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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

MMM Group Limited was retained by Branthaven Belmont Pinebush Limited to complete a scoped 

Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for a 15 hectare (ha) parcel of land on Pinebush Road, south of 

Highway 401 and west of Hespeler Road, in Cambridge, Ontario, hereafter referred to as the subject 

property. 

The subject property is located entirely within the Groff Mill Creek subwatershed in the Grand River 

watershed, and is currently comprised primarily of interim agriculture land, with several small developed 

parcels and a woodlot.  Natural vegetation is limited to the woodlot that occupies approximately 4.8 ha in 

the northeast corner of the property, and sparse trees along the property boundary in the southwest 

corner.  The woodlot is designated as a Core Environmental Feature under the Region of Waterloo 

Official Plan (2015).  The broader landscape consists of commercial and industrial properties to the west, 

south, and east, with Highway 401 to the north separating the woodlot from natural woodlot patches north 

of the highway.  

A comprehensive field program has been undertaken to characterize the natural environment on the 

subject property / immediately adjacent lands.   

Key natural environment features and findings within the subject property are as follows: 

 The main natural feature on the property is the 4.8 ha woodlot in the northeast corner, which is: 

o Designated as a Core Environmental Feature (CEF) by the Region of Waterloo as per the 

in-force Regional Official Plan (2015) and City of Cambridge as per the region-approved 

Cambridge Official Plan (2012) 

o Confirmed habitat for one Species at Risk (Eastern Wood Pewee; Special Concern)   

 A small hedgerow in the southwest corner of the property, which: 

o Is the remnant of a small woodlot that was previously mapped as a “Woodland” on MNRF 

Natural Heritage Mapping (MNRF 2015b), but which was not present as of March 2016 when 

MMM was retained. 

o Was identified as a Locally Significant Natural Area (LSNA) by the City of Cambridge (COP 

2012) 

 No watercourses are present on the property. 

 No rare habitat or vegetation community types are present within or immediately adjacent to the 

subject property. 

 The following federally / provincially designated Species at Risk (SAR) have been recorded within 

the subject property:  
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o Eastern Wood-Pewee (Special Concern) has been confirmed with probable breeding 

evidence in the woodlot.  Special Concern species are not subject to the species and habitat 

protection provisions of the Endangered Species Act, ESA (2007), and this species is not 

listed under the Species at Risk Act (SARA 2002).  Regardless, the woodlot will be retained 

in full, with no anticipated impacts to woodland habitat. 

o Butternut (Juglans cinerea) has been confirmed within the woodlot. This species is 

Endangered, and thus has both species and habitat protection provisions under the ESA. 

Four of the six trees and their habitat (50 m radius) will be retained in full and the proposed 

development is in compliance with the ESA; see Section 3.6 for details. 

Key issues and management objectives identified for this development proposal include: 

 Delineating the CEF/Significant Woodland limits 

 Recommending setbacks and identifying buffer management activities to maintain the form and 

function of the CEF/Significant Woodland.  

 Ensure, through review and integration of results from the hydrogeological studies and 

stormwater management plan, that any groundwater and surface water contributions to natural 

features are maintained. 

Key recommendations and environmental management measures include the following: 

 The CEF woodlot will be retained in full, with development setbacks and associated buffer 

management measures. 

 Dense deterrent plantings are recommended between the recreational trail and the retained 

natural areas (i.e., CEF woodlot) to minimize access to the core feature.    

 Trails – a community trail through the buffer setback around the CEF woodlot is the only 

proposed trail on the subject property.  Trails are not proposed through the CEF woodlot due to 

the sensitivity of this feature. 

 Standard sediment / erosion control and tree protection measures are recommended, to be 

further detailed during development of the draft plan. 

 A biological monitoring program will be developed to monitor the health of retained natural areas 

as development and occupancy proceeds.   

A Preliminary Stormwater Management Report detailing the SWM implementation strategy and water 

budget analysis, has been prepared to support the draft plan application (MTE 2016).  Although the 

hydrogeological investigation confirms that the subject property does not contribute groundwater to the 

CEF woodlot, one of the key SWM objectives is to match existing infiltration rates, and existing rate and 

volume of surface runoff contributions to natural areas.   
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We conclude that the draft plan and environmental management and setback / buffer implementation 

measures discussed herein conform to the environmental management and mitigation principles 

identified in relevant planning studies and policies and that the proposed development could be 

undertaken while mitigating potential adverse impacts to natural heritage features and functions.    
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Site and Project Overview 

Branthaven Belmont Pinebush Limited, intends to submit a development application for a property on 

Pinebush Road, an approximately 14.25 hectare (ha) parcel of land situated within the urban boundary of 

the City of Cambridge.  The property is within the Hespeler Road Secondary Plan Study Area.  That study 

is expected to be complete in early 2017.  The property is a parcel of land located bordered by Pinebush 

Road to the south, and Highway 401 to the north, a large commercial plaza to the west and industrial 

property to the east.  The subject property includes one small developed property on Pinebush Road (a 

car dealership).  A portion of the subject property is included within the Zoning Bylaw Amendment (ZBA) 

and Official Plan Amendment (OPA) applications (see Figures 1 and 5). 

The proposed development concept is a residential subdivision including townhouse and apartment units.  

The development will include required roads and municipal services (storm, sanitary, sewer), and public 

park areas.  This scoped Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been prepared in support of the 

subdivision application, based on an approved Terms of Reference (TOR) (included in Appendix A), and 

subsequent agency comments.   

The subject property is located entirely within the Groff Mill Creek subwatershed in the Grand River 

watershed and is currently comprised primarily of interim agriculture land, with several small developed 

parcels and a woodlot.  Natural vegetation is limited to the woodlot that occupies approximately 4.8 ha in 

the northeast corner of the property, and sparse trees along the property boundary in the southwest 

corner. The woodlot feature is classified as a Core Environmental Feature (CEF) under the Waterloo 

Regional Official Plan (ROP 2015).  There are no watercourses or other aquatic features on the subject 

property.  See Figure 1 for site location and extent of current land cover.  

The natural features on the subject property are isolated from surrounding features with no apparent 

natural movement corridors.  Adjacent land uses include commercial and industrial properties, with 

Highway 401 separating the woodlot from natural woodlot patches north of the property.  

1.2 Study Team  

The study team consists of: 

 Zelinka Priamo Limited – planning 

 MTE Consultants Inc. (MTE) hydrogeology, geotechnical, stormwater management (SWM) and 

servicing 

 MMM Group Limited, a WSP Company (MMM) - natural heritage and DVMP  

 HGC Engineering - Noise Study 
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 Traffic Plus Limited - Traffic Study 

 Van Harten Surveying - surveys.   

Field work, analyses, conclusions and plan input discussed herein has been completed in an integrated 

manner.  

1.3 Proposed Development  

A mixed residential subdivision is proposed.  The development will include the required roads, and 

municipal services (storm, sanitary, water) to service the community, including a stormwater management 

system and tie-in to stormwater systems on the adjacent property.  A central public park space is also 

included in the proposed development.  The proposed development will retain the CEF woodlot in full and 

it will be protected with setbacks determined through this study.  

The intent of this scoped EIS is to evaluate the sensitivity and significance of the natural features 

(mentioned above) that could be influenced by the proposed development and to determine appropriate 

setbacks, mitigation measures and enhancement opportunities to ensure the protection of these features.  

Environmental work and project team review has been undertaken to identify these constraints and 

opportunities.  The plan development has been guided by this iterative process.   

1.4 Scope of Work and Reporting   

The current Scoped EIS addresses environmental considerations identified in the guiding policy 

documents for this area, namely the Region of Waterloo EIS requirements, relevant GRCA Policy, and 

the Greenlands Network Implementation Guideline (Region of Waterloo, Draft in progress 2015). 

The City of Cambridge is concurrently undertaking the Hespeler Road Secondary Plan Study, which 

incorporates the Pinebush Road subject property.  The study is expected to be complete in early 2017. 

This scoped EIS includes a detailed impact commentary and refined ecological management 

recommendations in reference to the proposed plan of subdivision and in consideration of other relevant 

technical studies (e.g., SWM, hydrogeology / geotechnical, planning etc.).  This report also includes a 

General Vegetation Inventory and Analysis, per the City of Cambridge Tree Management Policies and 

Guidelines for New Developments (2002).  A Detailed Vegetation Management Plan per the above City of 

Cambridge guidance has been prepared by MMM under separate cover (MMM 2016).  

A Preliminary Stormwater Management Report (including Geotechnical and hydrogeological analyses) 

(MTE 2016) for the subject property has been prepared by MTE under separate cover, with pertinent 

details discussed herein.   

1.5 Study Objectives 

This Scoped EIS incorporates the following issues/objectives:  
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 Confirmation of ecologically appropriate boundaries and development setbacks to the CEF woodlot 

on the subject property.   

 Identification of buffer management measures within the natural feature setbacks. 

 Review of wildlife habitat and linkages and recommendation for appropriate mitigation / protection 

measures, if warranted. 

 Evaluation of the stormwater management approach in relation to natural heritage features and 

functions. 

 Identification of appropriate environmental management, stewardship, mitigation and enhancement 

initiatives for the protection of the natural features and reduction of impacts from contiguous 

development and occupancy. 

2.0 STUDY APPROACH 

2.1 Planning Framework 

The environmental review and planning of the subject property has occurred under the guidance of 

several larger scale planning frameworks within the area.  These documents focus on the ‘big picture’ and 

identify key natural environmental features and sensitivities within the broader landscape.  Key points are 

summarized below.  A policy review relating to the subject development is provided in Section 5.0. 

2.1.1 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS 2014) 

The PPS was issued under Section 3 of the Planning Act and identifies natural heritage provisions that 

restrict development and site alteration in and / or adjacent to certain natural heritage features 

(e.g., significant woodlands, wetlands, valleylands, wildlife habitat, habitat of endangered or threatened 

species, and fish habitat).  The current PPS came into effect April 30, 2014.  

Policies regarding development in specified environmental features, and an evaluation of these features 

on the subject property are detailed in Section 5.1 of this report. 

2.1.2 Regional Official Plan (ROP 2015) 

A new Regional Official Plan (ROP) was approved by Regional Council in June 2009 (with modifications; 

December 2010) and was approved by the Ontario Municipal Board following several appeals in 2015.  

The in-force ROP (2015) replaces the December 2010 document and provides the policy framework for 

development in the Region of Waterloo.  The ROP identifies Landscape Level Systems, Core 

Environmental Features (CEF), and Supporting Environmental Features and the linkages between them 

as components of the Greenlands Network. 
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The woodlot in the northeast corner of the subject property is considered a Significant Woodland 

designated a CEF under the ROP (2015).  Development and site alteration are prohibited within CEFs, 

and development adjacent to a CEF requires completion of an EIS “to determine…that approval of the 

proposed development would not result in adverse environmental impacts on the features and ecological 

function of the CEF.”  Details on the policies regarding CEFs and the CEF woodlot on the subject 

property are in Section 5.3 of this report. 

2.1.3 City of Cambridge Official Plan (Region-approved June 2012; Pending OMB 
appeals) 

The City of Cambridge Official Plan was approved by the Region of Waterloo, with modifications, in 

November 2012.  The Natural Heritage System in the Cambridge Official Plan consists of “natural 

features and associated ecological functions that have been identified at the federal, provincial, regional 

and local levels.  They are categorized in policy as Landscape Level Systems, Core Environmental 

Features, Locally Significant Natural Areas, Fish Habitat, the natural features linkages between them and 

lands that may be suitable or required for restoration.” (City of Cambridge 2012, Policy 3.A.1 Natural 

Heritage System Components).  

As of September 2016, several appeals to the Ontario Municipal Board were outstanding, and some 

portions of the Official Plan are not yet in effect.  Policy 3.A.4.7 Locally Significant Natural Areas is 

currently under appeal and not in effect.  Under the current document, to qualify for recognition as a 

LSNA, a natural feature must be “…a wooded area identified by the Ministry of Natural Resources but 

which does not qualify as a Core Environmental Feature.”  

A small woodlot in the southwest corner of the subject property is recognized as a LSNA by the City of 

Cambridge under the current Policy 3.A.4.7.  However, at the time MMM was retained (March 22, 2016), 

the woodlot was no longer present.  Details of the Policies regarding the Natural Heritage System and an 

evaluation of those features on the subject property are included in Section 5.4 of this report. 

The subject property is within the limits of the Hespeler Road Secondary Plan Area.  The Secondary Plan 

study is currently being undertaken and is expected to be complete in 2017. 

2.2 Hydrogeology  

Hydrogeological conditions are discussed in the Preliminary SWM Report (MTE 2016) Geotechnical 

Investigation (Inspec-Sol 2015).  Key results from those reports are discussed in Sections 3.2 and 6.2.5. 

2.3  Stormwater Management     

The Preliminary Stormwater Management Report (MTE 2016) outlines the proposed servicing and SWM 

strategies.  Relevant details are included in Section 4.4.  For additional details, the reader is referred to 

the MTE report.  
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2.4 Natural Environment Review 

The natural environment review in the broader landscape has been extensive and has consisted of the 

following activities:  

 Collection and review of relevant mapping, soils reports, Official Plans, planning documents and 

studies as outlined in Section 2.1, and the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) database. 

 Review of historical aerial photographs of the subject property and surrounding lands, taken in 

1945, 1955, 1990, 2000, 2003, 2006, 2010, 2014, 2015, and 2016 (see Figure 2). 

 Completion of field surveys within and surrounding the subject property including the following 

surveys in 2016 (See Project Chronology, Appendix B for full details): 

o Delineation of CEF woodlot in northeast corner 

o Agency site walk to review feature limit delineation; 

o Ecological Land Classification (ELC) completed for the woodlot over three visits (May 3, 

July 22, TBD) 

o Breeding bird surveys throughout the subject property completed over two visits (May 30, 

June 30) 

o General wildlife habitat surveys and Species at Risk screening surveys, including bat cavity 

tree surveys in the CEF woodlot completed during all other ecological surveys.  

o Butternut Health Assessment of Butternut Trees closest to CEF woodlot limits 

Additional methodology details are provided in appropriate report sections.  Site photographs were taken 

during field visits with representative photos provided in Appendix C and the remainder on file at MMM.  

Background and other data sources are listed in the References section of this report. 

2.5 Agency Liaison 

As part of the natural environment review and assessment, agency consultation has been on-going and 

has included the following: 

 Terms of Reference.  A Terms of Reference (TOR) was developed by MMM (see Appendix A), 

based on input received from City, and Region staff during site walks and other liaison.  A draft was 

submitted to the City and Region for comment on April 25, 2016.  Comments were received from 

the City and Region and incorporated into a final work plan and analysis. 

 Site walks and Meetings, held on the following dates: 

o February 25, 2016.  Pre-consultation meeting attended by Branthaven Belmont Pinebush 

Inc., City of Cambridge, the Region of Waterloo, Grand River Conservation Authority 

(GRCA), The Region of Waterloo District School Board and Cambridge and North Dumfries 

Hydro Inc.  The meeting record confirms that an EIS would be required and would need to 
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identify and survey the limits of the core environmental feature. The City noted that the 

boundaries, buffers, and ecological functions of the Locally Significant Natural Area (in the 

southwest corner of the subject property) would need to be addressed in the EIS, and that a 

General Inventory of the CEF woodlot with a Detailed Inventory of the smaller woodlot or 

open-grown trees would be required.  GRCA noted that they have no comments concerns 

regarding this property as there are no features regulated by GRCA.  If a Draft Plan of 

Subdivision is circulated, GRCA would provide comments.  

o April 6, 2016.  Site walk to provide input to the Terms of Reference, attended by Branthaven 

Belmont (Anthony Girolami),  MMM (Jeff Gross, Robin LeCraw, Sarah Taslimi, Benjamin 

Vander Veen), City of Cambridge (Kathy Padgett, Brian Geerts), and Region of Waterloo 

(Tim Van Hinte). 

o May 3, 2016.  Attended by MMM (Jeff Gross, Robin LeCraw, Jennifer McPhee), Region of 

Waterloo (Tim Van Hinte), City of Cambridge (Kathy Padgett), and Branthaven Belmont 

(Anthony Girolami).  The purpose of this site walk was to review the CEF limits (previously 

flagged by MMM).  The limits were confirmed and were subsequently total station surveyed.  

Site walk notes are provided in Appendix D. 

3.0 BIOPHYSICAL FEATURES 

3.1 Past and Present Land Use 

A sequence of historical air photos covering 1945, 1955, 1990, 2000, 2006, 2010, 2014, 2015, and 2016 

were reviewed and are provided in Figure 2.  The following observations are made: 

 The subject property and surrounding landscape were predominately agricultural from 1945 through 

1955.  The CEF woodlot was part of a larger woodlot, approximately 14 hectares, extending to the 

northeast of the subject property.   

 Highway 401 was first constructed in 1961 in this area, and later widened to 6 lanes, which 

fragmented and removed a large portion of the woodlot. 

 The smaller woodlot in the southwest corner of the subject property (LSNA) was not present in 

1955. 

 Land use in the areas surrounding the subject property has shifted from predominantly agriculture 

to commercial and industrial lands, with no connectivity to naturally vegetated areas. 

 Characteristics of the CEF within the property boundaries have remained generally consistent since 

1945. The boundary and general character (i.e., proportion of deciduous and coniferous trees) of 

the woodlot remained approximately the same from 1945 to 2015, though some additional lands 

bordering the woodland were recently added to active agriculture use. 



Scoped Environmental Impact Study  November 2016 
Development – Pinebush Road, Cambridge, ON 

 

MMM Group Limited  |  3316507  Page 7 

 There is no apparent evidence of any aquatic features or wetlands being present on the property 

from historical aerial photos. 

3.2 Physiography, Drainage, Hydrogeology and Soils  

This section incorporates information from the Ontario Ministry of Northern Ontario and Mines OGS Data 

(Ontario Geological Survey (OGS) 2010, Chapman and Putnum 2007), hydrogeologic Investigations for 

the subject property and observations made during field surveys throughout the duration of the study.     

3.2.1 Physiography and Drainage 

The subject property is situated on the boundary of spillway and till moraine physiography approximately 

1.1 km southeast of the modern Speed River floodplain (Chapman and Putnum 2007).  The spillway 

includes the open area in the northwest corner of the property and is dominated by glaciofluvial deposits 

including river and gravelly deposits (OGS 2010).  The till moraine includes the rest of the subject 

property and is dominated by ice-contact stratified deposits including sand and gravel with minor silt, clay 

and till (OGS 2010).  

The subject property is located within the Grand River Watershed and the Groff Mill Creek Subwatershed 

(COP 2015).  Topography of the property is steep rolling hills, with a low point in the centre of the 

property.  Ephemeral pooled areas observed in April 2016, and organic soils in the open area and at the 

edge of the woodlot in the low area of the property indicate some temporary, seasonal accumulation of 

run-off at the centre of the property.  No permanent aquatic drainage features are present on the 

property.  

3.2.2 Soils and Hydrogeology 

The following discussion incorporates information from the Preliminary Stormwater Management Report 

(MTE 2016), including a geotechnical investigation which was undertaken to evaluate: 

1.  Topsoil and fill conditions;  

2.  Groundwater flow direction and rates; 

3.  Groundwater depths and elevations at monitoring wells and borehole locations; 

4.  Annual groundwater infiltration rates 

The geotechnical investigation included: drilling boreholes; installing monitoring wells in boreholes in the 

southeast corner of the property; collecting of soil samples; and groundwater observations from borehole 

and monitoring well locations.  

Key results and interpretations of the geotechnical study, particularly as they relate to natural heritage 

features and functions, are as follows:  
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 The site is located in the Waterloo Moraine with glaciofluvial deposits / layers forming the aquifers 

supplying water to the area. 

 Regional groundwater water table ranges from 4.88 to 14.94 m below ground surface (bgs), or 

301.22 to 286.34 m above mean sea level (amsl) across the subject property. 

 Interpreted direction of groundwater flow in the Geotechnical Study (as appended to MTE 2016,) 

is from east to west across the subject property, from a high of 301 m amsl at the eastern edge of 

the property to a low of 286 m amsl west of the woodlot. 

 Runoff (surface water volume) rates are as follows: 

o CEF woodlot: 7,145 m
3
  

o Remainder of  property (interim agriculture areas): 22,407 m
3
  

 Infiltration rates are as follows: 

o CEF woodlot: 7,872 m
3
  

o Remainder of the property (interim agriculture areas): 17,490 m
3
  

 All surface runoff from the subject property currently flows into the CEF woodlot 

 While groundwater infiltration occurs across the property, no groundwater discharge is evident in 

the woodlot and there is no evidence of groundwater contribution from the portion of the subject 

property outside the woodlot to the woodlot. 

3.3 Environmental Designations 

One designated natural heritage feature, and one historically present designated natural heritage feature 

occurs on and/or immediately adjacent to the subject property as mapped on Figure 1 and discussed 

previously in Section 2.1: 

 Northeast woodlot 

o Designated as a Core Environmental Feature in the Region of Waterloo Official Plan (ROP 

2015) 

o The present study is the first known detailed assessment of this woodlot.  Therefore it will be 

evaluated against the criteria defining Core Environmental Features in the ROP. Details of 

the Core Environmental Feature assessment are presented in Section 5.3.3 

 Southwest woodlot 

o Mapped on MNRF Natural Heritage Mapping (LIO 2015) 
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o Designated as an LSNA under the City of Cambridge Official Plan (COP 2015).  The policy 

on LSNAs is currently under appeal with the Ontario Municipal Board, therefore the status of 

this feature is uncertain. 

o The woodlot was not historically present in 1945 or 1955 aerial photos but was visible in 

more recent aerial photos (2015). The natural feature was not present save for some 

remnant individual trees along the boundary of the property at the April 2016 site walk. 

o Not designated as a natural heritage feature at the Regional level per the in-force ROP 

(2015). 

3.4 Vegetation  

3.4.1 Approach 

A three season botanical inventory and vegetation assessment of the subject property and adjacent lands 

was conducted in 2016, with supplemental vegetation assessments completed during other surveys such 

as the CEF delineation.  Refer to the field chronology for specific dates (Appendix B). 

The scope of fieldwork and analyses for the current EIS included the following: 

 Classifying, mapping and evaluating vegetation communities within the subject property.  

Vegetation communities were classified using the Ecological Land Classification for Southern 

Ontario (ELC) (Lee et al. 1998) and ELC Ecosystem Catalogue: 2008 Version (Lee 2008), where 

applicable 

o Vegetation community significance was evaluated using Natural Heritage Resources of 

Ontario: Vegetation Communities of Southern Ontario (Bakowsky 1996; NHIC website);  

 Botanical inventory and preparation of a vascular plant species list (Table E.1, Appendix E). 

o Plant species status was evaluated using the Region of Waterloo Significant Species List:  

Vascular Plants Component, PC-99-028.1 (1999) for regional significance; the NHIC website 

for provincial rarity ranks (i.e. S-Ranks); the Species at Risk in Ontario list (MNRF updated 

regularly) for provincial status designations; and the Canadian Species At Risk list 

(Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada [COSEWIC]) for national status 

designations.   

o Nomenclature generally follows Natureserve (2013). 

3.4.2 Vegetation and Flora Overview 

Natural vegetation on the subject property consists primarily of a woodland (deciduous forest and conifer 

plantation) in the northeastern corner that is surrounded by agricultural fields, with a small hedgerow 

along the southern boundary of the site.  The portion proposed for development is currently under interim 
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agricultural use (row-crops).  North of the study site is a major highway, west is a shopping plaza, and 

both south and east of the property there area industrial / residential properties. 

In total, 94 vascular plant species from 43 families were recorded by MMM within the subject property.  

The majority are native species (65 native species [69%]) that are both common and secure or apparently 

secure in Ontario (i.e., ranked S5, S4, or SNA).  

One species designated as Endangered by MNRF, COSEWIC, and SARA (Schedule 1): Butternut 

(Juglans cinerea).  Six Butternut  trees were recorded within vegetation Unit 3 and Unit 4b. 

Two species that are ranked provincially rare (i.e., S1-S3) were recorded:  

 Windflower (Thalictrum thalictroides, S3); recorded in Unit 2 as occasional patches along the 

northern portion of the community 

 Hybrid Baneberry (Actaea x ludovici, S1?) recorded in Unit 3 and Unit 4b the deciduous forest 

community. This hybrid species was scarcely present throughout both units.  Often, the status of 

hybrids is uncertain (hence the ‘?’ rank qualifier) and this hybrid is not listed in the Rare Vascular 

Plants of Ontario, Fourth Edition (Oldham and Brinker 2009); it is therefore not considered to be a 

species of conservation concern at this time.  .   

Two species considered significant in the Regional Municipality of Waterloo (1999) were recorded:  

 Common Hackberry (Celtis occidentalis)
1
 recorded in Unit 2 and 3 

 Virginia Creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia)
2
, recorded in Unit 4b as occasionally occurring in 

patches along the western portion of the unit. 

No provincially significant vegetation communities are present within the subject property (i.e., Sranks of 

S1, S2 or S3 per Bakowsky 1996; NHIC website).   

3.4.3 Vegetation Communities 

Eight natural / semi-natural vegetation units were delineated based on field surveys, as mapped on 

Figure 3 and described below, with additional detail by unit in Table E.1, Appendix E.  Representative 

photos of the general site and of each ELC unit are presented in Appendix C. 

Units 1, 2a, 2b, 3, 4a, 4b and 5 are all within the northeast woodland.  The woodlot has varying levels of 

anthropogenic disturbance (dumping, invasive species); generally greater in the planted / regenerating 

areas and less in the native forest communities.  The north portion (nearest Highway 401) is subject to 

                                                           
1
  significant in the Region of Waterloo, with the expectation that additional research may prove otherwise 

2  Significant in the Region of Waterloo ONLY if demonstrably indigenous - most populations in RMW are thought to be of non-
indigenous origin. 
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high levels of noise, which dissipates to the south.  There are remnant farm lanes / informal footpaths that 

extend through the north/east portion of the woodlot. 

