazardous forest types for wildland 

fire. Development may, however, be permitted in lands with hazardous forest types for wildland fire where the risk 

is mitigated in accordance with wildland fire assessment and mitigation standards”.  

Wildland fire assessment is necessary to determine the presence or absence of forest types associated with the risk 

of high to extreme wildland fire. Recommended mitigation techniques are designed to disrupt that principle of 

combustion by eliminating one or more of the three necessary elements of fire (heat, oxygen, and fuel). They do so 

by minimizing the opportunity for ignition of new fires from embers; reducing the potential for direct flame contact 

from approaching wildland fires; and reducing the effects of radiant heat from an approaching wildland fire by 

reducing the opportunity for crown fire potential (MNRF, 2016). 

The woody species composition (refer to Table 2 of this report), condition (i.e., small deciduous thicket ecosite 

composition, etc.), and health (i.e., low occurrence of insect or diseased trees), within 100 m of the proposed 

development, characterizes the wooded portion of the study area as not a hazardous forest type. Therefore, further 

risk assessment and mitigation measures are not required.  
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6.0 MITIGATION 

In order to minimize or eliminate environmental impacts and to help achieve ecological and environmental 

improvements from the proposed construction and development, the following mitigation measures are 

recommended: 

6.1 Working Near Water/Regulatory Permits 

• Due to the presence of the Mississippi River directly adjacent to the study area the following is 

recommended: 

o Mobile equipment refuelling should take place no closer than 30 m from any waterbody, watercourse, 

or wetland in order to prevent water contamination due to accidental fuel spills. For non-mobile 

equipment, refuelling should be carried out in a controlled manner so as to prevent fuel spillage, and 

drip pans should be located under parked equipment at all times; 

o Equipment operating near any watercourse, waterbody or wetland should be in good working 

condition, properly maintained and free of excess oil/grease to reduce the risk of contaminant leakage. 

In the event that a spill occurs, proper containment, clean up, and reporting, in accordance with 

federal and provincial requirements, must be completed; 

o The Contractor should take all necessary precautions to prevent the accumulation of litter and 

construction debris within 30 m of any watercourse; and 

o All watercourses are off-limits to any construction equipment. 

• O. Reg 153/06 prohibits or restricts development and site alterations near water, hence a permit from the 
MVCA will be required as:   

o Portions of proposed pathway, boardwalk and pavilion are located directly within a floodplain.  

• If permits are granted, the following recommendations will assist in reducing the overall footprint imposed 

by the proposed development:  

o Creation of a buffer zone along the riparian area: 

▪ Creation of a buffer zone within the riparian area using native plant species allows for soil 

stabilization which assists in reducing sediment particle detachment and will prevent overall 

erosion of the shoreline into the Mississippi River; 

▪ Vegetated buffer zones within riparian areas act as a natural filter for sediments and 

pollutants (i.e., fertilizers and pesticides) introduced by stormwater/melt runoff before 

entering the watercourse; and  

▪ Canopy of vegetated buffer zones in riparian areas create shaded areas which provide 

cooled areas within the watercourse which may benefit various aquatic species and 

vegetation reduces the risk of localized flooding.  

o Any development within the floodplain shall not induce a change in grade (i.e., extract native 

materials and replace to pre-existing grade); and 

o Any material repurposed/introduced within the boundaries of a floodplain should be permeable 

while also able to withstand particle detachment during a flood (to the best extent possible without 

having to harden the materials).  
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• An erosion and sediment control (ESC) plan should be developed and all applicable measures to mitigate 

erosion and sediment transport to the Mississippi River should be implemented and maintained until 

disturbed soils are stabilized by successful revegetation or other permanent means of soil stabilization. 

• A request for review (RFR) may need to be completed and submitted to the Department of Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada (DFO) if in-water work is to occur outside of an appropriate timing window, or if otherwise 
measures to protect fish and fish habitat, as required by the DFO cannot be fulfilled. Such measures include:  

o Prevent the death of fish; 
o Maintain riparian vegetation; 
o Carry out works, undertakings and activities on land; 
o Maintain fish passage; 
o Ensure proper sediment control; and 
o Prevent entry of deleterious substances in water. 

6.2 Invasive/Noxious Species 

• To prevent the introduction or spread of invasive, noxious, or otherwise undesirable vegetation species the 

Clean Equipment Protocol for Construction (Appendix C) should be followed. This includes mitigation such 

as: 

o Work shall occur in a manner to prevent the spread of invasive species and noxious vegetation to, 

from and within the working area; 

o Soil from areas impacted by invasive species shall not be stockpiled for reuse; 

o Debris, including earth clods and invasive and noxious vegetation material attached to the outside 

surfaces of equipment, is prohibited from entering the working area. Equipment coming on-site shall 

be inspected as close to the site entrance as possible for debris. If present, debris shall be completely 

removed prior to the equipment proceeding to the working area and shall be collected and managed 

by disposal to a licensed waste disposal site as non-hazardous solid industrial waste prior to the 

equipment proceeding to the working area; and 

o Equipment shall also be inspected for debris prior to leaving the working area. Any debris shall be 

removed and managed as specified above and in a manner that prevents equipment from coming 

into further contact with standing, sprayed or cut invasive or noxious vegetation. 

6.3 Vegetation Removal and Migratory Birds 

• Tree clearing and vegetation removals should be completed outside the breeding bird timing window, and a 

screening of the study area for the presence of migratory birds OR their nests should be undertaken prior to 

disturbance or removal of vegetation during the bird nesting window. The nests and eggs of many species are 

protected under federal and/or provincial legislation (i.e., MBCA, FWCA). The April 15 to September 15 

timeframe represents the core bird breeding period when most bird species within the study area would be 

nesting based on the species that were observed during field investigations.  If migratory birds or their nests 

are encountered at any time of the year, works should not continue in the location of the nest until: 

o After it has been determined by an avian specialist that the young have fledged and vacated the nest 

and work area; or 

o An avian specialist determines a suitable buffer distance at which work may continue to prevent 

disturbance of the bird(s); and 



Environmental Impact Statement CCO-21-3840 

 

31 

 

o Where a buffer distance has been implemented, an avian specialist must undertake monitoring during 

construction to ensure migratory birds, their nests, and eggs are not disturbed, destroyed, or taken; 

and 

o Targeted "nests searches" should be avoided as this may be in contravention of the MBCA and its 

regulations. 

**Note: The Canadian Wildlife Service does not support relying on inspections for migratory bird nests in such habitats 

due to the difficulty of locating all nests and risk to birds; therefore, it is always a better option to clear vegetation 

outside of the breeding bird period. 

• It is recommended that all tree removal also occur outside of the maternity season for bats (i.e., May 1 to 

July 31 of any given year), to avoid any residual impacts to these species. 

6.4 Species at Risk 

• Due to the permanent habitat offered by the Mississippi River to various turtle species it is recommended that 

turtle exclusionary fencing is installed adjacent to the work area during construction activities using guidelines 

laid out by the Reptile and Amphibian Exclusion Fencing (MNRF, 2013) technical note, which includes measures 

such as: 

o Fences should be installed prior to the active nesting season (i.e., prior to May 15 of any given year) 

to ensure turtles are excluded from the work area; 

o For short-term activities (i.e., 1 to 6 months or a working season), a light-duty geotextile fence (i.e., silt 

fence without nylon mesh lining to avoid entanglement by snakes or birds) is appropriate;  

▪ Attached to fence posts using a heavy-duty fastener;  

▪ Fence posts 2 – 3 m apart, driven a minimum of 30 cm into the ground;  

▪ Recommended depth of buried fence is 10 – 20 cm;  

▪ Recommended height of fence is 60 cm; and 

▪ Fencing should be monitored often to ensure functionality remains. 

o It should be noted that this type of exclusion is not effective where rocks or other hard surfaces 

prevent anchoring of fence posts, and burial of fencing fabric. If the site meets this criterion, it is 

recommended that other exclusion measures as outlines in the Species at Risk Branch Best Practices 

Technical Note regarding Reptiles and Amphibian Exclusion Fencing (2013) is considered (i.e., 

installation of concrete, sheet metal or vinyl walls as exclusion measures).  

o All temporary turtle exclusions measures must be removed after the work has been completed.  