Unit 1: Red Pine Cultural Plantation (CUP3-1) 

Unit 1 is at the northwest corner of the woodlot, bordered by highway 401 to the north, agricultural land to 

the west, and deciduous forest to the east and south.  In total, 21 species were recorded for this unit, 10 

of which are non-native (48%).  The ground layer is dominated by upland species such as Northern 

Poison Ivy (Toxicodendron rydbergii), Choke Cherry (Prunus virginiana) and Garlic Mustard (Alliaria 

petiolata), with predominantly Common Buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica) and Honeysuckle species 

(Lonicera sp.) in the understory / shrub layer.  The dominant canopy species is Red Pine (Pinus 

resinosa), which are all very similar in age.  The community is located on steeply sloping lands with a 15 

m grade differential from west (low) to east (high). 

This area has been highly disturbed as evident by the low botanical quality, abundance of non-native / 

invasive species, and evidence of dumping.  There are several informal trails throughout the unit, which 

are lined with Northern Poison Ivy.  Occasional dead / dying ash trees are present within this unit, and 

provide snags and deadfall logs that may be used as wildlife habitat.   

Unit 2a: Dry - Fresh Sugar Maple - Basswood Deciduous Forest (FOD5-6) 

Located to the east of Unit 1, Unit 2 is south of highway 401 and north of Unit 3.  This unit had a high 

botanical quality and the second highest species richness of the units at 35 species.  The majority are 

native (86%), which include the provincially rare Windflower and regionally rare Common Hackberry.  The 

dense canopy is a mosaic of upland deciduous species such as Basswood (Tilia americana), American 

Beech (Fagus grandifolia), Red Oak (Quercus rubra) and Black Cherry (Prunus serotina), but dominated 

by Sugar Maple (Acer saccharum).  The sub-canopy includes all of the species in the canopy in varying 

abundances with the addition of Common Hackberry, Shagbark Hickory (Carya ovata) and White Ash 

(Fraxinus americana).  Common Buckthorn is the dominant understorey species, with Choke Cherry 

abundant and Sugar Maple occasionally occurring.  Ground layer vegetation includes predominantly 

upland species such as Sugar Maple and White Ash seedlings, Yellow Trout-lily (Erythronium 

americanum), Thicket Creeper (Parthenocissus vitacea) and False Solomon’s Seal (Maianthemum 

racemosum), with Northern Poison Ivy and Yellow Trout-lily as the dominant species. 

Occasional dead / dying ash trees are present and provide snags and deadfall logs that may be used as 

wildlife habitat.  An informal footpath (former farm lane), just under 2 m wide, separates units 2a and 2b.  

Another smaller informal footpath is located near the border of Unit 2a and Unit 1.  This community was 

part of a formerly larger woodlot that was bisected by the construction of the 401.  

Unit 2b: Dry - Fresh Sugar Maple Beech Deciduous Forest (FOD5-2) 

Unit 2b is adjacent to Unit 3 to the south, Unit 5 to the east and Unit 2a to the north.  The unit slopes 

gradually southwest just over 10 m towards Unit 3.  Relative to the other units within the subject property, 

Unit 2b has moderately high species richness at 24 species, and a high botanical quality.  Native species 

make up 88% of the species composition, including the provincially rare Windflower and regionally rare 
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Common Hackberry.  Sugar Maple dominates the canopy with American Beech as sub-dominant.  White 

Oak (Quercus alba), Black Cherry, and Shagbark Hickory are occasional associates.  The subcanopy 

includes similar species to the canopy with the addition of American Hornbeam (Carpinus caroliniana), 

Common Hackberry and White Ash.  Choke Cherry and Common Buckthorn are the predominant species 

in the understorey; however, Tartarian Honeysuckle (Lonicera tartarica) and Alternate-leaf Dogwood 

(Cornus alternifolia) are also common.  White Ash and American Beech seedlings are the most abundant 

species in the ground layer. 

Occasional dead / dying ash trees provide snags and deadfall logs that may be used as wildlife habitat.    

Evidence of a hunting deer blind was observed within the center of the unit. 

Unit 3: Dry - Fresh Sugar Maple - Basswood Deciduous Forest (FOD5-6) 

Unit 3 runs in a semicircle from west to south, north/east of Unit 4b following the natural slope towards 

unit 4b.  In total, 33 species were recorded within the unit, 70% of which are native.  Relative to other 

units within the subject property, Unit 3 has a high species richness and moderate botanical quality.  One 

endangered species, Butternut, was recorded (2 trees).  Regionally rare Common Hackberry trees were 

recorded within this unit as well.  Most species (85%) were upland indicators; however the lower portion 

of the slope contained five species that are indicative of moist areas (facultative, but not obligate 

wetland).  Sugar Maple is the most prevalent species in the canopy, followed closely by American 

Basswood, American Beech, and then American Elm (Ulmus americana).  Subcanopy species include 

the canopy species, as well as Butternut, Hackberry, and Common Buckthorn.  The understory is 

dominated by Common Buckthorn, with frequent Riverbank Grape (Vitis riparia) and occasional Alternate-

leaf Dogwood and Staghorn Sumac (Rhus typhina).  Within the understory and ground layer, Riverbank 

Grape, Common Buckthorn, and White Ash are the most abundant.  

Occasional dead / dying ash trees provide  snags and deadfall logs that may be used as wildlife habitat.  

Exotic species, predominantly Common Buckthorn, are the largest threat to native species in this unit. 

Unit 4a: Manitoba Maple Deciduous Swamp (SWD3-4)  

This community is situated in a low-lying area in the southwest corner of the woodlot, where flooding / 

inundation is short (i.e., before early to mid-summer).  It is surrounded by Unit 4b to the east and Unit 6 to 

the south.  Total species richness is 23, of which 17 (74%) are native, and include both wetland and 

upland species.  All species are common to the area.  No species of conservation concern were 

recorded.  This vegetation community is made up of a mosaic of young to mid-aged species.  The ground 

flora shows signs of patchiness in the soil moisture levels with both upland and wetland species, while the 

canopy and sub-canopy indicate a soil moisture regime closer to a wetland.  It appears that the unit had 

once had higher moisture content, but past alterations somewhere in the landscape have reduced 

hydrologic inputs.   

The dominant species within the canopy, especially along the woodlot edge and within gaps, is Manitoba 

Maple (Acer negundo), a disturbance tolerant, early successional species that will tolerate a wide range 

of soil moisture levels.  Green Ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), Yellow Birch (Betula alleghaniensis), and 
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American Elm are also present throughout the canopy and sub-canopy.  The understory is comprised 

primarily of Alternative-leaf Dogwood and Common Buckthorn.  The ground flora contains Jack-in-the-

pulpit (Arisaema triphyllum), Greater Celandine (Chelidonium majus), Enchanter's Nightshade (Circaea 

lutetiana), Yellow Trout-lily, Dame's Rocket (Hesperis matronalis), Spotted Jewelweed (Impatiens 

capensis), Garlic Mustard, Northern Red Currant (Ribes rubrum), and Lesser Burdock (Arctium  minus). 

Soils were organic on top with a mineral base.  Occasional dead / dying ash trees within this unit provide  

snags and deadfall logs that may be used as wildlife habitat.  

Unit 4b: Fresh - Moist Sugar Maple - Yellow Birch Deciduous Forest (FOD6-3) 

Unit 4b is in the central portion of the woodlot, wrapping around Unit 4a and to the west of Unit 3. In total, 

23 species were recorded, six (26%) of which are non-native.  The ground layer was dominated by Yellow 

Trout-lily, with Enchanter's Nightshade, Fringed Loosestrife (Lysimachia ciliata), Garlic Mustard, Bulblet 

Fern (Cystopteris bulbifera) frequently occurring.  White Baneberry (Actaea pachypoda), Red Baneberry 

(Actaea rubra), Hybrid Baneberry, Jack-in-the-pulpit, Wild-lily-of-the-valley (Maianthemum canadense), 

Large-flower Trillium (Trillium grandiflorum), Dwarf Raspberry (Rubus pubescens), Spotted Jewelweed, 

Northern Red Currant (Ribes rubrum), Pennsylvania Sedge (Carex pensylvanica) and Alternate-leaf 

Dogwood are occasional.  The understory was predominantly Alternative-leaf Dogwood and Common 

Buckthorn and the area is notable for the abundance of mature Alternate-leaf Dogwood.  Virginia Creeper 

was recorded within both the understory and ground layer.  The canopy and sub-canopy are mainly 

comprised of Sugar Maple with Yellow Birch, Manitoba Maple, American Beech, American Basswood 

occasionally interspersed with some less common species (Appendix E).  Three Butternut trees were 

recorded within this community. 

Disturbance within this community includes dumping, informal trails, exotic species, evidence of historic 

logging, and heavy browsing of Trout-lily and Jewelweed.  Black knot fungus was present on many Choke 

Cherry saplings.  Occasion dead / dying ash trees provide snags and deadfall logs that may be used as 

wildlife habitat. 

Unit 5: Red Pine Cultural Plantation (CUP3-1) 

This plantation occupies the south/east corner of the woodlot, separated from adjacent forest 

communities to the east by a relic farm lane / informal trail along much of the interface.    In total, 12 

species were recoded, 50% of which are non-native. Most species are upland or facultative; no obligate 

wetland species were recorded in this community.  The canopy is dominated by Red Pine.  The sub-

canopy was predominantly declining White Ash, with Buckthorn and Alternate-leaf Dogwood.  Understory 

species include Alternate-leaf Dogwood, Tartarian Honeysuckle, Choke Cherry, Common Buckthorn, 

Staghorn Sumac, Riverbank Grape, while the ground flora includes Garlic Mustard, Spotted Star-thistle 

(Centaurea biebersteinii), Deptford-pink (Dianthus armeria) and Thicket Creeper 

Small amounts of garbage dumping, a well-worn trail, and abundant exotic species are the primary 

disturbances within this unit.  Frequent dead / dying ash trees provide snags and deadfall logs that may 

be used as wildlife habitat. 
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Hedgerow 

One L-shaped hedgerow is located in the southwestern corner of the subject property.  This area had 

previously (prior to 2016) been a small woodlot (~ 0.3 ha), but is now limited to a hedge row that is just a 

few trees wide.  Based on historical air photos, this unit had been cleared for farming prior to 1945, and 

then left to regenerate beginning sometime between 1955 and 1966.  The trees include both planted (Red 

Pine) and naturally regenerating species (e.g., Manitoba Maple and Black Walnut).  The understory is 

comprised of early successional / tolerant species including Common Buckthorn, Manitoba Maple, 

Morrow’s Honeysuckle and Riverbank Grape.  The ground layer is comprised of primarily cultural 

meadow species in addition to Garlic Mustard, Yellow Trout-lily, and White Avens (Geum canadense).  

3.4.4 General Vegetation Inventory and Analysis 

The following review addresses the four requirements of the General Vegetation Inventory and Analysis 

(GVIA) required by the City of Cambridge in support of a Draft Plan Application - per the City of 

Cambridge Tree Management Policies and Guidelines for New Developments (2002). 

1) Inventory Information.  Inventory information on the vegetation units is detailed in Section 3.4.3 

and Table E.1 (Appendix E) of this report.     

2) Air Photo. The subject property and adjacent lands are shown on Figures 1 to 5.     

3) Maps.  Delineation of the vegetation communities as well as topographic, physiographic, and 

drainage characteristics are shown on Figure 3. The proposed site development and 

environmental management measures are down on Figure 5. 

4) Analytical Report.  Protection measures for the woodland (i.e., CEF/Significant Woodland) and 

other vegetation resources are discussed in Sections 4.0 through 6.0 of this report.  In addition, 

an analysis of vegetation units is provided in section 3.4.3.  

A Detailed Vegetation Management Plan (DVMP) has been prepared concurrently under separate cover 

and addresses the entire subject property.
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Table 1. Pinebush Road– General Vegetation Inventory and Analysis Community Summary 

Community Attributes / Habitat Opportunity / Constraint Recommendations
3
 

Pinebush Woodlot 
 

 Five mid-aged to mature vegetation communities: 

o CUP3-1: Red Pine Cultural Plantation 

o FOD5-2: Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple Beech Deciduous Forest 

o FOD5-6: Dry-Fresh Sugar Maple-Basswood Deciduous Forest 

o FOD6-3: Fresh-Moist Sugar Maple-Yellow Birch Deciduous 

Forest 

o SWD3-4 Manitoba Maple Deciduous Swamp 

 Designations: Significant Woodland, Core Environmental Feature in 

ROP; Open Space within the Cambridge Official Plan 

 Based on historical air photos, the general area in 2016 is similar to 

that of 1945 to 1966 with the exception of the CUP3-1 in Unit 5 

(described in section 3.4.3), which has been planted since then.   

 Varying  botanical diversity and quality overall including some species 

of conservation concern: 

o Species At Risk: 

 Butternut (Endangered) 

o Waterloo Region Significant Species: 

 Common Hackberry 

 Virginia Creeper 

o Two species that are ranked provincially rare (i.e., S1-S3):  

 Windflower (S3); recorded in Unit 2 (occasional, localized 

patches) 

 Hybrid Baneberry (S1?) recorded in Unit 3 and Unit 4b 

(scare, distributed throughout the units) 

 High ecological constraint   

 Ecologically significant and 

sensitive area  

 To be retained in full with 

development setbacks 

 Opportunity for buffer zone 

enhancements 

 

 No Further Analysis – Protect (NFA-P)    

 Retain in full, provide minimum development setback of:  

 10 m from surveyed dripline (CEF limit) adjacent to the proposed development 

blocks. 

 Include dense deterrent plantings within buffer to minimize encroachment into woodlot. 

 Buffer management: integrated measures of signage, edge community improvement, 

and habitat diversity enhancements via native species planting. 

 Maintain hydrogeologic contributions to receiving areas. 

                                                           
3      NFA-R No further analysis required in the Detailed Vegetation Plan (DVP) - Remove.   

  NFA-P To be retained and protected - No further analysis required beyond implementing temporary vegetation protection as per City of Kitchener requirements.    
     RFA  Requires further analysis in the DVP 
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Community Attributes / Habitat Opportunity / Constraint Recommendations
3
 

Hedgerow  

 A narrow band of trees, typically one to four trees wide, dominated by 

Manitoba Maple and Black Walnut 

 Ground layer is primarily herbaceous species common in either forested 

or ‘old field’ communities.   

 Designated by City of Cambridge as a Locally Significant Natural Area 

(LSNA) based on mapping of previous woodlot in this area by MNRF. 

Woodlot was mostly removed prior to initiation of this study, with 

hedgerow remaining. 

 Not designated within the Waterloo Regional Official Plan as significant  

 Very limited ecological function; mostly non-native / tolerant species; no 

connectivity; no specialized or significant wildlife habitat. 

 Low ecological constraint 
 Requires Further Analysis (RFA) to evaluate tree saving potential in the context of 

grading requirements and tree condition.  Refer to the DVMP for details (MMM 2016). 
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3.5 Wildlife Resources  

3.5.1 Approach 

Wildlife resources were evaluated using a review of background material, combined with the following 

spring / summer field inventories: breeding bird surveys; bat maternity roost / cavity tree surveys; general 

wildlife surveys; and SAR habitat assessment / screening.  Incidental wildlife observations were also 

made during other site visits (e.g., during vegetation inventory and ELC work).  Specific protocols are 

described in each section below.  Results are presented in Section 3.6.2. 

3.5.1.1 Background Data Review  

Relevant data obtained through the NHIC on-line database and information sources listed in Section 2.4 

and 2.5 of this report were used to inform field surveys and findings.  Key findings are listed below. 

The NHIC on-line database indicated only one historical SAR occurrence for the subject property: 

Cerulean Warbler (Dendroica cerulean, COSSARO – Threatened, COSEWIC – Endangered, recorded in 

1900).  This record is considered historical only, and unlikely to represent current occurrences of the 

species due to regional changes in land-use and habitat availability. 

3.5.1.2 Avifauna 

Two breeding bird surveys were undertaken by qualified, experienced staff, using protocols consistent 

with the Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas (OBBA) on May 30, 2016 and June 30, 2016.  These were targeted 

early morning surveys within the southern Ontario bird breeding period (generally May 24 – July 10), 

conducted under appropriate weather conditions (i.e., low wind and no precipitation).   

All habitats within and along the edge of the subject property were thoroughly surveyed using random 

walking transects, with frequent listening / observation stops at random locations.  During field surveys, 

species, abundance and level of breeding evidence were recorded for all avifauna observed.  Additional 

evidence of breeding activity was recorded during other field surveys, as observed.  Level of breeding 

evidence was determined using the OBBA methodology and terminology (Cadman et.al. 2007; Bird 

Studies Canada 2001).   

Avifaunal survey observations were recorded for two survey Wildlife Survey Units (WSU’s): WSU 1 - Main 

Woodlot (northeast corner of site); and WSU 2 – Hedgerows and Field (perimeter and central portion of 

site).   

Avifaunal species status was evaluated using: Region of Waterloo Significant Species List (1996) for 

regional significance; MNRF / NHIC website for provincial rarity ranks (i.e., S-Ranks); the Species at Risk 

in Ontario list (MNRF website – updated periodically) for provincial status designations; the Significant 

Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 6E (MNRF 2015) for Area-Sensitive species; and the 

national Species at Risk list (COSEWIC website - updated periodically) for national status designations. 
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3.5.1.3 Cavity Tree Surveys 

Potential SAR bat habitat was evaluated by searching for and assessing cavity trees across the subject 

property.  The search was focused in areas potentially impacted, with a reconnaissance level search in 

the interior of the woodlot for context. When a tree with one or more suitable cavities was found, photos 

were taken and the following information was recorded: 

 UTM coordinates 

 Tree species 

 DBH (visually estimated) 

 Decay Class (Watt and Caceres, 1999; Classes 1-3 are preferred) 

 Relative tree height (meters above/below average surrounding tree heights; visually estimated) 

 Open areas in surrounding canopy (visually estimated %) 

 Cavity Descriptions (number, height above ground, size) 

These characteristics are important in determining the potential suitability of bat roosting / maternity 

colony habitat and are based on guidance from the Technical Note (MNRF 2015).      

3.5.1.4 General Wildlife Observations 

Supplemental wildlife observations were recorded during all field visits (refer to Appendix B for field 

survey chronology).  All observations made during the field surveys were recorded, including sightings of 

species, as well as evidence of use (e.g. browse, tracks / trails, scat, burrows, and vocalizations).  Wildlife 

habitat potential was also evaluated during field surveys. 

3.5.2 Wildlife Survey Results 

Summary results for wildlife are discussed below.  Detailed listings of observations, by wildlife survey unit, 

are included in Appendix F: Table F.1. 

3.5.2.1 Avifauna 

Breeding Birds 

In total, 30 avifauna species were recorded during the breeding bird surveys and supplemental 

observations made during additional field visits.  A full list of species is provided, by date and survey unit, 

in Appendix F, Table F.1.  Of these 30 species, breeding evidence (‘Possible’, ‘Probable’ or ‘Confirmed’ 

according to OBBA standards) was recorded for 28 species. Two species were ‘observed’ with no 

breeding evidence (flyovers or no suitable nesting habitat): Mallard (Anas platyrhynchos); and Ring-billed 

Gull (Larus delawarensis). 
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Avifauna species observed within the subject property are associated with a variety of habitat, including:  

common generalists and urban-adapted species in the hedgerows (e.g., American Robin, Chipping 

Sparrow, House Finch and Song Sparrow); open country and common generalist species in the 

agricultural fields (e.g., Red-winged Blackbird, Savanah Sparrow, Vesper Sparrow); and a mix of forest-

associated and generalist species in the main woodlot (e.g., Baltimore Oriole, Northern Cardinal, 

Northern Flicker, Red-eyed Vireo, White-breasted Nuthatch).  

Within the subject property, avifaunal abundance and diversity was highest in the CEF woodlot (WSU 1 - 

24 species), which provides habitat for birds associated with both deciduous (primary component) and 

coniferous vegetation (cultural plantation inclusion) communities. Avifaunal abundance and diversity was 

lower along the hedgerow and field habitats (WSU 2 - 19 species), and was moderately higher in the 

southwest corner hedgerow, where semi-mature trees and thicker shrub vegetation are present - species 

recorded here include Northern Flicker (Colaptes auratus) Yellow Warbler (Setophaga petechial), and an 

Eastern Wood-pewee (Contopus virens), which was recorded with no breeding evidence due to lack of 

suitable forest habitat.     

Avifaunal Species of Conservation Concern 

Of the breeding bird species recorded, 3 are considered species of conservation concern: 

 One species is designated as a Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO) and / or Canada 

(COSEWIC): 

o Eastern Wood-pewee (Special Concern, COSSARO and COSEWIC) – recorded with 

‘probable’ breeding evidence in the CEF woodlot (1 singing male in the interior portion of the 

woodlot recorded during two visits).  

 Two species are considered Open Country Area-Sensitive species (MNRF 2015)
4
:  

o Savannah Sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis) – ‘Possible’ breeding evidence with two 

singing male in the field. 

o Vesper Sparrow (Pooecetes gramineus) – ‘Possible’ breeding evidence with one singing 

male along the field edge. 

 One species is considered Regionally Significant (Region of Waterloo 1996):   

o Vesper Sparrow  

3.5.2.2 Mammals 

General 

                                                           
4
  Area Sensitive bird species require “a substantial area of suitable habitat for successful breeding and their populations 
decline when habitat becomes fragmented”.  This includes birds of various habitats, such as grassland or forest birds.  In the 
case of forest birds, the “minimum forest habitat for area sensitive species is at least 100 m from any edge habitat” (MNR 
2000; p 43). 
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Evidence or observations of four common mammal species was recorded on the subject property: Grey 

Squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis); Red Squirrel (Tamiasciurus hudsonicus); Raccoon (Procyon lotor); and 

White-tailed Deer (Odocoileus virginianus).  

Several other common mammals are known to occur in the general landscape and are likely to use or 

pass through the subject property, including: Coyote (Canis latrans); Eastern Chipmunk (Tamias striatus); 

Eastern Cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanus); Groundhog (Marmota monax); Striped Skunk (Mephitis 

mephitis); Red Fox (Vulpes vulpes); and small mammals that are often undetected during field surveys 

(e.g., mice, voles). 

Species of Conservation Concern 

No provincially or federally designated SAR or provincially rare (S-Rank) mammal species were observed 

and there are no known records for the subject property.   

As part of the General Wildlife surveys, a search for suitable American Badger habitat (i.e., burrows) was 

undertaken along the farm field edges and forest edge.  No mammal burrows with badger characteristics 

were observed.   

There is also potential habitat for SAR bats within the forest habitat (cavity trees) in the northeast corner 

of the subject property.  Further discussion of these species is provided in Section 3.6. 

3.5.3 Wildlife Movement Opportunities 

Wildlife movement within the subject property is likely limited to occasional and random movement of 

common / urban-adapted species across the fields, around the perimeter (hedgerows) and along the 

edge of the main woodlot.  No defined areas of wildlife movement were noted during the General Wildlife 

or other field surveys.  The site is highly isolated from other natural features in the local landscape with 

adjacent commercial / industrial land use to the south, east and west, and Highway 401 to north.  Within 

the subject property, the potential for amphibian breeding and associated amphibian movement is very 

limited due to the lack of suitable wetland / aquatic habitat.  

3.5.4 Wildlife Summary 

The quality of wildlife habitat and diversity of species found within the subject property is relatively low in 

comparison to other sites on a local and regional scale. In total, 28 breeding bird species and four 

mammal species were recorded during field surveys conducted at the site.  Wildlife habitat and use within 

the site is generally concentrated in the CEF woodlot in the northeast corner. No specialized wildlife 

habitat (e.g., amphibian breeding areas) or areas of seasonal concentration (e.g., turtle nesting / wintering 

habitat) were noted and the site has limited opportunity for wildlife movement due to the highly developed 

land-use / major road barriers which surround the property.  

One Species at Risk was recorded within the subject property:  
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 Eastern Wood-pewee – ‘Probable’ breeding evidence within the main woodlot. 

Potential habitat for other wildlife SAR, including potential for SAR bats within the forest habitat, is 

discussed in Section 3.6. 

Two additional SCC were also recorded in the fields:  

 Savanah Sparrow and Vesper Sparrow  –  are considered open country Area-Sensitive species 

according to the Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria (MNRF 2015) 

o Note that the fields within the subject property do not meet the criteria for Open Country 

Area-Sensitive Bird Breeding Habitat (Category #32) due to limited size (<30 ha) and 

current agricultural use (active wheat cropping). 

3.6 Species at Risk 

3.6.1 SAR Habitat Assessment 

A SAR habitat assessment for the subject property has been undertaken based on the SAR list for 

Waterloo Region provided on the MNRF’s SAR website (MNRF 2014) with additional species added 

based on recent additions to the Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO) list (e.g., Bank Swallow, Common 

Nighthawk, Little Brown Bat, Northern Long-eared Bat and Eastern Small-footed Myotis).  The likelihood 

of impacts to Species at Risk that have been recorded on or in proximity to the subject property or for 

which potentially suitable habitat may be present as a result of the proposed development are detailed in 

Table G.1, Appendix G.   

A habitat assessment for ‘Species of Conservation Concern’ (SCC) was also conducted, comprising 

species not listed as Special Concern, Threatened or Endangered under the ESA, but designated with a 

conservation status regionally (e.g., Waterloo Region Significant Species), or provincially (e.g., MNRF 

designation as area-sensitive).  Species of conservation concern observed, or indicated via agency 

correspondence or other background information as potentially present were screened for potential 

impacts from the proposed development. Results are presented in Table G.2, Appendix G. 

Additional discussion is provided in Section 3.6.2 for SAR species confirmed on site, or SAR species 

identified as having moderate or high likelihood of being negatively impacted by the proposed 

development.  

3.6.2 SAR Survey Results and Discussion 

3.6.2.1 Recorded Species 

Two SAR species were recorded: Eastern Wood-Pewee and Butternut. 
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Eastern Wood-pewee 

Eastern Wood Pewee is listed as Special Concern in Ontario, and is not subject to species and habitat 

protection provisions of the ESA. Eastern Wood-pewee was recorded with ‘probable’ breeding evidence 

with a singing male recorded in the interior of the CEF woodlot during both breeding bird surveys. 

Recommendation: Retain the CEF woodlot in full with development setbacks and mitigation / protection 

measures. 