• As in-water work may be required it is recommended that an IGF and AAF form be completed for Blanding's 

Turtle and American Eel and submitted to MECP for review to determine if additional approvals may be 

required for Butternut and or American Eel. 

• Based on the proposed design it is anticipated that all four (4) of the living Butternuts will be impacted (killed) 

by the proposed project works. Given the number of trees present within the study area, it is anticipated that 

the project may be registered under O. Reg. 830/21: Part V, Butternut. If the project is registered under this 

exemption, then all conditions of the exemption must be followed to provide overall benefit to the Butternut. 

• Daily Site Inspections for SAR: For the duration of the project works, the contractor shall perform a thorough 
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sweep of the construction zone before works are to begin to encourage any SAR on-site to move away. Site 

inspections shall be undertaken throughout the workday to determine if SAR have entered the work area. The 

following mitigation measures are required if SAR enter the site and to prevent adverse impacts to the SAR: 

o During the active season for turtles and snakes (May 1 to October 15), a thorough sweep of the 

construction zone before works are to begin to encourage any SAR on-site to move away;  

o If turtle eggs are encountered or unearthed during the construction activities, all operations must 

immediately stop within 10 m of the turtle eggs; 

o If a turtle is encountered that has already begun to nest (i.e., digging and/or sitting in a nest pit), 

construction activities should stop within 10 m of the turtle, and the turtle be allowed to finish nesting 

and leave the area of its own accord;  

o All stockpiled topsoil, sand, and gravel must be completely encircled with silt fence or completely 

covered with geotextile to prevent turtles from accessing and nesting in the materials from May 15 to 

July 15 of any year (the period when turtles will be actively moving to nest); 

o If any SAR or their nest is observed during the site inspection or at any other time, the contractor shall 

immediately halt construction and contact the Contract Administrator/NCC. SAR that are encountered 

within the work zone should be allowed a reasonable amount of time to leave the work area; and 

o All observations or encounters with SAR should be reported to MECP within 24 hours of them 

occurring. 
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7.0 SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This EIS has assessed existing land use and determined the impacts to the natural heritage features (i.e., PSW, 

Significant Woodland, unevaluated wetland, Significant Wildlife Habitat, etc.), as well as SAR and SAR habitat as a 

result of the proposed development, using the information gathered from winter field investigations. The project 

design incorporates mitigation measures to protect natural heritage features or replacement of any loss of these 

features as outlined in Section 5.0  and 6.0. If the recommendations and mitigation measures provided in this report 

are followed, the proposed development is not anticipated to negatively impact the natural heritage features 

observed to be present within the study area. 

McIntosh Perry recommends the following action be taken prior to site alteration: 

• Regulatory consultation with the Mississippi Valley Conservation Authority to obtain approval in 

accordance with O. Reg 153/06; 

• Submit a request for review to the Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada; and  

• Submission of an IGF and AAF form to MECP for Blanding's Turtle and American Eel for in-water/near 

water works.  
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8.0 LIMITATIONS 

The investigations undertaken by McIntosh Perry with respect to this report and any conclusions or 

recommendations made in this report reflect McIntosh Perry's judgment based on the site conditions observed at 

the time of the site inspection(s) on the date(s) set out in this report and on information available at the time of 

the preparation of this report. 

This report has been prepared for specific application to this site, and it is based, in part, upon visual observation 

of the site and terrestrial investigations at various locations during a specific time interval, as described in this 

report. Unless otherwise stated, the findings cannot be extended to previous or future site conditions, or portions 

of the site which were unavailable for direct investigation. 

If site conditions or applicable standards change or if any additional information becomes available at a future date, 

modifications to the findings, conclusions, and recommendations in this report may be necessary. 

  



Environmental Impact Statement CCO-21-3840 

 

35 

 

9.0 REFERENCES 

Bird Studies Canada, Environment Canada's Canadian Wildlife Service, Ontario Nature, Ontario Field 

Ornithologists, and Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (OBBA). 2019. Breeding Evidence Codes. Ontario 

Breeding Bird Atlas Website. https://www.bsc-eoc.org/dataentry/codes.jsp?page=breeding. Last accessed 

February 2022. 

Bird Studies Canada, Environment Canada's Canadian Wildlife Service, Ontario Nature, Ontario Field 

Ornithologists, and Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (OBBA). 2006. Atlas Data Summary. Ontario Breeding 

Bird Atlas Website. 31 January 2008. http://www.birdsontario.org/atlas/index.jsp. Last accessed February 2022. 

Canada Department of Agriculture. 1967. Soils Map of Lanark County Ontario. Soil Survey Report No. 40, Ontario. 

South Sheet. Soil Research Institute, Research Branch. 

http://sis.agr.gc.ca/cansis/publications/surveys/on/on40/index.html. Last accessed February 2022. 

Crins, W.J., P.A. Gray, P.W.C. Uhlig, and M.C. Wester. 2009. The Ecosystems of Ontario, Part 1: Ecozones and 

Ecoregions. Inventory, Monitoring and Assessment Section. Science and Information Branch. Ontario Ministry of 

Natural Resources. Ontario, Canada: Queen's Printer for Ontario. 87p. 

Endangered Species Act. 2007. S.O. 2007, c. 6. Current version 30 June 2008. 

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act. 1997. S.O. 1997, c. 41. Current version 08 March 2018. 

Hussell, J. and D. Lepage. 2015. Bird Nesting Calendar Query Tool. Project NestWatch. Bird Studies Canada. 

http://www.birdscanada.org/volunteer/pnw/rnest/warning.jsp?lang=en. Last accessed February 2022. 

Lee, HT, WD Bakowsky, J Riley, J Bowles, M Puddister, P Uhlig and S McMurray. 1998. Ecological Land Classification 

for Southern Ontario: First Approximation and its Application. Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, South Central 

Science Section, Science Development and Transfer Branch. SCSS Field Guide FG-02. 

MacGregor, R., J. Casselman, L. Greig, J. Dettmers, W. A. Allen, L. McDermott, and T. Haxton. 2013. Recovery 

Strategy for the American Eel (Anguilla rostrata) in Ontario. Ontario Recovery Strategy Series. Prepared for Ontario 

Ministry of Natural Resources, Peterborough, Ontario. x + 119 pp. 

Maxar Technologies. 2019. Google Earth Image. Google Earth Pro. http://www.earth.google.com. Last accessed 

February 2022. 

McIntosh Perry Consulting Engineers. 2013. Town of Carleton Place Official Plan. Last consolidated June 17, 2021. 

McIntosh Perry Consulting Engineers Ltd. 72 p. 

Migratory Birds Convention Act. 1994. S.C. 1994, c. 22. Current version 14 February 2019. 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF). 2000. Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide. Toronto: 

Queen's Printer of Ontario. 151 p. 

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



Environmental Impact Statement CCO-21-3840 

 

36 

 

Policies of the Provincial Policy Statement, 2005. Second Edition. Toronto: Queen's Printer of Ontario, 248 p. 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF). 2013a. General Habitat Description for the Blanding's Turtle 

(Emydoidea blandingii). Ministry of Natural Resources. Peterborough, Ontario. 7 p. 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF). 2014. Make A Map: Natural Heritage Areas. Ministry of Natural 

Resources and Forestry. 

http://www.gisapplication.lrc.gov.on.ca/mamnh/Index.html?site=MNR_NHLUPS_NaturalHeritage&viewer=Natur

alHeritage&locale=en-US. Queen's Printer for Ontario. Last accessed February 2022. 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry 2015. Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 6E. 

https://dr6j45jk9xcmk.cloudfront.net/documents/4775/schedule-6e-jan-2015-access-ver-final-s.pdf. Last 

accessed February 2022. 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry. 2016. Wildland Fire Risk Assessment and Mitigation: A Guidebook in 

Support of the Provincial Policy Statement, 2020 – Draft. Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry. 78 p. 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF). 2018. Land Information Ontario metadata tool. 

https://www.ontario.ca/page/land-information-ontario. Queen's Printer of Ontario. Last accessed February 2022. 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF). 2013b. Reptile and Amphibian Exclusion Fencing: Best 

Practices, Version 1.0. Species at Risk Branch Technical Note. Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry. 

Peterborough, Ontario. 11p. 

Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry. 2014. Ontario Wetland Evaluation System. Southern Manual, 3rd 

Edition, Version 3.3. p. 284. 

Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing. 2020. Provincial Policy Statement. Queen's Printer of Ontario. 50 p 

Mississippi Valley Conservation Authority (MVCA). 2017. 2018 Watershed Report Card. Mississippi Valley 

Conservation Authority. http://mvc.on.ca/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/MVCA-Watershed-Report-Card-Full-

FINAL-2018.pdf. Last accessed February 2022. 

Mississippi Valley Conservation Authority. 2019. Mississippi River Watershed Plan. Backgrounder Series. 

Backgrounder Two: People & Property. p. 50. 

Mississippi Valley Conservation Authority (MVCA). 2020. MVCA Regulation Public Mapping Browser. Mississippi 

Valley Conservation Authority. 

http://camaps.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=70831905961e470988262c7a703a56af. Last 

accessed February 2022. 

Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC). 2014. Element occurrence report for the Blanding's Turtle. Natural 

Heritage Information Centre, Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, Peterborough, Ontario 

Ontario Geological Survey. 2010. Surficial geology of Southern Ontario. Ontario Geological Survey. 

http://www.geologyontario.mndm.gov.on.ca/mndmaccess/mndm_dir.asp?type=pub&id=MRD128-REV. Last 



Environmental Impact Statement CCO-21-3840 

 

37 

 

accessed February 2022. 

Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources. March 2010. Natural Heritage Reference Manual for Natural Heritage 

Policies of the Provincial Policy Statement, 2005. Second Edition. Toronto: Queen's Printer for Ontario. 248 p. 

Ontario Nature. 2019. Ontario Reptile and Amphibian Atlas: A citizen science project to map the distribution of 

Ontario's reptiles and amphibians. Ontario Nature. http://www.ontarionature.org/atlas. Last accessed February 

2022. 

Ontario Seed Company Ltd. (OSC). 2020. Naturalized Wetland Native Seed Mixture 8180. OSC. 

https://www.oscseeds.com/product/naturalized-wetland-native-mixture-8180/. Last accessed February 2022. 

Planning Act. 1990. R.S.O. 1990, c. P.13. Current version 02 December 2021.  

Poisson, G., and M. Ursic. 2013. Recovery Strategy for the Butternut (Juglans cinerea) in Ontario. Ontario Recovery 

Strategy Series. Prepared for the Ontario Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and 

Forestry, Peterborough, Ontario. v + 12 pp. + Appendix vii + 24 pp. Adoption of the Recovery Strategy for the 

Butternut (Juglans cinerea) in Canada (Environment Canada 2010). 

Stantec. 2016. The Corporation of the Township of Lanark Highlands Official Plan. Township of Lanark Highlands. 

80 p. 75. 

Species at Risk Act. 2002. S.C. 2002, c. 29. Current version 14 February 2019. 

Watkins, Larry. 2011 The Forest Resources of Ontario 2011. Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, Sault Ste. Marie 

Ontario, Forest Evaluation and Standards Section, Forests Branch . p. 307.



Environmental Impact Statement CCO-21-3840 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A – SITE PHOTOGRAPHS 
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Photo 1: South-eastern extent of study area, adjacent to the Mississippi River and existing footpath,  prior to 
any site alterations. Photo taken on Tuesday December 07, 2021. 

Photo 2: North-eastern extent of study area, adjacent to High Street, prior to any site alterations. Photo taken 
on Tuesday December 07, 2021. 
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Photo 3: South-western extent of study area, adjacent to the Mississippi River and existing footpath,  prior to 
any site alterations. Photo taken on Tuesday December 07, 2021. 

Photo 4: North-western extent of study area, adjacent to the Mississippi River and existing footpath,  prior to 
any site alterations. Photo taken on Tuesday December 07, 2021. 
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Photo 6: Monitoring wells present in various locations across the study area. Photo taken on Tuesday 
December 07, 2021. 

Photo 5: Shoreline of the Mississippi River and retaining wall, prior to any site alteration. Photo taken on 
Tuesday December 07, 2021. 
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Photo 7: Example of ELC Community: Dry-Fresh Mixed Meadow Ecosite (MEMM3); however, due to snow cover herbaceous species are not largely 
visible. Photo taken on Tuesday December 07, 2021. 

Photo 8: Butternut trees present within the MEMM3 vegetation community, adjacent to the Mississippi River 
shoreline. Photo taken on Tuesday December 07, 2021. 
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Photo 9: Laydown area related to construction activities present in the northeastern portion of the MEMM3 
vegetation community. Photo taken on Tuesday December 07, 2021. 

Photo 10: Example of ELC Community: Dry - Fresh Deciduous Shrub Thicket Ecosite (THDM2) present along the 
southwester portion of the study area. Photo taken on Tuesday December 07, 2021. 
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Photo 11: Butternut trees present within the THDM2 vegetation community. Photo taken on Tuesday December 07, 2021. 

Photo 12: Bud and leaf assemblage/scarring on a Butternut tree present within the THDM2 vegetation 
community. Photo taken on Tuesday December 07, 2021. 
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APPENDIX B – REGULATORY AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE 

  



115 Walgreen Road, Carp, ON K0A 1L0 | T. 613.836.2184
info@mcintoshperry.com | www.mcintoshperry.com

December 3, 2021

Ministry of Environment, Conservation, and Parks

Re: Inverness Homes Findlay Foundry EIS
Species at Risk Information Request

To whom it may concern,

The Inverness Homes is undertaking the development the Findlay Foundry pathway connection located at 28 High
Street, Carleton Place (Geographic Township of Beckwith). The study area is located within the Kemptville District
of the Ministry of Northern Development, Mines, Natural Resources and Forestry (NDMNRF). The coordinates of
the study area are as follows: 18T 409665 m E 4999169 m N.

As part of the development, Inverness Homes has retained the services of McIntosh Perry Consulting Engineers
(McIntosh Perry) to undertake an environmental assessment of the natural heritage features in the study area.
Please see the attached kmz file and key map indicating the study area location.

The purpose of this information request is to identify any significant habitat and Species at Risk (SAR) habitat related
to the study area. McIntosh Perry has conducted a preliminary review of background environmental information
publicly available for the study area regarding SAR presence using various resources such as the Land Information
of Ontario (LIO) database, Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) data from the Make a Map: Natural Heritage
Areas tool, and various wildlife atlases. Publicly available information has been summarized in Table 1.

Table 1: Background Information on Aquatic Environment for Findlay Foundry Pathway

Source Background Information

Fish OnLine (MNRF, 2021) · The Mississippi River is known to contain the following species or sport fish:
Black Crappie, Bluegill, Brown Bullhead, Channel Catfish, Largemouth Bass,
Mooneye, Northern Pike, Pumpkinseed, Rock Bass, Sauger, Smallmouth Bass,
Walleye, White Sucker, Yellow Bullhead, and Yellow Perch.

Aquatic Resource Area (ARA)
Data (MNRF, 2021a)

· Mississippi River is a warm-water system and is known to contain the following
species of fish: Black Crappie, Blackchin Shiner, Blacknose Shiner, Bluegill,
Bluntnose Minnow, Brown Bullhead, Burbot, Common Shiner, Fallfish, Golden
Shiner, Largemouth Bass, Logperch, Mimic Shiner, Northern Pike,
Pumpkinseed, Rock Bass, Smallmouth Bass, Walleye, White Sucker, Yellow
Bullhead, and Yellow Perch.