Butternut 

Butternut is designated as Endangered by MNRF, COSEWIC, and SARA (Schedule 1).  Six Butternut 

trees were recorded within the CEF woodlot, as shown on Figure 3.   

No impacts are anticipated for 4 of the trees (BNUT-1, BNUT-2, BNUT-4 and BNUT-6) because they are 

within the interior of the woodlot (i.e., greater than 50 m from the proposed development / grading limit) 

and hydrogeological inputs will be maintained; hence, Butternut Health Assessments were not 

undertaken for those trees. 

Two trees (BNUT-3 and BNUT-5) could be potentially impacted by the proposed development as they are 

less than 50 m (i.e., 10-30 m) from the proposed development / grading limit); hence, Butternut Health 

Assessments were undertaken for those trees on August 25, 2016.  Both trees were tentatively assessed 

as Category 1, as documented in the Butternut Health Assessment (BHA) report submitted to MNRF on 

September 9, 2016.  Receipt of the report was confirmed by MNRF, with no audit by MNRF during the 30 

review period; hence, trees are confirmed as Category 1. 

Recommendation: retain the CEF woodlot in full with development setbacks and mitigation / protection 

measures.  The two trees will be retained with the woodlot.  As both are Category 1, proposed 

development is in compliance with ESA. 

3.6.2.2 Species Potentially Present with Potential Risk of Impacts 

For Endangered and Threatened species, the likelihood of potential impacts to most species (with the 

exception of SAR bats) was concluded to be ‘none’ or ‘minimal’.   

Myotis Bat Species 

Three bat species listed as Endangered under the ESA have the potential to occur on the subject 

property: Eastern Small-footed Myotis (Myotis leibii), Little Brown Myotis (M. lucifugus), and 

Northern Myotis (M. septentrionalis).   

In total, five potentially suitable cavity trees were recorded as shown on Figure 4, which were ranked 

based on preferred characteristics as detailed in MNRF technical guidance documents on SAR bats 

(MNRF 2015). Details of the ranking are included in Table 2.  As noted in Section 3.5.1.3 however, the 



Scoped Environmental Impact Study   
Development – Pinebush Road, Cambridge, ON 

 

MMM Group Limited  |  3316507  Page 23 
 

search within the interior of the woodlot was not comprehensive and additional cavity / suitable trees are 

very likely present, particularly given the age of trees in some areas and abundance of tree species that 

often contain suitable cavities (Sugar Maple, Basswood, American Beech).   

Of the five cavity trees / snags identified in and adjacent to the CEF woodlot, one was ranked as ‘good’, 

one as ‘moderate’  and the rest as ‘poor’ habitat suitability (Table 2).  Of these, two potentially suitable 

cavity trees (one ‘poor’ - CT1, and one moderately suitable - CT2) would be removed with the proposed 

development.  Both are semi-open grown Willows outside of the confirmed CEF woodlot and both are 

considered hazard trees due to existing broken and/or hanging large branches and overall fragility of the 

species.  The ‘good’ quality cavity tree (CT3) at the edge of the CEF woodlot as well as two cavity trees 

ranked as ‘poor’ in the interior of the woodlot will be retained, and the woodlot itself will be retained in full. 

The suitability ranking of CT5 (to be retained in the interior) is only marginally lower than CT2, suggesting 

that comparable bat habitat comparable will be retained and protected in the interior of the woodlot.  

Moreover, there is abundant woodland in the local landscape which provides suitable habitat for SAR 

bats.  Considering all of the above, and with recommended woodland protection / enhancement 

measures and construction timing restrictions, we conclude that the removal of the two Willow hazard 

trees would not constitute an impact to SAR bats that would result in a contravention of the ESA. 

Recommendation: Retain the CEF woodlot in full with development setbacks and mitigation / protection 

measures.  Remove the two Willow hazard trees outside of the active season (i.e., from April 1
st
 to 

September 30
th
 of any given year; MNRF 2015) to mitigate potential impacts to individuals.  

4.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
CONCEPT 

As input to the development of the Draft Plan, the CEF woodland limits were delineated (Section 4.1).  

Setback requirements were then determined based on the characteristics and functions of the feature 

(Section 4.2).  The Draft Plan was then tailored to implement these recommendations, in an iterative 

fashion (Section 4.3).  A brief description of the proposed stormwater management strategy (MTE 2016) 

is included in Section 4.4; the reader is referred to that report for additional details.  The proposed draft 

plan layout forms the basis for the impact review and evaluation that is documented in Section 5.0.  

4.1 Delineation of CEF Limits 

The limits of the CEF at the time MMM was retained in 2016 were different from the limits apparent on air 

photos from 2015, and the mapped feature in the Regional Official Plan.  The dripline of the CEF adjacent 

to the development lands (west and south edges) was delineated by qualified and experienced MMM 

ecologists.  The limit of the feature was determined as the vegetated edge of the woodlot as it was 

present in May, 2016.  The low-lying area adjacent to the western edge of the woodlot contained some 

organic soils and early successional vegetation later in the season, however this area was highly 
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disturbed and within the interim agricultural area that was planted with crops in the spring therefore it was 

not included within the limits of the CEF.  These limits were confirmed by agency staff (Region of 

Waterloo, and City of Cambridge) during a site visit on May 3, 2016, and limits were subsequently total 

station surveyed.  The surveyed CEF limit, as shown on Figure 5, was used in the evaluation of the CEF 

designation in Section 5.3.3 of this EIS and preparation of the current draft plan (Figure 5). 
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Table 2. Ranking of Tree Cavity Suitability for Bat Habitat 
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Comments / Rationale 

Ranked out of 

7 6 1 1 1 

Weight 

5 4 3 2 1 

Forest / Treed Habitat Snags (max 
rank: 15)  

                            

                              

1 (Tag# 352) 1 1 knothole (6x5cm), 4m up; 1 split cavity (20x5cm), 8m up  Willow 60 80 8 -3 2 4 0 0 1 2.0 5.1 
Low cavity height and relative 

tree height, and not in cluster of 
cavity trees 

2 (Tag #351) 1 1 cavity (10x4cm), 9m up Willow 80 90 9 +2 5 6 0 0 1 2.7 8.6 
Moderate cavity height and 
relative tree height, not in 

cluster of cavity trees 

3 1 2 knotholes (4x4cm, 6x5cm), 8 and 10m up Willow 100 50 10 +2 5 6 0 1 1 3.7 10.6 
Suitable cavity height and 
relative tree height, not in 

cluster of cavity trees 

4 1 
1 cavity (10x10cm), 2.25m up; several other small cavity 
openings that are likely too shallow 

Basswood 42 60 2.25 -2 3 3 0 0 1 1.9 5.1 
Low cavity height and relative 

tree height, and not in cluster of 
cavity trees 

5 2 
1 long split (2m x 20cm) entrance to hollow trunk, 1 - 3m up; 
1 cavity (40x20cm), 6m up 

Oak 45 40 6 +3 6 3 0 0 1 2.4 7.3 
Low cavity height, moderate-

high relative tree height, and not 
in cluster of cavity trees 
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1 1 

 
13-15  Very Good 

+3-4m 6 
 

61-70cm 5 
 

not clustered 0 
 

<10m 0 
 

2 1 

 
10-13  Good  

+1-2m 5 
 

50-60cm 4 
       

3 1 

 
8-10  Moderate 

= 4 
 

40-49cm 3 
       

>3 0 

 
<8  Poor 

-1-2m 3 
 

30-39cm 2 
         

 
   

-3-4m 2 
 

<30cm 1 
        

  

   
-5+m 1 
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4.2 Development of Environmental Management / Setback 
Requirements 

Feature limits, setbacks and environmental management recommendations were reviewed and refined 

through field visits, project team liaison, and in consideration of grading and servicing requirements.  

Primary focal areas included the development interface bordering the CEF; and consideration of natural 

environment features on surrounding lands, including buffer areas.  The collective review, including 

agency liaison (City of Cambridge, Region of Waterloo), has considered the following objectives: 

 Maintenance of groundwater recharge and input to natural areas (as applicable).   

 Setback requirements, based on a combination of: the nature and sensitivity of features to be 

protected; relevant policy; endeavoring to be consistent with buffers applied to natural features in 

the area; and addressing buffer guidelines from published literature. 

 Appropriate trail locations, where applicable. 

 Tree protection measures, including fencing and signage. 

 Anticipated preliminary grading and servicing requirements. 

These management measures are discussed in Table 3.  This review guided the development of the 

recommended setbacks provided on Figure 5.   
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Table 3.  Pinebush Development – Environmental Management Approach 

FEATURE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONALE 

CEF Woodlot  
 
Designated as: 
 

 Core Environmental Feature 

under the ROP (2015) and 

COP (2012) 

 

 

 

CEF delineation.  The perimeter of the woodlot on the subject property has been delineated, confirmed by the City and Region, and surveyed.  Surveyed CEF woodlot limits are shown on Figure 5.  The 

portion of the woodlot adjacent to the proposed development area of the subject property is an area characterized by a moderate degree of anthropogenic disturbance (e.g., apparent historical fill / grading 

up to edge of woodlot, presence of invasive species) and a mix of facultative wetland, tolerant, and upland vegetation.  

Setbacks.  The CEF Woodlot is to be retained in full and protected with a minimum setback of 10 m from the surveyed woodlot limit.   

Buffer Management and Stewardship. In addition to the proposed physical setback, a number of buffer management measures are proposed for the setback adjacent to the woodlot: 

 Barrier Plantings: Dense ‘deterrent’ plantings between the recreational trail and CEF woodlot boundary to restrict access and reduce lot expansion / impacts to the woodland as the result of 

occupancy related activities.   

 Vegetation: A combination of natural succession with nodal native species plantings is proposed in the buffer zone on the south and west margins of the CEF woodlot.  These plantings will add 

habitat diversity, increase the size of the natural feature, increase the effectiveness of the buffer, and provide a net benefit to the woodlot.  

 Grading: Limits of grading will be delineated to not encroach on the CEF woodlot. Grading within the buffer will be limited a small section of the recreational trail to maintain accessibility in the 

longitudinal slope of the trail, followed by rehabilitation plantings 

 Signage: ‘Sensitive Area’ signage is proposed along the woodlot / development interface 

Groundwater / Surface Water.  Groundwater within the subject property currently flows to the northwest, with no known discharge areas on the property (MTE 2016).  The majority of surface water 

drainage from the subject property is currently directed to the southeast corner of the CEF woodlot (MTE 2016).  The existing pre-development peak flows and volume of runoff entering the woodlot will be 

maintained post-development via rainfall runoff and stormwater management.   

Trails.  No trails are proposed within the CEF woodlot. A recreational trail is proposed within the CEF buffer on the south and west margins of the woodlot.  

Erosion & Sediment Control.  An agency approved Erosion & Sediment Control (ESC) Plan will be developed.  ESC fencing will be installed at rear lot / grading limits of lots abutting the woodland prior to 

any site grading.  The fence will be inspected regularly and remain in place until construction is complete.   

Biological Monitoring.  An annual biological monitoring program is recommended.  The proposed monitoring program is outlined in Section 6.3.   
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4.3 Proposed Development Fabric 

The proposed subdivision plan was developed to address the above environmental management 

recommendations.  The proposed development area is restricted almost entirely to previously disturbed 

lands under interim agricultural use.  Adjacent natural features (i.e., the CEF woodlot) will be retained in 

full and protected with development setbacks and buffer management / mitigation measures as described 

above. The general characteristics of the proposed plan are as follows:  

 Residential.  The proposed residential development will consist of a range of housing types, 

consistent with the long-term high density residential plan for this area of the city in the Official Plan 

(City of Cambridge, pre-consultation meeting).  Housing types include townhouses, and low-rise 

apartments.  

 Roads.  All streets within the subdivision will be constructed with an urban cross-section.  Main 

access roads enter from Pinebush Road at the west edge of the property, running to the north edge 

of the property, and from Struck Court at the east edge of the property, running west to meet the 

main road.  Remaining streets are oriented in a modified grid pattern.   

 Open Space.  Two open space areas are identified:  the CEF woodlot and associated setback; and 

a central park / amenity space in the centre of the property.  The central park is contiguous with the 

buffer around the CEF woodlot. 

 Trails.  A community trail is proposed within the buffer around the CEF woodlot along the west and 

south edges of the woodlot.  Trails within the woodlot are not proposed due to its sensitivity and 

steep slopes.  The trail corridor (CEF buffer) comprises an area of 0.417 ha. 

 Servicing.  The lots will be serviced by municipal water, sanitary and stormwater services. 

 Stormwater Management.  A stormwater management (SWM) plan is proposed, which will 

maintain surface water inputs and groundwater infiltration levels in the CEF woodlot and the overall 

volume of groundwater infiltration for the property as a whole at pre-development levels. The SWM 

Plan is summarized in section 4.4, below. 

4.4 Stormwater Management 

The SWM Plan proposed for the property is detailed in a report prepared under separate cover (MTE 

2016). The management of stormwater on the property is proposed to: provide ‘enhanced’ water quality 

treatment to storm runoff; maintain pre-development water balance in the CEF woodlot (including both 

surface water inputs, and groundwater infiltration); maintain overall annual groundwater recharge balance 

for the entire property; control peak discharge rates from the entire site to the woodland to within pre-

development levels under each design rainfall event; and divert excess stormwater to an existing 

stormwater pipe on the adjacent property.  As the SWM plan will make use of the existing large 

stormwater pipe under the shopping centre on the adjacent property to the west of the subject property, 
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there will be no long term storage of stormwater or onsite SWM facilities as part of the proposed 

development.  

Under current (pre-development) conditions, surface water from all lands on the subject property within 

the developable area drain to the CEF woodlot (total of 10.73 hectares; MTE 2016 Section 2.3).  The 

current topography of the subject property is such that all precipitation falling on the woodlot remains 

within the feature.  The SWM strategy was then designed to maintain the water balance to the CEF 

woodlot under the post-development conditions, considering land use and impermeable area. 

Key elements of the proposed SWM strategy are as follows: 

 Provides “Enhanced” water quality treatment for runoff from the proposed development using 

two Oil & Grit Separators, one to be located at each of the two stormwater discharge points from 

the proposed development (including one that discharges to the woodlot).  

 Provides a post- to pre-development annual surface water balance to the CEF woodlot (i.e. 

Block 10) by directing runoff from the first several millimeters of every rainfall event to that area.  

 Provides a post- to pre-development annual groundwater recharge balance via an infiltration 

gallery beneath the proposed amenity space (i.e., Block 3), with a 165.6 m
3
 infiltration storage 

volume that exceeds the 144 m
3
 volume required for annual groundwater recharge balance.  

 Minor storm runoff from the southern portion of the site can be discharged to the existing 

SmartCentres storm sewer to the west.  The existing storm sewer has capacity to accept 

uncontrolled runoff resulting from the 5-year storm event from the southern catchments of the 

subject lands.  

 Directing site runoff to the existing storm sewer to the west results in a reduction in post-

development peak flows into the woodlot northeast of the proposed development.  The resultant 

peak discharge rate to the woodlot under each of the 2- through 100-year design storm events is 

less than the pre-development peak discharge rate under the same storm event.  As such, the 

water quantity control criterion of post- to pre-development peak discharge control is met under 

each design storm event.  

 Proposed municipal roadways have sufficient overland flow capacity to convey the major flow 

resulting from the 100-year storm event within the road allowance, and at flow depth not exceeding 

0.15m above the centreline road grade.  

 The overland flow route through the proposed park has sufficient capacity to convey the major 

runoff resulting from the 100-year storm event at a maximum flow depth of 0.24 m to the woodlot.  
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 The potential to include further Low Impact Development measures on the proposed apartment 

blocks within the study area can be assessed more fully at the Site Plan stage for those blocks, 

when greater detail with respect to the development proposed on those blocks is known.  

 Erosion and sedimentation during grading, servicing and construction of the development can be 

controlled through the implementation of suitable ESC measures including monitoring and 

maintenance of the measures implemented. 

5.0 POLICY REVIEW 

5.1 Species at Risk Act (2002) 

5.1.1 Overview and General Prohibitions 

The Species at Risk Act (SARA) incorporates a number of prohibitions to protect individuals of listed 

threatened, endangered or extirpated species at risk – as designed by the Committee on the Status of 

Endangered Wildlife In Canada (COSEWIC), including:  

• Section 32(1).  No person shall kill, harm, harass, capture or take an individual of a threatened, 

endangered or extirpated species. 

• Section 32(2). No person shall possess, collect, buy, sell or trade an individual of a threatened, 

endangered or extirpated species, or any part or derivative of such an individual. 

• Section 33. No person shall damage or destroy the residence of one or more individuals of a 

threatened or endangered species, or of an extirpated species if a recovery strategy has 

recommended the reintroduction of the species into the wild in Canada. 

• Section 58.  No person shall destroy any part of the critical habitat
5
 of any listed endangered 

species or of any listed threatened species — or of any listed extirpated species if a recovery 

strategy has recommended the reintroduction of the species into the wild in Canada.  

Per Section 34, Section 58 and Section 61, these prohibitions apply to: 

• aquatic species -  on any lands 

• species of migratory birds protected by the Migratory Birds Convention Act - on any lands 

• any listed wildlife species - when on federal lands  

                                                           
5
  “critical habitat” means the habitat that is necessary for the survival or recovery of a listed wildlife species and that is identified 

as the species’ critical habitat in the recovery strategy or in an action plan for the species. 
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• any listed wildlife species - when on non-federal lands, if recommended by the Minister of the 

Environment to the Governor in Council.  

5.1.2 Evaluation of SARA Prohibitions 

Applicability: 

 The project is on non-federal lands and there is no order by Governor in Council; hence SARA 

applies to aquatic and migratory bird species / habitat 

Individuals and residences: 

 No aquatic species are present in the study area.  There are no aquatic features that would create 

the potential for effects to critical habitat downstream.  

 No endangered or threatened breeding migratory birds protected by the MBCA were recorded in the 

study area.   

Critical habitat:  

 No critical habitat for aquatic species or migratory birds protected by the MBCA is present in the 

study area and none is known on adjacent lands with potential for indirect impact. 

5.2 Migratory Birds Convention Act (1994) 

5.2.1 Overview and Prohibitions 

The Migratory Birds Convention Act, MBCA (1994) and Migratory Birds Regulations, MBR (2014) protect 

most species of migratory birds and their nests and eggs anywhere they are found in Canada, including 

surrounding ocean waters, regardless of ownership.  General prohibitions under the MBCA and MBR 

protect migratory birds, their nests and eggs and prohibit the deposit of harmful substances in waters / 

areas frequented by them. 

The MBR includes an additional prohibition against incidental take, defined by Environmental Canada as:  

“The inadvertent harming, killing, disturbance or destruction of migratory birds, nests and eggs.”   

Environment Canada implements policies and guidelines to protect migratory birds, their eggs and their 

nests.  There is guidance on the Environment Canada website to minimize the risk of incidental take 

effects to migratory birds, to achieve compliance with the law and to maintain sustainable populations of 

migratory birds. 
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Compliance with the MBCA and MBR is best achieved through a due diligence approach, which identifies 

potential risk, based on a site specific analysis in consideration of the Avoidance Guidelines and Best 

Management Practices information on the Environment Canada website.   

5.2.2 Evaluation of MBCA Prohibitions 

Of the 24 migratory bird species subject to the MBCA recorded within the study area, 22 were recorded 

with at least possible breeding evidence (See Appendix F for full list of species).  One of these species 

(Eastern Wood-pewee) is listed as Special Concern provincially and federally.  This species was recorded 

in the CEF woodlot during both survey dates, which is to be retained in full with no anticipated impact to 

habitat.  Two of the MBCA protected species (Savannah Sparrow and Vesper Sparrow) are open-country 

area sensitive species (MNRF 2015).  The open agricultural habitat on the subject property is not 

connected to any natural areas on adjacent properties and does not meet the criteria for Open Country 

Area-Sensitive Bird Breeding Habitat due to size (<30 ha) and land use (interim agriculture, previously 

disturbed) (MNRF 2015).  Similar open-country habitat is available in in the local and regional landscape.  

Two of the MBCA protected species observed were recorded with no breeding evidence (Mallard and 

Ring-billed Gull).   

Compliance with the MBCA will be achieved using the following due diligence approach: 

 Proponent awareness of the MBCA, potential for nesting in the area and potential for impacts to 

migratory birds, nests and eggs 

o The general area provides suitable habitat for nesting of woodland associated and open 

country species. 

o Several woodland nesting species were observed in the woodlot to be retained.  Proponent 

should be aware of avoiding direct or indirect impacts to woodland nesting habitat during 

construction. 

o No evidence of nesting was observed in the development area of the property during 2016 

breeding bird surveys and other field work. However, proponent should be aware of potential 

for open-country ground nesters in the development area prior to works. 

 Implementation of the following avoidance and mitigation measures (to be determined at detailed 

design), considering for example: 

o Avoiding / minimizing the extent of works (particularly vegetation / potential nesting habitat 

removal) within the “regional nesting period” for this area 
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o Avoiding works in key sensitive locations (i.e., CEF Woodlot).  The footprint of proposed 

works is anthropogenically disturbed, tolerant vegetation (i.e., interim agricultural plantings) 

with no direct woodland removal / impact. 

o Recommended Best Management Practices (BMPs) during construction to minimize potential 

indirect impacts to vegetation / potential nesting habitat outside of the proposed development 

area.   

5.3 Provincial Policy Statement (MMAH 2014) 

5.3.1 Introduction to PPS Section 2.1 Natural Heritage 

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) was issued under Section 3 of the Planning Act; the current PPS 

came into effect April 30, 2014.  Key natural heritage policies are discussed below with an evaluation in 

Section 5.1.2. 

Per Section 2.1.4 of the PPS, development and site alteration shall not be permitted in: 

1. Significant Wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E1; and  

2. Significant Coastal Wetlands.  

Per Section 2.1.5 of the PPS, development and site alteration shall not be permitted in:  

3. Significant Wetlands in the Canadian Shield north of Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E;  

4. Significant Woodlands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron and the St. 

Marys River);  

5. Significant Valleylands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron and the St. 

Marys River);  

6. Significant Wildlife Habitat;  

7. Significant Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest; and  

8. Coastal Wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E1 that are not subject to policy 2.1.4(b)  

unless it has been demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or 

their ecological functions. 

Per Section 2.1.6 of the PPS, “Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in fish habitat 

except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements.” 

Per Section 2.1.7 of the PPS, “Development and site alteration shall not be permitted in habitat of 

endangered species and threatened species, except in accordance with provincial and federal 

requirements.” 
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Per Section 2.1.8 of the PPS, “Development and site alteration shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to 

the natural heritage features and areas identified in policies 2.1.4, 2.1.5, and 2.1.6 unless the ecological 

function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated and it has been demonstrated that there will be no 

negative impacts on the natural features or on their ecological functions.” 

5.3.2 Evaluation of PPS Natural Heritage Policies 

Based on field work, background information and in consideration of relevant guidance documents, a brief 

assessment of each feature listed under section 2.1 of the PPS and associated policies, in relation to the 

proposed development is provided below: 

1. Significant Wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E1 

 No significant wetlands are present on or adjacent to the subject property.   

2. Significant Coastal Wetlands.   

 Not applicable. 

3. Significant Wetlands in the Canadian Shield north of Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E1.   

 Not applicable.  

4. Significant Woodlands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E.   

 The northeast woodlot on the subject property, considered regionally significant (and mapped 

as such on Official Plans), will be retained in full with development setbacks and mitigation / 

protection measures.  

5. Significant Valleylands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E.    

 No valleylands are present on or adjacent to the subject property. 

6. Significant Wildlife Habitat.   

 None is identified on or adjacent to the subject property. 

7. Significant Areas of Natural and Scientific interest.   

 None is present on or adjacent to the property. 

8. Coastal wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E1 that are not subject to policy 2.1.4(b).   

 Not applicable.  

9. Fish Habitat   

 None is present on or adjacent to the property 

10. Habitat of Endangered and Threatened species   
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 One Endangered species was recorded: Butternut.  All Butternuts will be retained within the 

woodlot.  Per the discussion in Section 3.6, proposed development is in compliance with the 

ESA.  

 Through an assessment of existing habitat, it was determined that there is suitable habitat for 

three Endangered species in the woodlot: Eastern Small-footed Myotis; Little Brown Myotis; 

and Northern Myotis.  With proposed mitigation and protection measures, we conclude that 

the proposed development would not constitute an impact to SAR bats that would result in a 

contravention of the ESA.  Refer to Section 3.6.2.2 for additional discussion.   

11. Adjacent Lands   

 Lands adjacent to features identified in Policies 2.1.4, 2.1.5, and 2.1.6 have been considered 

in the current study, with potential impacts to their ecological features and functions addressed 

in Section 6 of the current report.  With recommended retention / protection, mitigation and 

enhancement measures identified herein, we conclude that development of lands on the 

subject property adjacent to identified natural heritage features, can be undertaken with no 

negative impacts to those features or their ecological functions. 

5.4 Regional Official Plan (ROP) 

5.4.1 Introduction to ROP Chapter 7 The Greenlands Network 

The Greenlands Network is defined as environmental features and the linkages among them.  It is 

composed of four levels of features: Landscape Level Systems, Core Environmental Features, Fish 

habitat, Supporting Environmental Features, and Linkages.  

 

1. Per section 7.B. Landscape Level Systems are comprised of: 

a. Environmentally Sensitive Landscapes 

b. Significant Valleys 

c. Regional Recharge Areas; and 

d. Provincial Greenbelt Natural Heritage System 

 

Per policy 7.B.9, within the Environmentally Sensitive Landscapes designation, development 

applications may be considered provided there will be no adverse environmental impacts of 

environmental features and ecological functions, disturbance of existing natural vegetation will be 

minimized, and the development will be buffered from existing natural features. 

Per policy 7.B.25, development applications within Regional Recharge Areas must maintain 

improve or restore the hydrogeological and hydrologic functions, and incorporate best 

management practices in accordance with the Regional Implementation Guideline for Source 

Water Protection Studies. 
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2. Per Section 7.C Core Environmental Features are those identified as being provincially or regionally 

significant and applies to: 

a. Significant Habitat of Endangered or Threatened Species 

b. Provincially Significant Wetlands 

c. Environmentally Sensitive Policy Areas 

d. Significant Woodlands 

e. Environmentally Significant Valley Features 

f. Significant Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest 

 

Per policy 7.C.9, development or site alteration will not be permitted within Core Environmental 

Features (with a few minor exceptions not relevant to the current study). 