LIO Data (MNRF 2021b) · A Blanding's Turtle record square is located approximately 260 m east of the
study are, and

· The Ok Ke Lee Wetland (evaluated as 'other') is present approximately 340 m
southwest of the study area.

NHIC Data (2021c) · The following Wildlife Concentration Areas were identified within the vicinity
of the study area: Colonial Waterbird Nesting Area, and



Species at Risk Information Request Findlay Foundry Pathway
Inverness Homes

Table 1: Background Information on Aquatic Environment for Findlay Foundry Pathway

Source Background Information

· The following species at risk (SAR) were identified within the vicinity of the
study area: Bobolink, Canada Warbler, Eastern Meadowlark, Eastern
Milksnake, and Eastern Musk Turtle.

Fisheries and Oceans Canada
(DFO) SAR mapping (2019)

· No aquatic SAR were identified within the vicinity of the study area.

Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas
(OBBA) (Bird Studies Canada
et. al., 2006)

· The following SAR birds were identified within the vicinity of the study area:
Bald Eagle, Barn Swallow, Bobolink, Chimney Swift, Common Nighthawk,
Eastern Meadowlark, Eastern Wood-Pewee, and Wood Thrush.

Ontario Reptile and
Amphibian Atlas (ORAA)
(Ontario Nature, 2020)

· The following SAR reptiles and amphibians were identified within the vicinity of
the study area: Blanding's Turtle, Common Snapping Turtle, Eastern Musk
Turtle, Midland Painted Turtle, Eastern Milksnake, and Western Chorus Frog.

Ontario Butterfly Atlas (OBA)
(Toronto Entomologists’
Association, 2020)

· The following SAR butterflies are known to be in the vicinity of the study area:
Monarch.

Mississippi Valley
Conservation Mapping (2021)

· The property is located within regulated areas under Ontario Regulation
153/06, and

· The study area is located within floodplains of Mississippi River.

Town of Carleton Place Official
Plan (2013)

· The study area is in an area designated as a 'strategic property'.

McIntosh Perry is requesting confirmation of the above natural heritage features and any further site-specific
environmental information from the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) for the City
undertaking. McIntosh Perry is also requesting information to determine if any SAR management, constraints,
mitigation measures, and potential enhancements are applicable for the design.

We look forward to MECP’s response to our request. We appreciate any assistance you can provide with this
project. Feel free to contact me if you require any additional information.

Erik Pohanka

Biologist
115 Walgreen Road, Carp, ON K0A 1L0
W. 613.903.6137 C. 613.203.5470
e.pohanka@mcintoshperry.com | www.mcintoshperry.com

mailto:e.pohanka@mcintoshperry.com
http://www.mcintoshperry.com/
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Riley Rutherford

From: Brittany  Moy <BMoy@mvc.on.ca>
Sent: December 6, 2021 11:01 AM
To: Erik Pohanka
Cc: Diane Reid
Subject: RE: New Entry: General Property Inquiry Form
Attachments: 28 High Street.pdf

Hello Erik, 
 
The Mississippi Valley Conservation Authority (MVCA) confirms that a portion of the above noted property is regulated 
under Ontario Regulation 153/06, Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and 
Watercourses. Under Ontario Regulation 153/06, written permission is required from the MVCA prior to the initiation of 
development (which includes construction, site grading and the placement or removal of fill) within an area regulated 
by the Conservation Authority (Regulation Limit delineated in yellow on the enclosed regulation mapping).  
 
Based on a review of MVCA mapping, the subject property is in close proximity (roughly 15m, at it’s closest point) to the 
Mississippi River, however it does not have river frontage. The 1:100 year flood plain of the river abuts the rear property 
line along the West half, while it increases to a distance of roughly 28 m along the East half.  Therefore, part of the 
subject property is within the Regulation Limit (i.e. within 15 m) of the 1:100 year flood plain. Written permission is 
required from the Conservation Authority for any development, filling or grading works within this regulated area.  
 
Landowners should contact the local municipality for more information about other restrictions and approval which 
may exist on the subject property. 
 
Let me know if you have any questions, 
 
Brittany Moy| Planning Administrative Assistant | Mississippi Valley Conservation Authority 
10970 Highway 7, Carleton Place, ON  K7C 3P1 
www.mvc.on.ca | t. 613 253 0006 ext. 259 |  f. 613 253 0122 | bmoy@mvc.on.ca 
 

 
 
 

From: Mississippi Valley Conservation Authority <dpost@mvc.on.ca>  
Sent: Friday, December 3, 2021 5:16 PM 
To: Planning <planning@mvc.on.ca> 
Subject: New Entry: General Property Inquiry Form 
 



2

Name 

Erik Pohanka 

 

Email 

e.pohanka@mcintoshperry.com  

 

Phone Number 

6132035470 

 

Civic Address of Property 

28 High Street, Carleton Place, ON 

 

Assessment Roll Number 

092801002511200 

 

Municipality 

Town of Carleton Place 

 

Town 

Carleton Place 

 



3

 

Lot 

14 

 

Concession 

12 

 

Comment or Message 

The Inverness Homes is undertaking the development the Findlay Foundry pathway 
connection located at 28 High Street, Carleton Place. As part of the development, 
Inverness Homes has retained the services of McIntosh Perry Consulting Engineers 
(McIntosh Perry) to undertake an environmental assessment of the natural heritage 
features in the study area. McIntosh Perry identified MVCA regulation limits and 
floodplain within the study area. McIntosh Perry is requesting any site-specific 
environmental and regulatory information. Thank you. 

 

 

 

Sent from Mississippi Valley Conservation Authority  
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P.O. BOX 13593, OTTAWA, ON K2K 1X6 

         TELEPHONE: (613) 838-5717 

WEBSITE: WWW.IFSASSOCIATES.CA 

   URBAN FORESTRY & FOREST MANAGEMENT CONSULTING                                              

June 13, 2022 

Robin Daigle P.Eng. 

Inverness Homes 

200-38 Auriga Drive 

Ottawa, ON 

K2E 8A5 

 

RE: BUTTERNUT HEALTH ASSESSMENT – 28 HIGH STREET, CARLETON PLACE 

 

Dear Robin, 

 

This letter is in regard to my assessment of one dead and four living butternut trees at the above 

noted property.  Please read this letter carefully as it contains important information about the 

Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA). 

 

Butternut is listed as an endangered species on the Species at Risk in Ontario List, and as such, it 

is protected under the ESA from being killed, harmed, or removed.  If you are planning to 

undertake an activity that may affect butternut, you may be eligible to follow the requirements set 

out in section 23.7 of Ontario Regulation 242/08 under the ESA, or you may need to seek an 

authorization under the ESA (e.g., a permit).   

 

Please visit e-laws at the link provided below for the legal requirements of eligible activities under 

section 23.7 of Ontario Regulation 242/08 and conditions that must be fulfilled.  Information about 

Butternut is also available at: http://www.ontario.ca/environment-and-energy/butternut-trees-your-

property. 

 

If you are eligible to kill, harm or take 

butternut under section 23.7 of the 

regulation, your first step is to submit 

the Butternut Health Assessor (BHA) 

report and the data forms enclosed in 

this package to the Ontario Ministry 

of Environment, Conservation and 

Parks (MECP).   The BHA Report 

must be submitted at least 30 days 

prior to registering to kill, harm, or remove a butternut tree.  During this 30 day period no 

butternut trees (of any category) may be killed, harmed, or removed and MECP may contact you 

for an opportunity to examine the trees.   

 

If the MECP chooses to examine your tree, a representative will contact you using the information 

you supplied when I completed the BHA report.  After the examination has been completed, the 

Links: 

Endangered Species Act, 2007: 
http://www.e-
laws.gov.on.ca/html/statutes/english/elaws_statutes_07e06_e.htm 
 
Ontario Regulation 242/08 (refer to section 23.7): 
http://www.e-
laws.gov.on.ca/html/regs/english/elaws_regs_080242_e.htm 
 
Summary of changes related to Butternut: 
http://www.ontario.ca/environment-and-energy/butternut-trees-
your-property 

 

http://www.ontario.ca/environment-and-energy/butternut-trees-your-property
http://www.ontario.ca/environment-and-energy/butternut-trees-your-property
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/statutes/english/elaws_statutes_07e06_e.htm
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/statutes/english/elaws_statutes_07e06_e.htm
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/regs/english/elaws_regs_080242_e.htm
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/regs/english/elaws_regs_080242_e.htm
http://www.ontario.ca/environment-and-energy/butternut-trees-your-property
http://www.ontario.ca/environment-and-energy/butternut-trees-your-property
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MECP will notify you if the examination results change whether you are eligible for the 

regulation. 

 

If you are eligible to follow the rules in regulation under section 23.7, you may register your 

activity using the “Notice of Butternut Impact” form on the MECP Registry after the 30 day 

period has elapsed. 

 

If you are not eligible to follow the rules in regulation under section 23.7, please contact the local 

MECP office to determine whether you will need to seek a permit.  A link to the directory of 

MECP offices is provided in the text box on the previous page. 

 

As a designated Butternut Health Assessor (BHA), I am providing the following Butternut Health 

Assessor’s Report for the trees located at the above noted property, for which I completed an 

assessment during the site visit on the date noted. 

 

Note that municipal by-laws and legislation other than the ESA may also be applicable to the 

removal or harming of trees. 

 

Please retain this letter and a copy of the BHA report along with any other documentation you may 

receive from the MECP should an examination of the trees occur.  If you have any questions, 

please do not hesitate to contact me or the local District MECP office. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Andrew K. Boyd, B.Sc.F, R.P.F. (#1828) 

ISA Certified Arborist #ON-0496A and TRAQualified 

Butternut Health Assessor #513 

aboyd@ifsassociates.ca 

 

 

Enclosures: 

1. Butternut Health Assessor’s (BHA) Report 

2. Copied data forms 1 and 2 

3. Copy of the Excel data spreadsheet (BHA Tree Analysis) 

http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/About/2ColumnSubPage/STDPROD_104342.html
mailto:aboyd@ifsassociates.ca
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Butternut Health Assessor’s Report 
 

Andrew Boyd, R.P.F. (BHA #513) 
IFS Associates Inc. 
PO Box 13593 
Ottawa, ON 
K2K 1X6 
 

Robin Daigle P.Eng. 
Inverness Homes 
200-38 Auriga Drive 
Ottawa, ON 
K2E 8A5 
 
Property description: 128 High Street, Carleton Place 
BHA Report Number: 22-03 

Date(s) of Butternut health assessment: June 3, 2022 

Date BHA Report prepared: June 13, 2022 

 
Map datum used:   NAD83   WGS84 
 
Total number of trees in this BHA Report: 5 
 
This BHA Report includes the following tables: 

 Table 1: Butternut trees proposed to be killed, harmed, or taken 

 Table 2: Butternut trees that are not proposed to be killed, harmed or taken 

 Table 3: Trees determined to be hybrid Butternuts 

 Table 4: Summary of Assessment Results 
 

Table 1: Butternut trees proposed to be killed, harmed, or taken 
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Reason tree is proposed to be killed, 
harmed or taken: 

1 E0409646  N4999111 1 11 N Killed Conflicts with construction. 

2 E0409665  N4999128 2 9 N Killed Conflicts with construction. 

3 E0409664  N4999129 1 5 N Killed Conflicts with construction. 

4 E0409678  N4999144 1 20 N Killed Conflicts with construction. 

5 E0409697  N4999161 2 2 N Killed Conflicts with construction. 

                                                 
1 The extent to which the tree is affected by Butternut Canker is presented in the Excel document titled, “BHA 

Tree Analysis” that accompanies this BHA Report. 
2 The rules in regulation under section 23.7 of O. Reg. 242/08 are not applicable to Category 3 trees. 
3 dbh: diameter at breast height, rounded to nearest cm (if tree is shorter than breast height, enter zero) 
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Table 2: Butternut trees that are not proposed to be killed, harmed or taken 

Tree # UTM coordinates 
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Table 3: Trees determined to be hybrid Butternuts 

Tree # UTM coordinates 

  

 

Table 4: Summary of Assessment Results 

Result: 
Total 

#: 
Important information for persons planning activities that may affect Butternut: 

Category 
1 

3  A Category 1 tree is one that is affected by butternut canker to such an advanced degree that 
retaining the tree would not support the protection or recovery of butternut in the area in which 
the tree is located; and is considered “non-retainable”.   

 During the 30 day period that follows your submission of this BHA Report to the MECP District 
Manager, no Butternut trees (of Category 1, 2, or 3) may be killed, harmed, or taken, and MECP 
may contact you for an opportunity to examine the trees. 

 Category 1 trees may be killed, harmed or taken after the 30 day period that follows submission 

of this BHA Report to the MECP District Manager, unless the results of an MNR examination 
indicate that the assessment has not been conducted in accordance with the document entitled 
“Butternut Assessment Guidelines: Assessment of Butternut Tree Health for the Purposes of the 
Endangered Species Act, 2007”.   

Category 
2 

2  A Category 2 tree is one that is not affected by Butternut Canker, or is affected by Butternut 
Canker but the degree to which it is affected is not too advanced and retaining the tree could 
support the protection or recovery of butternut in the area in which the tree is located, and is 
considered “retainable”.   

 During the 30 day period that follows your submission of this BHA Report to the MECP District 
Manager, no Butternut trees (of Category 1, 2, or 3) may be killed, harmed, or taken, and MNR 
may contact you for an opportunity to examine the trees. 

 Activities that may kill, harm or take up to a maximum of ten (10) Category 2 trees may be 
eligible to follow the rules in section 23.7 of Ontario Regulation 242/08, in accordance with the 
conditions and requirements set out in the regulation. 

 Refer to e-Laws for the legal requirements of eligible activities under section 23.7 of Ontario 
Regulation 242/08 and conditions that must be fulfilled: http://www.e-
laws.gov.on.ca/html/regs/english/elaws_regs_080242_e.htm 

Category 
3 

0  A Category 3 tree is one that may be useful in determining sources of resistance to Butternut 
Canker, and is considered “archivable”.   

 Category 3 trees are not eligible to be killed, harmed or taken under section 23.7 of Ontario 
Regulation 242/08.   

                                                 
4 dbh: diameter at breast height, rounded to nearest cm (if tree is shorter than breast height, enter zero) 

http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/regs/english/elaws_regs_080242_e.htm
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/regs/english/elaws_regs_080242_e.htm
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Result: 
Total 

#: 
Important information for persons planning activities that may affect Butternut: 

 Visit the ministry site using the link below for information on how to seek an ESA authorization, or 
consider an alternative that will avoid killing, harming or taking any Category 3 trees: 
https://www.ontario.ca/page/ministry-environment-conservation-parks 

Cultivated 0  An activity that involves killing, harming, or taking a cultivated Butternut tree that was not 
required to be planted to fulfill a condition of an ESA permit or a condition of a regulation, may 
be eligible for the exemption provided by subsection 23.7 (11) of O. Reg. 242/08. 

 Prior to undertaking the activity, the owner or occupier of the land on which the Butternut is 
located (or person acting on their behalf) will need to determine whether the exemption for 
cultivated trees is applicable by determining whether or not the tree was cultivated as a result of 
the requirements for an exemption under O. Reg. 242/08 or a condition of a permit issued under 
the ESA.  This information can be accessed by contacting the local MECP district office: 
https://www.ontario.ca/page/ministry-environment-conservation-parks 

 The owner or occupier of the land on which the Butternut is located (or person acting on their 
behalf) is encouraged to append the details regarding whether the tree was planted to satisfy a 
requirement (e.g., the permit number or registration number) to this BHA Report for their 
records. 