Per policy 7.C.10, development or site alteration will only be permitted on lands contiguous to a 

Core Environmental Feature where an EIS, or similar study, has determined to the satisfaction of 

the Region, Area Municipalities, the GRCA and/or the Province, as appropriate, that approval of the 

proposed development or site alteration would not result in adverse environmental impacts on the 

features and ecological functions of the Core Environmental Feature.  The Region may require 

conditions of approval to implement such recommendations. 

Per Policy 7.C.11, an EIS will identify appropriate buffers to Core Environmental Features, to the 

satisfaction of the Region, in consultation with Area Municipalities and the GRCA.  Such buffers will 

not only serve to protect Core Environmental Features from adverse environmental impacts but will 

also provide opportunities for net habitat enhancement to enhance or, wherever feasible, restore 

the ecological functions of the Core Environmental Feature.  The location, width, composition and 

use of buffers will be in accordance with the approved EIS, with buffers being a minimum of 10 m 

as measured from the outside boundary of the Core Environmental Feature and established and 

maintained as appropriate self-sustaining native vegetation.   

3. Per Policy 7.D.1, development or site alteration will not be permitted within Fish Habitat except in 

accordance with Provincial and Federal requirements. 

 

4. Per Policy 7.E.1, Supporting Environmental Features are those environmental features not meeting 

the criteria for recognition as being regionally significant. These may include, but are not limited to: 

a. Environmentally Significant Discharge and/or Recharge areas that sustain a Core 

Environmental Feature (Policy 7.E.4) 

b. Lands within or adjacent to floodplains, wetlands, watercourse, lakes or hazardous lands, as 

regulated by GRCA (Policy 7.E.5) 

 

Per Policy 7.E.2, municipalities are encouraged to identify, maintain, enhance, or restore Supporting 

Environmental Features. 
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5. Per Policy 7.E.6, Linkages are intended to provide opportunities for plant and animal movement 

among environmental features, support hydrological and nutrient cycling and contribute to the overall 

ecological integrity of the Greenlands Network. 

 

Per Policy 7.E.7, municipalities are required to incorporate any Linkages into the design of new 

development to maintain, enhance or, wherever feasible, restore linkages among environmental 

features. 

5.4.2 Evaluation of Natural Heritage Policies in ROP Chapter 7   

Based on field work, background information and in consideration of relevant guidance documents, a brief 

assessment of each feature listed under Chapter 7 of the ROP and associated policies in relation to the 

proposed development is provided below: 

1. Landscape level Systems (Policies in Section 7.B) 

a. Environmentally Sensitive Landscapes 

 None is present on the subject property 

b. Significant Valleys 

 None is present on the subject property.    

c. Regional Recharge Areas 

 None is present on the subject property. 

d. Provincial Greenbelt Natural Heritage System 

 Subject property is not within the Provincial Greenbelt 

 

2. Core Environmental Features (Policies in Section 7.C) 

 

a. Significant Habitat of Endangered or Threatened Species   

 Refer to Section 3.6 and 5.3.2 (10). 

b. Provincially Significant Wetlands   

 Refer to Section 5.3.2(1). 

c. Environmentally Sensitive Policy Areas   

 None is present on the subject property 

d. Significant Woodlands   
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 The northeast woodlot on the subject property is designated as a CEF in the ROP, 

under the criteria of a Significant Woodland.  The CEF designation has been 

confirmed, based on the analysis presented in Section 5.4.3. 

 The boundary of the CEF woodlot has been delineated and approved by the Region of 

Waterloo / City of Cambridge, and the CEF will be retained in full with no development 

or site alteration.  

 Lands adjacent to the designated CEF have been considered in the current study, with 

potential impacts to their ecological features and functions addressed in Section 6 of 

the current report.  With recommended retention / protection, mitigation and 

enhancement measures identified herein, we conclude that development of lands on 

the subject property adjacent to identified or potential CEFs can be undertaken with no 

negative impacts to those features or their ecological functions, in compliance with 

Policy 7.C.10. 

 The recommended development setbacks (10 m from the CEF boundary) and buffer 

management measures will provide protection for retained the retained CEF and its 

functions, and provide opportunity for ecological enhancement relative to the current 

condition, in compliance with specific requirements on policy 7.C.11. 

e. Environmentally Significant Valley Features   

 None is present on the subject property. 

f. Significant Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest 

 None is present on the subject property. 

3. Fish Habitat 

 None is present on the subject property. 

4. Supporting Environmental Features 

a. Environmentally Significant Discharge and/or Recharge areas that sustain a Core 

Environmental Feature (Policy 7.E.4) 

 None is present on the subject property 

b. Lands within or adjacent to floodplains, wetlands, watercourse, lakes or hazardous lands, 

as regulated by GRCA (Policy 7.E.5) 

 None is present on the subject property 

5. Linkages 
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 No major / defined ecological linkages are present.  The subject property is surrounded 

on all sides by highway, commercial, and industrial land uses with no adjacent natural 

features or corridors. 

5.4.3 CEF Woodlot Evaluation 

On the subject property, the CEF designation is applied to the woodlot in the northeast corner in the ROP, 

which is interpreted as a Significant Woodland.  Limits of the CEF woodland have been determined 

through the current study, with agency approval (Region of Waterloo, May 3, 2016 site walk), and the 

confirmed limit has been surveyed and plotted on base plans, including Figure 5 of this report.  The 

characteristics of the woodlot as determined through the current study have been evaluated against the 

criteria for Significant Woodland in Policy 7.C.6 of the ROP (2015) to determine whether the designation 

of Core Environmental Feature is supported.  Results of the evaluation are presented in Table 4. 
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Table 4.  Pinebush Road CEF Woodlot – Evaluation against Significant Woodland Criteria 

Significant Woodland Criteria  

(ROP Policy 7.C.6) 

Met/Not 

Met 

Comment 

Fulfills all three of the following: 

a)  Greater than four hectares in size, excluding any adjoining 

hedgerows. 

Met  Area of 2016 dripline-delineated woodlot = 4.87 ha 

b) Consisting primarily of native species of trees Met  Contains planted species in two conifer plantations.  The remaining 

remnant vegetation communities are comprised primarily of native 

tree species including American Beech, White Ash, Green Ash, 

Eastern Red Cedar, Balsam Poplar, Quaking Aspen, Wild Black Cherry, 

Choke Cherry, White Oak, Northern Red Oak, Northern White Cedar, 

and American Elm. 

c) Meets the criteria of a woodland in accordance with the 

provisions of the Regional Woodland Conservation By-law: 

“Woodland” means land that is located within the boundaries of 
The Regional Municipality of Waterloo that is at least one hectare 
or more in area with at least:  

(i) 1,000 trees, of any size, per hectare;  
(ii) 750 trees, measuring over five centimetres in diameter, per 

hectare;  
(iii) 500 trees, measuring over 12 centimetres in diameter, per 

hectare; or  
(iv) 250 trees, measuring over 20 centimetres in diameter, per 

hectare;  

Met  Tree density in the woodlot falls within these criteria 

Conclusion:  Based on the above analysis, the designation of Core Environmental Feature (Significant Woodland) for the northeast woodlot on 

the subject property is confirmed.  The woodlot will be retained in full with associated setbacks and mitigation to protect the ecological functions of 

the feature from impacts of development on adjacent lands. 
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5.5 City of Cambridge Official Plan (COP; Region-approved 2012, 
portions under appeal) 

5.5.1 Introduction to COP 2012 Section 3.A Natural Heritage System 

The Cambridge Natural Heritage System consists of natural features and ecological functions at three 

levels: Landscape Level Systems, Core Environmental Features, and Locally Significant Natural Areas. 

Also included are Fish Habitat, Natural Features Linkages, and Restoration lands. 

Per Policy 3.A.1, The Natural Heritage System consists of all the natural features and associated 

ecological functions that have been identified at the federal, provincial, regional and local levels.  

Features that make up the Natural Heritage System are designated in the following categories: 

a. Per Section 3.A.2 Landscape Level Systems are comprised of: 

i. Environmentally Sensitive Landscapes 

ii. Significant Valleys (Grand and Speed) 

Per Policy 3.A.2.6 Where development or site alteration is proposed on lands within or contiguous 

to an Environmentally Sensitive Landscape, the owner/applicant will be required to submit an 

Environmental Impact Statement to the satisfaction of the Region, in consultation with the City 

and the GRCA, which addresses landscape impacts in addition to any other requirements in 

accordance with the policies in Section 7.G of the Regional Official Plan.  

 

b. Per Section 3.A.3 Core Environmental Features (CEF) are comprised of: 

i. Significant Habitat of endangered of Threatened Species 

ii. Provincially Significant Wetlands 

iii. Environmentally Sensitive Policy Areas 

iv. Significant Woodlands 

v. Environmentally Significant Valley Features 

Per Policy 3.A.3.4 Development or site alteration will not be permitted within Core Environmental 

Features, except as provided for in ROP Section 7.C.  

Per Policy 3.A.3.6 Development or site alteration will only be permitted on land contiguous to a 

Core Environmental Feature where an Environmental Impact Statement, or similar study, 

submitted in accordance with the policies in Section 3.A.8, has determined to the satisfaction of 

the City, Region, GRCA and/or Province, as appropriate, that approval of the proposed 

development or site alteration would not result in adverse environmental impacts on the natural 

features and ecological functions of the Core Environmental Feature.  
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Per Policy 3.A.3.7 An Environmental Impact Statement submitted in accordance with Policy 

3.A.3.6 will identify appropriate buffers to Core Environmental Features to the satisfaction of the 

City, Region, GRCA and Province, as appropriate. The location, width, composition and use of 

buffers will be in accordance with the approved Environmental Impact Statement, with buffers 

being a minimum of 10 metres as measured from the outside boundary of the Core 

Environmental Feature.  

Per Policy 3.A.3.10 Buffers are for protection, enhancement and restoration of habitat. Permitted 

uses within the buffers of Core Environmental Features will be limited to low impact uses, such as 

resource management, vegetation restoration, open space, recreational trails and stormwater 

management facilities.  

Map 9 (Regional Environmental Features) of the Region-approved Official Plan was under 

general appeal at the Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) as of July 2015. However the northeast 

woodlot is mapped as a Core Environmental Feature in Map 9, in accordance with the Region of 

Waterloo Official Plan.  

c. Per Section 3.A.4 Locally Significant Natural Areas (LSNA) are comprised of: 

i. A wetland regulated by GRCA, but not a CEF 

ii. A wooded area identified by the MNRF, but not a CEF 

iii. Significant Wildlife Habitat  

Section 3.A.4 Locally Significant Natural Areas is was under general appeal at the OMB as of 

July 2015. 

Per Policy 3.A.4.3 Development and site alteration will avoid LSNAs wherever feasible. 

Development or site alteration proposed within or contiguous to a LSNA will require an 

Environmental Impact Statement. The determination of boundaries and buffers will be done 

through this study and it must show to the satisfaction of the city that the ecological function of the 

LSNA will be maintained, enhanced, or where feasible, restored. 

d. Natural Features Linkages 

Per Policy 3.A.5.2 Natural features linkages will be identified through subwatershed studies, 

Environmental Impact Statements or other appropriate studies by the City, the Region, the GRCA 

or through the development review process. Where natural features linkages are identified 

through the development review process, the lands will be incorporated in the design of the 

development and protected through zoning and/or conservation easements, as appropriate, on 

private lands.  

e. Restoration Areas and Vegetation Management 
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Per Policy 3.A.6.2 The City shall require as necessary the preparation and submission of a tree 

management plan prior to draft approval of a plan of subdivision or site plan approval. Tree 

management plans submitted to the City shall be prepared in a manner consistent with the “Tree 

Management Policies and Guidelines for New Developments”.  

f. Fish Habitat 

Per Policy 3.A.7 Development or site alteration will not be permitted within fish habitat, except in 

accordance with Provincial and Federal requirements to the satisfaction of the federal 

Department of Fisheries and Oceans or its delegate.  

5.5.2 Evaluation of COP (2012) Natural Heritage Designations 

Based on site specific information, we have evaluated Cambridge Official Plan natural heritage policies in 

the context of the subject property. 

a. Landscape Level Systems 

i. Environmentally Sensitive Landscapes 

 None is present in within the subject property 

ii. Significant Valleys (Grand and Speed) 

 None is present within the subject property 

g. Core Environmental Features 

i. Significant Habitat of endangered of Threatened Species 

 Refer to Section 5.1.2 (10) 

ii. Provincially Significant Wetlands 

 None is present 

iii. Environmentally Sensitive Policy Areas 

 None is present 

iv. Significant Woodlands 

 The northeast woodlot is designated as a Core Environmental Feature under 

Significant Woodlands. Refer to Section 5.4.3. 

v. Environmentally Significant Valley Features 

 Refer to Section 5.3.1 (3.e) 

h. Locally Significant Natural Areas 

i. A wetland regulated by GRCA, but not a CEF 
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 The SWD3-4 vegetation community within the woodland could be considered an 

LSNA, but this is superseded by the CEF woodland designation 

ii. A wooded area identified by the MNRF, but not a CEF 

 A small woodlot is identified on MNRF Natural Heritage Mapping (MNRF 2015), 

but does not qualify as a CEF. The City of Cambridge recognized this woodlot as 

a LSNA at the pre-consultation meeting.  At the time MMM was retained on 

March 22, 2016, the woodlot was not present on the subject property. 

iii. Significant Wildlife Habitat generally consisting of one or more of the following 

 Seasonal Concentration Areas  

 Not present on the subject property 

 Rare vegetation communities or specialized habitats for wildlife  

 Cavity trees suitable for bat roosting are present in the CEF woodlot . 

 Habitats of species of conservation concern  

 Eastern Wood Pewee, listed as Special Concern under the ESA, was 

recorded in the CEF woodlot – to be retained in full. 

 Wildlife movement corridors  

 Not present on the subject property 

 Perennial or intermittent watercourse(s)  

 Not present on the subject property 

 Environmentally significant groundwater discharge and recharge areas  

 Not present on the subject property 

i. Natural Features Linkages 

 None is present.  

j. Fish Habitat 

 None in present 

5.6 Grand River Conservation Authority 

5.6.1 Regulated Areas 

There are no features on the subject property regulated by the GRCA under Ontario Regulation 150/06 of 

the Conservation Authorities Act, based on online mapping from the GRCA website, and input from 
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GRCA at the Pre-consultation stage.  The SWD3-4 vegetation community within the woodland may be 

subject to the regulation.  It will be retained in full as part of the CEF woodland. 

6.0 IMPACT REVIEW AND EVALUATION 

6.1 Impact Overview 

This section reviews potential impacts or condition changes to natural environmental features on or 

bordering the subject property, on the basis of direct activities (e.g., construction activities such as 

clearing and grading) or indirect activities (e.g., occupancy activities such as dumping of waste material, 

creation of indiscriminate trails).  The subject property is currently predominantly under Commercial land 

use designation, with interim agricultural use, with natural features restricted to CEF woodlot in the 

northeast corner.  Development will be restricted to the previously impacted lands including those under 

interim agricultural use, and the CEF will be retained in full.  Therefore direct impacts to natural 

environment features are negligible.   

The primary concerns relate to potential indirect impacts to the retained natural environmental features on 

the subject property and on adjacent lands.  Potential indirect impacts include, for example, construction 

related impacts to the edges of the retained woodland, changes in surface and groundwater inputs to the 

woodland, as well as post-development occupancy activities. 

Two primary natural environment factors are discussed:  1) vegetation and 2) wildlife.  In Table 5 (at the 

end of Section 6.0), each factor is reviewed in terms of potential effects, proposed mitigation and residual 

effects.  The identified mitigation measures will be incorporated with appropriate wording on construction 

drawings and the Lot Grading Plans that will be prepared prior to any site grading (following Draft Plan 

approval).  The subdivision layout, environmental features, and environmental management notes are 

provided for reference on Figure 5.   

6.2 Overview of Mitigation Measures 

Specific mitigation measures are identified for each evaluation factor in Table 5.  A number of mitigation 

measures are common to the two natural environment evaluation factors, including: Erosion and 

Sediment Control (ESC) plan; barrier plantings / fencing; spills management / best management practices 

during construction; and monitoring.  Other measures are specific to certain factors.  Proposed mitigation 

and environmental management areas are shown on Figure 5.  An overview of the common mitigation 

measures is provided below. 

6.2.1 Development Setbacks and Buffers 

Setbacks. The following development setbacks are recommended for the subject property. These are 

described in Section 4.2 and Tables 4 and 6 of this report and shown in Figures 1 and 5.   
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 CEF Woodlot + 10 m   

Buffer Management.  In addition to the recommended setback, the following buffer management 

measures are proposed: 

 Barrier plantings composed of dense ‘deterrent’ shrubs, and signage within the setback buffer, 

between the recreation trail and limit of CEF Woodlot. 

 Ecological enhancement of the intervening buffer areas (within the development setback zone), 

through a combination of seeding and nodal native species plantings.  The proposed buffer 

enhancement area totals approximately 0.42 ha.  Enhancement of the woodlot edge inside the limit 

of the CEF is also proposed.  See Section 6.2.2, and the Detailed Vegetation Management Plan 

(MMM 2016) for additional detail. 

 Maintenance of surface water and hydrogeological inputs to receiving areas. 

 Restricted access.  In addition to permanent fencing at lot limits, the proposed trail is restricted to 

the buffer zone, and no access is proposed within the CEF - in recognition of its sensitivity and 

steep slopes. 

6.2.2 Environmental Enhancement Areas 

Environmental enhancement areas have been identified within the buffer zone adjacent to the CEF 

Woodlot, and within the CEF Woodlot limit to a distance of 15 m.  These enhancements involve a 

combination of planting / seeding and non-native tree removal with the following objectives: thinning the 

established invasive species (e.g. Buckthorn) in the understory in disturbed areas at the margins of the 

woodlot to allow establishment of native understory species; establishing vegetation in the buffer area 

through native species plantings; strategic plantings of dense or thorny shrubs to discourage access; 

providing additional supplementary habitat for wildlife; and increasing woodland edge density to reduce 

impacts from development (i.e., increased sun / wind, potential for invasive species spread and 

indiscriminate trail creation).  Refer to the Detailed Vegetation Management Plan, prepared by MMM 

under separate cover (MMM 2016). 

6.2.3 Erosion & Sediment Control (ESC) Plan 

This strategy will mitigate impacts on vegetation, and wildlife (including wildlife habitat) by implementing 

ESC fencing at grading limits, preventing sedimentation in adjacent natural features.  It is anticipated that 

an ESC Plan will be prepared as a condition of Draft Approval, and approved by the City of Cambridge.  

General comments on erosion and sediment control are included in the SWM report (MTE 2016).  Key 

elements include: ESC fencing at grading limits; temporary stormwater management ponds to serve as 

sedimentation basins during construction; construction of temporary swales to direct runoff to 

sedimentation basins - with rock-check dams as required; strategic placement of topsoil piles with 

surrounding sediment control fencing; timely re-vegetation of exposed soils; and regular site inspection, 

maintenance and reporting to ensure controls are working properly (MTE 2016).  
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6.2.4 SWM Strategy 

The proposed SWM strategy (MTE 2016), as described in Section 4.4 of this report will mitigate impacts 

to vegetation, wildlife habitat, and woodland resources by controlling post-development flows and treating 

stormwater runoff.  The SWM strategy includes provisions to match the water balance to the CEF woodlot 

to pre-development levels, an infiltration gallery in the central park area to match pre-development annual 

groundwater recharge rates, and directs storm drainage to an existing sewer at the west of the subject 

property to manage up to 5-year storm events.  The SWM strategy was developed with the intention of 

managing stormwater from the property in such a way as to maintain the ecological function of the CEF 

woodlot and the timing and seasonality of water inputs (i.e., surface water inputs to the woodlot are from 

frequent small storm events rather than only infrequent large storm events), ensuring peak volumes and 

seasonal inputs remain similar to pre-development conditions. 

6.2.5 Hydrogeology / Infiltration 

Given the direction of groundwater flow (east to west), there are no groundwater contributions to the CEF 

woodlot from the subject property; therefore maintenance of the current hydrogeological conditions is not 

critical to the maintenance of woodlot features and functions.  Rather, retaining the surface water volume 

and flow rate inputs to the woodlot is the primary concern for this feature.  Currently, the majority of 

surface runoff from the subject property is directed to the southwest corner of the CEF woodlot.  Post-

development, surface runoff from the greenspace at the north of the lot, residential yards backing onto the 

CEF woodlot, and the central park will be directed to the woodlot.  To maintain pre-development water 

inputs to the woodlot, stormwater drainage from north half of the property will be directed to the woodlot 

sufficient to match the existing input rates and volume.  Once the required volume to maintain surface 

water inputs to the woodlot has been conveyed, sufficient stormwater will be directed to the infiltration 

gallery in the park to maintain pre-development rates of groundwater infiltration. 

6.2.6 Temporary and Permanent Fencing 

Temporary vegetation protection fencing (which may be combined with ESC fencing) is recommended to 

prevent damage to adjacent natural areas during construction.  Barrier plantings are recommended in lieu 

of permanent fencing between the recreation trail and the CEF Woodlot limit to prevent uncontrolled 

access and rear lot ‘spreading’ into this sensitive area.  

6.2.7 Trails 

The community trail will run through the setback buffer on the south and west margins of the CEF 

woodlot.  No direct impacts to natural features are anticipated with the installation of the trail.  It is 

anticipated that the community trail would be up to 2.0 m wide and built in accordance with City of 

Cambridge community trail standards.  Construction of the trail to match accessibility standards will 

require some grading within the setback buffer in sections on the southwest edge of the woodlot to 

maintain longitudinal grades below 10%.   
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No trails through the retained CEF woodlot are proposed. 

6.2.8 Spills Management and Best Management Practices (BMPs) 

These during-construction measures will reduce potential for contamination of groundwater, and adjacent 

vegetation.  Guidelines for heavy equipment use reduce potential for damage to natural areas (e.g. 

wetland disturbance, mechanical damage to trees, soils compaction etc.).  

6.2.9 Monitoring 

Typical during-construction monitoring is recommended (e.g., ESC fencing and SWM facility inspection).  

In addition, an annual Biological Monitoring program is proposed.  This includes vegetation and wildlife 

monitoring, focusing on the CEF woodlot and buffer.  The proposed biological monitoring program is 

outlined in Section 6.3 of this report.  It is intended that the program would be finalized as a condition of 

Draft Plan approval. This integrated monitoring approach will help to identify issues of concern and 

recommend strategies to address problems in a timely manner. 
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Table 5. Pinebush Development - Potential Impacts and Recommended Mitigation Measures 

Feature Significance and Sensitivity Natural Environment Impacts Mitigation Measures Residual Effects 

Vegetation and Wetlands 

Subject Property 

 Vegetation resources. The subject 

property is dominated by previously 

disturbed areas under interim 

agricultural use, with a woodlot in the 

northeast corner.  

 SAR.  One Endangered species was 

recorded in the woodlot: Butternut 

 Designated Areas.  The woodlot is 

designated as a CEF under the Region 

of Waterloo Official Plan (2015). 

 

Adjacent Lands 

 No natural features are present on 

adjacent lands as the subject property 

is surrounded by industrial, 

commercial, and highway land uses. 

Direct Impacts.  No direct impacts to natural vegetation 

communities anticipated with the proper implementation of 

recommended mitigation measures.   

 Surface Water quality impacts to the woodlot through 

runoff.  Potential for increased sedimentation / erosion, 

contamination and salt loading.  

 Hydrology. Potential changes to the hydrological regime in 

the woodlot resulting from increases in impervious surfaces.   

 Hydrogeology. Potential impacts to the groundwater 

regime (decreased recharge/infiltration).  Potential for 

contamination of groundwater. 

Indirect Impacts.  There is potential for indirect impacts to 

vegetation as the result of construction, changes in adjacent 

land use, changes to hydrology and occupancy related activities.    

 Edge Effects.  Vegetation dieback at the edge can result in 

exposure of the less disturbed forest zone to additional 

sunlight and invasive plant species which can lead to trunk 

damage (sunscald), increased drying of the forest, and 

localized changes in ground flora (e.g., increase in exotic / 

invasive species).  However, the edge of the woodlot which 

is currently exposed is not proposed to change under the 

development plan.  The edge trees are typically semi-open 

grown (fairly dense) and have been pre-stressed by 

adjacent land uses. Therefore no increase in sunscald or 

increased drying of the forest is anticipated.  Some increase 

in the spread of exotic / invasive species may occur, though 

these are already widespread and abundant.    

 Construction-related Impacts (short-term).  These 

include: damage to vegetation outside the work zone; 

sedimentation; spills of contaminants/fuels; root pruning; 

damage to limbs; and soil compaction. 

 Hydrogeology.  Retained vegetation might be impacted by 

changes to hydrogeology on the subject property.   

 Occupancy-related Impacts.  These may include: 

woodland and wetland edge effects (e.g. invasive species 

proliferation); trail creation; vandalism; refuse/vegetation 

dumping; effects of salt spray from road maintenance or 

water quality effects related to residential uses (i.e. salt, 

pesticides).. 

Direct Impacts to be mitigated by: 

 Installing temporary Vegetation Protection Fencing prior to any site grading to 

delineate the work zone and prevent direct damage to adjacent retained vegetation 

(i.e., mechanical damage, root damage, soil compaction).  This fencing will remain until 

construction is complete. 

 Surface Water quality (long-term).  Mitigated by: development setbacks and barrier 

plantings / restricted access (to reduce potential for direct impact / contamination); 

stewardship; and SWM strategy.  An ESC plan will be developed and ESC fencing will 

be installed prior to any site grading.  The buffer between the woodlot and future 

developed area will provide a net improvement over the current conditions (generally 

ploughed to woodland limit).  Reduction in agricultural runoff (contaminants) will be 

achieved post-development, with associated improvements to water quality inputs to 

the woodland. 