Hybrid 0  Hybrid Butternut trees are not protected under the ESA, but their removal may be subject to 
municipal by-laws and other legislation.   

NOTE:  This concludes the summary of the BHA report.  A complete BHA report must include the 
original (hard copy) data forms (i.e., all completed sets of Form 1 and Form 2) and an electronic 
copy of the Excel data analysis spreadsheet. 
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APPENDIX D – CLEAN EQUIPMENT PROTOCOL FOR INDUSTRY 

 



Clean Equipment 
Protocol for Industry
Inspecting and cleaning equipment for the 
purposes of invasive species prevention



Publication Information

Halloran, Joe, Anderson, Hayley and Tassie, Danielle. 2013. Clean Equipment Protocol for Industry. Peterborough 
Stewardship Council and Ontario Invasive Plant Council. Peterborough, ON. 

Printed April 2013 
Peterborough, Ontario

ISBN: (to be confirmed)

This document was prepared for the Canada-Ontario Invasive Species Centre and the Ontario Ministry of Natural 
Resources by the Peterborough Stewardship Council and the Ontario Invasive Plant Council.

Inquiries regarding this document can be directed to the Ontario Invasive Plant Council  
PO Box 2800, 4601 Guthrie Drive 

Peterborough, ON 
K9J 8L5

Phone: (705) 748-6324 
Email: info@ontarioinvasiveplants.ca

For more information on invasive plants in Ontario, visit www.ontario.ca/invasivespecies,  
www.ontarioinvasiveplants.ca, www.invadingspecies.com or www.invasivespeciescentre.ca

http://www.invasivespeciescentre.ca
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Introduction
Why Invasive Plants are a Problem

Invasive alien species are “a growing environmental 
and economic threat to Ontario. Alien species are 
plants, animals and microorganisms that have been 
accidentally or deliberately introduced into areas 
beyond their normal range. Invasive species are 
defined as harmful alien species whose introduction 
or spread threatens the environment, the economy, 
or society, including human health (Government of 
Canada 2004).” (Ontario Invasive Species Strategic Plan, 
2012). The great majority of plant invasions occur in 
habitats that have been disturbed either naturally or by 
humans (Rejma´nek 1989; Hobbs and Huenneke 1992; 
Hobbs 2000).

The ecological effects of invasive species are often 
irreversible and, once established, they are extremely 
difficult and costly to control or eradicate. According to 
Pimental et al. (1999), invasive species in the U.S. cause 
economic and environmental damages totalling over 
$138 billion per year, with agricultural weed control and 
crop losses totalling approximately $34 billion per year. 
Exact figures for the total economic and environmental 
damages are not available for Canada. In Ontario 
however, the costs of dealing with just one invasive 
species is astonishing; Zebra Mussels cost Ontario 
power producers who draw water from the lake $6.4 
million per year in increased control/operating costs 
and about $1 million per year in research costs (Colautti 
et al. 2006).

Invasive species can spread to new areas when 
contaminated mud, gravel, water, soil and plant 
material are unknowingly moved by equipment used 
on different sites. This method of spread is called an 
unintentional introduction, and is one of the four major 
pathways for invasive species introduction into a new 
area of Ontario (Ontario Invasive Species Strategic 
Plan, 2012).

Invasive plant seed and propagules (plant material, 
i.e. rhizomes) have the ability to travel sight unseen 
in mud attached to or lodged in various parts and 
spaces between parts of vehicles, machinery and other 
mechanical equipment. A recent study at Montana 
State University found that most seeds (99% on paved 
roads and 96% on unpaved roads) stayed attached to 
the vehicle after traveling 160 miles (257 km) under 
dry conditions. 

Invasive plant species are commonly transported on 
or in vehicles and construction equipment when they 
are moved to new locations.  Those vehicles include 
four-wheel drives, excavators, tractors, loaders, water 
trucks and all-terrain vehicles. Failure to properly clean 
vehicles and machinery of soils, mud, and contaminated 
water that may contain invasive species seed and 
propagules can result in permanent, irreversible 
environmental impacts. These impacts can mean 
substantial cost to the landowner, land manager and/
or the user. Businesses may also face liability issues for 
activities and operations that result in the introduction 
of invasive species.

Buckthorn removal, Lynde Shores Conservation Area.
Photo by: Central Lake Ontario Conservation Authority 



2Clean Equipment Protocol for Industry Ontario Invasive Plant Council

Some of the invasive species in Ontario which have been known to spread through equipment 
transfer include: 

• Common Buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica)

• Dog-strangling Vine (Cynanchum rossicum)

• Garlic Mustard (Alliaria petiolata)

• Giant Hogweed (Heracleum mantegazzianum)

• Glossy Buckthorn (Frangula alnus)

• Japanese Knotweed (Polygonum cuspidatum) 

• Miscanthus or Chinese Silver Grass (Miscanthus sinensis) 

• Phragmites or Common Reed (Phragmites australis subsp. australis)

• Reed Canary Grass (Phalaris arundinacea)

• Wild Parsnip (Pastinaca sativa) 

• Wild Chervil (Anthriscus sylvestri)

These plants impact biodiversity by out-competing native species for space, sunlight, and nutrients. They can also 
have impacts on road and driver safety by physically blocking intersection sightlines, and in the case of Phragmites 
and Miscanthus, may fuel intense grass fires if ignited, which can damage utility stations and hydro lines. 

The harmful effects of invasive species include:

• Physical and structural damage to infrastructure 

• Human health hazards (i.e. Giant Hogweed and Wild Parsnip exposure) 

• Delays and increased cost in construction activities

• Environmental damage (i.e. erosion)

• Aesthetic degradation 

• Loss of biodiversity

• Reduced property values

• Loss of productivity in woodlots and agriculture

Garlic Mustard 
(Alliaria petiolata)
Photo by: Ken Towle

Phragmites 
(Phragmites australis subsp. Australis)

Photo by: Michael Irvine 

Dog-strangling vine 
(Cynachum rossicum)

Photo by: Hayley Anderson
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Why Cleaning Vehicles and 
Equipment is Important
Passenger and recreational vehicles as well as heavy machinery are major vectors for spreading terrestrial invasive 
species into new areas.

It is much more costly to control invasive species after their establishment and spread than it is to prevent their 
spread.  The spread of invasive species through unintentional introduction can be minimized significantly by the 
diligent cleaning of vehicles and equipment when leaving one site and moving to the next.  In the case of large 
properties, cleaning before moving to a new site is recommended, even if it is within the same property.

This guide has been developed for the construction, agriculture, forestry and other land management industries, to 
provide equipment operators and practitioners with tools and techniques to identify and prevent the unintentional 
introduction of invasive species. It establishes a standard for cleaning vehicles and equipment and provides a guide 
where current codes of practice, industry standards or other environmental management plans are not already 
in place.

Passenger and recreational vehicles include:

• 2WD and 4WD cars

• 2WD and 4WD trucks

• All Terrain Vehicles (ATV’s)

• Motorbikes

• Snowmobiles

Heavy machinery includes:

• Trucks

• Tractors

• Mowers

• Slashers

• Trailers

• Backhoes

• Graders

• Dozers

• Excavators

• Skidders

• Loaders

• Water Tankers and Trucks

Plant material attached to bobcat. 
Photo by: TH9 Outdoor Services

Dog-strangling Vine plants attached to ATV.
Photo by: Francine Macdonald
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Impacts of Invasive Species 
on Industry
Construction
In the UK, Japanese Knotweed (Polygonum cuspidatum or Fallopia japonica) is classified as a hazardous material. 
When construction occurs in established Japanese Knotweed stands workers sift the soil to remove root fragments 
and institute treatment plans to ensure that the Knotweed does not re-sprout, as it can damage housing foundations 
by growing through concrete and asphalt. The contractors must also thoroughly clean their equipment, and dispose 
of the contaminated soil at biohazard waste sites. While we do not have these requirements in Ontario, Japanese 
Knotweed is present here. 

Invasive plant species can also increase site preparation and weed control costs, and reduce property values. For 
example, in Vermont the presence of the aquatic invasive plant Eurasian Watermilfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum) 
depressed shoreline residence property value by as much as 16.4% (Zhang and Boyle, 2010).

Forestry/Agriculture
Invasive plant species which become established 
in forests will out-compete native species and 
prevent forest re-generation after logging or natural 
disturbance. Dog-strangling Vine (Cynanchum 
rossicum) is of particular concern in conifer plantations. 
This species thrives in the filtered light and open 
soils of mature plantations, and suppresses seedling 
establishment of native hardwoods. If its invasion 
continues, very few juvenile trees will survive to fill the 
shrinking canopy of over-mature pines. Reforestation 
sites are also susceptible; the thick mats of vegetation 
and aggressive competition from Dog-strangling Vine 
decrease available planting space and increase costs as 
more mature vegetation needs to be planted in order 
to ensure the new vegetation can outcompete the 
invasive plant. As a result, expensive control programs 
are often required.

Land Management  
(Trail Use/Maintenance)
Recreational trail use and the maintenance of trails 
can facilitate the transport of invasive plant material 
and seeds, and create open and disturbed sites that 
are prime locations for the establishment of invasive 
species. Studies have proven that trails act as corridors 
which assist in the spread of invasive plant species. 
Humans, their pets, and vehicles such as ATV’s can 
be vectors of invasion along trails because seeds and 
plant pieces can be carried on equipment and clothing. 
In addition, frequent trampling along trails alters soil 
properties, limits the growth of some native species, 
and creates conditions that may favour the growth of 
non-native species (Kuss et al. 1985; Marion et al. 1985; 
Yorks et al. 1997). 

Roadsides/Utilities
Invasive species can increase the cost of roadside and utility maintenance by requiring additional maintenance and 
control efforts. The presence of invasive species can also provide a safety hazard. In the case of Phragmites and 
Miscanthus (invasive grass species), along with interrupting sight lines, the dead stalks which remain standing each 
autumn also provide combustible material. Fires in these stands burn intensely, and can damage utilities and hydro 
lines. Phragmites along roadsides is generally assumed to be spread through the transport and burial of rhizome 
fragments through ditching, ploughing, and other human activities that transport rhizomes on machinery. Studies 
have shown that vehicles and road-fill operations can transport invasive plant seeds into uninfested areas, and 
road construction and maintenance operations provide optimal disturbed sites for seed germination and seedling 
establishment (Schmidt 1989; Lonsdale & Lane 1994; Greenberg et al. 1997; Trombulak & Frissell 2000).
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Steps to Prevent the 
Unintentional Introduction 
of Invasive Species 
from Equipment 
Inspection and cleaning of all machinery and equipment should be performed in accordance with the procedures, 
checklists and diagrams provided in this protocol.

When visiting more than one site, always schedule work in the sites that are the least disturbed and free of known 
invasive species first, and visit sites with known invasive species infestations last.  This will greatly reduce the risk of 
transferring plants to new locations. 

When to Inspect

Inspection should be done before:

• Moving vehicles out of a local area 
of operation

• Moving machinery between properties 
or sites within the same property where 
invasive species may be present in one 
area, and not in another

• Using machinery along roadsides, in 
ditches, and along watercourses

• Vehicles using unformed dirt roads, trails 
or off road conditions

• Using machinery to transport soil and 
quarry materials

• Visiting remote areas where access by 
vehicles is limited

Inspection should be done after:

• Operating in areas known to have 
terrestrial invasive plants or are in high risk 
areas (i.e. recently disturbed areas near 
known invaded areas)

• Transporting material (i.e. soil) that is 
known to contain, or has the potential to 
contain, invasive species

• Operating in an area or transporting 
material that you are uncertain contain 
invasive species

• In the event of rain. If mud contains seeds, 
they can travel indefinitely until it rains 
or the road surface is wet, allowing for 
long distance transport. This may result in 
transporting seeds to areas where those 
species did not previously exist

How to Inspect
• Inspect the vehicle thoroughly inside and out for where dirt, plant material and seeds may be lodged or 

adhering to interior and exterior surfaces. 

• Remove any guards, covers or plates that are easy to remove.

• Attention should be paid to the underside of the vehicle, radiators, spare tires, foot wells and 
bumper bars. 

If clods of dirt, seed or other plant material are found, removal should take place immediately, using the techniques 
outlined below.
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When to Clean

Vehicles and heavy equipment that stay on formed 
and sealed roads have a low risk of spreading invasive 
species. Cleaning is only required when inspection 
identifies visible dirt clods and plant material or when 
moving from one area to another.

Depending on the invasive species present, vehicles 
may need to be cleaned even when deep snow is 
present. Phragmites, for example, can still be spread, 
even in packed snow because the seed heads are 
usually above the surface of the snow.  Other plants, 
such as Dog-strangling vine, will be contained beneath 
deep snow. 

*Regular inspection of vehicles and machinery will 
identify if any soil or plant material has been collected 
on or in vehicles and machinery.  

Where to Clean

Clean the vehicle/equipment in an area where 
contamination and seed spread is not possible (or 
limited). The site should be:

• Ideally, mud free, gravel covered or a hard 
surface. If this option is not available, choose 
a well maintained (i.e. regularly mowed) 
grassy area. 

• Gently sloping to assist in draining water 
and material away from the vehicle or 
equipment. Care should be taken to ensure 
that localized erosion will not be created, 
and that water runs back into the area where 
contamination occurred.

• At least 30m away from any watercourse, 
water body and natural vegetation.

• Large enough to allow for adequate 
movement of larger vehicles and equipment.

*Safely locate the vehicle and equipment away from 
any hazards. If mechanized, ensure engine is off and the 
vehicle or equipment is immobilized.

How to Clean Inside

Clean the interior of the vehicle by sweeping, vacuuming 
or using a compressed air device. Particular attention 
should be paid to the floor, foot wells, pedals, seats and 
under the seats.

How to Clean Outside

Knock off all large clods of dirt. Use a pry bar or other 
device if necessary.

Identify areas that may require cleaning with 
compressed air rather than water such as radiators and 
grills. Clean these areas first prior to using water.

Clean the vehicle with a high pressure hose in 
combination with a stiff brush and/or pry bar to further 
assist the removal of dirt clods.

Start cleaning from the top of the vehicle and work 
down to the bottom.

Emphasis should be placed on the undersides, wheels, 
wheel arches, guards, chassis, engine bays, radiator, 
grills and other attachments.

When the cleaning is finished avoid driving through the 
waste water when removing the vehicle or equipment 
from the cleaning site.

For equipment such as water trucks that may be 
exposed to aquatic invasive species, trucks should be 
disinfected with bleach solution before conducting 
work in a new area. For further information please refer 
to the Invading Species Awareness Program’s Technical 
Guidelines listed under Contacts and Resources. 

Hosing down a vehicle in Queensland Australia 
Photo by: TH9 Outdoor Services
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Final Inspection Checklist
Conduct a final inspection to ensure the following general clean standard has been achieved:

• No clods of dirt should be visible after wash down.

• Radiators, grills and the interiors of vehicles should be free of accumulations of seed, soil, mud and plant 
material parts including seeds, roots, flowers, fruit and or stems.

Diagrams have been provided to assist in quickly identifying key areas to inspect and clean on a variety of vehicles 
associated with the targeted industries. These can be used in combination with vehicle checklists to ensure all areas 
of the vehicles have been inspected and cleaned.

Equipment Required
• A pump and high pressure hose OR High pressure water unit

• Minimum water pressure for vehicle cleaning should be at least 90 pounds per square inch. Water can be 
supplied as high volume/low pressure or low volume/high pressure (NOAA Fisheries Service).