 Surface Water Inputs (long-term): The surface water contributions to the CEF 

woodlot from the subject property will be maintained via adjacent greenspace runoff 

and stormwater drainage design (MTE 2016). 

 Groundwater quality (long-term).  Addressed by the same measures in place for 

surface water quality protection (i.e., E&S Plan, SWM system and public stewardship).   

 Groundwater inputs.  There are no groundwater inputs to the CEF woodlot. Site wide 

groundwater infiltration rates will be maintained through the SWM Plan (MTE 2016).  

Indirect Impacts to be mitigated by: 

o Barrier Plantings.  To be installed along the CEF woodlot limit - development 

interface (at lot / block limits).  This prevents intrusion, uncontrolled dumping and rear 

lot ‘spreading’ into forest / wetland edges. 

o Buffer Management.  The proposed buffer between lots / blocks and the retained 

CEF woodlot (10 m) will be managed to provide a more protective edge to the 

adjacent natural area and reduce potential for occupancy-related impacts such as 

uncontrolled access and rear lot spread.  This will include establishing an edge 

community using woodland seed mix and nodal native species plantings.   

o Erosion & Sediment Control (ESC) Plan.  To prevent sedimentation of retained 

vegetation, ESC fencing will be installed prior to site grading.   

o Hydrogeology.  There are no groundwater inputs from the subject property to the 

CEF woodlot.  A post- to pre-development annual groundwater recharge balance 

across the property will be maintained.   

 Detailed Vegetation Management Plan (DVMP).  The tree management review has 

been undertaken concurrently as directed by the City.  Trees identified for retention in 

the DVMP will be protected to ensure that they provide a long-term viable amenity to 

the residents. Additional measures for buffer and forest edge enhancement are 

provided (native species plantings, ash removal and invasive species removal)   

 Monitoring.  Potential long-term impacts to retained natural areas will be assessed 

using an annual biological monitoring program per Section 6.3 of this report.    

Residual impacts to vegetation are assumed to be relatively 

minor, with proper implementation of recommended mitigation, 

stewardship and monitoring measures. 

 The woodlot will be retained in full and protected with a 

development setback. 

 The recommended development setback will provide good 

dripline and root zone protection (well beyond the current 

state i.e., ploughing to the woodland limit).  These 

setbacks, coupled with buffer zone management 

measures, will help to maintain or improve edge integrity 

by establishing a thicker, more diverse edge zone.   

 Edge effects are already present in the woodlot due to the 

anthropogenic land use history.  Exotic and invasive 

species are widespread and frequent to abundant in many 

areas, particularly in the conifer stands, at the woodland  

edges and along informal trails.  Given the residential 

activities in the development, some increase in exotic and 

invasive species is likely.  The intent is to reduce this to the 

extent possible. 

 The barrier plantings along the CEF margin will help to 

reduce any secondary effects on woodlot integrity following 

area development and occupancy.    

 Residual long-term effects to hydrogeology and surface 

water quality inputs to the woodlot are anticipated to be 

minor, considering: 

o There will be no direct disturbance to the woodlot. 

o There are no groundwater contributions to the woodlot 

and the surface water contributions from the subject 

property will be maintained. 

 Long-term impacts to groundwater quality are anticipated 

to be minor, with implementation of proposed infiltration 

strategies 

 Residual impacts from construction are anticipated to be 

negligible, with implementation of recommended 

vegetation protection fencing, S/E fencing and spills 

management plan.   
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Feature Significance and Sensitivity Natural Environment Impacts Mitigation Measures Residual Effects 

Wildlife 

Subject Property 

 The cultivated fields and woodlot on 

the subject property generally provide 

habitat for common, urban-adapted, 

open-country, edge and generalist 

species. The fields provide open 

country movement opportunities and 

seasonal foraging opportunities for 

birds. 

 One wildlife SAR was recorded on the 

subject property during the study: 

Eastern Wood Pewee (Special 

Concern). 

 The woodlot also provides potentially 

suitable habitat for one or more 

endangered bat species. 

 One regionally significant species and 

two open country area sensitive 

species were recorded during breeding 

bird surveys.  These were associated 

with the open agricultural area and 

edges.  

Adjacent Lands 

 No natural areas are present on 

adjacent lands, therefore no natural 

wildlife habitat 

 Common, urban-adapted species may 

be transient, moving through adjacent 

lands 

Potential impacts on wildlife habitat are similar to those discussed 

for vegetation (i.e., direct / indirect impacts to habitat – removals, 

fragmentation, occupancy related effects etc.).   Some additional 

occupancy-related effects are specific to wildlife (e.g. pet 

predation, influence of increased pedestrian activity / house 

proximity to wildlife habitats). 

 Direct impacts.  Loss of wildlife habitat is restricted to 

previously impacted cultivated fields, habitat which is 

widespread and abundant in the local landscape.     

o Movement opportunities. While there may be potential for 

wildlife movement across the cultivated field, there are no 

defined wildlife movement areas and the topography / lack 

of natural vegetation cover act as barriers for more 

sensitive species. The one natural feature on the subject 

property (the CEF woodlot) is an isolated feature with no 

natural movement corridors through the property.   

Moreover, the property is entirely surrounded by 

development / major roads which are barriers to movement. 

o Impact to habitat for wildlife species of concern is 

relatively minor and includes loss of culturally impacted 

cultivated field with potential habitat for open country 

nesting bird species, and loss of 2 cavity trees that are 

potential habitat for bats at the margins of the woodlot (not 

included in the CEF).       

 Indirect Impacts.  There is potential for indirect impacts to 

wildlife habitats on adjacent lands as a result of construction, 

changes to hydrology and occupancy related activities.    

o Construction-related impacts. These are generally 

limited to temporary disturbances during construction.  

Potential for sedimentation and contamination are 

addressed by ESC controls and SWM measures. 

o Hydrology.  As above, retained natural habitats may be 

impacted by changes to hydrological inputs.   

o Occupancy-related impacts.  These may include: pet 

predation; woodland edge effects; and other degradation of 

wildlife habitat.   

Retention and protection of vegetation resources in adjacent natural areas (as discussed 

above) will also protect wildlife habitat.  Specific mitigation measures are as follows: 

 Movement opportunities.  Local wildlife movement opportunities within the natural 

area (CEF woodlot) will be maintained or enhanced through retention of the feature in 

full, and creation and enhancement of a setback buffer. 

 Habitat for wildlife species of concern.  Habitat for woodland species to be retained 

in full with setbacks and buffer enhancements.  Representative successional habitat for 

the generalist / tolerant avifauna to be maintained or created within buffers.  Cavity 

trees and general woodland habitat to be retained within the CEF woodlot, maintaining 

suitable habitat for bats. Additional measures are proposed to protect wildlife habitat, 

include: ESC plan; maintenance of hydrological inputs; and barrier plantings / restricted 

access.  

 Erosion & Sediment Controls (ESC) and the SWM system are designed to reduce 

the potential for sedimentation or contamination of adjacent areas.   

 Maintenance of hydrology.  There are no groundwater inputs from the subject 

property to the CEF woodlot.  A post- to pre-development annual groundwater recharge 

balance across the property will be maintained. 

 Occupancy-related impacts.  Occupancy related impacts to wildlife and wildlife 

habitat will be mitigated by barrier plantings at the woodland edge to restrict access and 

prevent rear lot ‘spreading’, supplemented by signage, along the woodland edge and 

stewardship measures.  The intent is to restrict access to the woodland and inform local 

residents about its sensitivity. 

 Monitoring.  Potential impacts to wildlife / wildlife habitats will be assessed using the 

annual biological monitoring program discussed in Section 6.3 of this report.   

Residual impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat resulting from 

development on the subject property are anticipated to be 

minor: 

 The proposed development is restricted to cultivated fields 

with previous anthropogenic impacts that provide habitat 

primarily for common, tolerant wildlife species. 

 Minor loss of open habitat for area sensitive bird species is 

not likely to have a large impact as the habitat is culturally 

influenced, and abundant in the broader landscape. 

 Minor loss of cavity trees with potential bat habitat will not 

significantly impact SAR bats that may use the area 

because the full CEF woodlot including suitable habitat and 

cavity trees will to be retained. 

Overall, residual effects to wildlife are minor, which is balanced 
by improved natural area buffering and enhancements. 

 Additional measures are proposed to reduce potential for 

indirect impacts to offsite wildlife habitat (i.e., ESC, SWM 

treatment of contaminants, maintenance of hydrological 

inputs to dependent features, buffering of sensitive areas).  

 Buffering and barrier plantings are proposed to restrict 

access into the woodland by residents and pets. 

However, it is acknowledged that in any populated area there 

is potential for unauthorized intrusion and damage to natural 

areas, and less tangible but inferred effects of occupancy on 

breeding bird activity.  Population changes in breeding birds 

are inevitably related to the approved transformation of the 

broader landscape in the Region.  Changes can also be 

effected by factors outside the Region (such as alteration/loss 

of wintering habitat, severe climatic conditions during migration 

activity, and changes in migratory stopover habitat).  Hence, it 

must be recognized that shifts in wildlife species composition 

may be inevitable in this area over time, and in fact have 

probably already occurred with changes in the regional 

landscape.      



Scoped Environmental Impact Study   November 2016 
Development –Pinebush Road, Cambridge, ON 

 

MMM Group Limited  |  3316507  Page 51 
 

6.3 Monitoring Program 

A monitoring program is proposed to assess potential impacts to the CEF woodlot.  Monitoring is 

proposed in three stages:  Pre-Construction, During-Construction and Post-Construction.  During-

Construction monitoring will ensure that environmental protection and erosion controls implemented 

during construction are in good working order and are performing as expected.  Post-Construction 

monitoring includes biological monitoring of the woodlot using vegetation plot monitoring and breeding 

bird surveys.   

Duration of monitoring and monitoring program details are anticipated to be confirmed as a condition of 

Draft Plan approval. 

Pre-construction 

The Natural Environment surveys undertaken during the EIS will comprise the baseline data for 

conditions on the site prior to construction. 

During Construction - Grading and Servicing 

Monitoring should consist of the following activities that are the responsibility of the developer: 

 Periodic inspection of the temporary sediment storage locations and other erosion control works;   

 Inspection of the temporary sediment storage locations after significant rainfall events or weekly, 

whichever is shorter;  

 Inspection of vegetation protection fencing (paige wire fencing) and sediment control fencing to 

ensure that it is in good repair;  

 Removal of construction debris that may accumulate along, and damage, the above fencing;  

 Implementation of remedial measures, where required, as quickly as possible (e.g., erosion 

stabilization; repair/replacement of damaged/fallen fencing; pruning, fertilization or irrigation of 

retained trees).   

Regular monitoring reports will be prepared to document the performance of the erosion and sediment 

control measures, addressing: 1) integrity and effectiveness of controls; 2) condition of temporary 

sediment storage locations; and 3) any recommendation for action or additional monitoring.   

On completion of construction, the owner / Engineering Consultant will submit a Letter of Certification to 

the City and the GRCA indicating that all drainage works have been constructed in accordance with 

Engineering Drawings.   
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After Construction – Biological Monitoring 

An annual biological monitoring program is proposed, with a focus on the CEF woodlot.  The program 

includes: a general overview of natural areas, fixed plot vegetation monitoring and edge community 

assessment in the woodlot, and a breeding bird survey.  Monitoring for the current property is the 

responsibility of the owner / developer and is recommended to continue for 2 years post-construction.   

 The general overview will include comments on: vegetation condition / vigor; presence of 

damaged, diseased, or hazard stems, and hazard trees requiring attention; proliferation of invasive 

species; areas of trampled or cut vegetation, rubbish disposal, and / or sediment deposition; and 

evidence of any erosion problems and/or informal trail development.  Remedial work should be 

undertaken as required based on the monitoring review.    

 Vegetation Plot Monitoring.  Permanent plot monitoring will be established in the CEF Woodlot to 

assess any changes in vegetation community resulting from indirect impacts of development or 

changes to water balance from SWM system.  The approach includes fixed point photo-monitoring, 

a quantitative / qualitative species assessment within plots and general comments on vegetation 

within the vicinity of the plot.  MMM has implemented this type of monitoring at numerous sites 

across the Region over the past 10 years.   

o 2 monitoring plots in Unit 4a 

o 1 monitoring plot in each of Units 2a, 2b, 3, and 4b 

o 2 survey dates per year (June and September) 

 Breeding Bird Survey.  An annual breeding bird survey of the CEF Woodlot will be included in the 

biological monitoring program, as follows.   

o 2 point count stations 

o 2 survey dates – late May to early July 

7.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

Based on the review discussed herein, we support the draft plan, ZBA and OPA applications subject to 

the development setbacks recommended on Figures 1 and 5.  The proposed development can be 

undertaken while protecting key environmental features (i.e., the CEF woodlot), in consideration of the 

following: 

 The plan recognizes and anticipates that changes in the landscape matrix will occur.  Most notably, 

this area is undergoing a shift in land use from previously disturbed, interim agricultural to urban 

residential. ‘big picture’ has been considered in the following manner: 

 The recommended setbacks ensure there will be no intrusion into the CEF Woodlot.  This feature 

will be retained in full and protected with setbacks, buffer enhancements and barrier plantings.  
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 There are no negative impacts to Species at Risk which would result in a contravention of the ESA.   

 The SWM implementation strategy will maintain water balance, and existing hydrological inputs to 

the CEF woodlot, ensuring long-term protection of dependent vegetation.   

 A biological monitoring program to monitor the health of the woodlot as development and 

occupancy proceeds is recommended herein, to be finalized as a condition of approval.  

 It is concluded that the draft plan, as well as environmental management and setback / buffer 

implementation, conform to the environmental management and mitigation principles identified in 

the relevant planning studies and policies.  The setbacks and associated enhancement 

recommendations provide for the opportunity for an overall net improvement over existing natural 

conditions. 

To ensure that environmental protection and mitigation is properly managed during site development the 

following recommendations/actions are identified: 

 Dense barrier plantings are recommended within the setback buffer of the CEF Woodlot between 

the recreational trail and the woodlot limit to limit access and anthropogenic encroachment into the 

natural feature.    

 A combination of custom woodland seed mix and nodal native species plantings (trees, shrubs and 

herbaceous plants) is proposed in buffer zones around the CEF Woodlot.  These plantings will add 

habitat diversity, increase the size of the natural features, increase the effectiveness of the buffer, 

and provide an overall net benefit.  See DVMP Drawing L-1 for details. 

 A community trail through the CEF setback buffer is the only proposed trail on the subject property.  

Trails are not proposed through the CEF Woodlot due to its sensitivity. 

 A Detailed Vegetation Management Plan (DVMP) has been prepared under separate cover (MMM 

2016) to address removal of hazard trees at the interface of the CEF Woodlot and the trail through 

the setback buffer, and the residential lots.  The DVMP also addresses improvement of the habitat 

quality in the edge of the CEF Woodlot, and enhancement plantings within the setback buffer. 
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All of which is respectfully submitted, 

MMM Group Limited 

 

 

Jeff Gross, M. Sc. 

Project Manager / Senior Ecologist, Ecology  

 

 

Robin LeCraw, Ph.D. 

Project Ecologist, Ecology 
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CITY OF CAMBRIDGE CORRESPONDENCE 
 
From: Robin LeCraw [mailto:LeCrawR@mmm.ca]  
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2016 12:19 PM  
To: Jeff Gross; agirolami@branthaven.com; tvanhinte@regionofwaterloo.ca;  
Paul Willms; Kathy Padgett  
Cc: Robin LeCraw  
Subject: Pinebush Road EIS Site Walk - Proposed April 6  
 
Good afternoon,  
 
I am the project ecologist and will be coordinating the ecology aspect of this project for MMM / WSP on behalf of Jeff Gross. 
I’d like to start by arranging a site walk to review the environmental features on site, and provide an opportunity for input 
to the Terms of Reference.  
 
I propose the afternoon of Wednesday April 6th from 1:00pm. If this date is not available for anyone, please let me know 
your availability for that week, between Monday April 4 and Thursday April 7.  
 
The current list of invitees is:  
 
Jeff Gross – Project Manager – MMM / WSP grossj@mmm.ca < mailto:grossj@mmm.ca>  
 
Robin LeCraw – Project Ecologist – MMM / WSP lecrawr@mmm.ca < mailto:lecrawr@mmm.ca>  
 
Anthony Girolami – Project Coordinator – Branthaven Development Corp,  agirolami@branthaven.com  
 
Kathy Padgett – Senior Planner – Environmental, City of Cambridge,  padgettk@cambridge.ca  
 
Paul Willms – Community Services Department, City of Cambridge,  willmsp@cambridge.ca  
 
Tim Van Hinte – Environmental Planner, Region of Waterloo,  tvanhinte@regionofwaterloo.ca 
<mailto:tvanhinte@regionofwaterloo.ca>  
 
As I understand it from the pre-consultation, GRCA did not express any interest in providing comments at this stage as 
there are no regulated features on or near the subject property. Their only concern was to ensure Storm Water 
Management was sufficiently addressed. Tim or Kathy, maybe you can advise if you think GRCA should be invited to 
participate in the site walk?  
 
Thanks, and I look forward to meeting all of you!  
 
Robin  
_________________________  
 
Robin LeCraw, Ph.D.  
Project Ecologist - Fisheries  
MMM Group Limited  
582 Lancaster Street West  
Kitchener, ON, N2K 1M3 Canada  
T +1 519-743-8777 #2256  
F +1 519-743-8778  
lecrawr@mmm.ca <mailto:lecrawr@mmm.ca>  
www.mmmgrouplimited.com <http://www.mmmgrouplimited.com/> |  
www.wspgroup.ca <http://www.wspgroup.ca/>  
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From: Paul Willms  Sent Date: 03/24/2016 12:47 PM  

To: Robin LeCraw Received Date: 03/24/2016 12:49 PM  

CC: Brian Geerts; Cameron McConnell 
 

BCC: 
  

Subject: RE: Pinebush Road EIS Site Walk - Proposed April 6 
  

Hi Robin,  
 
I anticipate with the ongoing ice storm that Forestry may have its hands full at the moment and I wanted to get back to 
you….. please keep me as a placeholder attendee for April 6th (I have a conflict but would make the time) and I’ll confirm 
later whether it will be me or Forestry or if we do not attend and just clarify the scope/EIS piece of the Tree 
Management by email.  
 
You may want to do a doodle poll with this group http://doodle.com/ which will make the “herding of cats” a lot easier 
than you sifting through all of our messages if some of us can’t make the April 6th date and alternative dates start 
flying….  
 
Thanks, have a good weekend  
 
Paul  
 
Tree Management Policies & Guidelines  
 
* A Tree Management Plan will be required and should be a condition on the earliest Planning Application and be 
accompanied by the grading plan.  
* The TMP may be scoped (e.g. large woodlot General Inventory, smaller woodlot and/or open-grown trees Detailed 
Inventory, etc.) and should be discussed further with the City Forester. It is suggested that the proponent may, for 
efficiency purposes, incorporate the Inventory requirements of the TMP&G into an EIS (if required by other  
City Departments, agencies) and not produce two separate documents.  
* It is noted that the large woodlot on the property is proposed to be preserved with an additional buffer. It should be 
confirmed with the City Forester whether this area may be scoped (e.g. no need for General Inventory) and only treated 
through the Tree Protection Zone fencing/plan to be submitted.  
* The northeast portion (no vegetation) of the large woodlot on site should be viewed as a restoration/tree planting area 
especially if the Pinebush MNR-wooded area is proposed to be removed for a road.  
 
 
Paul Willms, Sustainability Planner  
Community Services Department  
City of Cambridge  
50 Dickson Street, Main Floor, PO Box 669  
Cambridge, ON, N1R 5W8  
www.cambridge.ca <http://www.cambridge.ca>  
Tel: (519) 740-4681 ext.4262  
Fax: (519) 740-6566  
TTY: (519) 623-6691  

 
From: LeCraw, Robin [mailto:LeCrawR@mmm.ca]  
Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 3:33 PM  
To: Gross, Jeff; agirolami@branthaven.com; Kathy Padgett;  
tvanhinte@regionofwaterloo.ca; Paul Willms  
Cc: McPhee, Jennifer  
Subject: Date for confirmation of Pinebush Woodlot delineation  
 
Good afternoon all,  
 
Jeff and our botanist, Jenn, will be on site to flag the woodlot delineation for the Core Environmental Feature on the 
Pinebush property next week. We’re hoping to schedule a time to return and walk the boundary with the city and region 
early the following week to confirm the feature delineation.  
 
Monday May 2nd at 3:00 is the preferred time. If that doesn’t work, we can move it to Tuesday May 3rd.  

http://doodle.com/
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Everyone can meet in the same place as last time, in the parking lot in front of the old ‘Smart Set’ store.  
 
Please let me know if the Monday date works for everyone, and I’ll send a set meeting request. If neither of those dates 
work, I may go back to the doodle poll to find a time that week to meet on site.  
 
 
Thanks!  
Robin  
_______________________  
Robin LeCraw, Ph.D.  
Project Ecologist - Fisheries  
Ecology  
MMM Group Limited  
t: 519.743.8777 x2256  
 

 

From: Paul Willms  Sent Date: 03/29/2016 09:01 AM  

To: LeCraw, Robin; Brian Geerts; Cameron McConnell Received Date: 03/29/2016 09:02 AM  

CC: Kathy Padgett 
 

BCC: 
  

Subject: FW: Pinebush Road EIS Site Walk - Revised - morning of April 6 
  

Hi Robin,  
 
I have a meeting in Waterloo at 10 that morning so definitely won’t be able to attend (I’ll decline the Outlook Invitation). 
I’ve copied Kathy on this to keep her in the loop on what CSD/Forestry is contemplating especially with respect to the MNR 
wooded area/LSNA near Pinebush and comments below about City or condo ownership of the woodlot near the Hwy  
401.  
 
I’ve forwarded this to Brian and Cam in Forestry in the hopes that one of them can make it (could you forward the Outlook 
invitation to them?) and/or get back to you on the scope of the Tree Management component of the EIS work if they can’t 
attend. The preconsultation comments had a suggestion that Forestry to get back to you on the scope which included the 
following in summary:  
 
1. the TMP work be done early together with the EIS;  
 
2. The “back woodlot” may be scoped to General Inventory only with maybe only the edge trees going to Detailed 
Inventory (TPZ established along the edge) – it is still not decided whether or not this woodlot would be a block and come 
into City ownership or remain as a common element in the future condo development;  
 
3. The MNR Wooded Area close to Pinebush could go straight to Detailed.  
 
4. any other open grown trees outside of the two areas above be captured in Detailed inventory  
 
5. the actual TMP (complete with Tree Protection Zones, removals, retained, etc.) may be able to be completed as part of 
the EIS given what we roughly know about the concept plan and development footprint (e.g. back woodlot to be retained, 
MNR wooded area to be removed for access/development)  
 
 
Thanks  
 
Paul  
 
 
Paul Willms, Sustainability Planner  
Community Services Department  
City of Cambridge  
50 Dickson Street, Main Floor, PO Box 669  
Cambridge, ON, N1R 5W8  
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www.cambridge.ca <http://www.cambridge.ca>  
Tel: (519) 740-4681 ext.4262  
Fax: (519) 740-6566  
TTY: (519) 623-6691  

 
 
 
From: LeCraw, Robin [mailto:LeCrawR@mmm.ca]  
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 9:57 AM  
To: padgettk@cambridge.ca; Tim Van Hinte  
Cc: Gross, Jeff; agirolami@branthaven.com  
Subject: 30 Pinebush Road_Scoped EIS_Draft Terms of Reference  
 
Good morning,  
 
Please find attached the draft Terms of Reference for the scoped EIS at 30 Pinebush Road for review and comment. These 
Terms of Reference incorporate input from the pre-consultation meeting, and the April 6th site walk.  
 
Please review at your earliest convenience, and address all questions and comments to Jeff Gross. Please also cc myself, 
and Anthony Girolami on all correspondence. The Terms of Reference will be finalized after addressing any comments from 
the City and Region.  
 
Thank you very much.  
 
Robin  
 
_________________________  
Robin LeCraw, Ph.D.  
Project Ecologist - Fisheries  
MMM Group Limited  
582 Lancaster Street West  
Kitchener, ON, N2K 1M3 Canada  
T +1 519-743-8777 #2256  
F +1 519-743-8778  
lecrawr@mmm.ca <mailto:lecrawr@mmm.ca>  
www.mmmgrouplimited.com <http://www.mmmgrouplimited.com/> |  
www.wspgroup.ca <http://www.wspgroup.ca/>  

 

From: Kathy Padgett  Sent Date: 04/29/2016 01:13 PM  

To: Tim Van Hinte; LeCraw, Robin Received Date: 04/29/2016 01:13 PM  

CC: Gross, Jeff; agirolami@branthaven.com 
 

BCC: 
  

Subject: RE: 30 Pinebush Road_Scoped EIS_Draft Terms of Reference 
  

Good afternoon Robin,  
 
 
I have no additional comments on the Terms of Reference.  
 
 
Thanks,  
 
Kathy  

 
 
 
 
 

mailto:agirolami@branthaven.com
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From: LeCraw, Robin [mailto:LeCrawR@mmm.ca]  
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2016 2:30 PM  
To: agirolami@branthaven.com; Tim Van Hinte; padgettk@cambridge.ca  
Cc: Gross, Jeff  
Subject: 30 Pinebush Road Scoped EIS - Final Terms of Reference  
 
Good afternoon,  
 
Please find attached the Final Terms of Reference for the Pinebush Road Scoped EIS. This update incorporates verbal and 
written comments received from the Region and City (Tim and Kathy) during site walks and comments on the previously 
circulated Draft TOR.  
 
Thank you for your input.  
 
Robin 
 

From: LeCrawR  Sent Date: 06/01/2016 12:41 PM  

To: springv@cambridge.ca Received Date: 06/01/2016 12:41 PM  

CC: Gross, Jeff 
 

BCC: 
  

Subject: Hespeler Road Secondary Plan 
  

Hello Valerie,  
 
This is just a follow up to the voicemail I left you on May 26th regarding the status of the Hespeler Road Secondary plan. I 
am an ecologist with WSP / MMM Group and am involved in an environmental impact study for a property on Pinebush 
Road in Cambridge. A comment was made at the pre-consultation meeting for development of this property that the area 
falls within the Hespeler Road Secondary Plan area, which was expected to be completed in 2017.  
 
I was hoping you could provide some information on the status and expected completion date of the Secondary Plan, and 
if there would be a draft available for us to view at any point. Including the information in the Secondary Plan in our EIS 
would greatly improve the depth and accuracy of our study.  
 
Thank you, and I look forward to hearing from you either by email or at the phone number below.  
 
Cheers  
Robin  
________________________  
Robin LeCraw, Ph.D.  
Project Ecologist - Fisheries  
MMM Group Limited  
582 Lancaster Street West  
Kitchener, ON, N2K 1M3 Canada  
T +1 519-743-8777 #2256  
F +1 519-743-8778  
lecrawr@mmm.ca <mailto:lecrawr@mmm.ca>  
www.mmmgrouplimited.com <http://www.mmmgrouplimited.com/> |  
www.wspgroup.ca <http://www.wspgroup.ca/>  

 
[No Response from City re: Hespeler Secondary Plan] 
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REGION OF WATERLOO CORRESPONDENCE 
 
From: Robin LeCraw [mailto:LeCrawR@mmm.ca]  
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2016 12:19 PM  
To: Jeff Gross; agirolami@branthaven.com; Tim Van Hinte;  
willmsp@cambridge.ca; padgettk@cambridge.ca  
Cc: Robin LeCraw  
Subject: Pinebush Road EIS Site Walk - Proposed April 6  
 
Good afternoon,  
 
I am the project ecologist and will be coordinating the ecology aspect of this project for MMM / WSP on behalf of Jeff Gross. 
I’d like to start by arranging a site walk to review the environmental features on site, and provide an opportunity for input 
to the Terms of Reference.  
 
I propose the afternoon of Wednesday April 6th from 1:00pm. If this date is not available for anyone, please let me know 
your availability for that week, between Monday April 4 and Thursday April 7.  
 
The current list of invitees is:  
 
Jeff Gross – Project Manager – MMM / WSP grossj@mmm.ca  
 
Robin LeCraw – Project Ecologist – MMM / WSP lecrawr@mmm.ca  
 
Anthony Girolami – Project Coordinator – Branthaven Development Corp, agirolami@branthaven.com  
 
Kathy Padgett – Senior Planner – Environmental, City of Cambridge, padgettk@cambridge.ca  
 
Paul Willms – Community Services Department, City of Cambridge, willmsp@cambridge.ca  
 
Tim Van Hinte – Environmental Planner, Region of Waterloo, tvanhinte@regionofwaterloo.ca  
 
As I understand it from the pre-consultation, GRCA did not express any interest in providing comments at this stage as 
there are no regulated features on or near the subject property. Their only concern was to ensure Storm Water 
Management was sufficiently addressed. Tim or Kathy, maybe you can advise if you think GRCA should be invited to 
participate in the site walk?  
 
Thanks, and I look forward to meeting all of you!  
 
Robin  
_________________________  
Robin LeCraw, Ph.D.  
Project Ecologist - Fisheries  
MMM Group Limited  
582 Lancaster Street West  
Kitchener, ON, N2K 1M3 Canada  
T +1 519-743-8777 #2256  
F +1 519-743-8778  
lecrawr@mmm.ca <mailto:lecrawr@mmm.ca>  
www.mmmgrouplimited.com <http://www.mmmgrouplimited.com/> |  
www.wspgroup.ca <http://www.wspgroup.ca/>  
 

From: Tim Van Hinte  Sent Date: 03/24/2016 01:41 PM  

To: Robin LeCraw; Jeff Gross; agirolami@branthaven.com; 
willmsp@cambridge.ca; padgettk@cambridge.ca 

Received Date: 03/24/2016 01:42 PM  

CC: 
  

BCC: 
  

Subject: RE: Pinebush Road EIS Site Walk - Proposed April 6 
  

Thanks Robin – I don’t think GRCA would need to be involved at this point but you can always ask maybe Amaraine Lavan 
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who I believe is doing Cambridge right now.  
 
Tim  

 
From: LeCraw, Robin [mailto:LeCrawR@mmm.ca]  
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 9:57 AM  
To: padgettk@cambridge.ca; Tim Van Hinte  
Cc: Gross, Jeff; agirolami@branthaven.com  
Subject: 30 Pinebush Road_Scoped EIS_Draft Terms of Reference  
 
Good morning,  
 
Please find attached the draft Terms of Reference for the scoped EIS at 30 Pinebush Road for review and comment. These 
Terms of Reference incorporate input from the pre-consultation meeting, and the April 6th site walk.  
 
Please review at your earliest convenience, and address all questions and comments to Jeff Gross. Please also cc myself, 
and Anthony Girolami on all correspondence. The Terms of Reference will be finalized after addressing any comments from 
the City and Region.  
 
Thank you very much.  
 
Robin  
________________________  
Robin LeCraw, Ph.D.  
Project Ecologist - Fisheries  
MMM Group Limited  
582 Lancaster Street West  
Kitchener, ON, N2K 1M3 Canada  
T +1 519-743-8777 #2256  
F +1 519-743-8778  
lecrawr@mmm.ca <mailto:lecrawr@mmm.ca>  
www.mmmgrouplimited.com <http://www.mmmgrouplimited.com/> |  
www.wspgroup.ca <http://www.wspgroup.ca/> 
 

From: Tim Van Hinte  Sent Date: 04/27/2016 09:16 AM  

To: LeCraw, Robin; padgettk@cambridge.ca Received Date: 04/27/2016 09:16 AM  

CC: Gross, Jeff; agirolami@branthaven.com 
 

BCC: 
  

Subject: RE: 30 Pinebush Road_Scoped EIS_Draft Terms of Reference 
  

Good morning Robin:  
 
Thanks for circulating – I have reviewed the ToR and have the following comments for your consideration:  
 
Page 1 (Paragraph 2) – The most recent Regional air photo indicates that the LSNA still existed in the spring of 2015. 
Please incorporate the most up-to-date aerial photography. Should you wish to obtain the regional 2015 air photo, please 
contact Chris Rumig, Information Technology Services at 519-575-4830 or crumig@regionofwaterloo.ca.  
 
Page 2 (Background Review) – As mentioned above, please include a review of aerial photography from 1945-2015 at 
various intervals. This is typically included in WSP/MMM Group studies and it is much appreciated.  
 
Page 2 (Woodland delineation) – Delineation must be in accordance with the Regional Official Plan and Greenlands 
Network Implementation Guideline.  
 
Page 3 (Regional EEAC) – Please note that Regional staff do not require EEAC review of this file.  
 
Thanks and see you next week,  
 
Tim  

 

mailto:agirolami@branthaven.com
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From: LeCraw, Robin [mailto:LeCrawR@mmm.ca]  
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2016 2:30 PM  
To: agirolami@branthaven.com; Tim Van Hinte; padgettk@cambridge.ca  
Cc: Gross, Jeff  
Subject: 30 Pinebush Road Scoped EIS - Final Terms of Reference  
 
 
Good afternoon,  
 
Please find attached the Final Terms of Reference for the Pinebush Road Scoped EIS. This update incorporates verbal and 
written comments received from the Region and City (Tim and Kathy) during site walks and comments on the previously 
circulated Draft TOR.  
 
Thank you for your input.  
 
Robin 
 
 

From: Tim Van Hinte  Sent Date: 05/19/2016 08:38 AM  

To: LeCraw, Robin; agirolami@branthaven.com; 
padgettk@cambridge.ca 

Received Date: 05/19/2016 08:39 AM  

CC: Gross, Jeff 
 

BCC: 
  

Subject: RE: 30 Pinebush Road Scoped EIS - Final Terms of Reference 
  

Thanks Robin – no changes from me.  
 
Tim  

 

From: Chris Rumig  Sent Date: 06/07/2016 11:39 AM  

To: LeCraw, Robin Received Date: 06/07/2016 11:39 AM  

CC: Gross, Jeff; Thuss, Laurie; Tim Van Hinte 
 

BCC: 
  

Subject: RE: Regional Aerial photos - Pinebush Road Cambridge 
  

Hi Robin,  
 
I’ve posted imagery for the following years on our ftp server (2015, 2014, 2010, 2006, 2003, 2000, and 1990). You can 
download the images by clicking on the following link: [REDACTED] 
 
Regards,  
 
Chris Rumig | GIS Analyst – Information Technology Services | Region of Waterloo  
150 Frederick St, 5th Floor | Kitchener, ON N2G 4J3 | ( 519.575.4830 |  
* mailto:crumig@regionofwaterloo.ca <mailto:crumig@regionofwaterloo.ca>  
|7 519.575.4562 | www.regionofwaterloo.ca  
 
 
 
From: LeCraw, Robin [mailto:LeCrawR@mmm.ca]  
Sent: Tuesday, June 07, 2016 10:25 AM  
To: Chris Rumig  
Cc: Gross, Jeff; Thuss, Laurie  
Subject: RE: Regional Aerial photos - Pinebush Road Cambridge  
 
Hi Chris,  
 
If georeferenced .tif files are available, those would be preferable.  
Thank you  
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Robin  
_________________________  
Robin LeCraw, Ph.D.  
Project Ecologist - Fisheries  
Ecology  
MMM Group Limited  
t: 519.743.8777 x2256  
 
From: Chris Rumig [mailto:Crumig@regionofwaterloo.ca]  
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2016 11:16 AM  
To: LeCraw, Robin  
Cc: Gross, Jeff; Thuss, Laurie  
Subject: RE: Regional Aerial photos - Pinebush Road Cambridge  
 
Hi Robin,  
 
Do you require actual .Tif images or is a pdf map of the subject property with varying years of imagery used as a basemap 
work?  
 
Chris Rumig | GIS Analyst – Information Technology Services | Region of Waterloo  
150 Frederick St, 5th Floor | Kitchener, ON N2G 4J3 | ( 519.575.4830 |  
* mailto:crumig@regionofwaterloo.ca <mailto:crumig@regionofwaterloo.ca>  
|7 519.575.4562 | www.regionofwaterloo.ca  
 
 
  
From: LeCraw, Robin [mailto:LeCrawR@mmm.ca]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 01, 2016 11:59 AM  
To: Chris Rumig  
Cc: Gross, Jeff; Thuss, Laurie  
Subject: Regional Aerial photos - Pinebush Road Cambridge  
 
Hello Chris,  
 
I am an ecologist with WSP / MMM Group currently working on an environmental impact study for a property at 30 
Pinebush Road in Cambridge. Tim Van Hinte directed me to you to obtain the most recent (2015?) regional aerial photo of 
the area including the property. If available, it would also be useful to obtain any historical aerial photos of the area.  
 
I’ve attached a figure showing the location of the subject property, as well as Tim’s email outlining his request for 
inclusion of the recent and historical aerials in the EIS, for your reference.  
 
Can you please let me know if we can obtain the regional aerial photos from you?  
 
Thank you very much.  
 
Robin  
________________________  
Robin LeCraw, Ph.D.  
Project Ecologist - Fisheries  
MMM Group Limited  
582 Lancaster Street West  
Kitchener, ON, N2K 1M3 Canada  
T +1 519-743-8777 #2256  
F +1 519-743-8778  
lecrawr@mmm.ca <mailto:lecrawr@mmm.ca>  
www.mmmgrouplimited.com <http://www.mmmgrouplimited.com/> |  
www.wspgroup.ca <http://www.wspgroup.ca/>  

MNRF CORRESPONDENCE 
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From: LeCraw, Robin  Sent Date: 07/06/2016 04:16 PM  

To: graham.buck@ontario.ca Received Date: 07/06/2016 04:16 PM  

CC: Gross, Jeff 
 

BCC: 
  

Subject: SAR information request - Pinebush Road Cambridge 
 

 

  

Hello Graham,  
 
We are conducting an EIS on a property at 30 Pinebush Road in Cambridge (Site map attached). There is a small woodlot 
in the northeast corner of the property, and the rest is currently open agriculture surrounded by commercial and industrial 
properties.  
 
From a preliminary search of NHIC, we have found 2 historical records of SAR on the property and one restricted species:  
 
· Cerulean Warbler (1900)  
· False Hop Sedge (1902)  
· RESTRICTED SPECIES (1904)  
 
We have a table of potential SAR for Waterloo Region provided by MNRF Guelph in 2014, which will be evaluated against 
the habitat conditions on the site.  
 
If you have any more current information on the potential for SAR to occur on this site (or any other sensitive features of 
interest to the MNRF), could you please provide?  
 
Thank you for your help!  
 
Robin  
________________________  
 
Robin LeCraw, Ph.D.  
Project Ecologist - Fisheries  
MMM Group Limited  
582 Lancaster Street West  
Kitchener, ON, N2K 1M3 Canada  
T +1 519-743-8777 #2256  
F +1 519-743-8778  
lecrawr@mmm.ca <mailto:lecrawr@mmm.ca>  
www.mmmgrouplimited.com <http://www.mmmgrouplimited.com/> |  
www.wspgroup.ca <http://www.wspgroup.ca/>  
 

 

From: LeCraw, Robin  Sent Date: 08/03/2016 12:29 PM  

To: Thompson, Melinda (MNR) (Melinda.Thompson@ontario.ca) Received Date: 08/03/2016 12:29 PM  

CC: graham.buck@ontario.ca; Gross, Jeff 
 

BCC: 
  

Subject: FW: SAR information request - Pinebush Road Cambridge 
 

 

  

Hello Melinda,  
 
This is a follow up to an information request regarding a property on Pinebush Road in Cambridge, that I originally sent to 
Graham on July 6th. Since then, I believe he has been forwarding information requests within Wellington County to you, 
so I thought I would send this your way as well.  
 
If you have any SAR, wildlife, or sensitive habitat information as outlined below and in the attached figure for the property 
in question, it would be much appreciated.  
 

mailto:graham.buck@ontario.ca
javascript:showAttachmentsDialog()
javascript:showAttachmentsDialog()
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Thank you  
Robin  
 
_________________________  
Robin LeCraw, Ph.D.  
Project Ecologist - Fisheries  
Ecology  
MMM Group Limited  
t: 519.743.8777 x2256  

 
From: Buck, Graham [mailto:Graham.Buck@ontario.ca]  
Sent: August-16-16 2:56 PM 
To: LeCraw, Robin 
Cc:  
Subject: RE: SAR information request - Pinebush Road Cambridge 

 
Hello Robin, 
 
The restricted record from 1902 is [REDACTED]6. I do not have any additional 
information for this property.  
 
Graham 
 
Graham Buck 
Management Biologist 
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry 
Guelph District 
1 Stone Road West Guelph ON 
N1G 4Y2 
519 826 4505 
graham.buck@ontario.ca 

 

                                                           
6
 Note that restricted records are not permitted to be published, and are provided to qualified professionals only 

for use in environmental analysis. This record has been considered in all SAR and natural environment 
assessments. 

mailto:graham.buck@ontario.ca
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Appendix B. Project Chronology, Pinebush Development 

Date MMM Staff  

Level of 
Effort 
(total person 
hours) 

Task Description Focus 

April 6, 2016 

RL, JG + 
City and 
Region Staff, 
Branthaven 

2 
Site Walk: Consultation with City and Region 

staff, input to Terms of Reference 
Agency 
Consultation 

April 13, 2016 RL 0.5 
Reconnaissance: Site and hydrologic 

conditions following snow-melt 
General 

April 28, 2016 JM, JG 8 Field Survey: Woodlot dripline delineation Vegetation 

May 3, 2016 

JM, JG, RL + 
City and 
Region Staff, 
Branthaven 

9 

Site Walk: Confirmation of woodlot dripline 

limit by City and Region staff; Survey of 
dripline 
Field Survey: Spring botanical inventory and 

ELC survey 

Vegetation 

May 30, 2016 MD 2.5 

Field Survey: Breeding Bird Survey visit #1, 

General wildlife habitat survey and tree 
cavity survey 

Wildlife 

June 30, 2016 MD 2.0 
Field Survey: Breeding Bird Survey visit #2, 

General wildlife habitat 
Wildlife 

July 22, 2016 JM 5 
Field Survey: Summer botanical inventory 

and ELC survey; Cavity tree survey 
Vegetation; 
Wildlife 

August 25, 
2016 

JM 2 Field Survey: Butternut Health Assessment Botanical SAR 
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Project No:  33166507 

Figure No:  C.1 
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Southwest Corner of Property, looking south.   

Location of formerly larger woodlot (up to 2013), 

and Locally Significant Natural Area (City of  

Cambridge) - April 13, 2016 

Southwest corner of property looking southwest.  

Close up of former woodlot. - April 13, 2016 

Centre of subject property from southwest corner 

looking northeast.  Significant woodland / Core  

Environmental Feature (Region of Waterloo) visible 

at top right. - April  23, 2016 

Center of property and CEF Woodlot from north-

west edge of property - July 22, 2016 

Western edge of CEF Woodlot from Western edge  

of property, looking northeast. - July 22, 2016  

Meadow Marsh area at western edge of CEF Wood-

lot - July 22, 2016  

Northwest area of property from southwest corner  

of CEF woodlot. - July 22, 2016  

Southeast area of property from southwest corner  

of CEF woodlot. - July 22, 2016  
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Project No:  33166507 

Figure No:  C.1 

Pinebush Scoped EIS  
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Unit 1 - July 22, 2016 Unit 2a - July 22, 2016 Unit 2b - July 22, 2016 Unit 3 - July 22, 2016 

Unit 4a - July 22, 2016 Unit 4b - July 22, 2016 Agricultural field near Unit 4a - May 03, 2016 Cavity tree (located within Unit 2a) - July 22, 2016 



 

 

 

APPENDIX D: Agency Site Walk Notes 
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FIELDWORK SUMMARY 

Project No.:  3316507 
Project 
Name: 

Pinebush Drive EIS 

Surveyor(s): JM, JG, RL Survey Type:  
Woodland Delineation Agency Site 
Walk 

Date(s) of Fieldwork:  May 03, 2016 

Coverage (Units / Crossings):  NE woodlot 

Survey Constraints:   

Key Findings:  

 

In attendance: Kathy Padgett (KP) planner from the City of Cambridge; Tim Van Hinte (TVH) planner 

from the Region of Waterloo; Anthony Girolami (AG) project coordinator from Branthaven; Brian 

Buisman (BB) surveyor from Van Harten; Robin LeCraw (RL), Jenn McPhee (JM) and Jeff Gross (JG) 

from MMM. 

General: 

 JG and JM provided an overview of the CEF delineation process and rationale for preliminary 

limit, as flagged 

 Entire pre-flagged limit was walked and confirmed by City / Region, with minor revisions 

 Confirmed limit was surveyed 4 Butternut trees 

 TVH suggested that the exclusion of the south east projection of trees be briefly summarized 

 TVH suggested that the Buckthorn be cut and sprayed once prior to planting of native 

understory trees 

 TVH suggested that a similar justification be used for the south west corner exclusion as the 

Hallman Strasburg project 

 TVH suggested that a brief justification is given as to why the “Wet lands” are not included in 

the delineation 

 Hazard trees are to be removed after the staking is finalized 

 Planting and pruning in the understory of the plantation in the north west corner is suggested 

o LA’s to suggest how far up the slope/ into the forest should be pruned 

o The region’s forester is available to help / discuss the thinning and planting  

o Zone of different planting types worked well in the past 

o Exclusion plantings were suggested 

 TVH suggested that a woodland feature trail (1.8 m wide) can be placed within the 10 m buffer 

area (as close to the back of the lot as possible) to act as a deterrent for dumping 

 Lots of garbage dumped in the central portion of the woodlot 
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 Wildlife recorded incidentally: Brown Thrasher, Killdeer, Mourning Cloak, Chickadee, 

Honeybee, many small woodland snails 

 

Additional Plant Species observed 

Trees: Common Hackberry, Blue-beech, Basswood, White Mulberry 

Shrubs: Ribes sp., Riverbank Grape 

Ground Cover: Stinging Nettle, White Bedstraw, Canada Mayflower, Jack-in-the-pulpit, Early Meadow-

rue, Stork’s Bill, Fringed Loosestrife, Wild Cucumber 

Process Checklist: 

☒ Field Sheets / Maps Scanned  

☒ H&S Tailgate Form Submitted 

☒ Field Chronology Entry Completed 

☒ Photos Downloaded and Saved 

Prepared By: Jennifer McPhee Checked By: Robin LeCraw 

Submitted To: Jeff Gross CC’d:  



 

 

 

APPENDIX E: Vegetation and Flora 



Table E.1. Vascular Plant List, Pinebush Development 
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Manitoba Maple Acer negundo ACERACEAE 0 -2 X G5 S5           N X       X X   X 

Sugar Maple Acer saccharum var. saccharum ACERACEAE 4 3   G5T5 S5           N   X X X X X     

White Baneberry Actaea pachypoda RANUNCULACEAE 6 5   G5 S5           N   X       X     

Red Baneberry Actaea rubra RANUNCULACEAE 5 5   G5 S5           N   X   X X X     

Hybrid Baneberry Actaea ×ludovici RANUNCULACEAE 6 5   GNA S1?           N       X   X     

Garlic Mustard Alliaria petiolata BRASSICACEAE * 0   GNR SNA           I X X X   X X X X 

Serviceberry Species Amelanchier sp.  ROSACEAE       G5 S5                       X     

Tall Thimbleweed Anemone virginiana var. virginiana RANUNCULACEAE 4 5   G5T5 S5           N             X   

Lesser Burdock Arctium  minus  ASTERACEAE * 5   GNR SNA           I         X       

Jack-in-the-pulpit Arisaema triphyllum ssp. triphyllum ARACEAE 5 -2 X G5T5 S5           N       X X X     

Asparagus Asparagus officinalis LILIACEAE * 3   G5? SNA           I       X         

Yellow Birch Betula alleghaniensis BETULACEAE 6 0 X G5 S5           N         X X     

Twoleaf Toothwort Cardamine diphylla BRASSICACEAE 7 5   G5 S5           N   X       X     

Hairy Bitter-cress Cardamine hirsuta BRASSICACEAE * 3   GNR SNA           I X               

Pennsylvania Sedge Carex pensylvanica CYPERACEAE 5 5   G5 S5           N   X X X   X     

American Hornbeam Carpinus caroliniana ssp. virginiana BETULACEAE 6 0 X G5T5 S5           N     X           

Shagbark Hickory Carya ovata JUGLANDACEAE 6 3 X G5 S5           N   X X X         

Giant Blue Cohosh  Caulophyllum giganteum  BERBERIDACEAE       G4G5Q S4?           N   X       X     

Common Hackberry Celtis occidentalis ULMACEAE 8 1   G5 S4         W* N   X X X         

Spotted Star-thistle Centaurea biebersteinii ASTERACEAE * 5   GNR SNA           I             X   

Greater Celadine Chelidonium majus PAPAVERACEAE * 5   GNR SNA           I         X       

Chicory Cichorium intybus ASTERACEAE * 5   GNR SNA           I       X         

Enchanter's Nightshade Circaea lutetiana ssp. canadensis ONAGRACEAE 3 3   G5T5 S5           N X     X X X X   

Bull Thistle Cirsium vulgare ASTERACEAE * 4   GNR SNA           I X               

Alternate-leaf Dogwood Cornus alternifolia CORNACEAE 6 5   G5 S5           N   X X X X X X   

Crown-vetch Coronilla varia FABACEAE * 5   GNR SNA           I X     X         

Bulblet Fern Cystopteris bulbifera DRYOPTERIDACEAE 5 -2 X G5 S5           N           X     

Queen Anne's Lace Daucus carota  APIACEAE * 5   GNR SNA           I       X         

Deptford-pink Dianthus armeria CARYOPHYLLACEAE * 5   GNR SNA           I             X   

Spinulose Wood Fern Dryopteris carthusiana DRYOPTERIDACEAE 5 -2 X G5 S5           N           X     

Crested Wood Fern Dryopteris cristata DRYOPTERIDACEAE 7 -5 X G5 S5           N           X     

Wild Mock-cucumber Echinocystis lobata CUCURBITACEAE 3 -2 X G5 S5           N                 

Beechdrops Epifagus virginiana OROBANCHACEAE 6 5   G5 S5           N     X           

Eastern Helleborine Epipactis helleborine ORCHIDACEAE * 5   GNRS SNA           I           X     

Yellow Trout-lily Erythronium americanum ssp. americanum LILIACEAE 5 5   G5T5 S5           N   X X X X X   X 

Flat-top Goldenrod  Euthamia graminifolia ASTERACEAE 2 -2   G5 S5           N       X         

American Beech Fagus grandifolia FAGACEAE 6 3   G5 S4           N   X X X   X     

Glossy Buckthorn Frangula alnus RHAMNACEAE * -1 X GNR SNA           I X X   X         
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White Ash Fraxinus americana OLEACEAE 4 3   G5 S5           N X X X X X X X X 

Green Ash Fraxinus pennsylvanica OLEACEAE 3 -3 X G5 S5           N         X       

Herb-robert Geranium robertianum GERANIACEAE * 5   G5 SNA           I   X             

White Avens Geum canadense ROSACEAE 3 0 X G5 S5           N       X X   X X 

Round-lobed Hepatica Hepatica nobilis var. obtusa RANUNCULACEAE 6 5   G5T5 S5           N   X X           

Dame's Rocket Hesperis matronalis BRASSICACEAE * 5   G4G5 SNA           I         X X     

Virginia Waterleaf Hydrophyllum virginianum HYDROPHYLLACEAE 6 -2   G5 S5           N           X     

 St. John's-wort Hypericum perforatum CLUSIACEAE * 5   GNR SNA           I       X         

Spotted Jewelweed Impatiens capensis BALSAMINACEAE 4 -3 X G5 S5           N         X X     

Butternut Juglans cinerea JUGLANDACEAE 6 2   G4 S3? END END END 1   N       X   X     

Eastern Red Cedar Juniperus virginiana CUPRESSACEAE 4 3   G5 S5           N X     X         

Common Motherwort Leonurus cardiaca ssp. cardiaca LAMIACEAE * 5   GNRTNR SNA           I       X       X 