• Air compressor and blower OR Vacuum

• Shovel

• Pry bar

• Stiff brush or broom

Cleaning station at construction site. 
Photo by: Mark Heaton, OMNR
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Inspection and Cleaning 
Diagrams and Checklists

2WD and 4WD Vehicles


Cabin Floor, mats, pedals, seats

Engine Radiators, engine bay, grill

Body Underside, chassis, crevices, ledges, bumper bars

Wheels All wheels (including spare), wheel arches, guards

Tray Floor, canopy (if included)
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Excavator


Cabin Floor, mats, pedals, seats

Engine Radiators, engine bay, grill, air cleaner

Tracks Tracks, track frame, drive sprocket rollers, idlers

Body Plates Plates of cabin

Body Ledges, channels

Bucket

Booms

Turret Pivot
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Backhoe


Cabin Floor, mats, pedals, seats, foot step

Engine Radiators, engine bay, grill, air cleaner

Wheels All wheels (including spare), wheel arches, guards

Front end loader Blade, hydraulics, booms

Backhoe Buckets, boom, hydraulics, stabilizers
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Bulldozer


Cabin Floor, mats, pedals, seats

Engine Radiators, engine bay, grill, air cleaner

Tracks Tracks, track frame, drive sprocket rollers, idlers

Body Plates Belly plates and rear plates

Body Ledges, channels

Blade Pivot points, hydraulic rams, a-frame

Ripper Ripper frame, ripper points
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Contacts and Resources
Ontario Invasive Species Strategic Plan 2012. 
Government of Ontario. Online, accessed May 
8, 2012. 
http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/stdprodconsume/
groups/lr/@mnr/@biodiversity/documents/
document/stdprod_097634.pdf 

Invasive Species Management for Infrastructure 
Managers and the Construction Industry 2008. 
Wade, M. Booy, O. and White, V. Online, accessed 
April 27, 2012 
http://www.ciria.org/service/Web_Site/
AM/ContentManagerNet/ContentDisplay.
aspx?Section=Web_Site&ContentID=9001

T.I.P.S (Targeted Invasive Plant Solutions) Highway 
Operations. British Columbia Invasive Species 
Council. Online, accessed May 8, 2012 
http://www.bcinvasiveplants.com/iscbc/
publications/TIPS/Highways_Operations_TIPS.pdf

Invading Species Awareness Program Workshop 
Manual: Aquatic Invasive Species: An Introduction 
to Identification, Collection and Reporting of 
Aquatic Invasive Species in Ontario Waters (includes 
information on decontaminating equipment).  
http://www.invadingspecies.com/download/
publications/manuals/WorkshopManual.pdf     

Reporting Invasive Species

To report invasive species, or view maps of existing records, visit the Invading Species Awareness Program website 
www.invadingspecies.com/report/ or www.eddmaps.org/Ontario.

Or call the OFAH/MNR Invading Species Awareness Program Hotline at 1-800-563-7711
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Appendix A: Identification 
of Invasive Plants found 
in Ontario 

• Common Buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica) and Glossy Buckthorn (Frangula alnus)

• Dog-strangling Vine (Cynanchum rossicum)

• Garlic Mustard (Alliaria petiolata)

• Japanese Knotweed (Polygonum cuspidatum) 

• Phragmites or Common Reed (Phragmites australis subsp. australis) 
• Giant Hogweed (Heracleum mantegazzianum)

common & glossy buckthorn
(Rhamnus cathartica & R. frangula)

Plant type: Shrub/small tree

Arrangement: Common buckthorn are sub-opposite 
(almost opposite). Glossy buckthorn are alternate.

Leaf: The common buckthorn leaf is egg shaped, edge 
of the leaf is “pebbled” (small rounded teeth). Veins 
converging toward leaf top. The glossy buckthorn leaf is 
more slender (tear drop shaped) and smooth margined.

Bark: Smooth, young bark with prominent raised patches 
or lenticels; rough texture and peeling bark when mature.

Seed/Flowers: Flowers are green-yellowish, small and 
inconspicuous. Green berries becoming purplish/black in 
late summer, berry > 1 cm in diameter.

Buds/Twigs: Common buckthorn has thorn-like tip on 
many twigs. Glossy buckthorn buds have no bud scales 
and lack thorny tips to twigs.

Habitat: Various - forest, thickets, meadows, dry to 
moist soils.

Similar native species: Native dogwoods, which lack 
the thorny “tip”. Native dogwoods are truly opposite in 
arrangement of twigs; only alternate leaved (pagoda) 
dogwood has alternate branching.
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dog-strangling vine
(Cynanchum rossicum & C. nigrum)

Plant type: Herb, twining vine

Arrangement: Opposite

Leaf: Lance shaped, smooth margin (edge)

Bark: n/a

Seed/Flowers: Bean shaped seed pod with seeds 
attached to downy ‘umbrellas’. Flowers - pink (C. 
rossicum) or purple (C. nigrum) with five petals.

Buds/Twigs: n/a

Habitat: Dry to moist soils; more dominant in 
meadows and woodland edges.

Similar native species:  Swamp milkweed 
(Asclepias incarnata spp.), is an upright plant, 
typically found in wetland habitats.

garlic mustard
(Alliaria petiolata)

Plant type: Herb

Arrangement: Alternate

Leaf: Saw tooth like edge, elongated heart shape. 
Garlic/onion smell when crushed. Leaves are 
kidney shaped with prominent veins.

Bark: n/a

Seed/Flowers: Cluster of small white flowers with 
four petals. Small black < 1 mm rounded seed 
found in elongated ‘tube-like’ seed pods (similar to 
a bean pod).

Buds/Twigs: n/a

Habitat: Various – dry to moist soils, in all habitat 
types, less often in meadows.

Similar native species: n/a
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japanese knotweed
(Polygonum cuspidatum)

Plant type: Herb, 2 - 4 m in height.

Arrangement: Alternate

Leaf: Tear drop shaped, sharp pointed, dark green, 
flattened at base.

Bark: n/a

Seed/Flowers: Flowering stalk of many small 
greenish-white flowers.

Buds/Twigs: Large plant with a ‘bamboo-like’ stem. 
Stem light green maturing to tan colour.

Habitat: Moist to wet soils found in wetlands, 
water-courses and roadside ditches.

Similar native species: None.

common reed
(Phragmites australis)

Plant type: Grass

Arrangement: Alternate

Leaf: Broad leaf > 1 cm wide.

Bark: n/a

Seed/Flowers: Dense cascading ‘broom-like’ flower 
head. ‘Cottony’ in appearance when mature.

Buds/Twigs: Stems rough and ridged, ligule a 
densely hairy band. Mature plants > 3 m tall.

Habitat: Moist to wet soils. Found in wetlands, 
water- courses and road side ditches.

Similar native species: Species of mannagrass 
(Glyceria sp) including tall northern, eastern and 
rattlesnake grass. A native common reed exists but 
has a smooth stem and the ligule is not hairy. It is 
also quite rare.
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giant hogweed
(Heracleum mantegazzianum)

Plant type: Herb. Mature plants can be over 3m tall.

Arrangement: Alternate

Leaf: Lobed leaf 1-2 m wide, lobes sharp-pointed.

Bark: n/a

Seed/Flowers: Small, white flowers in a large umbrella-
shaped cluster, .75 m wide.

Buds/Twigs: Hairy stem with purple spots.

Habitat: Fresh to wet soils in forests, swamps, 
meadows, marshes.

Similar native species: Cow parsnip (Heracleum 
maximum) – has smaller flowers, no purple spots on 
stems.Angelica (Angelica atropurpurea) has a rounded-
topped flower cluster and leaves divided into many 
leaflets.

Do not touch this plant because it is poisonous. If you do, 
wash your skin immediately in cool soapy water and do 
not expose the area to sunlight. 

Seek professional advice before removing.

Identification of Invasive Plants found in Ontario Photos by:  
Credit Valley Conservation, Greg Bales, Ken Towle, Patrick Hodge, 

Ontario Federation of Anglers and Hunters, Francine Macdonald, Matt Smith
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