European Privet Ligustrum vulgare OLEACEAE * 1   GNR SNA           I           X     

Morrow's Honeysuckle Lonicera morrowii CAPRIFOLIACEAE *     GNR SNA           I X             X 

Tartarian Honeysuckle Lonicera tatarica CAPRIFOLIACEAE * 3   GNR SNA           I X X X     X X   

Fringed Loosestrife Lysimachia ciliata PRIMULACEAE 4 -3 X G5 S5           N           X     

Wild-lily-of-the-valley Maianthemum canadense LILIACEAE 5 0   G5 S5           N     X X   X     

False Solomon's Seal Maianthemum racemosum  LILIACEAE 4 3   G5T5 S5           N   X   X         

Starry False Solomon's Seal Maianthemum stellatum LILIACEAE 6 1   G5 S5           N   X X     X     

White Mulberry Morus alba MORACEAE * 0   GNR SNA           I X         X     

Eastern Hop-hornbeam Ostrya virginiana BETULACEAE 4 4   G5 S5           N     X X         

Virginia Creeper Parthenocissus quinquefolia VITACEAE 6 1   G5 S4?         W+ N X           X   

Thicket Creeper Parthenocissus vitacea VITACEAE       G5 S5           N   X X   X   X   

Red Pine Pinus resinosa PINACEAE 8 3   G5 S5           I X     X     X X 

Scotch Pine Pinus sylvestris PINACEAE * 5   GNR SNA           I X     X     X X 

Woods Bluegrass Poa nemoralis POACEAE * 0   G5 SNA           I       X         

Mayapple Podophyllum peltatum BERBERIDACEAE 5 3   G5 S5           N   X       X     

Quaking Aspen Populus tremuloides SALICACEAE 2 0   G5 S5           N       X X       

Wild Black Cherry Prunus serotina ROSACEAE 3 3   G5 S5           N   X   X   X     

Choke Cherry Prunus virginiana var. virginiana ROSACEAE 2 1   G5T5 S5           N X X X X     X   

White Oak Quercus alba FAGACEAE 6 3   G5 S5           N     X X         

Northern Red Oak Quercus rubra FAGACEAE 6 3   G5 S5           N   X X X         

Common Buckthorn Rhamnus cathartica RHAMNACEAE * 3 X GNR SNA           I X X X X X X X X 

Staghorn Sumac Rhus typhina ANACARDIACEAE 1 5   G5 S5           N X X   X     X   

Prickly Gooseberry Ribes cynosbati GROSSULARIACEAE 4 5   G5 S5           N   X             

Northern Red Currant Ribes rubrum GROSSULARIACEAE * 5 X G4G5 SNA           I         X X     

Dwarf Raspberry Rubus pubescens ROSACEAE 4 -4 X G5 S5           N           X     

Common Elderberry Sambucus nigra ssp. canadensis CAPRIFOLIACEAE 5 -2 X G5 S5           N       X   X     

Bloodroot Sanguinaria canadensis PAPAVERACEAE 5 4   G5 S5           N X X       X     

Tall Goldenrod Solidago altissima ASTERACEAE 1 3   G5 S5           N X           X   
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Bluestem Goldenrod Solidago caesia ASTERACEAE 5 3   G5 S5           N   X   X         

Common Lilac Syringa vulgaris OLEACEAE * 5   GNR SNA           I             X   

New England Aster Symphyotrichum novae-angliae ASTERACEAE 2 -3   G5 S5           N         X X   X 

White Heath Aster Symphyotrichum pilosum var. pilosum ASTERACEAE 4 2   G5T5 S5           N X     X     X X 

Panicled Aster Symphyotrichum lanceolatum ASTERACEAE     X  G5T5 S5           N X     X     X X 

Early Meadowrue Thalictrum dioicum RANUNCULACEAE 5 2   G5 S5           N   X             

Windflower Thalictrum thalictroides RANUNCULACEAE 8 5   G5 S3         W N   X X           

Northern White Cedar Thuja occidentalis CUPRESSACEAE 4 -3 X G5 S5           N           X     

American Basswood Tilia americana TILIACEAE 4 3   G5 S5           N   X   X   X     

Northern Poison Ivy Toxicodendron rydbergii ANACARDIACEAE 0 0   G5 S5           N X X X X     X   

Large-flower Trillium Trillium grandiflorum LILIACEAE 5 5   G5 S5           N   X X     X     

Slippery Elm Ulmus rubra ULMACEAE 6 0   G5 S5           N         X       

American Elm Ulmus americana ULMACEAE 3 -2 X G5? S5           N       X X X   X 

Large-flowered Bellwort Uvularia grandiflora LILIACEAE 6 5   G5 S5           N   X             

Gypsy-weed Veronica officinalis SCROPHULARIACEAE * 5   G5 SNA           I                 

Riverbank Grape Vitis riparia VITACEAE 0 -2   G5 S5           N X     X   X X X 

 

 

McPheeJ
Text Box
Scoped Environmental Impact Study                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                November 2016Development –Pinebush Road, Cambridge, ON 

McPheeJ
Text Box
MMM Group Limited  |  3316507                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 Page E-3 



 

 

Legend 
 
1
Coefficient of Conservatism and Coefficient of Wetness (Oldham et al.1995). 

CC = Coefficient of Conservatism.  Rank of 0 to 10 based on degree of fidelity to a range of synecological parameters: (0-3) Taxa found in a variety of 
communities; (4-6) Taxa typically associated with a specific community but tolerate moderate disturbance; (7-8) Taxa associated with a community in 
an advanced successional stage that has undergone minor disturbance; (9-10) Taxa with a high fidelity to a narrow range of synecological parameters. 
CW = Coefficient of Wetness. -Value between 5 & –5. A value of –5 is assigned to Obligate Wetland (OBL), 5 to Obligate Upland (UPL), with 
intermediate values assigned to the remaining categories.  

 
2
G-Rank (global) 

Global ranks are assigned by a consensus of the network of Conservation Data Centres (CDCs), scientific experts, and the Nature Conservancy to 
designate a rarity rank based on the range-wide status of a species, subspecies, or variety. (Global Status from MNRF Biodiversity Explorer ) 
G1 Extremely rare—usually 5 or fewer occurrences in the overall range or very few remaining individuals; or because of some factor(s) making it 
especially vulnerable to extinction. 
G2 Very rare—usually between 5 and 20 occurrences in the overall range or with many individuals in fewer occurrences; or because of some factor(s) 
making it vulnerable to extinction. 
G3 Rare to uncommon—usually between 20 and 100 occurrences; may have fewer occurrences, but with a large number of individuals in some 
populations; may be susceptible to large-scale disturbances. 
G4 Common—usually more than 100 occurrences; usually not susceptible to immediate threats. 
G5 Very common—demonstrably secure under present conditions. 
 
G#G# - Range Rank – A numeric range rank (e.g., G2G3, G1G3) is used to indicate the range of uncertainty about the exact status of a taxon or 
ecosystem type. Ranges cannot skip more than two ranks (e.g., GU should be used rather than G1G4). 
GU – Unrankable - Currently unrankable due to lack of information or due to substantially conflicting information about status or trends. NOTE: 
Whenever possible (when the range of uncertainty is three consecutive ranks or less), a range rank (e.g., G2G3) should be used to delineate the limits 
(range) of uncertainty. 
GNR – Unranked – Global rank not yet assessed 
GNA – Not Applicable – A conservation status rank is not applicable because the species is not a suitable target for conservation activities.  
? - Inexact Numeric Rank—Denotes inexact numeric rank; this should not be used with any of the Variant Global Conservation Status Ranks or GX or 
GH. 
 
3
S-Ranks (provincial) 

Provincial (or Subnational) ranks are used by the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) to set protection priorities for rare species and natural 
communities. These ranks are not legal designations. Provincial ranks are assigned in a manner similar to that described for global ranks, but consider 
only those factors within the political boundaries of Ontario.  (Provincial Status from MNRF Biodiversity Explorer updated periodically) 
 
S1 Critically Imperiled—Critically imperiled in the nation or state/province because of extreme rarity (often 5 or fewer occurrences) or because of some 
factor(s) such as very steep declines making it especially vulnerable to extirpation from the state/province. 
S2 Imperiled—Imperiled in the nation or state/province because of rarity due to very restricted range, very few populations (often 20 or fewer), steep 
declines, or other factors making it very vulnerable to extirpation from the nation or state/province. 
S3 Vulnerable—Vulnerable in the nation or state/province due to a restricted range, relatively few populations (often 80 or fewer), recent and 
widespread declines, or other factors making it vulnerable to extirpation. 
S4 Apparently Secure—Uncommon but not rare; some cause for long-term concern due to declines or other factors.  
S5 Secure—Common, widespread, and abundant in the nation or state/province. 
S#S# Range Rank —A numeric range rank (e.g., S2S3) is used to indicate any range of uncertainty about the status of the species or community. 
Ranges cannot skip more than one rank (e.g., SU is used rather than S1S4).   
SX Presumed Extirpated - Species or community is believed to be extirpated from the nation or state/province. Not located despite intensive searches 
of historical sites and other appropriate habitat, and virtually no likelihood that it will be rediscovered.  
SNR Unranked – Nation of state/province conservation status not yet assessed. 
SU Unrankable – Currently unrankable due to lack of information or due to substantially conflicting information about status or trends. 
SNA Not Applicable – A conservation status rank is not applicable because the species is not a suitable target for conservation activities.  
 
4
COSEWIC (Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada) (federal status from COSEWIC website) 

 
SC = Special Concern - A species that may become threatened or endangered because of a combination of biological characteristics and threats   
THR = Threatened - A wildlife species that is likely to become endangered if nothing is done to reverse the factors leading to its extirpation or extinction 
END = Endangered - A wildlife species facing imminent extirpation or extinction  
 
5
MNRF (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry) (provincial status from MNRF website) 

The provincial review process is implemented by the MNRF's Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO). 
 
SC = Special Concern - Lives in the wild in Ontario, is not endangered or threatened, but may become threatened or endangered due to a combination 
of biological characteristics and identified threats 
THR = Threatened - Lives in the wild in Ontario, is not endangered, but is likely to become endangered if steps are not taken to address factors 
threatening it 
END = Endangered - Lives in the wild in Ontario but is facing imminent extinction or extirpation 
 
6
SARA (Species at Risk Act) Status and Schedule 

 
SC = Special Concern - A wildlife species that may become threatened or endangered because of a combination of biological characteristics and 
identified threats   
THR = Threatened - A wildlife species that is likely to become endangered if nothing is done to reverse the factors leading to its extirpation or extinction 
END = Endangered - A wildlife species facing imminent extirpation or extinction  
 
7
Regional Status – Region of Waterloo Significant Species List (Regional Municipality of Waterloo 1999) 

W = significant in the Region of Waterloo 
W* = significant in the Region of Waterloo but with the expectation that additional research may prove otherwise. 
W+ = significant in the Region of Waterloo ONLY if demonstrably indigenous- most populations in RMW are thought to be of non-indigenous origin. 
W# = significant in the Region of Waterloo but known RMW reports are treated as hypothetical.  
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Table F.1.  Breeding Bird Survey Results, Pinebush Development 

Common Name Scientific Name 
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American Crow Corvus brachyrhynchos G5  S5B             2 H     2 POSS             2 POSS 

American Goldfinch Spinus tristis G5  S5B             4 S/H 3 T 4 PROB 1 S/H 2 T 2 PROB 6 PROB 

American Robin Turdus migratorius G5  S5B             5 FY 5 A 5 CONF 2 H 2 T 2 PROB 7 CONF 

Baltimore Oriole Icterus galbula G5  S4B             3 AE 4 FY 4 CONF             4 CONF 

Black-capped Chickadee Poecile atricapillus G5  S5              4 S/H 5 T 5 PROB 2 S/H 2 T 2 PROB 7 PROB 

Blue Jay Cyanocitta cristata G5  S5             3 S/H 4 FY 4 CONF             4 CONF 

Brown-headed Cowbird Molothrus ater G5  S4B             1 S/H     1 POSS             1 POSS 

Chipping Sparrow Spizella passerina G5  S5B             1 S/H     1 POSS 2 S/H 1 T 2 PROB 3 PROB 

Downy Woodpecker Picoides pubescens G5  S5                  2 S/H 2 POSS             2 POSS 

Eastern Wood-pewee Contopus virens G5  S4B SC SC None None     1 S/H 1 T 1 PROB 1 X     1 OBS 2 PROB 

European Starling Sturnus vulgaris G5  SNA             5 H     5 POSS     2 H 2 POSS 7 POSS 

Gray Catbird Dumetella carolinensis G5  S4B             2 P 2 A/T 2 PROB 2 P 2 A/T 2 PROB 4 PROB 

House Finch Carpodacus mexicanus G5  SNA                 1 S/H 1 POSS     5 FY 5 CONF 6 CONF 

House Wren Troglodytes aedon G5  S5B             1 S/H 2 T 2 PROB             2 PROB 

Indigo Bunting Passerina cyanea G5  S4B             1 S/H 1 T 1 PROB 1 S/H     1 POSS 2 PROB 

Mallard Anas platyrhynchos G5  S5                         2 X     2 OBS 2 OBS 

Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura G5  S5             1 S/H 2 T 2 PROB 1 S/H 1 T 1 PROB 3 PROB 

Northern Cardinal Cardinalis cardinalis G5  S5             3 S/H 3 T 3 PROB             3 PROB 

Northern Flicker Colaptes auratus G5  S4B                 1 S/H 1 POSS     1 S/H 1 POSS 2 POSS 

Northern Rough-winged 
Swallow Stelgidopteryx serripennis G5  S4B             

            3 H 8 FY 8 CONF 8 CONF 

Red-eyed Vireo Vireo olivaceus G5  S5B             1 S/H 1 T 1 PROB             1 PROB 

Red-tailed Hawk Buteo jamaicensis G5  S5             1 H 2 P/T 2 PROB             2 PROB 

Red-winged Blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus G5  S4                         6 S 10 FY 10 CONF 10 CONF 

Ring-billed Gull Larus delawarensis G5  S5B,SZN                          2 X     2 OBS 2 OBS 

Savannah Sparrow Passerculus sandwichensis G5  S4B           X             2 S/H     2 POSS 2 POSS 

Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia G5  S5B             4 A 6 FY 6 CONF 2 A 2 FY 2 CONF 8 CONF 

Vesper Sparrow Pooecetes gramineus G5  S4B         W X             1 S/H     1 POSS 1 POSS 

Warbling Vireo Vireo gilvus G5  S5B             1 S/H     1 POSS             1 POSS 

White-breasted Nuthatch Sitta carolinensis G5  S5                  2 S/H 2 POSS             2 POSS 

Yellow Warbler Setophaga petechia G5  S5B             1 S/H     1 POSS 2 S/H     2 POSS 3 POSS 

Total Number of Species                   24 19 30 
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LEGEND 
 

Breeding Evidence Codes (Ontario Breeding Bird Atlas) 

OBSERVED  

X  Species observed in its breeding season (no breeding evidence).  

POSSIBLE  

H  Species observed in its breeding season in suitable nesting habitat.  

S  Singing male(s) present, or breeding calls heard, in suitable nesting habitat in breeding season.  

PROBABLE  

P  Pair observed in suitable nesting habitat in nesting season.  

T  Permanent territory presumed through registration of territorial behaviour (song, etc.) on at least two days, a week or more apart, at the same place.  

D  Courtship or display, including interaction between a male and a female or two males, including courtship feeding or copulation.  

V  Visiting probable nest site  

A  Agitated behaviour or anxiety calls of an adult.  

B  Brood Patch on adult female or cloacal protuberance on adult male.  

N  Nest-building or excavation of nest hole.  

CONFIRMED  

DD  Distraction display or injury feigning.  

NU  Used nest or egg shells found (occupied or laid within the period of the survey).  

FY  Recently fledged young (nidicolous species) or downy young (nidifugous species), including incapable of sustained flight.  

AE  Adult leaving or entering nest sites in circumstances indicating occupied nest.  

FS  Adult carrying fecal sac.  

CF  Adult carrying food for young.  

NE Nest containing eggs.  

NY  Nest with young seen or heard. 

 
1
G-Rank (global) 

Global ranks are assigned by a consensus of the network of Conservation Data Centres (CDCs), scientific experts, and the Nature Conservancy to designate a rarity rank based on the range-wide status of a species, subspecies, or variety. 
 
G1   Extremely rare - usually 5 or fewer occurrences in the overall range or very few remaining individuals; or because of some factor(s) making it especially vulnerable to extinction. 
G2   Very rare - usually between 5 and 20 occurrences in the overall range or with many individuals in fewer occurrences; or because of some factor(s) making it vulnerable to extinction. 
G3   Rare to uncommon - usually between 20 and 100 occurrences; may have fewer occurrences, but with a large number of individuals in some populations; may be susceptible to large-scale disturbances. 
G4   Common - usually more than 100 occurrences; usually not susceptible to immediate threats. 
G5   Very common - demonstrably secure under present conditions. 

 

Note:  all species recorded are ranked G5 

 
2
S-Ranks (provincial) 

Provincial (or Subnational) ranks are used by the Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC) to set protection priorities for rare species and natural communities. These ranks are not legal designations. Provincial ranks are assigned in a manner 
similar to that described for global ranks, but consider only those factors within the political boundaries of Ontario. 
 

S1  Critically Imperiled - Critically imperiled in the nation or state/province because of extreme rarity (often 5 or fewer occurrences) or because of some factor(s) such as very steep declines making it especially vulnerable to extirpation 
from the state/province. 

S2  Imperiled - Imperiled in the nation or state/province because of rarity due to very restricted range, very few populations (often 20 or fewer), steep declines, or other factors making it very vulnerable to extirpation from the nation or 
state/province. 

S3  Vulnerable - Vulnerable in the nation or state/province due to a restricted range, relatively few populations (often 80 or fewer), recent and widespread declines, or other factors making it vulnerable to extirpation. 
S4  Apparently Secure - Uncommon but not rare; some cause for long-term concern due to declines or other factors.  
S5  Secure - Common, widespread, and abundant in the nation or state/province. 
S#S#  Range Rank - A numeric range rank (e.g., S2S3) is used to indicate any range of uncertainty about the status of the species or community. Ranges cannot skip more than one rank (e.g., SU is used rather than S1S4).   
SAN  Non-breeding accidental. 
SE  Exotic - not believed to be a native component of Ontario's fauna. 
SZN  Non-breeding migrants/vagrants. 



Scoped Environmental Impact Study             November 2016 
Development –Pinebush Road, Cambridge, ON 

 

MMM Group Limited  |  3316507             Page F-3 
 

 

SZB  Breeding migrants/vagrants. 
 
3
COSEWIC (Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada) 

(federal status from COSEWIC website) 
 
EXT Extinct - A species that no longer exists. 

EXP Extirpated - A species no longer existing in the wild in Canada, but occurring elsewhere. 

END Endangered - A species facing imminent extirpation or extinction. 

THR Threatened - A species likely to become endangered if limiting factors are not reversed. 

SC Special Concern (formerly vulnerable) - A species that may become a threatened or an endangered species because of a combination of biological characteristics and identified threats. 

NAR Not At Risk - A species that has been evaluated and found to be not at risk of extinction given the current circumstances. 

DD Data Deficient (formerly Indeterminate) - Available information is insufficient to resolve a species' eligibility for assessment or to permit an assessment of the species' risk of extinction. 

 
4
MNRF (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry)  

(provincial status from MNRF website) 

The provincial review process is implemented by the MNRF's Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario (COSSARO). 

 

EXT Extinct - A species that no longer exists anywhere.  

EXP Extirpated - A species that no longer exists in the wild in Ontario but still occurs elsewhere.  

END Endangered - A species facing imminent extinction or extirpation in Ontario which is a candidate for regulation under Ontario's Endangered Species Act (ESA) (END-R designations are no longer relevant as species are covered under new ESA April 2009) 

THR Threatened - A species that is at risk of becoming endangered in Ontario if limiting factors are not reversed.  

SC Special Concern (formerly Vulnerable) - A species with characteristics that make it sensitive to human activities or natural events.  

NAR Not at Risk - A species that has been evaluated and found to be not at risk.  

DD Data Deficient (formerly Indeterminate) - A species for which there is insufficient information for a provincial status recommendation.  

 
5
SARA (Species at Risk Act) Status and 7Schedule 

The Act establishes Schedule 1, as the official list of wildlife species at risk. It classifies those species as being either Extirpated, Endangered, Threatened, or a Special Concern. Once listed, the measures to protect and recover a listed wildlife species are implemented.  

EXT Extinct - A wildlife species that no longer exists. 

EXP Extirpated - A wildlife species that no longer exists in the wild in Canada, but exists elsewhere in the wild. 

END Endangered - A wildlife species that is facing imminent extirpation or extinction. 

THR Threatened - A wildlife species that is likely to become endangered if nothing is done to reverse the factors leading to its extirpation or extinction. 

SC Special Concern - A wildlife species that may become a threatened or an endangered species because of a combination of biological characteristics and identified threats. 

 

Schedule 1: is the official list of species that are classified as extirpated, endangered, threatened, and of special concern. 

Schedule 2: species listed in Schedule 2 are species that had been designated as endangered or threatened, and have yet to be re-assessed by COSEWIC using revised criteria. Once these species have been re-assessed, they may be considered for inclusion in 

Schedule 1. 

Schedule 3: species listed in Schedule 3 are species that had been designated as special concern, and have yet to be re-assessed by COSEWIC using revised criteria. Once these species have been re-assessed, they may be considered for inclusion in Schedule 1. 

The Act establishes Schedule 1 as the official list of wildlife species at risk. However, please note that while Schedule 1 lists species that are extirpated, endangered, threatened and of special concern, the prohibitions do not apply to species of special concern. 

Species that were designated at risk by COSEWIC prior to October 1999 (Schedule 2 & 3) must be reassessed using revised criteria before they can be considered for addition to Schedule 1 of SARA. After they have been assessed, the Governor in Council may on the 

recommendation of the Minister, decide on whether or not they should be added to the List of Wildlife Species at Risk. 

Government of Canada. Species at Risk Public Registry. Website:  

[http://www.sararegistry.gc.ca/default_e.cfm] 

 

Note:  all COSEWIC listed species have ‘no status’ and ‘no schedule’ per SARA 

 
6
 Regional Status   

 
Waterloo Region Significance (1996) 
From Regional Municipality of Waterloo Significant Species List Breeding Birds (1996).  Significant ONLY when evidence of breeding (many are common and widespread as migrants).  Main purpose of the list is in evaluation of the 'significant 
species' criterion for the designation of Environmentally Sensitive Policy Areas.   
W   Waterloo: Regionally Significant 
W*    Significant only when nesting in natural circumstances 
V    Very Rare (0-3 occurrences) 
R   Rare (0-5) 
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S    Scarce (6-20) 
U    Uncommon (21-100) 
C    Common (>100) 
I    Introduced  
CV    Canada (COSEWIC) Vulnerable; CT = Canada (COSEWIC) Threatened; CE = Canada (COSEWIC) Endangered 
OV    Ontario (MNR) Vulnerable; OT = Ontario (MNR) Threatened; OE = Ontario (MNR) Endangered 
Note:  A number of the COSEWIC and MNR designations have changed since when the Region of Waterloo list was created in 1996.  Please use the other columns for the most up-to-date COSEWIC and MNR rankings. 
 
7
MNRF Area Sensitive Species 

Area Sensitivity is defined as species requiring large areas of suitable habitat in order to sustain population numbers 

X Species listed in criteria for “Woodland Area-Sensitive Bird Breeding Habitat”, “Open Country Bird Breeding Habitat” or “Woodland Raptor Nesting Habitat”   
 
From: Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF).  2015. Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules For Ecoregion 6E. Regional Operations Division, Southern Region Resources Section. 38pp. 
 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX G: Species at Risk Screening 
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Table G.1: Pinebush Development - Species at Risk Habitat Assessment 

Species At Risk Designations 

ENDANGERED   

THREATENED   

SPECIAL CONCERN   

 
 

Species 
ESA Status 

and Regional 
Occurrence 

Source of 
Record 

ESA 
Protection 

Key Habitats Used By Species 
Reasonable Likelihood of 

Presence in Subject property 
Surveys 

Undertaken 
Field Survey 

Results 

Likelihood and Magnitude of 
Impacts to Species and/or 

Habitats 

Amphibians 

Jefferson Salamander 
(Ambystoma 

jeffersonianum) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species 
Protection and 

Habitat 
Regulation 

 inhabit deciduous and mixed deciduous forests with 
suitable breeding areas which generally consist of 

ephemeral (temporary) bodies of water that are fed by 
spring runoff, groundwater, or springs.    

None - No suitable breeding habitat 

present 
N/A N/A 

None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 

Birds 

Acadian Flycatcher  
(Empidonax virescens) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

generally requires large areas of mature, undisturbed 
forest;  

avoids the forest edge; often found in well wooded 
swamps and ravines 

Minimal - Woodlot too small to be 

suitable, property isolated from other 
forested areas 

BBS Not observed 

None – Minimal likelihood of 

presence, and only potential wooded 
habitat will be retained in full. 

Bald Eagle  
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

N/A 
prefers deciduous and mixed-deciduous forest; and 

habitat close to water bodies such as lakes and rivers; 
roost in super canopy trees such as Pine 

None - No waterbodies present in 

proximity to property 
N/A N/A 

None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 

Bank Swallow  
(Riparia riparia) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

 
OBBA (Square 
No. 17NJ50, 
2001-2005) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

It nests in a wide variety of naturally and 
anthropogenically created vertical banks, which often 

erode and change over time including aggregate pits and 
the shores of large lakes and rivers 

Minimal - Marginally suitable 

foraging habitat around woodlot and 
open areas, no nesting habitat. 

N/A N/A 
None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 

Barn Swallow  
(Hirundo rustica) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

 
OBBA (Square 
No. 17NJ50, 
2001-2005) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

prefers farmland; lake/river shorelines; wooded clearings; 
urban populated areas; rocky cliffs; and wetlands. They 
nest inside or outside buildings; under bridges and in 

road culverts; on rock faces and in caves etc. 

Minimal - Marginally suitable 

foraging habitat around woodlot and 
open areas, no nesting habitat. 

BBS Not observed 

Minimal - Minimal likelihood of 

presence, and only habitat impacted 
is foraging / transient habitat which is 
common in the wider landscape. 

Black Tern  
(Childonias niger) 

Historically 
Known to 

Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

N/A 
generally prefer freshwater marshes and wetlands;  
nest either on floating material in a marsh or on the 

ground very close to water 

None - No suitable habitat present N/A N/A 
None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 

Bobolink  
(Dolichonyx oryzivorus) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

 
OBBA (Square 
No. 17NJ50, 
2001-2005) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

generally prefers open grasslands and hay fields. In 
migration and in winter uses freshwater marshes and 

grasslands 

Minimal - Marginally suitable habitat 

present in agricultural area of 
property, however Bobolink are only 

known to occasionally use large 
wheat fields (>50 ha) and there were 

no observations of the species 
during breeding bird surveys. 

BBS Not observed 

Minimal - Minimal potential for 

presence of species on subject 
property, however was not observed 
during either breeding bird survey. 
Habitat suitability is low (small wheat 
field), however this potential habitat 
will be removed as a result of the 
development. 
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Species 
ESA Status 

and Regional 
Occurrence 

Source of 
Record 

ESA 
Protection 

Key Habitats Used By Species 
Reasonable Likelihood of 

Presence in Subject property 
Surveys 

Undertaken 
Field Survey 

Results 

Likelihood and Magnitude of 
Impacts to Species and/or 

Habitats 

Canada Warbler 
(Cardellina canadensis; 

formerly  
Wilsonia canadensis) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

N/A 

Generally prefers wet coniferous, deciduous and mixed 
forest types, with a dense shrub layer. Nests on the 

ground, on logs or hummocks, and uses dense shrub 
layer to conceal the nest.  

Minimal - Marginally suitable habitat 

present in woodlot; wet forested 
habitat and shrub layer are limited 

within the woodlot. 

BBS Not observed 

None - Minimal likelihood of 

presence, and only potential wooded 
habitat will be retained in full. 

Cerulean Warbler  
(Setophaga cerulea; 

formerly Dendoica cerulea) 

Known to 
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

 
NHIC (1900) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

generally found in mature deciduous forests with an open 
understorey;  also nests in older, second-growth 

deciduous forests.   

Minimal - Marginally suitable habitat 

present in woodlot; woodlot is likely 
too small and isolated. Historical 
NHIC record (1901) present on 

property 

BBS Not observed 

None - Minimal likelihood of 

presence, and only potential wooded 
habitat will be retained in full. 

Chimney Swift  
(Chaetura pelagica) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

 
OBBA (Square 
No. 17NJ50, 
2001-2005) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

historically found in deciduous and coniferous, usually 
wet forest types, all with a well-developed, dense shrub 

layer; now most are found in urban areas in large 
uncapped chimneys 

Minimal - Marginally suitable 

foraging habitat around woodlot and 
open areas, no nesting habitat. 

BBS Not observed 

Minimal - Minimal likelihood of 

presence, and only habitat impacted 
is foraging / transient habitat which is 
common in the wider landscape. 

Common Nighthawk  
(Chordeiles minor) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

 
OBBA (Square 
No. 17NJ50, 
2001-2005) 

N/A 

generally prefer open, vegetation-free habitats, including 
dunes, beaches, recently harvested forests, burnt-over 

areas, logged areas, rocky outcrops, rocky barrens, 
grasslands, pastures, peat bogs, marshes, lakeshores, 
and river banks. This species also inhabits mixed and 
coniferous forests. Can also be found in urban areas 

(nest on flat roof-tops) 

Minimal - marginally suitable habitat 

present in small cleared southwest 
of CEF Woodlot and potential to 

occur as foraging visitant. 

BBS Not observed 

Minimal - Minimal likelihood of 

presence, and species not observed 
during breeding bird surveys. 
Potential habitat of low quality 
(recently impacted), and removal is 
unlikely to negatively impact the 
species. Unlikely to be impacted as 
foraging visitant as foraging / 
transient habitat is common in the 
wider landscape 

Eastern Meadowlark 
(Sturnella Magna) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

 
OBBA (Square 
No. 17NJ50, 
2001-2005) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

generally prefers grassy pastures, meadows and hay 
fields. Nests are always on the ground and usually 

hidden in or under grass clumps. 

Minimal - Marginally suitable habitat 

present in agricultural area of 
property, however Eastern 

Meadowlark are only known to 
occasionally use large wheat fields 

(>50 ha) and there were no 
observations of the species during 

breeding bird surveys. 

BBS Not observed 

Minimal - Minimal potential for 

presence of species in subject 
property, however was not observed 
during either breeding bird survey. 
Habitat suitability is low (small wheat 
field), however this potential habitat 
will be removed as a result of the 
development. 

Eastern Wood-Pewee  
(Contopus virens) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

 
OBBA (Square 
No. 17NJ50, 
2001-2005) 

N/A 

associated with deciduous and mixed forests. Within 
mature and intermediate age stands it prefers areas with 
little understory vegetation as well as forest clearings and 

edges. 

High - Potential suitable habitat 

present in woodlot at woodlot edges 
BBS 

1 singing male 
in the interior 
portion of the 
woodlot 
recorded 
during two 
visits 

Minimal - Species observed in 

interior of CEF Woodlot to be 
retained. Potential minor indirect 
impacts to habitat around edges of 
woodlot as a result of potential 
development. 

Eastern Whip-poor-will  
(Caprimlugus vociferus)  

Known to 
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

generally prefer semi-open deciduous forests or patchy 
forests with clearings; areas with little ground cover are 

also preferred; In winter they occupy primarily mixed 
woods near open areas. 

Minimal - Potential suitable habitat 

present in woodlot at woodlot edges 
BBS Not observed 

Minimal - Minimal likelihood of 

presence, and wooded habitat will be 
retained in full. Potential for minor 
indirect impacts to woodlot edges 
only. 

Golden-winged Warbler  
(Vermivora chrysoptera) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

 
OBBA (Square 
No. 17NJ50, 
2001-2005) 

N/A 
generally prefer areas of early successional vegetation, 
found primarily on field edges, hydro or utility right-of-

ways, or recently logged areas. 

Minimal - Potential suitable habitat 

around edges of woodlot 
BBS Not observed 

Minimal - Minimal likelihood of 

presence, and wooded habitat will be 
retained in full. Potential for minor 
indirect impacts to woodlot edges 
only. 
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Henslow's Sparrow  
(Ammodramus henslowii) 

Historically 
Known to  

Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

 generally found in old fields, pastures and wet meadows. 
They prefer areas with dense, tall grasses, and thatch, or 

decaying plant material  

None - No suitable habitat present N/A N/A 
None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 

Least Bittern  
(Ixobrychus exilis) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

generally located near pools of open water in relatively 
large marshes and swamps that are dominated by cattail 

and other robust emergent plants 

None - No suitable habitat present N/A N/A 
None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 

Louisiana Waterthrush  

(Seiurus motacilla) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

N/A 
generally inhabits mature forests  along steeply sloped 
ravines adjacent to running water. It prefers clear, cold 

streams and densely wooded swamps 

None - No suitable habitat present N/A N/A 
None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 

Northern Bobwhite  
(Colinus virginianus) 

Historically 
Known to 

Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

generally inhabits a variety of edge and grassland type - 
habitats including non-intensively farmed agricultural 

lands. 

Minimal - Marginally suitable habitat 

available in open spaces, but no 
known populations in vicinity of 

Cambridge. 

BBS Not observed 

Minimal - Marginally suitable 

potential breeding habitat would be 
removed with the proposed 
development, but species as not 
observed during surveys and 
presence is highly unlikely 

Peregrine Falcon  
(Falco peregrinus) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

N/A 

generally nest on tall, steep cliff ledges adjacent to large 
waterbodies; some birds adapt to urban environments 
and nest on ledges of tall buildings, even in densely 

populated downtown areas.  

None - No suitable habitat present N/A N/A 
None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 

Red-Headed Woodpecker  

(Melanerpes 
erythrocephalus) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

N/A 

generally prefer open oak and beech  
forests, grasslands, forest edges, orchards, pastures, 
riparian forests, roadsides, urban parks, golf courses, 

cemeteries, as well as along beaver ponds and brooks 

Minimal - Potential suitable habitat 

present in woodlot open areas, but 
no known populations in vicinity of 

Cambridge 

BBS Not observed 

Minimal - Species presence is 

unlikely, and was not observed during 
surveys. Potential impacts would be 
limited to minor indirect impacts to the 
woodlot edge. 

Short-eared Owl  
(Asio flammeus) 

Suspected to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

N/A 
generally prefers a wide variety of open habitats, 

including grasslands, peat bogs, marshes, sand-sage 
concentrations, old pastures and agricultural fields 

None - Area isolated and too small 

to support home-range 
N/A N/A 

None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 

Wood Thrush  
(Hylocichla mustelina) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

 
OBBA (Square 
No. 17NJ50, 
2001-2005) 

N/A 

Nests mainly in second-growth and mature deciduous 
and mixed forests, with saplings and well-developed 

understory layers. Prefers large forest mosaics, but may 
also nest in small forest fragments. 

Moderate - Potential suitable habitat 

present in woodlot 
BBS Not observed 

Minimal - Potential presence of 

species in woodlot, however, species 
was not observed during surveys and 
all wooded habitat will be retained in 
full. Potential for minor indirect 
impacts at woodlot edge only. 

Yellow-breasted Chat  

(Icteria virens) 

Historically 
Known to 

Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

generally prefer dense thickets around wood edges, 
riparian areas, and in overgrown clearings 

Minimal - Potential suitable habitat 

around edges of woodlot 
BBS Not observed 

Minimal - Minimal likelihood of 

presence, and wooded habitat will be 
retained in full. Potential for minor 
indirect impacts to woodlot edges 
only. 

Fish 

Northern Brook Lamprey  
(Ichthyomyzon fossor) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

N/A 
generally inhabits small rivers and clear streams of 

varying sizes. Adults spawn in gravelly riffles. 

None - No waterbodies / 

watercourses present 
N/A N/A 

None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 
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Black Redhorse  
(Moxostoma duquesnei) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

generally lives in moderately sized rivers and streams, 
with generally moderate to fast currents 

None - No waterbodies / 

watercourses present 
N/A N/A 

None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 

Silver Shiner  
(Notropis photogenis) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

generally prefer moderate to large, deep, relatively clear 
streams with swift currents, and moderate to high 

gradients 

None - No waterbodies / 

watercourses present 
N/A N/A 

None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 

Insects 

Monarch Butterfly  
(Danaus plexippus) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

N/A 
exist primarily wherever milkweed and wildflowers exist; 
abandoned farmland, along roadsides, and other open 

spaces  

Moderate - Potential suitable 

foraging habitat in open spaces, no 
Milkweed sp. observed for breeding 
habitat during botanical inventories. 

General 
wildlife habitat 
assessment; 

botanical 
inventories. 

Not observed 

Minimal - Species not observed 

during field visits. Habitat to be 
removed with proposed development 
would be open foraging habitat, which 
is common in the wider landscape. 
No breeding habitat to be impacted. 

Rusty-patched Bumble 
Bee 

(Bombus affinis) 

Formerly 
Occurred and 

May Still Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

generally inhabits a range of diverse habitats including 
mixed farmland, sand dunes, marshes, urban and 

wooded areas. It usually nests underground in 
abandoned rodent burrows 

Minimal - Potential suitable habitat 

in open spaces, extremely rare 
occurrences (only seen in The 

Pinery since 2002) 

General 
wildlife habitat 
assessment; 

botanical 
inventories. 

Not observed 

Minimal - Very unlikely to occur. 

Potential minor impacts to foraging 
habitat in open areas. 

West Virginia White  
(Pieris virginiensis) 

Formerly 
Occurred and 

May Still Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

N/A 

generally prefer moist, deciduous woodlands. The larvae 
feed only on the leaves of the two-leaved toothwort 

(Cardamine diphylla), which is a small, spring-blooming 
plant of the forest floor.  

Moderate - Potential suitable habitat 

in woodlot.  The host plant 
(Cardamine diphylla) was observed 

in the CEF Woodlot during botanical 
inventories. 

General 
wildlife habitat 
assessment; 

botanical 
inventories. 

Not observed 

Minimal - The presence of the host 

plant in the woodlot may provide 
breeding habitat for this species, 
however the woodlot will be retained 
in full with the potential for only minor 
indirect impacts to the woodlot edges. 

Mammals 

American Badger  
(Taxidea taxus jacksoni) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species 
Protection and 

Habitat 
Regulation 

generally prefer open habitats, whether natural 
(grasslands) or man-made (agricultural fields, road right-

of-ways, golf courses) 

Minimal - Potential habitat in open 

areas, but very rare and closest 
populations known near Woodstock 

General 
wildlife habitat 
assessment 

Not observed 

Minimal - Minimal likelihood for this 

species to occur, and was not 
observed during field visits.  



Scoped Environmental Impact Study             November 2016 
Development –Pinebush Road, Cambridge, ON 

MMM Group Limited  |  3316507   Page G-5 
 

Species 
ESA Status 

and Regional 
Occurrence 

Source of 
Record 

ESA 
Protection 

Key Habitats Used By Species 
Reasonable Likelihood of 

Presence in Subject property 
Surveys 

Undertaken 
Field Survey 

Results 

Likelihood and Magnitude of 
Impacts to Species and/or 

Habitats 

Eastern Small-footed 
Myotis   

(Myotis leibii) 
 

Little Brown Myotis  
(Myotis lucifugus) 

 
Northern Myotis  

(Myotis septentrionalis) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection  

Overwintering habitat: Caves and mines that remain 
above 0 degrees    

 
Maternal Roosts: 

M. leibii: primarily under loose rocks on exposed rock 

outcrops, crevices and cliffs, and occasionally in 
buildings, under bridges and highway overpasses and 

under tree bark. 
 

M. lucifugus: Often associated with buildings (attics, 

barns etc.). Occasionally found in trees (25-44 cm dbh). 
 

M. septentrionalis: Often associated with cavities of 

large diameter trees (25-44 cm dbh). Occasionally found 
in structures (attics, barns etc.) 

Moderate - Potential maternity 

habitat at edges of woodlot. Suitable 
cavities observed in trees at margins 
of woodlot, and outside the surveyed 
CEF woodlot.  One cavity tree was 
also observed in the interior of the 

woodlot, suggesting potential 
suitable maternity / roosting habitat 
in the interior.  No bats observed 

during general wildlife surveys (no 
dusk exit surveys conducted). 

Cavity Tree 
Survey in CEF 

Woodlot - 
Detailed at 

woodlot 
margins, 

general in 
interior 

3 cavity trees 
(Willow sp.) 
observed 

along margin 
of CEF 

Woodlot, 1 
cavity tree 

observed in 
interior of CEF 

Woodlot 

Moderate - Trees with suitable 

roosting cavities that are outside the 
surveyed CEF limit, and those within 
the boundary of the CEF assessed as 
hazards in the Tree Management 
Plan may need to be removed. 
Potential suitable cavities in the 
interior of the woodlot are anticipated 
to provide sufficient alternative 
roosting sites to prevent negative 
impacts to any bats potentially 
present. Mitigation measures 
including adhering to a timing window 
for removal of trees to avoid removals 
during the bat breeding period will be 
implemented to minimize any 
potential impacts. 

Molluscs 

Rainbow Mussel  
(Villosa iris) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

most abundant in shallow, well- oxygenated reaches of 
small- to medium-sized rivers and sometimes lakes, on 
substrates of cobble, gravel, sand and occasionally mud 

None - No waterbodies / 

watercourses present 
N/A N/A 

None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 

Wavy-rayed lampmussel  
(Lampsilis fasciola) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

generally inhabit clear rivers and streams  
of a variety of sizes, where the water flow is steady and 

the substrate is stable  

None - No waterbodies / 

watercourses present 
N/A N/A 

None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 

Mosses 

Pygmy Pocket Moss  

(Fissidens exilis) 

Known to 
Occur (in North 

Dumfries) 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

N/A 
moist, barren soil, typically clay, often associated with 

forests 

 Minimal – Only marginally suitable 

habitat (moist forest) present in the 
woodlot 

Botanical 
inventory 

Not observed 

None – Only minimal likelihood of 

presence. If present, wooded habitat 
will be retained in full, avoiding 
impacts to the species and habitat. 

Plants 

American Chestnut  
(Castanea dentata) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

found in deciduous forest communities; this tree prefers 
arid forests with acid and sandy soils.  

Moderate - Suitable habitat may be 

present in woodlot 
botanical 
inventory 

Not observed 

Minimal - Species not observed 

during inventory. If present, wooded 
habitat will be retained in full, 
avoiding impacts to the species and 
habitat. 

American Ginseng  

(Panax quinquefolius) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

grows in rich, moist, undisturbed and relatively mature 
deciduous woods in areas of neutral soil (such as over 

limestone or marble bedrock).  

None - No suitable habitat present 
botanical 
inventory 

Not observed 
None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 
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Butternut  
(Juglans cinerea) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

generally grows in rich, moist, and well-drained soils 
often found along streams.  It may also be found on well-

drained gravel sites, especially those made up of 
limestone.  It is also found, though seldom, on dry, rocky 

and sterile soils.  In Ontario, the Butternut generally 
grows alone or in small groups in deciduous forests as 

well as in hedgerows 

Moderate - Suitable habitat may be 

present in woodlot 
botanical 
inventory 

6 Butternut 
recorded within 
CEF woodlot. 

BHA 
completed for 
the two trees 
closest to the 
woodlot edge 
(within 50 m) -  
both Category 

1 (non-
retainable) 

None - Species observed in interior 

of CEF Woodlot to be retained. 
Potential minor indirect impacts to 
habitat around edges of woodlot as a 
result of potential development, 
however trees within 50 m of the 
edge are not-retainable based on 
preliminary Butternut Health 
Assessments and therefore not 
subject to ESA prohibitions.. 

Eastern Flowering 
Dogwood  

(Cornus florida) 

Known to  
Occur - Planted 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species 
Protection and 

Habitat 
Regulation 

generally grows in deciduous and mixed forests, in the 
drier areas of its habitat, although it is occasionally found 
in slightly moist environments; Also grows around edges 

and hedgerows 

Moderate - Suitable habitat may be 

present in woodlot 
botanical 
inventory 

Not observed 

Minimal - Species not observed 

during inventory. If present, wooded 
habitat will be retained in full, 
avoiding impacts to the species and 
habitat. 

Green Dragon  
(Arisaema dracontium) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

N/A 
generally grows in damp deciduous forests and along 

streams. 
None - No suitable habitat present 

botanical 
inventory 

Not observed 
None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 

Kentucky Coffee-tree  
(Gymnocladus dioicus) 

Known to  
Occur - Planted 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

generally inhabits open areas of floodplains  
and the edges of wetlands. Shade-intolerant. 

None - No suitable habitat present 
botanical 
inventory 

Not observed 
None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 

False Hop Sedge  
(Carex lupuliformis) 

Formerly 
Occurred and 

May Still Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

 
NHIC (1902) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

In Canada, this plant most often grows in riverine 
swamps and marshes, and around temporary forest 
ponds. It prefers open areas and areas under forest 

canopy openings, with lots of sunlight (MNRF Species 
Profile Online 2014). 

Moderate - Current habitat does not 

appear suitable, dependent on 
botanical surveys of woodlot. NHIC 

Record on property in 1900. 

botanical 
inventory 

Not observed 

Minimal - Species not observed 

during inventory. If present, wooded 
habitat will be retained in full, 
avoiding impacts to the species and 
habitat. 

Reptiles 

Blanding's Turtle  

(Emydonidea blandingii) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

generally occur in freshwater lakes, permanent or 
temporary pools, slow-flowing streams, marshes and 

swamps. They prefer shallow water that is rich in 
nutrients, organic soil and dense vegetation. Adults are 
generally found in open or partially vegetated sites, and 

juveniles prefer areas that contain thick aquatic 
vegetation including sphagnum, water lilies and algae. 

They dig their nest in a variety of loose substrates, 
including sand, organic soil, gravel and cobblestone. 

Overwintering occurs in permanent pools that average 
about one metre in depth, or in slow-flowing streams. 

None - No suitable habitat present N/A N/A 
None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 

Eastern Ribbonsnake  
(Thamnophis sauritus) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

N/A 

generally occur along the edges of shallow ponds, 
streams, marshes, swamps, or bogs bordered by dense 
vegetation that provides cover. Abundant exposure to 

sunlight is also required, and adjacent upland areas may 
be used for nesting. 

None - No suitable habitat present N/A N/A 
None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 
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Northern Map Turtle  
(Graptemys geographica) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

N/A 

generally inhabits both lakes and rivers, showing a 
preference for slow moving currents, muddy bottoms, 
and abundant aquatic vegetation. These turtles need 
suitable basking sites (such as rocks and logs) and 

exposure to the sun for at least part of the day. 

None - No suitable habitat present N/A N/A 
None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 

Queensnake  
(Regina septemvittata) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species and 
General Habitat 

Protection 

generally require a permanent body of water, flowing or 
still, with a temperature remaining at or above 18.3°C 
throughout most of the active season; abundant cover, 

such as flat rocks submerged and/or on the bank; and an 
abundance of crayfish. Other important habitat features 

may include rocky, gravelly, or slate stream-bed 
substrates, swift to moderate current, and woodland 

surroundings. 

None - No suitable habitat present N/A N/A 
None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 

Snapping Turtle  
(Chelydra serpentina) 

Known to  
Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

N/A 

generally inhabit shallow waters where they can hide 
under the soft mud and leaf litter. Nesting sites usually 

occur on gravely or sandy areas along streams. 
Snapping Turtles often take advantage of man-made 
structures for nest sites, including roads (especially 

gravel shoulders), dams and aggregate pits. 

None - No suitable habitat present N/A N/A 
None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 

Wood Turtle  
(Glyptemys insculpta) 

Historically 
Known to 

Occur 

Waterloo Region 
SAR List (2014) 

Species 
Protection and 

Habitat 
Regulation 

generally inhabit fresh-water rivers and streams with 
sandy or gravely-sandy bottoms and prefers clear 

meandering watercourses with a moderate current. They 
nest on sand or gravel-sand beaches and banks. 

Although they prefer riparian areas with diverse, patchy 
cover, females also lay in gravel holes, at the edges of 
roads and railways, in utility right-of-ways, in farming 

fields, pastures and former fields – any sunny and easily 
dug spot. 

None - No suitable habitat present N/A N/A 
None - No reasonable likelihood of 

species to be present 
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Table G.2: Pinebush Development – Species of Conservation Concern Screening 
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Birds 

Savannah Sparrow 
(Passerculus 

sandwichensis) 
S4B 

SWH Area Sensitive 
(MNRF 2015) 

Breeding Bird 
Field Survey 

(2016) 

Grassy fields and pastures
1
 

To be considered Significant Wildlife Habitat: 
Large grassland areas (includes natural and 
cultural fields and meadows) >30 ha, not being 
actively used for farming with a history of longevity 
(>5 years).

2
 

Moderate - Open grassy areas of 

subject property too small to be 
considered SWH, however, suitable 

habitat type is present. 

2-Visit 
Breeding Bird 

Survey 

‘Possible’ 
breeding 
evidence with 
two singing 
males in the 
field 

Moderate - Suitable habitat will be 

removed with construction of the 
development. However, breeding is 
unconfirmed, and species may be 
transient within the subject property. 
Suitable breeding habitat in agricultural 
fields and other cultural meadow 
features is common in the wider 
landscape. 

Vesper Sparrow 
(Pooecetes 
gramineus) 

S4B 

SWH Area Sensitive 
(MNRF 2015) 

 
Regionally 

Significant (Waterloo 
Region, 1996) 

Breeding Bird 
Field Survey 

(2016) 

Well-drained, often dry, grassland areas frequently 
bordering woods or interspersed with trees or 
shrubs.
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To be considered Significant Wildlife Habitat: 
Large grassland areas (includes natural and 
cultural fields and meadows) >30 ha, not being 
actively used for farming with a history of longevity 
(>5 years).
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Moderate - Open grassy areas of 

subject property too small to be 
considered SWH, however, suitable 

habitat type is present. 

2-Visit 
Breeding Bird 

Survey 

‘Possible’ 
breeding 
evidence with 
one singing 
male along the 
field edge 

Moderate - Suitable habitat will be 

removed with construction of the 
development. However, breeding is 
unconfirmed, and species may be 
transient within the subject property. 
Suitable breeding habitat in agricultural 
fields and other cultural meadow 
features is common in the wider 
landscape. 

Plants 

Common Hackberry 
(Celtis occidentalis) 

S4B 

Regionally 
Significant (with 
potential for new 
research to prove 

otherwise) (Waterloo 
Region 1999) 

Botanical 
Inventory 

(2016) 

River banks, stream valleys and ravines, rich moist 
forests, and rarely drier sites.
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Moderate - Parts of the CEF 

woodlot contain moist, rich soils 

3-Season 
Botanical 
Inventory 

Observed in 
FOD 
vegetation type 
(Units 2a, 2b, 
3, 4b) 

Minimal - Species found in CEF 

Woodlot, to be retained in full. Potential 
for indirect impacts from development at 
edges. 

Virginia Creeper 
(Parthenocissus 

quinquefolia) 
S4? 

Regionally 
Significant (if proven 

indigenous) 
(Waterloo Region 

1999) 

Botanical 
Inventory 

(2016) 
Thickets, swamps, and upland deciduous forests.
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Moderate - Parts of the CEF 

woodlot are upland deciduous forest 

3-Season 
Botanical 
Inventory 

Observed in 
CUP3 
vegetation type 
(Unit 1) 

None - Species found in CEF Woodlot 

to be retained, in vegetation unit furthest 
from proposed development 

Windflower  
(Thalictrum 

thalictroides) 
S3 

Regionally 
Significant (Waterloo 

Region 1999) 

Botanical 
Inventory 

(2016) 
Rich or sometimes dry deciduous forests.
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Moderate - The CEF woodlot has 

both rich and dry deciduous forest 

3-Season 
Botanical 
Inventory 

Observed in 
FOD 
vegetation type 
(Units 2a, 2b) 

Minimal - Species found in CEF 

Woodlot, to be retained in full. Potential 
for indirect impacts from development at 
edges. 

 


